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INTRODUCTION

THE Germans interpret their new national coloursaek] red, and white—by the saying,
"Durch Nacht und Blut zur licht." ("Through nighha blood to light"), and no work yet
written conveys to the thinker a clearer conceptiball that the red streak in their flag stands
for than this deep and philosophical analysis oafWy Clausewitz.

It reveals "War," stripped of all accessories, las éxercise of force for the attainment of a
political object, unrestrained by any law save thfatxpediency, and thus gives the key to the
interpretation of German political aims, past, prés and future, which is unconditionally
necessary for every student of the modern condit@hEurope. Step by step, every event
since Waterloo follows with logical consistencyrfrahe teachings of Napolecformulated
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for the first time, some twenty years afterwardsttis remarkable thinker.

What Darwin accomplished for Biology generally Glawitz did for the Life-History of
Nations nearly half a century before him, for bbéve proved the existence of the same law in
each case, viz., "The survival of the fittest"—tfittest," as Huxley long since pointed out, not
being necessarily synonymous with the ethically stieNeither of these thinkers was
concerned with the ethics of the struggle whichhestadied so exhaustively, but to both men
the phase or condition presented itself neithenasal nor immoral, any more than are famine,
disease, or other natural phenomena, but as emgniatim a force inherent in all living
organisms which can only be mastered by undersigriti nature. It is in that spirit that, one
after the other, all the Nations of the Contindatight by such drastic lessons as Koniggrétz
and Sedan, have accepted the lesson, with thd teatito-day Europe is an armed camp, and
peace is maintained by the equilibrium of forcesd avill continue just as long as this
equilibrium exists, and no longer.

Whether this state of equilibrium is in itself aogoor desirable thing may be open to
argument. | have discussed it at length in my "\&iad the World's Life"; but | venture to
suggest that to no one would a renewal of the enaadare be a change for the better, as far as
existing humanity is concerned. Meanwhile, howewdth every year that elapses the forces at
present in equilibrium are changing in magnitudee—phessure of populations which have to
be fed is rising, and an explosion along the lihkeast resistance is, sooner or later, inevitable.

As | read the teaching of the recent Hague Conéereno responsible Government on the
Continent is anxious to form in themselves tha¢ lof least resistance; they know only too
well what War would mean; and we alone, absoluielgonscious of the trend of the dominant
thought of Europe, are pulling down the dam whidyrat any moment let in on us the flood
of invasion.

Now no responsible man in Europe, perhaps leastlah Germany, thanks us for this
voluntary destruction of our defences, for all wdae of any importance would very much
rather end their days in peace than incur the luodeesponsibility which War would entail.
But they realise that the gradual disseminatiorthef principles taught by Clausewitz has
created a condition of molecular tension in thedsiof the Nations they govern analogous to
the “critical temperature of water heated abovdifgppoint under pressure," which may at
any moment bring about an explosion which they béllpowerless to control.

The case is identical with that of an ordinary stdmiler, delivering so and so many pounds
of steam to its engines as long as the envelopeaatain the pressure; but let a breach in its
continuity arise—relieving the boiling water of adistraint—and in a moment the whole mass
flashes into vapour, developing a power no worknah can oppose.

The ultimate consequences of defeat no man cateforé€he only way to avert them is to
ensure victory; and, again following out the prples of Clausewitz, victory can only be
ensured by the creation in peace of an organisatioich will bring every available man,
horse, and gun (or ship and gun, if the war behersea) in the shortest possible time, and with
the utmost possible momentum, upon the decisivé &€ action—which in turn leads to the
final doctrine formulated by Von der Goltz in exeusr the action of the late President Kruger
in 1899:

"The Statesman who, knowing his instrument to bedye and seeing War inevitable,
hesitates to strike first is guilty of a crime agihis country."

It is because this sequence of cause and effeadtsslutely unknown to our Members of
Parliament, elected by popular representation, diaiur efforts to ensure a lasting peace by
securing efficiency with economy in our Nationalf®reces have been rendered nugatory.

This estimate of the influence of Clausewitz's ise@bts on contemporary thought in
Continental Europe may appear exaggerated to tiwbeehave not familiarised themselves
with M. Gustav de Bon's exposition of the laws goueg the formation and conduct of
crowds | do not wish for one minute to be underdtas asserting that Clausewitz has been
conscientiously studied and understood in any Arnot, even in the Prussian, but his work
has been the ultimate foundation on which everly drgulation in Europe, except our own,
has been reared. It is this ceaseless repetitibisdiindamental ideas to which one-half of the
male population of every Continental Nation hasnb&gbjected for two to three years of their
lives, which has tuned their minds to vibrate innhany with his precepts, and those who
know and appreciate this fact at its true valueshay to strike the necessary chords in order
to evoke a response sufficient to overpower angrogthical conception which those who h
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not organised their forces beforehand can appeal to

The recent set-back experienced by the Socialist&érmany is an illustration of my
position. The Socialist leaders of that countryfarebehind the responsible Governors in their
knowledge of the management of crowds. The latéer long before (in 1893, in fact) made
their arrangements to prevent the spread of Seti@firopaganda beyond certain useful limits.
As long as the Socialists only threatened cagiiy tvere not seriously interfered with, for the
Government knew quite well that the undisputed sefafe employer was not for the ultimate
good of the State. The standard of comfort mustiegpitched too low if men are to be ready
to die for their country. But the moment the Sdstal began to interfere seriously with the
discipline of the Army the word went round, and 8uwialists lost heavily at the polls.

If this power of predetermined reaction to acquiil@elas can be evoked successfully in a
matter of internal interest only, in which the "odos interest” of the vast majority of the
population is so clearly on the side of the Sosfalt must be evident how enormously greater
it will prove when set in motion against an extémr@emy, where the "obvious interest” of the
people is, from the very nature of things, as nemti§ on the side of the Government; and the
Statesman who failed to take into account the fofdée "resultant thought wave" of a crowd
of some seven million men, all trained to respoadtteir ruler's call, would be guilty of
treachery as grave as one who failed to strike wiherknew the Army to be ready for
immediate action.

As already pointed out, it is to the spread of €itz's ideas that the present state of more
or less immediate readiness for war of all Europ&anies is due, and since the organisation
of these forces is uniform this "more or less" efdiness exists in precise proportion to the
sense of duty which animates the several Armieseé/the spirit of duty and self-sacrifice is
low the troops are unready and inefficient; whaein Prussia, these qualities, by the training
of a whole century, have become instinctive, troogely are ready to the last button, and
might be poured down upon any one of her neighbwitts such rapidity that the very first
collision must suffice to ensure ultimate successueress by no means certain if the enemy,
whoever he may be, is allowed breathing-time inclvhd set his house in order.

An example will make this clearer. In 1887 Germavgs on the very verge of War with
France and Russia. At that moment her superiocieffty, the consequence of this inborn
sense of duty—surely one of the highest qualitiebumanity—was so great that it is more
than probable that less than six weeks would haffeced to bring the French to their knees.
Indeed, after the first fortnight it would have hggossible to begin transferring troops from
the Rhine to the Niemen; and the same case may again. But if France and Russia had
been allowed even ten days' warning the Germanptard have been completely defeated.
France alone might then have claimed all the efftmat Germany could have put forth to
defeat her.

Yet there are politicians in England so grosslyoigimt of the German reading of the
Napoleonic lessons that they expect that Natissatwifice the enormous advantage they have
prepared by a whole century of self-sacrifice aratfical patriotism by an appeal to a Court
of Arbitration, and the further delays which musisea by going through the medieaeval
formalities of recalling Ambassadors and exchangiltighatums.

Most of our present-day politicians have made th@ney in business—a "form of human
competition greatly resembling War," to paraphr@susewitz. Did they, when in the throes
of such competition, send formal notice to theial$ of their plans to get the better of them in
commerce? Did Mr. Carnegie, the arch-priest of Ped@ny price, when he built up the Steel
Trust, notify his competitors when and how he psmgabto strike the blows which successively
made him master of millions? Surely the Directdra &Great Nation may consider the interests
of their shareholders—i.e., the people they goveas—sufficiently serious not to be
endangered by the deliberate sacrifice of the prégant position of readiness which
generations of self-devotion, patriotism and wimethought have won for them?

As regards the strictly military side of this wotkpugh the recent researches of the French
General Staff into the records and documents of Napoleonic period have shown
conclusively that Clausewitz had never graspedesential point of the Great Emperor's
strategic method, yet it is admitted that he hampietely fathomed the spirit which gave life
to the form; and notwithstandingthe variations pplacation which have resulted from the
progress of invention in every field of nationatiaity (not in the technical improvements in
armament alone), this spirit still remains the e8akfactor in the whole matter. Indeed, if
anything, modern appliances have intensified itsartance, for though, with equal armaments
on both sides, the form of battles must always mertiee same, the facility and certainty
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combination which better methods of communicatindecs and intelligence have conferred
upon the Commanders has rendered the control at gnasses immeasurably more certain
than it was in the past.

Men kill each other at greater distances, it ig-trbut Killing is a constant factor in all
battles. The difference between "now and then" ifeshis, that, thanks to the enormous
increase in range (the essential feature in modamaments), it is possible to concentrate by
surprise, on any chosen spot, a man-kiling powdly ftwentyfold greater than was
conceivable in the days of Waterloo; and whereablapoleon's time this concentration of
man-killing power (which in his hands took the foohthe great case-shot attack) depended
almost entirely on the shape and condition of theugd, which might or might not be
favourable, nowadays such concentration of fire-gmois almost independent of the country
altogether.

Thus, at Waterloo, Napoleon was compelled to vilhithe ground became firm enough for
his guns to gallop over; nowadays every gun atlisigosal, and five times that number had he
possessed them, might have opened on any poifieiBtitish position he had selected, as
soon as it became light enough to see.

Or, to take a more modern instance, viz., the daifl St. Privat-Gravelotte, August 18,
1870, where the Germans were able to concentratgottnwings batteries of two hundred
guns and upwards, it would have been practicallpossible, owing to the section of the
slopes of the French position, to carry out thefakhioned case-shot attack at all. Nowadays
there would be no difficulty in turning on the ficé two thousand guns on any point of the
position, and switching this fire up and down time llike water from a fire-engine hose, if the
occasion demanded such concentration.

But these alterations in method make no differenabe truth of the picture of War which
Clausewitz presents, with which every soldier, attbve all every Leader, should be
saturated.

Death, wounds, suffering, and privation remainghme, whatever the weapons employed,
and their reaction on the ultimate nature of mathéssame now as in the struggle a century
ago. It is this reaction that the Great Commandey to understand and prepare himself to
control; and the task becomes ever greater aginiaely for humanity, the opportunities for
gathering experience become more rare.

In the end, and with every improvement in scietiee result depends more and more on the
character of the Leader and his power of resistimg sensuous impressions of the battlefield."
Finally, for those who would fit themselves in adega for such responsibility, I know of no
more inspiring advice than that given by KrishnaAtjuna ages ago, when the latter trembled
before the awful responsibility of launching his#yr against the hosts of the Pandav's:

This Life within all living things, my Prince,
Hides beyond harm. Scorn thou to suffer, then,
For that which cannot suffer. Do thy part!

Be mindful of thy name, and tremble not.
Nought better can betide a martial soul

Than lawful war. Happy the warrior

To whom comes joy of battle....

... But if thou shunn'st

This honourable field—a Kshittriya—

If, knowing thy duty and thy task, thou bidd's t
Duty and task go by—that shall be sin!

And those to come shall speak thee infamy
From age to age. But infamy is worse

For men of noble blood to bear than death!

Therefore arise, thou Son of Kunti! Brace

Thine arm for conflict; nerve thy heart to mee t,
As things alike to thee, pleasure or pain,

Profit or ruin, victory or defeat.

So minded, gird thee to the fight, for so

Thou shalt not sin!

COL. F. N. MAUDE, C.B., late R.E.
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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

IT will naturally excite surprise that a preface &yemale hand should accompany a work
on such a subject as the present. For my friendsplanation of the circumstance is required;
but I hope by a simple relation of the cause tarcieyself of the appearance of presumption in
the eyes also of those to whom | am not known.

The work to which these lines serve as a prefacemed almost entirely the last twelve
years of the life of my inexpressibly beloved hushawho has unfortunately been torn too
soon from myself and his country. To complete iswés most earnest desire; but it was not
his intention that it should be published during liie; and if | tried to persuade him to alter
that intention, he often answered, half in jest, dlso, perhaps, half in a foreboding of early
death: "Thou shalt publish it." These words (whichhose happy days often drew tears from
me, little as | was inclined to attach a seriousnigg to them) make it now, in the opinion of
my friends, a duty incumbent on me to introduce glosthumous works of my beloved
husband, with a few prefatory lines from myselfdaithough here may be a difference of
opinion on this point, still | am sure there wilk mo mistake as to the feeling which has
prompted me to overcome the timidity which makey aonch appearance, even in a
subordinate part, so difficult for a woman.

It will be understood, as a matter of course, thatnnot have the most remote intention of
considering myself as the real editress of a wdrnlctvis far above the scope of my capacity: |
only stand at its side as an affectionate compaaoiits entrance into the world. This position
I may well claim, as a similar one was allowed nueirty its formation and progress. Those
who are acquainted with our happy married life, &andw how we shared everything with
each other—not only joy and sorrow, but also eamrgupation, every interest of daily life—
will understand that my beloved husband could mob&cupied on a work of this kind without
its being known to me. Therefore, no one can lilkeebrear testimony to the zeal, to the love
with which he laboured on it, to the hopes whichbleend up with it, as well as the manner
and time of its elaboration. His richly gifted mihed from his early youth longed for light and
truth, and, varied as were his talents, still he tlaiefly directed his reflections to the science
of war, to which the duties of his profession ahllem, and which are of such importance for
the benefit of States. Scharnhorst was the firstet him into the right road, and his
subsequent appointment in 1810 as Instructor aBG#reeral War School, as well as the honour
conferred on him at the same time of giving militawstruction to H.R.H. the Crown Prince,
tended further to give his investigations and gisdhat direction, and to lead him to put down
in writing whatever conclusions he arrived at. Ao@awith which he finished the instruction
of H.R.H. the Crown Prince contains the germ ofduibsequent works. But it was in the year
1816, at Coblentz, that he first devoted himse#fiago scientific labours, and to collecting the
fruits which his rich experience in those four efgnyears had brought to maturity. He wrote
down his views, in the first place, in short essaydy loosely connected with each other. The
following, without date, which has been found angings papers, seems to belong to those
early days.

"In the principles here committed to paper, in npynan, the chief things which compose
Strategy, as it is called, are touched upon. | éobkpon them only as materials, and had just
got to such a length towards the moulding them @ntchole.

"These materials have been amassed without anjarggpreconceived plan. My view was
at first, without regard to system and strict cartive, to put down the results of my
reflections upon the most important points in quiteef, precise, compact propositions. The
manner in which Montesquieu has treated his sulfigated before me in idea. | thought that
concise, sententious chapters, which | proposefirstt to call grains, would attract the
attention of the intelligent just as much by thdtieh was to be developed from them, as by
that which they contained in themselves. | hadietoee, before me in idea, intelligent readers
already acquainted with the subject. But my natut@ch always impels me to development
and systematising, at last worked its way out aldhis instance. For some time | was able to
confine myself to extracting only the most impotteesults from the essays, which, to attain
clearness and conviction in my own mind, | wrotemglifferent subjects, to concentrating in
that manner their spirit in a small compass; btegrafards my peculiarity gained ascendency
completel—I have developed what | could, and thus naturadlyehsupposed a reader not
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acquainted with the subject.

"The more | advanced with the work, and the moyielded to the spirit of investigation, so
much the more | was also led to system; and thes, ichapter after chapter has been inserted.

"My ultimate view has now been to go through theolghonce more, to establish by further
explanation much of the earlier treatises, and gusho condense into results many analyses
on the later ones, and thus to make a moderateevautlof it, forming a small octavo volume.
But it was my wish also in this to avoid everythiogmmon, everything that is plain of itself,
that has been said a hundred times, and is genaaiepted; for my ambition was to write a
book that would not be forgotten in two or threange and which any one interested in the
subject would at all events take up more than dnce.

In Coblentz, where he was much occupied with dugycould only give occasional hours to
his private studies. It was not until 1818, aftés Appointment as Director of the General
Academy of War at Berlin, that he had the leisare@xpand his work, and enrich it from the
history of modern wars. This leisure also recomchém to his new avocation, which, in other
respects, was not satisfactory to him, as, accgrdm the existing organisation of the
Academy, the scientific part of the course is nodar the Director, but conducted by a Board
of Studies. Free as he was from all petty vanitgmf every feeling of restless, egotistical
ambition, still he felt a desire to be really usefand not to leave inactive the abilities with
which God had endowed him. In active life he was inoa position in which this longing
could be satisfied, and he had little hope of attg to any such position: his whole energies
were therefore directed upon the domain of scieand,the benefit which he hoped to lay the
foundation of by his work was the object of higlifThat, notwithstanding this, the resolution
not to let the work appear until after his deathame more confirmed is the best proof that no
vain, paltry longing for praise and distinction, particle of egotistical views, was mixed up
with this noble aspiration for great and lastingfuiness.

Thus he worked diligently on, until, in the spriafj1830, he was appointed to the artillery,
and his energies were called into activity in sadtifferent sphere, and to such a high degree,
that he was obliged, for the moment at least, ve gp all literary work. He then put his papers
in order, sealed up the separate packets, labétiech, and took sorrowful leave of this
employment which he loved so much. He was sentr&slBu in August of the same year, as
Chief of the Second Atrtillery District, but in Deuober recalled to Berlin, and appointed Chief
of the Staff to Field-Marshal Count Gneisenau (fa term of his command). In March 1831,
he accompanied his revered Commander to Posen. Wéhesturned from there to Breslau in
November after the melancholy event which had tagkace, he hoped to resume his work and
perhaps complete it in the course of the wintere Wimighty has willed it should be
otherwise. On the 7th November he returned to Bresin the 16th he was no more; and the
packets sealed by himself were not opened unét ait death.

The papers thus left are those now made publihénfollowing volumes, exactly in the
condition in which they were found, without a wdrding added or erased. Still, however,
there was much to do before publication, in the whyputting them in order and consulting
about them; and | am deeply indebted to severaksinfriends for the assistance they have
afforded me, particularly Major O'Etzel, who kindiydertook the correction of the Press, as
well as the preparation of the maps to accompaayhistorical parts of the work. | must also
mention my much-loved brother, who was my suppothe hour of my misfortune, and who
has also done much for me in respect of these gapenongst other things, by carefully
examining and putting them in order, he found tbmmencement of the revision which my
dear husband wrote in the year 1827, and mentiotisei Notice hereafter annexed as a work
he had in view. This revision has been inserteitiénplace intended for it in the first book (for
it does not go any further).

There are still many other friends to whom | migffer my thanks for their advice, for the
sympathy and friendship which they have shown mejfd do not name them all, they will, 1
am sure, not have any doubts of my sincere gratitlidis all the greater, from my firm
conviction that all they have done was not onlynoyn own account, but for the friend whom
God has thus called away from them so soon.

If I have been highly blessed as the wife of suohaa during one and twenty years, so am |
still, notwithstanding my irreparable loss, by theasure of my recollections and of my hopes,
by the rich legacy of sympathy and friendship whicbwe the beloved departed, by the
elevating feeling which | experience at seeing raie worth so generally and honourably
acknowledged
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The trust confided to me by a Royal Couple is aHrbenefit for which | have to thank the
Almighty, as it opens to me an honourable occupatio which ldevote myself. May this
occupation be blessed, and may the dear littlecBrwho is now entrusted to my care, some
day read this book, and be animated by it to dékelshose of his glorious ancestors.

Written at the Marble Palace, Potsdam, 30th JuB&2.1

MARIE VON CLAUSEWITZ, Born Countess Bruhl, Oberhofmterinn to H.R.H. the
Princess William.

NOTICE

I LOOK upon the first six books, of which a fairmppohas now been made, as only a mass
which is still in a manner without form, and whibhs yet to be again revised. In this revision
the two kinds of War will be everywhere kept moistidctly in view, by which all ideas will
acquire a clearer meaning, a more precise directiod a closer application. The two kinds of
War are, first, those in which the object is theERTHROW OF THE ENEMY, whether it be
that we aim at his destruction, politically, or mlgr at disarming him and forcing him to
conclude peace on our terms; and next, those ichvbur object is MERELY TO MAKE
SOME CONQUESTS ON THE FRONTIERS OF HIS COUNTRYheitfor the purpose of
retaining them permanently, or of turning them txaunt as matter of exchange in the
settlement of a peace. Transition from one kintht other must certainly continue to exist,
but the completely different nature of the tendesaf the two must everywhere appear, and
must separate from each other things which arempetible.

Besides establishing this real difference in Wamsther practically necessary point of view
must at the same time be established, which is iR IS ONLY A CONTINUATION OF
STATE POLICY BY OTHER MEANS. This point of view b&j adhered to everywhere, will
introduce much more unity into the consideratiothef subject, and things will be more easily
disentangled from each other. Although the chigdliaption of this point of view does not
commence until we get to the eighth book, stiliniist be completely developed in the first
book, and also lend assistance throughout theioevid the first six books. Through such a
revision the first six books will get rid of a godéal of dross, many rents and chasms will be
closed up, and much that is of a general naturebgiltransformed into distinct conceptions
and forms.

The seventh book—on attack—for the different chaptef which sketches are already
made, is to be considered as a reflection of tkth,shind must be completed at once, according
to the above-mentioned more distinct points of view that it will require no fresh revision,
but rather may serve as a model in the revisighefirst six books.

For the eighth book—on the Plan of a War, thabfsghe organisation of a whole War in
general—several chapters are designed, but theyoarat all to be regarded as real materials,
they are merely a track, roughly cleared, as itwtrough the mass, in order by that means to
ascertain the points of most importance. They hanv@vered this object, and | propose, on
finishing the seventh book, to proceed at oncé¢ovtorking out of the eighth, where the two
points of view above mentioned will be chiefly afiied, by which everything will be
simplified, and at the same time have a spirit e into it. | hope in this book to iron out
many creases in the heads of strategists and reittesand at least to show the object of
action, and the real point to be considered in War.

Now, when | have brought my ideas clearly out byisfiing this eighth book, and have
properly established the leading features of Wawjll be easier for me to carry the spirit of
these ideas in to the first six books, and to m#diese same features show themselves
everywhere. Therefore | shall defer till then theision of the first six books.

Should the work be interrupted by my death, theatidifound can only be called a mass of
conceptions not brought into form; but as theseopen to endless misconceptions, they will
doubtless give rise to a number of crude criticisfosin these things, every one thinks, when
he takes up his pen, that whatever comes intodas s worth saying and printing, and quite
as incontrovertible as that twice two make foursdth a one would take the pains, as | t

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr 01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\ PagelC of 141

done, to think over the subject, for years, andampare his ideas with military history, he
would certainly be a little more guarded in higicism.

Still, notwithstanding this imperfect form, | bele that an impartial reader thirsting for
truth and conviction will rightly appreciate in tHigst six books the fruits of several years'
reflection and a diligent study of War, and tharhmaps, he will find in them some leading
ideas which may bring about a revolution in theotlyeof War.

Berlin, 10th July, 1827.

Besides this notice, amongst the papers left thlewilmg unfinished memorandum was
found, which appears of very recent date:

The manuscript on the conduct of the Grande Guetngh will be found after my death, in
its present state can only be regarded as a dotect materials from which it is intended to
construct a theory of War. With the greater pain not yet satisfied; and the sixth book is to
be looked at as a mere essay: | should have cashpteimodelled it, and have tried a different
line.

But the ruling principles which pervade these niater hold to be the right ones: they are
the result of a very varied reflection, keepingajw in view the reality, and always bearing in
mind what | have learnt by experience and by mgrodurse with distinguished soldiers.

The seventh book is to contain the attack, theestbjof which are thrown together in a
hasty manner: the eighth, the plan for a War, inctwH would have examined War more
especially in its political and human aspects.

The first chapter of the first book is the only ambkich | consider as completed; it will at
least serve to show the manner in which | propdésérkat the subject throughout.

The theory of the Grande Guerre, or Strategy, as @alled, is beset with extraordinary
difficulties, and we may affirm that very few memae clear conceptions of the separate
subjects, that is, conceptions carried up to thdirlogical conclusions. In real action most
men are guided merely by the tact of judgment wihiité the object more or less accurately,
according as they possess more or less genius.

This is the way in which all great Generals haviedcand therein partly lay their greatness
and their genius, that they always hit upon what vight by this tact. Thus also it will always
be in action, and so far this tact is amply suéfiti But when it is a question, not of acting
oneself, but of convincing others in a consultatitren all depends on clear conceptions and
demonstration of the inherent relations, and $le |irogress has been made in this respect that
most deliberations are merely a contention of wordsting on no firm basis, and ending
either in every one retaining his own opinion, @i compromise from mutual considerations
of respect, a middle course really without any g&t)

(*) Herr Clausewitz evidently had before his m ind the
endless consultations at the Headquarters of t he Bohemian
Army in the Leipsic Campaign 1813.

Clear ideas on these matters are therefore notiyvhstless; besides, the human mind has a
general tendency to clearness, and always wartte wonsistent with the necessary order of
things.

Owing to the great difficulties attending a philpk&al construction of the Art of War, and
the many attempts at it that have failed, most [gebpve come to the conclusion that such a
theory is impossible, because it concerns thing&lwho standing law can embrace. We
should also join in this opinion and give up anteipt at a theory, were it not that a great
number of propositions make themselves evidentowittany difficulty, as, for instance, that
the defensive form, with a negative object, is shenger form, the attack, with the positive
object, the weaker—that great results carry thie ldnes with them—that, therefore, strategic
effects may be referred to certain centres of gyavihat a demonstration is a weaker
application of force than a real attack, that, ¢f@re, there must be some special reason for
resorting to the former—that victory consists narety in the conquest on the field of battle,
but in the destruction of armed forces, physicaltlyl morally, which can in general only be
effected by a pursuit after the battle is gainedat-Buccesses are always greatest at the point
where the victory has been gained, that, therefine,change from one line and object to
another can only be regarded as a necessary ewdt-atturning movement is only justified by
a superiority of numbers generally or by the adagetof our lines of communication a
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retreat over those of the enemy—that flank positi@re only justifiable on similar
grounds—that every attack becomes weaker as irgsegs.

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE AUTHOR

THAT the conception of the scientific does not dshalone, or chiefly, in system, and its
finished theoretical constructions, requires nowadao exposition. System in this treatise is
not to be found on the surface, and instead ohiahfed building of theory, there are only
materials.

The scientific form lies here in the endeavountplere the nature of military phenomena to
show their affinity with the nature of the thingswhich they are composed. Nowhere has the
philosophical argument been evaded, but wherang awt into too thin a thread the Author has
preferred to cut it short, and fall back upon tberesponding results of experience; for in the
same way as many plants only bear fruit when theyat shoot too high, so in the practical
arts the theoretical leaves and flowers must noinbede to sprout too far, but kept near to
experience, which is their proper soil.

Unquestionably it would be a mistake to try to diger from the chemical ingredients of a
grain of corn the form of the ear of corn whichdtars, as we have only to go to the field to see
the ears ripe. Investigation and observation, gbidtny and experience, must neither despise
nor exclude one another; they mutually afford eawther the rights of citizenship.
Consequently, the propositions of this book, witteit arch of inherent necessity, are
supported either by experience or by the conceptfowar itself as external points, so that
they are not without abutments.(*)

(*) That this is not the case in the works of many military
writers especially of those who have aimed at treating of
War itself in a scientific manner, is shown in many
instances, in which by their reasoning, the pr 0 and contra
swallow each other up so effectually that ther eisno
vestige of the tails even which were left in t he case of the
two lions.

It is, perhaps, not impossible to write a systeotiteéory of War full of spirit and substance,
but ours hitherto, have been very much the rev@isesay nothing of their unscientific spirit,
in their striving after coherence and completeneds system, they overflow with
commonplaces, truisms, and twaddle of every kihaved want a striking picture of them we
have only to read Lichtenberg's extract from a aafdegulations in case of fire.

If a house takes fire, we must seek, above allgyito protect the right side of the house
standing on the left, and, on the other hand,dfieside of the house on the right; for if we, for
example, should protect the left side of the hausé¢he left, then the right side of the house
lies to the right of the left, and consequentiyttesfire lies to the right of this side, and of the
right side (for we have assumed that the hous#uated to the left of the fire), therefore the
right side is situated nearer to the fire thanléfie and the right side of the house might catch
fire if it was not protected before it came to tledt, which is protected. Consequently,
something might be burnt that is not protected, tad sooner than something else would be
burnt, even if it was not protected; consequentty must let alone the latter and protect the
former. In order to impress the thing on one's miwd have only to note if the house is
situated to the right of the fire, then it is tleét Iside, and if the house is to the left it is thyht
side.

In order not to frighten the intelligent reader sich commonplaces, and to make the little
good that there is distasteful by pouring waterrupothe Author has preferred to give in small
ingots of fine metal his impressions and convidciotihe result of many years' reflection on
War, of his intercourse with men of ability, and wfuch personal experience. Thus the
seemingly weakly bound-together chapters of thiskbmave arisen, but it is hoped they will
not be found wanting in logical connection. Perhapsn a greater head may appear, and
instead of these single grains, give the wholedasting of pure metal without dross.
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BRIEF MEMOIR OF GENERAL CLAUSEWITZ

(BY TRANSLATOR)

THE Author of the work here translated, Generall @an Clausewitz, was born at Burg,
near Magdeburg, in 1780, and entered the Prussiary &as Fahnenjunker (i.e., ensign) in
1792. He served in the campaigns of 1793-94 onRthiee, after which he seems to have
devoted some time to the study of the scientifanbhes of his profession. In 1801 he entered
the Military School at Berlin, and remained theile 1803. During his residence there he
attracted the notice of General Scharnhorst, thethhea head of the establishment; and the
patronage of this distinguished officer had immenfl@ence on his future career, and we may
gather from his writings that he ever afterwardasticued to entertain a high esteem for
Scharnhorst. In the campaign of 1806 he served ide-de-camp to Prince Augustus of
Prussia; and being wounded and taken prisoner,dsesent into France until the close of that
war. On his return, he was placed on General Sbbastis Staff, and employed in the work
then going on for the reorganisation of the Arm. \Was also at this time selected as military
instructor to the late King of Prussia, then CroRmince. In 1812 Clausewitz, with several
other Prussian officers, having entered the Russsavice, his first appointment was as Aide-
de-camp to General Phul. Afterwards, while seruivith Wittgenstein's army, he assisted in
negotiating the famous convention of Tauroggen witlik. Of the part he took in that affair
he has left an interesting account in his worklen"Russian Campaign." It is there stated that,
in order to bring the correspondence which had lxeened on with York to a termination in
one way or another, the Author was despatched ti'yY deadquarters with two letters, one
was from General d'Auvray, the Chief of the Staff Wittgenstein's army, to General
Diebitsch, showing the arrangements made to cu¥ofk's corps from Macdonald (this was
necessary in order to give York a plausible exdasseceding from the French); the other was
an intercepted letter from Macdonald to the DukeBatsano. With regard to the former of
these, the Author says, "it would not have had hieigith a man like York, but for a military
justification, if the Prussian Court should require as against the French, it was important.”

The second letter was calculated at the least Houpain General York's mind all the
feelings of bitterness which perhaps for some dpgst had been diminished by the
consciousness of his own behaviour towards theexwrit

As the Author entered General York's chamber, dfted called out to him, "Keep off from
me; | will have nothing more to do with you; yow—ed—d Cossacks have let a letter of
Macdonald's pass through them, which brings merderdo march on Piktrepohnen, in order
there to effect our junction. All doubt is now at and; your troops do not come up; you are
too weak; march | must, and | must excuse mysethffurther negotiation, which may cost
me my head." The Author said that be would makempmosition to all this, but begged for a
candle, as he had letters to show the General, amthe latter seemed still to hesitate, the
Author added, "Your Excellency will not surely ptame in the embarrassment of departing
without having executed my commission." The Generdéred candles, and called in Colonel
von Roeder, the chief of his staff, from the artterober. The letters were read. After a pause
of an instant, the General said, "Clausewitz, ywauaaPrussian, do you believe that the letter of
General d'Auvray is sincere, and that Wittgenstetroops will really be at the points he
mentioned on the 31st?" The Author replied, "l glednyself for the sincerity of this letter
upon the knowledge | have of General d'Auvray ahd bther men of Wittgenstein's
headquarters; whether the dispositions he annowaede accomplished as he lays down |
certainly cannot pledge myself; for your Excellefkeypws that in war we must often fall short
of the line we have drawn for ourselves." The Geheras silent for a few minutes of earnest
reflection; then he held out his hand to the Autteord said, "You have me. Tell General
Diebitsch that we must confer early to-morrow a thill of Poschenen, and that | am now
firmly determined to separate myself from the Fheand their cause." The hour was fixed for
8 A.M. After this was settled, the General add€&yt"l will not do the thing by halves, | will
get you Massenbach also." He called in an officeo was of Massenbach's cavalry, and who
had just left them. Much like Schiller's Wallenstele asked, walking up and down the room
the while, "What say your regiments?" The officeoke out with enthusiasm at the idea of a
riddance from the French alliance, and said thatyewan of the troops in question felt
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same.

"You young ones may talk; but my older head is stglon my shoulders," replied the
General.(*)

(*) "Campaign in Russia in 1812"; translated f rom the German
of General Von Clausewitz (by Lord Ellesmere).

After the close of the Russian campaign Clausekeitzained in the service of that country,
but was attached as a Russian staff officer totgdtls headquarters till the Armistice in 1813.

In 1814, he became Chief of the Staff of Generalidden's Russo-German Corps, which
formed part of the Army of the North under BernaeloHis name is frequently mentioned
with distinction in that campaign, particularlyéonnection with the affair of Goehrde.

Clausewitz re-entered the Prussian service in 18m8, served as Chief of the Staff to
Thielman's corps, which was engaged with Grouchi/atre, on the 18th of June.

After the Peace, he was employed in a command eRHtine. In 1818, he became Major-
General, and Director of the Military School at elihhe had been previously educated.

In 1830, he was appointed Inspector of ArtilleryBagslau, but soon after nominated Chief
of the Staff to the Army of Observation, under MeisGneisenau on the Polish frontier.

The latest notices of his life and services ardabty to be found in the memoirs of General
Brandt, who, from being on the staff of Gneisenaufy, was brought into daily intercourse
with Clausewitz in matters of duty, and also fregflle met him at the table of Marshal
Gneisenau, at Posen.

Amongst other anecdotes, General Brandt relatésupan one occasion, the conversation
at the Marshal's table turned upon a sermon preablyea priest, in which some great
absurdities were introduced, and a discussion aaest whether the Bishop should not be
made responsible for what the priest had said. Husto the topic of theology in general,
when General Brandt, speaking of himself, saygxfiressed an opinion that theology is only
to be regarded as an historical process, as a MOMENhe gradual development of the
human race. This brought upon me an attack frongadirters, but more especially from
Clausewitz, who ought to have been on my side, &éngy been an adherent and pupil of
Kiesewetter's, who had indoctrinated him in thdqsaphy of Kant, certainly diluted—I might
even say in homoeopathic doses." This anecdotenig interesting as the mention of
Kiesewetter points to a circumstance in the lifeCtdusewitz that may have had an influence
in forming those habits of thought which distindutss writings.

"The way," says General Brandt, "in which GenerduSewitz judged of things, drew
conclusions from movements and marches, calcutagetimes of the marches, and the points
where decisions would take place, was extremelgrésting. Fate has unfortunately denied
him an opportunity of showing his talents in higimonand, but | have a firm persuasion that
as a strategist he would have greatly distinguidtietself. As a leader on the field of battle,
on the other hand, he would not have been so muchis right place, from a manque
d'habitude du commandement, he wanted the aredi@nles troupes."

After the Prussian Army of Observation was disso)w€lausewitz returned to Breslau, and
a few days after his arrival was seized with chajléne seeds of which he must have brought
with him from the army on the Polish frontier. Hisath took place in November 1831.

His writings are contained in nine volumes, puldgrafter his death, but his fame rests
most upon the three volumes forming his treatiséWar." In the present attempt to render
into English this portion of the works of Clausewyithe translator is sensible of many
deficiencies, but he hopes at all events to sucéeedaking this celebrated treatise better
known in England, believing, as he does, that s@$athe work concerns the interests of this
country, it has lost none of the importance it pesed at the time of its first publication.

J. J. GRAHAM (Col.)
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BOOK I. ON THE NATURE OF WAR

CHAPTER I. WHAT IS WAR?

1. INTRODUCTION.

WE propose to consider first the single elementswofsubject, then each branch or part,
and, last of all, the whole, in all its relationshetefore to advance from the simple to the
complex. But it is necessary for us to commencé sitglance at the nature of the whole,
because it is particularly necessary that in thesiceration of any of the parts their relation to
the whole should be kept constantly in view.

2. DEFINITION.

We shall not enter into any of the abstruse déding of War used by publicists. We shall
keep to the element of the thing itself, to a diéar is nothing but a duel on an extensive
scale. If we would conceive as a unit the countlesaber of duels which make up a War, we
shall do so best by supposing to ourselves two tieres Each strives by physical force to
compel the other to submit to his will: each enaess to throw his adversary, and thus render
him incapable of further resistance.

WAR THEREFORE IS AN ACT OF VIOLENCE INTENDED TO COREL OUR
OPPONENT TO FULFIL OUR WILL.

Violence arms itself with the inventions of Art aistience in order to contend against
violence. Self-imposed restrictions, almost impptitge and hardly worth mentioning, termed
usages of International Law, accompany it withageatially impairing its power. Violence,
that is to say, physical force (for there is no ahdorce without the conception of States and
Law), is therefore the MEANS; the compulsory sulwiois of the enemy to our will is the
ultimate object. In order to attain this objectIjulthe enemy must be disarmed, and
disarmament becomes therefore the immediate OBJ&EQDstilities in theory. It takes the
place of the final object, and puts it aside asetbing we can eliminate from our calculations.

3. UTMOST USE OF FORCE.

Now, philanthropists may easily imagine there issldlful method of disarming and
overcoming an enemy without great bloodshed, aadttiis is the proper tendency of the Art
of War. However plausible this may appear, stilsian error which must be extirpated; for in
such dangerous things as War, the errors whichepbérom a spirit of benevolence are the
worst. As the use of physical power to the utmodem by no means excludes the co-
operation of the intelligence, it follows that héaavuses force unsparingly, without reference
to the bloodshed involved, must obtain a supeyidfithis adversary uses less vigour in its
application. The former then dictates the law te ldtter, and both proceed to extremities to
which the only limitations are those imposed by #meount of counter-acting force on each
side.

This is the way in which the matter must be viewaad it is to no purpose, it is even against
one's own interest, to turn away from the consiitareof the real nature of the affair because
the horror of its elements excites repugnance.

If the Wars of civilised people are less cruel ala$tructive than those of savages, the
difference arises from the social condition bottstdtes in themselves and in their relations to
each other. Out of this social condition and itatiens War arises, and by it War is subjected
to conditions, is controlled and modified. But thekings do not belong to War itself; they are
only given conditions; and to introduce into theilggophy of War itself a principle of
moderation would be an absurdity.

Two motives lead men to War: instinctive hostiligd hostile intention. In our definition of
War, we have chosen as its characteristic ther laftthese elements, because it is the r
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general. It is impossible to conceive the passibrhatred of the wildest description,

bordering on mere instinct, without combining withthe idea of a hostile intention. On the
other hand, hostile intentions may often exist withbeing accompanied by any, or at all
events by any extreme, hostility of feeling. Amangavages views emanating from the
feelings, amongst civilised nations those emanafirgm the understanding, have the
predominance; but this difference arises from atenh circumstances, existing institutions,
&c., and, therefore, is not to be found necessarilall cases, although it prevails in the
majority. In short, even the most civilised natianay burn with passionate hatred of each
other.

We may see from this what a fallacy it would beraéfer the War of a civilised nation
entirely to an intelligent act on the part of thev@rnment, and to imagine it as continually
freeing itself more and more from all feeling ofspan in such a way that at last the physical
masses of combatants would no longer be requiredgality, their mere relations would
suffice—a kind of algebraic action.

Theory was beginning to drift in this direction liihe facts of the last War(*) taught it
better. If War is an ACT of force, it belongs nexagdy also to the feelings. If it does not
originate in the feelings, it REACTS, more or leggpn them, and the extent of this reaction
depends not on the degree of civilisation, but upenimportance and duration of the interests
involved.

(*) Clausewitz alludes here to the "Wars of Li beration,"
1813,14,15.

Therefore, if we find civilised nations do not gheir prisoners to death, do not devastate
towns and countries, this is because their inetige exercises greater influence on their mode
of carrying on War, and has taught them more affdatneans of applying force than these
rude acts of mere instinct. The invention of gungery the constant progress of improvements
in the construction of firearms, are sufficient giothat the tendency to destroy the adversary
which lies at the bottom of the conception of Wairn no way changed or modified through
the progress of civilisation.

We therefore repeat our proposition, that War isaahof violence pushed to its utmost
bounds; as one side dictates the law to the othere arises a sort of reciprocal action, which
logically must lead to an extreme. This is thetfieciprocal action, and the first extreme with
which we meet (FIRST RECIPROCAL ACTION).

4. THE AIM IS TO DISARM THE ENEMY.

We have already said that the aim of all actiolViar is to disarm the enemy, and we shall
now show that this, theoretically at least, is dpdinsable.

If our opponent is to be made to comply with oull,wive must place him in a situation
which is more oppressive to him than the sacrifibéch we demand; but the disadvantages of
this position must naturally not be of a transitogture, at least in appearance, otherwise the
enemy, instead of yielding, will hold out, in theoppect of a change for the better. Every
change in this position which is produced by a icamattion of the War should therefore be a
change for the worse. The worst condition in whadbelligerent can be placed is that of being
completely disarmed. If, therefore, the enemy ibdaeduced to submission by an act of War,
he must either be positively disarmed or placeslich a position that he is threatened with it.
From this it follows that the disarming or overtiwof the enemy, whichever we call it, must
always be the aim of Warfare. Now War is alwaysgheck of two hostile bodies in collision,
not the action of a living power upon an inanimat@ss, because an absolute state of
endurance would not be making War; therefore, whehave just said as to the aim of action
in War applies to both parties. Here, then, is la@iotase of reciprocal action. As long as the
enemy is not defeated, he may defeat me; thenll lsano longer my own master; he will
dictate the law to me as | did to him. This is seeond reciprocal action, and leads to a second
extreme (SECOND RECIPROCAL ACTION).

5. UTMOST EXERTION OF POWERS.

If we desire to defeat the enemy, we must propomior efforts to his powers of resistance.
This is expressed by the product of two factorsciwtiannot be separated, namely, the sum of
available means and the strength of the Will. Tume sf the available means may be estim
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in a measure, as it depends (although not entivgdgh numbers; but the strength of volition
is more difficult to determine, and can only bemated to a certain extent by the strength of
the motives. Granted we have obtained in this waapgproximation to the strength of the
power to be contended with, we can then take ofomur means, and either increase them so
as to obtain a preponderance, or, in case we hatvth@ resources to effect this, then do our
best by increasing our means as far as possiblethBuadversary does the same; therefore,
there is a new mutual enhancement, which, in poreeption, must create a fresh effort
towards an extreme. This is the third case of recgl action, and a third extreme with which
we meet (THIRD RECIPROCAL ACTION).

6. MODIFICATION IN THE REALITY.

Thus reasoning in the abstract, the mind canngt short of an extreme, because it has to
deal with an extreme, with a conflict of forcestled themselves, and obeying no other but
their own inner laws. If we should seek to deduoenfthe pure conception of War an absolute
point for the aim which we shall propose and far theans which we shall apply, this constant
reciprocal action would involve us in extremes, ethivould be nothing but a play of ideas
produced by an almost invisible train of logicab#eties. If, adhering closely to the absolute,
we try to avoid all difficulties by a stroke of then, and insist with logical strictness that in
every case the extreme must be the object, anditthest effort must be exerted in that
direction, such a stroke of the pen would be a rpaper law, not by any means adapted to the
real world.

Even supposing this extreme tension of forces wasal@solute which could easily be
ascertained, still we must admit that the humandmiould hardly submit itself to this kind of
logical chimera. There would be in many cases arecessary waste of power, which would
be in opposition to other principles of statecradty effort of Will would be required
disproportioned to the proposed object, which tloeeeit would be impossible to realise, for
the human will does not derive its impulse fromitadjsubtleties.

But everything takes a different shape when we fBesa abstractions to reality. In the
former, everything must be subject to optimism, amdmust imagine the one side as well as
the other striving after perfection and even attajrit. Will this ever take place in reality? It
will if,

(1) War becomes a completely isolated act, whidsear suddenly, and is in no way
connected with the previous history of the combiaBiates.

(2) If it is limited to a single solution, or toeral simultaneous solutions.

(3) If it contains within itself the solution pedieand complete, free from any reaction upon
it, through a calculation beforehand of the pdditisituation which will follow from it.

7. WAR IS NEVER AN ISOLATED ACT.

With regard to the first point, neither of the tepponents is an abstract person to the other,
not even as regards that factor in the sum of teegie which does not depend on objective
things, viz., the Will. This Will is not an entigelnknown quantity; it indicates what it will be
to-morrow by what it is to-day. War does not sprupg quite suddenly, it does not spread to
the full in a moment; each of the two opponents taerefore, form an opinion of the other, in
a great measure, from what he is and what he diogtgad of judging of him according to
what he, strictly speaking, should be or should Hat, now, man with his incomplete
organisation is always below the line of absolugfertion, and thus these deficiencies,
having an influence on both sides, become a madjfprinciple.

8. WAR DOES NOT CONSIST OF A SINGLE INSTANTANEOU3.BW.

The second point gives rise to the following coasidions:—

If War ended in a single solution, or a number infudtaneous ones, then naturally all the
preparations for the same would have a tendendyetextreme, for an omission could not in
any way be repaired; the utmost, then, that thddaafrreality could furnish as a guide for us
would be the preparations of the enemy, as fahe are known to us; all the rest would fall
into the domain of the abstract. But if the ressiinade up from several successive acts, then
naturally that which precedes with all its phasegy ibe taken as a measure for that which
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follow, and in this manner the world of reality agsakes the place of the abstract, and thus
modifies the effort towards the extreme.

Yet every War would necessarily resolve itself irdosingle solution, or a sum of
simultaneous results, if all the means requiredHerstruggle were raised at once, or could be
at once raised; for as one adverse result neclgsgeminishes the means, then if all the means
have been applied in the first, a second cannqtgulp be supposed. All hostile acts which
might follow would belong essentially to the firapd form, in reality only its duration.

But we have already seen that even in the prepar&r War the real world steps into the
place of mere abstract conception—a material stanidéo the place of the hypotheses of an
extreme: that therefore in that way both partigsthe influence of the mutual reaction, remain
below the line of extreme effort, and thereforefaites are not at once brought forward.

It lies also in the nature of these forces andrtapplication that they cannot all be brought
into activity at the same time. These forces ar& BRMIES ACTUALLY ON FOOT, THE
COUNTRY, with its superficial extent and its popida, AND THE ALLIES.

In point of fact, the country, with its superficiatea and the population, besides being the
source of all military force, constitutes in itselfi integral part of the efficient quantities in
War, providing either the theatre of war or exéngjsa considerable influence on the same.

Now, it is possible to bring all the movable mitigiaforces of a country into operation at
once, but not all fortresses, rivers, mountaingppe &c.—in short, not the whole country,
unless it is so small that it may be completely eroed by the first act of the War. Further, the
co-operation of allies does not depend on the Withe belligerents; and from the nature of
the political relations of states to each otheis tw-operation is frequently not afforded until
after the War has commenced, or it may be incretmsegstore the balance of power.

That this part of the means of resistance, whiaginotiat once be brought into activity, in
many cases, is a much greater part of the whole thight at first be supposed, and that it
often restores the balance of power, seriouslyctdteby the great force of the first decision,
will be more fully shown hereafter. Here it is sci#ént to show that a complete concentration
of all available means in a moment of time is cadittory to the nature of War.

Now this, in itself, furnishes no ground for relagiour efforts to accumulate strength to
gain the first result, because an unfavourableeisswalways a disadvantage to which no one
would purposely expose himself, and also becauwesérst decision, although not the only one,
still will have the more influence on subsequerdrds, the greater it is in itself.

But the possibility of gaining a later result causeen to take refuge in that expectation,
owing to the repugnance in the human mind to makuagssive efforts; and therefore forces
are not concentrated and measures are not takehefdirst decision with that energy which
would otherwise be used. Whatever one belligeremtsofrom weakness, becomes to the other
a real objective ground for limiting his own effartand thus again, through this reciprocal
action, extreme tendencies are brought down tateftm a limited scale.

9. THE RESULT IN WAR IS NEVER ABSOLUTE.

Lastly, even the final decision of a whole War @& always to be regarded as absolute. The
conquered State often sees in it only a passirigwkich may be repaired in after times by
means of political combinations. How much this mustdify the degree of tension, and the
vigour of the efforts made, is evident in itself.

10. THE PROBABILITIES OF REAL LIFE TAKE THE PLACE B THE
CONCEPTIONS OF THE EXTREME AND THE ABSOLUTE.

In this manner, the whole act of War is removednfithe rigorous law of forces exerted to
the utmost. If the extreme is no longer to be apgmeled, and no longer to be sought for, it is
left to the judgment to determine the limits foe tfforts to be made in place of it, and this can
only be done on the data furnished by the factshef real world by the LAWS OF
PROBABILITY. Once the belligerents are no longerreneonceptions, but individual States
and Governments, once the War is no longer an,ideah definite substantial procedure, then
the reality will furnish the data to compute thekmown quantities which are required to be
found.

From the character, the measures, the situatiothefadversary, and the relations with
which he is surrounded, each side will draw corichs by the law of probability as to t
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designs of the other, and act accordingly.
11. THE POLITICAL OBJECT NOW REAPPEARS.

Here the question which we had laid aside foregfiagain into consideration (see No. 2),
viz., the political object of the War. The law bktextreme, the view to disarm the adversary,
to overthrow him, has hitherto to a certain exteurped the place of this end or object. Just as
this law loses its force, the political must againme forward. If the whole consideration is a
calculation of probability based on definite persand relations, then the political object,
being the original motive, must be an essentiabfain the product. The smaller the sacrifice
we demand from ours, the smaller, it may be expectdl be the means of resistance which
he will employ; but the smaller his preparatiore #maller will ours require to be. Further, the
smaller our political object, the less value skadl set upon it, and the more easily shall we be
induced to give it up altogether.

Thus, therefore, the political object, as the oadiimotive of the War, will be the standard
for determining both the aim of the military foraed also the amount of effort to be made.
This it cannot be in itself, but it is so in retatito both the belligerent States, because we are
concerned with realities, not with mere abstracid@ne and the same political object may
produce totally different effects upon differentopée, or even upon the same people at
different times; we can, therefore, only admit tpelitical object as the measure, by
considering it in its effects upon those masseshvhiis to move, and consequently the nature
of those masses also comes into consideratios sy to see that thus the result may be very
different according as these masses are animatadavepirit which will infuse vigour into the
action or otherwise. It is quite possible for s@chtate of feeling to exist between two States
that a very trifling political motive for War mayrgduce an effect quite disproportionate—in
fact, a perfect explosion.

This applies to the efforts which the political etij will call forth in the two States, and to
the aim which the military action shall prescriloe itself. At times it may itself be that aim,
as, for example, the conquest of a province. Aeitimes the political object itself is not
suitable for the aim of military action; then suxlone must be chosen as will be an equivalent
for it, and stand in its place as regards the amieh of peace. But also, in this, due attention
to the peculiar character of the States concermadways supposed. There are circumstances
in which the equivalent must be much greater th@npiolitical object, in order to secure the
latter. The political object will be so much the madhe standard of aim and effort, and have
more influence in itself, the more the massesadéferent, the less that any mutual feeling of
hostility prevails in the two States from other sas, and therefore there are cases where the
political object almost alone will be decisive.

If the aim of the military action is an equivaldot the political object, that action will in
general diminish as the political object diminishasd in a greater degree the more the
political object dominates. Thus it is explainedMevithout any contradiction in itself, there
may be Wars of all degrees of importance and endrgm a War of extermination down to
the mere use of an army of observation. This, heweleads to a question of another kind
which we have hereafter to develop and answer.

12. A SUSPENSION IN THE ACTION OF WAR UNEXPLAINED B ANYTHING
SAID AS YET.

However insignificant the political claims mutuatiglvanced, however weak the means put
forth, however small the aim to which military axctiis directed, can this action be suspended
even for a moment? This is a question which petestrdeeply into the nature of the subject.

Every transaction requires for its accomplishmenéeain time which we call its duration.
This may be longer or shorter, according as thegeeacting throws more or less despatch into
his movements.

About this more or less we shall not trouble owsglhere. Each person acts in his own
fashion; but the slow person does not protracthiveg because he wishes to spend more time
about it, but because by his nature he requiree tiroe, and if he made more haste would not
do the thing so well. This time, therefore, depeadssubjective causes, and belongs to the
length, so called, of the action.

If we allow now to every action in War this, itigth, then we must assume, at first sight at
least, that any expenditure of time beyond thigyflenthat is, every suspension of hostile
action, appears an absurdity; with respect toitmsist not be forgotten that we now speak
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of the progress of one or other of the two oppaiebtit of the general progress of the
whole action of the War.

13. THERE IS ONLY ONE CAUSE WHICH CAN SUSPEND THECAION, AND THIS
SEEMS TO BE ONLY POSSIBLE ON ONE SIDE IN ANY CASE.

If two parties have armed themselves for strifenth feeling of animosity must have moved
them to it; as long now as they continue armed, ifyado not come to terms of peace, this
feeling must exist; and it can only be brought siandstill by either side by one single motive
alone, which is, THAT HE WAITS FOR A MORE FAVOURAHL. MOMENT FOR
ACTION. Now, at first sight, it appears that thiotime can never exist except on one side,
because it, eo ipso, must be prejudicial to therotlfithe one has an interest in acting, then the
other must have an interest in waiting.

A complete equilibrium of forces can never prodacguspension of action, for during this
suspension he who has the positive object (th#tésassailant) must continue progressing; for
if we should imagine an equilibrium in this wayathhe who has the positive object, therefore
the strongest motive, can at the same time onlyncamal the lesser means, so that the equation
is made up by the product of the motive and thegrptihen we must say, if no alteration in
this condition of equilibrium is to be expectede ttwo parties must make peace; but if an
alteration is to be expected, then it can onlyadfirable to one side, and therefore the other
has a manifest interest to act without delay. We that the conception of an equilibrium
cannot explain a suspension of arms, but thatds én the question of the EXPECTATION
OF A MORE FAVOURABLE MOMENT.

Let us suppose, therefore, that one of two Stadssahpositive object, as, for instance, the
conquest of one of the enemy's provinces—whiclo iset utilised in the settlement of peace.
After this conquest, his political object is accdisiped, the necessity for action ceases, and for
him a pause ensues. If the adversary is also dmutevith this solution, he will make peace; if
not, he must act. Now, if we suppose that in foeeks he will be in a better condition to act,
then he has sufficient grounds for putting off tinee of action.

But from that moment the logical course for therape@ppears to be to act that he may not
give the conquered party THE DESIRED time. Of ceurs this mode of reasoning a
complete insight into the state of circumstancebath sides is supposed.

14. THUS A CONTINUANCE OF ACTION WILL ENSUE WHICH W.L ADVANCE
TOWARDS A CLIMAX.

If this unbroken continuity of hostile operationsally existed, the effect would be that
everything would again be driven towards the exagfuar, irrespective of the effect of such
incessant activity in inflaming the feelings, amflusing into the whole a greater degree of
passion, a greater elementary force, there wosld fallow from this continuance of action a
stricter continuity, a closer connection betweenseaand effect, and thus every single action
would become of more importance, and consequerttg meplete with danger.

But we know that the course of action in War hddaa or never this unbroken continuity,
and that there have been many Wars in which acttmupied by far the smallest portion of
time employed, the whole of the rest being consuimeithaction. It is impossible that this
should be always an anomaly; suspension of actidiWar must therefore be possible, that is
no contradiction in itself. We now proceed to sHmw this is.

15. HERE, THEREFORE, THE PRINCIPLE OF POLARITY ISRBUGHT INTO
REQUISITION.

As we have supposed the interests of one Commander always antagonistic to those of
the other, we have assumed a true POLARITY. Wervesa fuller explanation of this for
another chapter, merely making the following obagon on it at present.

The principle of polarity is only valid when it cdoe conceived in one and the same thing,
where the positive and its opposite the negativeptetely destroy each other. In a battle both
sides strive to conquer; that is true polarity, thoe victory of the one side destroys that of the
other. But when we speak of two different thingsalibhave a common relation external to
themselves, then it is not the things but theatiehs which have the polarity.

16. ATTACK AND DEFENCE ARE THINGS DIFFERING IN KINDAND OF
UNEQUAL FORCE. POLARITY IS, THEREFORE, NOT APPLICAE TO THEM.

If there was only one form of War, to wit, the akaf the enemy, therefore no defence;
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in other words, if the attack was distinguishednrfrthe defence merely by the positive
motive, which the one has and the other has nattheumethods of each were precisely one
and the same: then in this sort of fight every atlwge gained on the one side would be a
corresponding disadvantage on the other, and tlagity would exist.

But action in War is divided into two forms, atta@kd defence, which, as we shall hereafter
explain more particularly, are very different arffduiaequal strength. Polarity therefore lies in
that to which both bear a relation, in the decisturt not in the attack or defence itself.

If the one Commander wishes the solution put of, ather must wish to hasten it, but only
by the same form of action. If it is A's interesttrio attack his enemy at present, but four
weeks hence, then it is B's interest to be attgcket four weeks hence, but at the present
moment. This is the direct antagonism of interdsts,it by no means follows that it would be
for B's interest to attack A at once. That is glasomething totally different.

17. THE EFFECT OF POLARITY IS OFTEN DESTROYED BY EFSUPERIORITY OF
THE DEFENCE OVER THE ATTACK, AND THUS THE SUSPENSNOOF ACTION IN
WAR IS EXPLAINED.

If the form of defence is stronger than that ofeoffe, as we shall hereafter show, the
question arises, Is the advantage of a deferretsidecas great on the one side as the
advantage of the defensive form on the other?if iitot, then it cannot by its counter-weight
over-balance the latter, and thus influence thegness of the action of the War. We see,
therefore, that the impulsive force existing in thelarity of interests may be lost in the
difference between the strength of the offensive #me defensive, and thereby become
ineffectual.

If, therefore, that side for which the presentagdurable, is too weak to be able to dispense
with the advantage of the defensive, he must pwitlpthe unfavourable prospects which the
future holds out; for it may still be better toliiga defensive battle in the unpromising future
than to assume the offensive or make peace atnireSew, being convinced that the
superiority of the defensive(*) (rightly understddd very great, and much greater than may
appear at first sight, we conceive that the greatenber of those periods of inaction which
occur in war are thus explained without involvingyacontradiction. The weaker the motives
to action are, the more will those motives be dbsdrand neutralised by this difference
between attack and defence, the more frequenttyetbre, will action in warfare be stopped,
as indeed experience teaches.

(*) It must be remembered that all this anteda tes by some
years the introduction of long-range weapons.

18 A SECOND GROUND CONSISTS IN THE IMPERFECT KNOWREE OF CIRCUMSTANCES.

But there is still another cause which may stofoacin War, viz., an incomplete view of
the situation. Each Commander can only fully knasvdwn position; that of his opponent can
only be known to him by reports, which are uncertdie may, therefore, form a wrong
judgment with respect to it upon data of this digsiom, and, in consequence of that error, he
may suppose that the power of taking the initiatests with his adversary when it lies really
with himself. This want of perfect insight mightrtanly just as often occasion an untimely
action as untimely inaction, and hence it wouldtself no more contribute to delay than to
accelerate action in War. Still, it must alwaysrbgarded as one of the natural causes which
may bring action in War to a standstill without @iwing a contradiction. But if we reflect how
much more we are inclined and induced to estintaegpbwer of our opponents too high than
too low, because it lies in human nature to donsoshall admit that our imperfect insight into
facts in general must contribute very much to dedayion in War, and to modify the
application of the principles pending our conduct.

The possibility of a standstill brings into theiantof War a new modification, inasmuch as
it dilutes that action with the element of timegecks the influence or sense of danger in its
course, and increases the means of reinstatingt 8déance of force. The greater the tension of
feelings from which the War springs, the greaterd¢fore the energy with which it is carried
on, so much the shorter will be the periods of fioac on the other hand, the weaker the
principle of warlike activity, the longer will b&ése periods: for powerful motives increase the
force of the will, and this, as we know, is alwayfactor in the product of force.

19. FREQUENT PERIODS OF INACTION IN WAR REMOVE ITURTHER FROM
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THE ABSOLUTE, AND MAKE IT STILL MORE A CALCULATION OF
PROBABILITIES.

But the slower the action proceeds in War, the nfogquent and longer the periods of
inaction, so much the more easily can an errorépaired; therefore, so much the bolder a
General will be in his calculations, so much theaen@adily will he keep them below the line
of the absolute, and build everything upon proliédsl and conjecture. Thus, according as the
course of the War is more or less slow, more o teme will be allowed for that which the
nature of a concrete case particularly requiretcutation of probability based on given
circumstances.

20. THEREFORE, THE ELEMENT OF CHANCE ONLY IS WANT®I TO MAKE OF
WAR A GAME, AND IN THAT ELEMENT IT IS LEAST OF ALLDEFICIENT.

We see from the foregoing how much the objectivteineaof War makes it a calculation of
probabilities; now there is only one single elemstiit wanting to make it a game, and that
element it certainly is not without: it is chancghere is ho human affair which stands so
constantly and so generally in close connectioh whitance as War. But together with chance,
the accidental, and along with it good luck, occamreat place in War.

21. WAR IS A GAME BOTH OBJECTIVELY AND SUBJECTIVELY

If we now take a look at the subjective nature dcdir\what is to say, at those conditions
under which it is carried on, it will appear tostsl more like a game. Primarily the element in
which the operations of War are carried on is dgnma which of all the moral qualities is the
first in danger? COURAGE. Now certainly courage ggite compatible with prudent
calculation, but still they are things of quite iffetent kind, essentially different qualities of
the mind; on the other hand, daring reliance ondgfustune, boldness, rashness, are only
expressions of courage, and all these propensifiehe mind look for the fortuitous (or
accidental), because it is their element.

We see, therefore, how, from the commencementabiselute, the mathematical as it is
called, nowhere finds any sure basis in the cdlicuia in the Art of War; and that from the
outset there is a play of possibilities, probaie#it good and bad luck, which spreads about
with all the coarse and fine threads of its webd amkes War of all branches of human
activity the most like a gambling game.

22. HOW THIS ACCORDS BEST WITH THE HUMAN MIND IN GEERAL.

Although our intellect always feels itself urgedvards clearness and certainty, still our
mind often feels itself attracted by uncertaintpstead of threading its way with the
understanding along the narrow path of philosophimeestigations and logical conclusions, in
order, almost unconscious of itself, to arrive pases where it feels itself a stranger, and
where it seems to part from all well-known objedtgrefers to remain with the imagination in
the realms of chance and luck. Instead of livingder on poor necessity, it revels here in the
wealth of possibilities; animated thereby, courdigen takes wings to itself, and daring and
danger make the element into which it launchedf itsea fearless swimmer plunges into the
stream.

Shall theory leave it here, and move on, self-Batlswith absolute conclusions and rules?
Then it is of no practical use. Theory must aldetato account the human element; it must
accord a place to courage, to boldness, even hmeas. The Art of War has to deal with living
and with moral forces, the consequence of whicthas it can never attain the absolute and
positive. There is therefore everywhere a margintiie accidental, and just as much in the
greatest things as in the smallest. As there imréar this accidental on the one hand, so on
the other there must be courage and self-reliamgedportion to the room available. If these
qualities are forthcoming in a high degree, thegimaleft may likewise be great. Courage and
self-reliance are, therefore, principles quite e8akto War; consequently, theory must only
set up such rules as allow ample scope for allegand varieties of these necessary and
noblest of military virtues. In daring there majyll dte wisdom, and prudence as well, only
they are estimated by a different standard of value

23. WAR IS ALWAYS A SERIOUS MEANS FOR A SERIOUS OBGT. ITS MORE
PARTICULAR DEFINITION.

Such is War; such the Commander who conductsat) e theory which rules it. But W
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is no pastime; no mere passion for venturing anthing; no work of a free enthusiasm: it
is a serious means for a serious object. All thpptearance which it wears from the varying
hues of fortune, all that it assimilates into its#l the oscillations of passion, of courage, of
imagination, of enthusiasm, are only particulampanties of this means.

The War of a community—of whole Nations, and paiticly of civilised Nations—always
starts from a political condition, and is calledtfoby a political motive. It is, therefore, a
political act. Now if it was a perfect, unrestradn@nd absolute expression of force, as we had
to deduct it from its mere conception, then the reonit is called forth by policy it would step
into the place of policy, and as something quitdependent of it would set it aside, and only
follow its own laws, just as a mine at the momedndxplosion cannot be guided into any other
direction than that which has been given to it bgparatory arrangements. This is how the
thing has really been viewed hitherto, wheneveraatwof harmony between policy and the
conduct of a War has led to theoretical distintiohthe kind. But it is not so, and the idea is
radically false. War in the real world, as we halready seen, is not an extreme thing which
expends itself at one single discharge; it is theration of powers which do not develop
themselves completely in the same manner and irsdh®e measure, but which at one time
expand sufficiently to overcome the resistance spgddy inertia or friction, while at another
they are too weak to produce an effect; it is thgee in a certain measure, a pulsation of
violent force more or less vehement, consequentking its discharges and exhausting its
powers more or less quickly—in other words, conithgctore or less quickly to the aim, but
always lasting long enough to admit of influencengeexerted on it in its course, so as to give
it this or that direction, in short, to be subjexthe will of a guiding intelligence., if we refie
that War has its root in a political object, thexiurally this original motive which called it into
existence should also continue the first and higlkessideration in its conduct. Still, the
political object is no despotic lawgiver on thateagnt; it must accommodate itself to the
nature of the means, and though changes in thesasmeay involve modification in the
political objective, the latter always retains #prright to consideration. Policy, therefore, is
interwoven with the whole action of War, and mustreise a continuous influence upon it, as
far as the nature of the forces liberated by it pgrmit.

24. WAR IS A MERE CONTINUATION OF POLICY BY OTHER HANS.

We see, therefore, that War is not merely a palitact, but also a real political instrument,
a continuation of political commerce, a carrying otithe same by other means. All beyond
this which is strictly peculiar to War relates mgrn® the peculiar nature of the means which it
uses. That the tendencies and views of policy stwlbe incompatible with these means, the
Art of War in general and the Commander in eactiqdar case may demand, and this claim
is truly not a trifing one. But however powerfullhis may react on political views in
particular cases, still it must always be regardedonly a modification of them; for the
political view is the object, War is the means, #mel means must always include the object in
our conception.

25. DIVERSITY IN THE NATURE OF WARS.

The greater and the more powerful the motives o¥ar, the more it affects the whole
existence of a people. The more violent the exa@tmmvhich precedes the War, by so much
the nearer will the War approach to its abstraoihfcso much the more will it be directed to
the destruction of the enemy, so much the nearéthei military and political ends coincide,
so much the more purely military and less politited War appears to be; but the weaker the
motives and the tensions, so much the less wilhttaral direction of the military element—
that is, force—be coincident with the direction ahithe political element indicates; so much
the more must, therefore, the War become diventenh fits natural direction, the political
object diverge from the aim of an ideal War, arel\War appear to become political.

But, that the reader may not form any false conoapi we must here observe that by this
natural tendency of War we only mean the philosogihihe strictly logical, and by no means
the tendency of forces actually engaged in confligt which would be supposed to be
included all the emotions and passions of the cdamtss No doubt in some cases these also
might be excited to such a degree as to be witficdify restrained and confined to the
political road; but in most cases such a contraatiodvill not arise, because by the existence of
such strenuous exertions a great plan in harmoerewith would be implied. If the plan is
directed only upon a small object, then the impulsfeeling amongst the masses will be also
so weak that these masses will require to be stiredlrather than repress
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26. THEY MAY ALL BE REGARDED AS POLITICAL ACTS.

Returning now to the main subject, although itrigetthat in one kind of War the political
element seems almost to disappear, whilst in anddhd it occupies a very prominent place,
we may still affirm that the one is as politicalthe other; for if we regard the State policy as
the intelligence of the personified State, then agsb all the constellations in the political sky
whose movements it has to compute, those mustchedied which arise when the nature of its
relations imposes the necessity of a great Was.dhly if we understand by policy not a true
appreciation of affairs in general, but the conimral conception of a cautious, subtle, also
dishonest craftiness, averse from violence, thatl#iter kind of War may belong more to
policy than the first.

27. INFLUENCE OF THIS VIEW ON THE RIGHT UNDERSTANDIG OF MILITARY
HISTORY, AND ON THE FOUNDATIONS OF THEORY.

We see, therefore, in the first place, that undlerir@umstances War is to be regarded not as
an independent thing, but as a political instrumant it is only by taking this point of view
that we can avoid finding ourselves in oppositiorall military history. This is the only means
of unlocking the great book and making it intelilgi. Secondly, this view shows us how Wars
must differ in character according to the nature¢hef motives and circumstances from which
they proceed.

Now, the first, the grandest, and most decisivecdqudgment which the Statesman and
General exercises is rightly to understand in tegpect the War in which he engages, not to
take it for something, or to wish to make of it shing, which by the nature of its relations it
is impossible for it to be. This is, therefore, fhst, the most comprehensive, of all strategical
guestions. We shall enter into this more fullyrgating of the plan of a War.

For the present we content ourselves with havirogidint the subject up to this point, and
having thereby fixed the chief point of view fronieh War and its theory are to be studied.

28. RESULT FOR THEORY.

War is, therefore, not only chameleon-like in cleteg because it changes its colour in
some degree in each particular case, but it is als@ whole, in relation to the predominant
tendencies which are in it, a wonderful trinity,ngmosed of the original violence of its
elements, hatred and animosity, which may be loaksah as blind instinct; of the play of
probabilities and chance, which make it a freevégtiof the soul; and of the subordinate
nature of a political instrument, by which it bedsrnpurely to the reason.

The first of these three phases concerns moreebplg the second, more the General and
his Army; the third, more the Government. The passiwhich break forth in War must
already have a latent existence in the peoples.rdhge which the display of courage and
talents shall get in the realm of probabilities aofd chance depends on the particular
characteristics of the General and his Army, batghlitical objects belong to the Government
alone.

These three tendencies, which appear like so midfieyeht law-givers, are deeply rooted in
the nature of the subject, and at the same timahlarin degree. A theory which would leave
any one of them out of account, or set up any ranyitrelation between them, would
immediately become involved in such a contradictigti the reality, that it might be regarded
as destroyed at once by that alone.

The problem is, therefore, that theory shall kasplfi poised in a manner between these
three tendencies, as between three points of ttinac

The way in which alone this difficult problem caa bolved we shall examine in the book
on the "Theory of War." In every case the conceptibWar, as here defined, will be the first
ray of light which shows us the true foundationtlgory, and which first separates the great
masses and allows us to distinguish them from aohar.
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CHAPTER II. END AND MEANS IN WAR

HAVING in the foregoing chapter ascertained the pboated and variable nature of War,
we shall now occupy ourselves in examining intoitiflrence which this nature has upon the
end and means in War.

If we ask, first of all, for the object upon whitte whole effort of War is to be directed, in
order that it may suffice for the attainment of ffaditical object, we shall find that it is just as
variable as are the political object and the paldiccircumstances of the War.

If, in the next place, we keep once more to thepuamception of War, then we must say
that the political object properly lies out of @sovince, for if War is an act of violence to
compel the enemy to fulfil our will, then in evecase all depends on our overthrowing the
enemy, that is, disarming him, and on that alonkis Tobject, developed from abstract
conceptions, but which is also the one aimed atgneat many cases in reality, we shall, in the
first place, examine in this reality.

In connection with the plan of a campaign we shatieafter examine more closely into the
meaning of disarming a nation, but here we musinae draw a distinction between three
things, which, as three general objects, compnsrything else within them. They are the
MILITARY POWER, THE COUNTRY, and THE WILL OF THE EEMY.

The military power must be destroyed, that is, ceduto such a state as not to be able to
prosecute the War. This is the sense in which veh¢a be understood hereafter, whenever we
use the expression "destruction of the enemy'samjlpower."

The country must be conquered, for out of the aguamnew military force may be formed.

But even when both these things are done, stillMlag, that is, the hostile feeling and action
of hostile agencies, cannot be considered as ahdras long as the will of the enemy is not
subdued also; that is, its Government and its allraust be forced into signing a peace, or the
people into submission; for whilst we are in futicapation of the country, the War may break
out afresh, either in the interior or through assise given by Allies. No doubt, this may also
take place after a peace, but that shows nothing rti@n that every War does not carry in
itself the elements for a complete decision andl faettlement.

But even if this is the case, still with the corstin of peace a number of sparks are always
extinguished which would have smouldered on quiedlyd the excitement of the passions
abates, because all those whose minds are dispppedce, of which in all nations and under
all circumstances there is always a great numben, themselves away completely from the
road to resistance. Whatever may take place subafigyuwe must always look upon the
object as attained, and the business of War aslehgiex peace.

As protection of the country is the primary objdéot which the military force exists,
therefore the natural order is, that first of &lstforce should be destroyed, then the country
subdued; and through the effect of these two resa#t well as the position we then hold, the
enemy should be forced to make peace. Generallgabguction of the enemy's force is done
by degrees, and in just the same measure the cstngfube country follows immediately. The
two likewise usually react upon each other, becahse loss of provinces occasions a
diminution of military force. But this order is byo means necessary, and on that account it
also does not always take place. The enemy's Abmaifgre it is sensibly weakened, may
retreat to the opposite side of the country, oneydte outside of it. In this case, therefore, the
greater part or the whole of the country is congder

But this object of War in the abstract, this fimaéans of attaining the political object in
which all others are combined, the DISARMING THE BWNY, is rarely attained in practice
and is not a condition necessary to peace. Theréf@an in no wise be set up in theory as a
law. There are innumerable instances of treatieghith peace has been settled before either
party could be looked upon as disarmed; indeedn édafore the balance of power had
undergone any sensible alteration. Nay, furtheneflook at the case in the concrete, then we
must say that in a whole class of cases, the itlaacomplete defeat of the enemy would be a
mere imaginative flight, especially when the endsngonsiderably superior.

The reason why the object deduced from the cormepti War is not adapted in general to
real War lies in the difference between the twoichlis discussed in the preceding chapter. If
it was as pure theory gives it, then a War betweenStates of very unequal military strength
would appear an absurdity; therefore impossiblemAst, the inequality between the phys
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forces might be such that it could be balancecdheynioral forces, and that would not go far
with our present social condition in Europe. Theref if we have seen Wars take place
between States of very unequal power, that has lleencase because there is a wide
difference between War in reality and its originahception.

There are two considerations which as motives nmagtigally take the place of inability to
continue the contest. The first is the improbapilithe second is the excessive price, of
success.

According to what we have seen in the foregoingptdra War must always set itself free
from the strict law of logical necessity, and seé&k from the calculation of probabilities; and
as this is so much the more the case, the moréMhe has a bias that way, from the
circumstances out of which it has arisen—the smaemotives are, and the excitement it has
raised—so it is also conceivable how out of thikkwdation of probabilities even motives to
peace may arise. War does not, therefore, alwaysreeto be fought out until one party is
overthrown; and we may suppose that, when the e®tand passions are slight, a weak
probability will suffice to move that side to whichis unfavourable to give way. Now, were
the other side convinced of this beforehand, itnétural that he would strive for this
probability only, instead of first wasting time aedfort in the attempt to achieve the total
destruction of the enemy's Army.

Still more general in its influence on the resalntito peace is the consideration of the
expenditure of force already made, and furtherirequAs War is no act of blind passion, but
is dominated by the political object, therefore Hadue of that object determines the measure
of the sacrifices by which it is to be purchasetisTwill be the case, not only as regards
extent, but also as regards duration. As soonethie, as the required outlay becomes so great
that the political object is no longer equal inuglthe object must be given up, and peace will
be the result.

We see, therefore, that in Wars where one sideatatmmpletely disarm the other, the
motives to peace on both sides will rise or falleath side according to the probability of
future success and the required outlay. If thesévewwere equally strong on both sides, they
would meet in the centre of their political difface. Where they are strong on one side, they
might be weak on the other. If their amount is asificient, peace will follow, but naturally
to the advantage of that side which has the weaketive for its conclusion. We purposely
pass over here the difference which the POSITIV& MEGATIVE character of the political
end must necessarily produce practically; for algiothat is, as we shall hereafter show, of
the highest importance, still we are obliged topkéere to a more general point of view,
because the original political views in the courséhe War change very much, and at last may
become totally different, JUST BECAUSE THEY ARE DERMINED BY RESULTS AND
PROBABLE EVENTS.

Now comes the question how to influence the prditalof success. In the first place,
naturally by the same means which we use whenlijeetois the subjugation of the enemy, by
the destruction of his military force and the coesfuof his provinces; but these two means are
not exactly of the same import here as they woeldnbreference to that object. If we attack
the enemy's Army, it is a very different thing whet we intend to follow up the first blow
with a succession of others, until the whole fdecdestroyed, or whether we mean to content
ourselves with a victory to shake the enemy's figetif security, to convince him of our
superiority, and to instil into him a feeling of @mphension about the future. If this is our
object, we only go so far in the destruction of fugces as is sufficient. In like manner, the
conquest, of the enemy's provinces is quite a reiffe measure if the object is not the
destruction of the enemy's Army. In the latter cHse destruction of the Army is the real
effectual action, and the taking of the provincaly@ consequence of it; to take them before
the Army had been defeated would always be lookmuhwonly as a necessary evil. On the
other hand, if our views are not directed upondbmplete destruction of the enemy's force,
and if we are sure that the enemy does not seeledis to bring matters to a bloody decision,
the taking possession of a weak or defencelessrm®ys an advantage in itself, and if this
advantage is of sufficient importance to make thengy apprehensive about the general result,
then it may also be regarded as a shorter roadaoep

But now we come upon a peculiar means of influgndie probability of the result without
destroying the enemy's Army, namely, upon the eitjped which have a direct connection
with political views. If there are any enterprisgkich are particularly likely to break up the
enemy's alliances or make them inoperative, to gaw alliances for ourselves, to raise
political powers in our own favour, &c. &c., thenig easy to conceive how much these 1
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increase the probability of success, and becomedes way towards our object than the
routing of the enemy's forces.

The second question is how to act upon the enesmpsnditure in strength, that is, to raise
the price of success.

The enemy's outlay in strength lies in the WEAR ANBAR of his forces, consequently in
the DESTRUCTION of them on our part, and in the ISO8 PROVINCES, consequently the
CONQUEST of them by us.

Here, again, on account of the various significetiof these means, so likewise it will be
found that neither of them will be identical in gggnification in all cases if the objects are
different. The smallness in general of this diffexe must not cause us perplexity, for in reality
the weakest motives, the finest shades of diffexgften decide in favour of this or that
method of applying force. Our only business her#éoishow that, certain conditions being
supposed, the possibility of attaining our purpasedifferent ways is no contradiction,
absurdity, nor even error.

Besides these two means, there are three otheligrasays of directly increasing the waste
of the enemy's force. The first is INVASION, thafiHE OCCUPATION OF THE ENEMY'S
TERRITORY, NOT WITH A VIEW TO KEEPING IT, but in @er to levy contributions upon
it, or to devastate it.

The immediate object here is neither the conquiegteoenemy's territory nor the defeat of
his armed force, but merely to DO HIM DAMAGE IN AEBIERAL WAY. The second way
is to select for the object of our enterprises ¢hpsints at which we can do the enemy most
harm. Nothing is easier to conceive than two défeerdirections in which our force may be
employed, the first of which is to be preferredifr object is to defeat the enemy's Army,
while the other is more advantageous if the detdathe enemy is out of the question.
According to the usual mode of speaking, we shealdthat the first is primarily military, the
other more political. But if we take our view fraime highest point, both are equally military,
and neither the one nor the other can be eligihless it suits the circumstances of the case.
The third, by far the most important, from the gneamber of cases which it embraces, is the
WEARING OUT of the enemy. We choose this expressioinonly to explain our meaning in
few words, but because it represents the thingtlxamd is not so figurative as may at first
appear. The idea of wearing out in a struggle ansoum practice to A GRADUAL
EXHAUSTION OF THE PHYSICAL POWERS AND OF THE WILL B THE LONG
CONTINUANCE OF EXERTION.

Now, if we want to overcome the enemy by the daoratif the contest, we must content
ourselves with as small objects as possible, far iih the nature of the thing that a great end
requires a greater expenditure of force than alsoma; but the smallest object that we can
propose to ourselves is simple passive resistdhatjs a combat without any positive view.
In this way, therefore, our means attain their gpstarelative value, and therefore the result is
best secured. How far now can this negative modpradeeding be carried? Plainly not to
absolute passivity, for mere endurance would ndiidiging; and the defensive is an activity
by which so much of the enemy's power must be o=t that he must give up his object.
That alone is what we aim at in each single aal,therein consists the negative nature of our
object.

No doubt this negative object in its single aaid$ so effective as the positive object in the
same direction would be, supposing it successfutittere is this difference in its favour, that
it succeeds more easily than the positive, ancetber it holds out greater certainty of success;
what is wanting in the efficacy of its single actishbe gained through time, that is, through
the duration of the contest, and therefore thisatieg intention, which constitutes the principle
of the pure defensive, is also the natural meamy@fcoming the enemy by the duration of the
combat, that is of wearing him out.

Here lies the origin of that difference of OFFEN&INAnd DEFENSIVE, the influence of
which prevails throughout the whole province of Wle cannot at present pursue this subject
further than to observe that from this negativentibn are to be deduced all the advantages
and all the stronger forms of combat which aretendide of the Defensive, and in which that
philosophical-dynamic law which exists between @ineatness and the certainty of success is
realised. We shall resume the consideration dhalhereatfter.

If then the negative purpose, that is the conctatraf all the means into a state of pure
resistance, affords a superiority in the contesd, iithis advantage is sufficient to BALANC
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whatever superiority in numbers the adversary nayehthen the mere DURATION of the
contest will suffice gradually to bring the lossfofce on the part of the adversary to a point at
which the political object can no longer be an eglgint, a point at which, therefore, he must
give up the contest. We see then that this classedns, the wearing out of the enemy,
includes the great number of cases in which thekeresists the stronger.

Frederick the Great, during the Seven Years' Was, mever strong enough to overthrow the
Austrian monarchy; and if he had tried to do serafbe fashion of Charles the Twelfth, he
would inevitably have had to succumb himself. Bit¢rahis skilful application of the system
of husbanding his resources had shown the powkes algainst him, through a seven years'
struggle, that the actual expenditure of strengtlekceeded what they had at first anticipated,
they made peace.

We see then that there are many ways to one'stabj¥¢ar; that the complete subjugation
of the enemy is not essential in every case; tiatdestruction of the enemy's military force,
the conquest of the enemy's provinces, the merapation of them, the mere invasion of
them—enterprises which are aimed directly at palitiobjects—Ilastly, a passive expectation
of the enemy's blow, are all means which, eacksglfi may be used to force the enemy's will
according as the peculiar circumstances of the leagkus to expect more from the one or the
other. We could still add to these a whole categuirghorter methods of gaining the end,
which might be called arguments ad hominem. Whadh of human affairs is there in which
these sparks of individual spirit have not madertia@pearance, surmounting all formal
considerations? And least of all can they failppear in War, where the personal character of
the combatants plays such an important part, botthé cabinet and in the field. We limit
ourselves to pointing this out, as it would be pedato attempt to reduce such influences into
classes. Including these, we may say that the nupfbgossible ways of reaching the object
rises to infinity.

To avoid under-estimating these different shortdsoto one's purpose, either estimating
them only as rare exceptions, or holding the diffiee which they cause in the conduct of War
as insignificant, we must bear in mind the divgrsif political objects which may cause a
War—measure at a glance the distance which thebbetigeen a death struggle for political
existence and a War which a forced or totterinatle makes a matter of disagreeable duty.
Between the two innumerable gradations occur iotjma. If we reject one of these gradations
in theory, we might with equal right reject the Wdowhich would be tantamount to shutting
the real world completely out of sight.

These are the circumstances in general connectadiva aim which we have to pursue in
War; let us now turn to the means.

There is only one single means, it is the FIGHTweer diversified this may be in form,
however widely it may differ from a rough vent oditlted and animosity in a hand-to-hand
encounter, whatever number of things may introdbheenselves which are not actual fighting,
still it is always implied in the conception of Wtrat all the effects manifested have their
roots in the combat.

That this must always be so in the greatest dityeasid complication of the reality is proved
in a very simple manner. All that takes place inr\wkes place through armed forces, but
where the forces of War, i.e., armed men, are egplihere the idea of fighting must of
necessity be at the foundation.

All, therefore, that relates to forces of War—adllat is connected with their creation,
maintenance, and application—belongs to militatyig.

Creation and maintenance are obviously only thensiaahilst application is the object.

The contest in War is not a contest of individugdiast individual, but an organised whole,
consisting of manifold parts; in this great whole may distinguish units of two kinds, the one
determined by the subject, the other by the objacan Army the mass of combatants ranges
itself always into an order of new units, which iagborm members of a higher order. The
combat of each of these members forms, thereftge,aamore or less distinct unit. Further,
the motive of the fight; therefore its object foritssunit.

Now, to each of these units which we distinguishttie contest we attach the name of
combat.

If the idea of combat lies at the foundation of rgvapplication of armed power, then also
the application of armed force in general is najhimore than the determining and arrangir
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certain number of combats.

Every activity in War, therefore, necessarily retatto the combat either directly or
indirectly. The soldier is levied, clothed, armegercised, he sleeps, eats, drinks, and marches,
all MERELY TO FIGHT AT THE RIGHT TIME AND PLACE.

If, therefore, all the threads of military activitgrminate in the combat, we shall grasp them
all when we settle the order of the combats. Ordynfthis order and its execution proceed the
effects, never directly from the conditions preocgdihem. Now, in the combat all the action is
directed to the DESTRUCTION of the enemy, or rathfelS FIGHTING POWERS, for this
lies in the conception of combat. The destructibthe enemy's fighting power is, therefore,
always the means to attain the object of the combat

This object may likewise be the mere destructiothefenemy's armed force; but that is not
by any means necessary, and it may be something different. Whenever, for instance, as
we have shown, the defeat of the enemy is not tie means to attain the political object,
whenever there are other objects which may be pdras the aim in a War, then it follows of
itself that such other objects may become the thbjeparticular acts of Warfare, and therefore
also the object of combats.

But even those combats which, as subordinate amsin the strict sense devoted to the
destruction of the enemy's fighting force need mate that destruction itself as their first
object.

If we think of the manifold parts of a great arnfedce, of the number of circumstances
which come into activity when it is employed, thiets clear that the combat of such a force
must also require a manifold organisation, a subatthg of parts and formation. There may
and must naturally arise for particular parts a henof objects which are not themselves the
destruction of the enemy's armed force, and whidtile they certainly contribute to increase
that destruction, do so only in an indirect maniifea. battalion is ordered to drive the enemy
from a rising ground, or a bridge, &c., then prdpehe occupation of any such locality is the
real object, the destruction of the enemy's arnmedefwhich takes place only the means or
secondary matter. If the enemy can be driven awesely by a demonstration, the object is
attained all the same; but this hill or bridgeispoint of fact, only required as a means of
increasing the gross amount of loss inflicted andhemy's armed force. It is the case on the
field of battle, much more must it be so on the l@htbeatre of war, where not only one Army
is opposed to another, but one State, one Natina,whole country to another. Here the
number of possible relations, and consequentlyiplessombinations, is much greater, the
diversity of measures increased, and by the g@uati objects, each subordinate to another
the first means employed is further apart fromtthienate object.

It is therefore for many reasons possible thatothject of a combat is not the destruction of
the enemy's force, that is, of the force immedyatglposed to us, but that this only appears as
a means. But in all such cases it is no longerestipn of complete destruction, for the combat
is here nothing else but a measure of strength—rhéself no value except only that of the
present result, that is, of its decision.

But a measuring of strength may be effected in cadgere the opposing sides are very
unequal by a mere comparative estimate. In sucescas fighting will take place, and the
weaker will immediately give way.

If the object of a combat is not always the desionc of the enemy's forces therein
engaged—and if its object can often be attainededswithout the combat taking place at all,
by merely making a resolve to fight, and by thewinstances to which this resolution gives
rise—then that explains how a whole campaign magardged on with great activity without
the actual combat playing any notable part in it.

That this may be so military history proves by adined examples. How many of those
cases can be justified, that is, without involviagcontradiction and whether some of the
celebrities who rose out of them would stand dsiti; we shall leave undecided, for all we
have to do with the matter is to show the possjbif such a course of events in War.

We have only one means in War—the battle; butritéans, by the infinite variety of paths
in which it may be applied, leads us into all thiedent ways which the multiplicity of objects
allows of, so that we seem to have gained nottbagthat is not the case, for from this unity
of means proceeds a thread which assists the sfutlg subject, as it runs through the whole
web of military activity and holds it togethe
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But we have considered the destruction of the efsefoyce as one of the objects which
maybe pursued in War, and left undecided what iveld@mportance should be given to it
amongst other objects. In certain cases it willeshgpon circumstances, and as a general
guestion we have left its value undetermined. WWeosarce more brought back upon it, and we
shall be able to get an insight into the value Whiust necessarily be accorded to it.

The combat is the single activity in War; in themdmat the destruction of the enemy
opposed to us is the means to the end; it is sb eden the combat does not actually take
place, because in that case there lies at theofdbe decision the supposition at all events that
this destruction is to be regarded as beyond ddufatllows, therefore, that the destruction of
the enemy's military force is the foundation-stofhall action in War, the great support of all
combinations, which rest upon it like the arch tmdbutments. All action, therefore, takes
place on the supposition that if the solution bicéoof arms which lies at its foundation should
be realised, it will be a favourable one. The denidy arms is, for all operations in War, great
and small, what cash payment is in bill transactidhiowever remote from each other these
relations, however seldom the realisation may taleee, still it can never entirely fail to
occur.

If the decision by arms lies at the foundation lbfcambinations, then it follows that the
enemy can defeat each of them by gaining a victorythe field, not merely in the one on
which our combination directly depends, but alsamy other encounter, if it is only important
enough; for every important decision by arms—tlsatdiestruction of the enemy's forces—
reacts upon all preceding it, because, like a diqgiement, they tend to bring themselves to a
level.

Thus, the destruction of the enemy's armed forpeas, therefore, always as the superior
and more effectual means, to which all others rgivat way.

It is, however, only when there is a supposed éyuml all other conditions that we can
ascribe to the destruction of the enemy's armeckfire greater efficacy. It would, therefore,
be a great mistake to draw the conclusion thatral lllash must always gain the victory over
skill and caution. An unskilful attack would leaa the destruction of our own and not of the
enemy's force, and therefore is not what is herantadhe superior efficacy belongs not to the
MEANS but to the END, and we are only comparing ¢fffect of one realised purpose with
the other.

If we speak of the destruction of the enemy's arfoeck, we must expressly point out that
nothing obliges us to confine this idea to the npdrgsical force; on the contrary, the moral is
necessarily implied as well, because both in fagtiaterwoven with each other, even in the
most minute details, and therefore cannot be stgghr8ut it is just in connection with the
inevitable effect which has been referred to, gfeat act of destruction (a great victory) upon
all other decisions by arms, that this moral eleémenmost fluid, if we may use that
expression, and therefore distributes itself thetreasily through all the parts.

Against the far superior worth which the destruttid the enemy's armed force has over all
other means stands the expense and risk of thissnpaad it is only to avoid these that any
other means are taken. That these must be coattglsto reason, for the waste of our own
military forces must, ceteris paribus, always beatgr the more our aim is directed upon the
destruction of the enemy's power.

The danger lies in this, that the greater efficadych we seek recoils on ourselves, and
therefore has worse consequences in case we failcoEss.

Other methods are, therefore, less costly when shegeed, less dangerous when they falil;
but in this is necessarily lodged the conditiort they are only opposed to similar ones, that
is, that the enemy acts on the same principleif the enemy should choose the way of a great
decision by arms, OUR MEANS MUST ON THAT ACCOUNT BEHANGED AGAINST
OUR WILL, IN ORDER TO CORRESPOND WITH HIS. Then dipends on the issue of the
act of destruction; but of course it is evidentttliteris paribus, in this act we must be at a
disadvantage in all respects because our viewandheans had been directed in part upon
other objects, which is not the case with the enefmyo different objects of which one is not
part, the other exclude each other, and therefdogca which may be applicable for the one
may not serve for the other. If, therefore, ondvad belligerents is determined to seek the
great decision by arms, then he has a high prababfl success, as soon as he is certain his
opponent will not take that way, but follows a diffint object; and every one who sets before
himself any such other aim only does so in a reaslienmanner, provided he acts on
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supposition that his adversary has as little ind@nts he has of resorting to the great
decision by arms.

But what we have here said of another directiowieis and forces relates only to other
POSITIVE OBJECTS, which we may propose to ourseined/ar, besides the destruction of
the enemy's force, not by any means to the pumendafe, which may be adopted with a view
thereby to exhaust the enemy's forces. In the gefensive the positive object is wanting, and
therefore, while on the defensive, our forces caratcthe same time be directed on other
objects; they can only be employed to defeat ttentions of the enemy.

We have now to consider the opposite of the detitruof the enemy's armed force, that is
to say, the preservation of our own. These twortsffalways go together, as they mutually act
and react on each other; they are integral partmefand the same view, and we have only to
ascertain what effect is produced when one or therdas the predominance. The endeavour
to destroy the enemy's force has a positive obgal, leads to positive results, of which the
final aim is the conquest of the enemy. The pred@m of our own forces has a negative
object, leads therefore to the defeat of the eremmgentions, that is to pure resistance, of
which the final aim can be nothing more than tdgnrg the duration of the contest, so that the
enemy shall exhaust himself in it.

The effort with a positive object calls into existe the act of destruction; the effort with the
negative object awaits it.

How far this state of expectation should and maychgied we shall enter into more
particularly in the theory of attack and defendeha origin of which we again find ourselves.
Here we shall content ourselves with saying thatatvaiting must be no absolute endurance,
and that in the action bound up with it the destamcof the enemy's armed force engaged in
this conflict may be the aim just as well as anyghélse. It would therefore be a great error in
the fundamental idea to suppose that the consequaithe negative course is that we are
precluded from choosing the destruction of the giemilitary force as our object, and must
prefer a bloodless solution. The advantage whiehniigative effort gives may certainly lead
to that, but only at the risk of its not being tm®st advisable method, as that question is
dependent on totally different conditions, restimg with ourselves but with our opponents.
This other bloodless way cannot, therefore, be ddokpon at all as the natural means of
satisfying our great anxiety to spare our forcastle contrary, when circumstances are not
favourable, it would be the means of completelying them. Very many Generals have fallen
into this error, and been ruined by it. The onlgessary effect resulting from the superiority
of the negative effort is the delay of the decisism that the party acting takes refuge in that
way, as it were, in the expectation of the decisivement. The consequence of that is
generally THE POSTPONEMENT OF THE ACTION as muctpassible in time, and also in
space, in so far as space is in connection withtihe moment has arrived in which this can no
longer be done without ruinous disadvantage, thenadvantage of the negative must be
considered as exhausted, and then comes forwatthnged the effort for the destruction of
the enemy's force, which was kept back by a copaise, but never discarded.

We have seen, therefore, in the foregoing reflastiashat there are many ways to the aim,
that is, to the attainment of the political objdmiif that the only means is the combat, and that
consequently everything is subject to a supremevich is the DECISION BY ARMS; that
where this is really demanded by one, it is a reglrehich cannot be refused by the other; that,
therefore, a belligerent who takes any other wagtnmoake sure that his opponent will not
take this means of redress, or his cause may bénltisat supreme court; hence therefore the
destruction of the enemy's armed force, amongshalbbjects which can be pursued in War,
appears always as the one which overrules all ether

What may be achieved by combinations of anothed kinwWwar we shall only learn in the
sequel, and naturally only by degrees. We contemseives here with acknowledging in
general their possibility, as something pointingthe difference between the reality and the
conception, and to the influence of particular winstances. But we could not avoid showing
at once that the BLOODY SOLUTION OF THE CRISIS, #féort for the destruction of the
enemy's force, is the firstborn son of War. If whaaditical objects are unimportant, motives
weak, the excitement of forces small, a cautiousroander tries in all kinds of ways, without
great crises and bloody solutions, to twist himsshilfully into a peace through the
characteristic weaknesses of his enemy in the épttlin the Cabinet, we have no right to find
fault with him, if the premises on which he acts aell founded and justified by success; still
we must require him to remember that he only tseel forbidden tracks, where the God of
War may surprise him; that he ought always to Keegye on the enemy, in order that he |
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not have to defend himself with a dress rapidnéfénemy takes up a sharp sword.

The consequences of the nature of War, how endsnaeshs act in it, how in the
modifications of reality it deviates sometimes maemetimes less, from its strict original
conception, fluctuating backwards and forwards, ghtays remaining under that strict
conception as under a supreme law: all this we meiain before us, and bear constantly in
mind in the consideration of each of the succeedirgjects, if we would rightly comprehend
their true relations and proper importance, andbemome involved incessantly in the most
glaring contradictions with the reality, and at bagth our own selves.

CHAPTER Ill. THE GENIUS FOR WAR

EVERY special calling in life, if it is to be folleed with success, requires peculiar
qualifications of understanding and soul. Wheres¢hare of a high order, and manifest
themselves by extraordinary achievements, the moinehich they belong is termed GENIUS.

We know very well that this word is used in mangndfications which are very different
both in extent and nature, and that with many e$éhsignifications it is a very difficult task to
define the essence of Genius; but as we neithéeggdo be philosopher nor grammarian, we
must be allowed to keep to the meaning usual innarg language, and to understand by
"genius" a very high mental capacity for certainpégments.

We wish to stop for a moment over this faculty dighity of the mind, in order to vindicate
its title, and to explain more fully the meaningtb& conception. But we shall not dwell on
that (genius) which has obtained its title througkery great talent, on genius properly so
called, that is a conception which has no defimmitd. What we have to do is to bring under
consideration every common tendency of the powktiseomind and soul towards the business
of War, the whole of which common tendencies we rwk upon as the ESSENCE OF
MILITARY GENIUS. We say "common," for just theregonsists military genius, that it is not
one single quality bearing upon War, as, for instarcourage, while other qualities of mind
and soul are wanting or have a direction whichriseaviceable for War, but that it is AN
HARMONIOUS ASSOCIATION OF POWERS, in which one dher may predominate, but
none must be in opposition.

If every combatant required to be more or less wedowith military genius, then our
armies would be very weak; for as it implies a pecupent of the intelligent powers, therefore
it can only rarely be found where the mental poveéra people are called into requisition and
trained in many different ways. The fewer the emplents followed by a Nation, the more
that of arms predominates, so much the more pnetvald#l military genius also be found. But
this merely applies to its prevalence, by no mearis degree, for that depends on the general
state of intellectual culture in the country. If Waok at a wild, warlike race, then we find a
warlike spirit in individuals much more common thiana civilised people; for in the former
almost every warrior possesses it, whilst in thélised whole, masses are only carried away
by it from necessity, never by inclination. But amget uncivilised people we never find a
really great General, and very seldom what we capgrly call a military genius, because that
requires a development of the intelligent powergticannot be found in an uncivilised state.
That a civilised people may also have a warliked¢éziry and development is a matter of
course; and the more this is general, the moreuéetly also will military spirit be found in
individuals in their armies. Now as this coincidessuch case with the higher degree of
civilisation, therefore from such nations have é&stiorth the most brilliant military exploits,
as the Romans and the French have exemplified gidegest names in these and in all other
nations that have been renowned in War belongdlgttaepochs of higher culture.

From this we may infer how great a share the igetit powers have in superior military
genius. We shall now look more closely into thignpo

War is the province of danger, and therefore cauggpve all things is the first quality of a
warrior.

Courage is of two kinds: first, physical courage,courage in presence of danger to the
person; and next, moral courage, or courage befsponsibility, whether it be before t
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judgment-seat of external authority, or of the inpewer, the conscience. We only speak
here of the first.

Courage before danger to the person, again, wakinds. First, it may be indifference to
danger, whether proceeding from the organism ofirt&/idual, contempt of death, or habit:
in any of these cases it is to be regarded asmagpemt condition.

Secondly, courage may proceed from positive motigsash as personal pride, patriotism,
enthusiasm of any kind. In this case courage isaahuch a normal condition as an impulse.

We may conceive that the two kinds act differentlge first kind is more certain, because it
has become a second nature, never forsakes thetmeasecond often leads him farther. In the
first there is more of firmness, in the secondhaifiness. The first leaves the judgment cooler,
the second raises its power at times, but oftenilders it. The two combined make up the
most perfect kind of courage.

War is the province of physical exertion and sufigr In order not to be completely
overcome by them, a certain strength of body anadns required, which, either natural or
acquired, produces indifference to them. With thggalifications, under the guidance of
simply a sound understanding, a man is at oncepepiinstrument for War; and these are the
qualifications so generally to be met with amongdt and half-civilised tribes. If we go
further in the demands which War makes on it, twenfind the powers of the understanding
predominating. War is the province of uncertairttyee-fourths of those things upon which
action in War must be calculated, are hidden morkess in the clouds of great uncertainty.
Here, then, above all a fine and penetrating nmsnchiled for, to search out the truth by the tact
of its judgment.

An average intellect may, at one time, perhaps upibn this truth by accident; an
extraordinary courage, at another, may compensatihdé want of this tact; but in the majority
of cases the average result will always bringgdbtlthe deficient understanding.

War is the province of chance. In no sphere of huagtivity is such a margin to be left for
this intruder, because none is so much in constamict with him on all sides. He increases
the uncertainty of every circumstance, and derattgesourse of events.

From this uncertainty of all intelligence and susgifions, this continual interposition of
chance, the actor in War constantly finds thing§edént from his expectations; and this
cannot fail to have an influence on his plans, tdeast on the presumptions connected with
these plans. If this influence is so great as twlee the pre-determined plan completely
nugatory, then, as a rule, a new one must be sutiestiin its place; but at the moment the
necessary data are often wanting for this, becaugige course of action circumstances press
for immediate decision, and allow no time to loddoat for fresh data, often not enough for
mature consideration.

But it more often happens that the correction & premise, and the knowledge of chance
events which have arisen, are not sufficient tatbwew our plans completely, but only suffice
to produce hesitation. Our knowledge of circumstanbas increased, but our uncertainty,
instead of having diminished, has only increasdg: fieason of this is, that we do not gain all
our experience at once, but by degrees; thus oterrdmations continue to be assailed
incessantly by fresh experience; and the mind,eifmaay use the expression, must always be
"under arms."”

Now, if it is to get safely through this perpeteaiflict with the unexpected, two qualities
are indispensable: in the first place an intellettich, even in the midst of this intense
obscurity, is not without some traces of inner tjgivhich lead to the truth, and then the
courage to follow this faint light. The first igfiratively expressed by the French phrase coup
d'oeil. The other is resolution. As the battle lig ffeature in War to which attention was
originally chiefly directed, and as time and spame important elements in it, more
particularly when cavalry with their rapid decissowere the chief arm, the idea of rapid and
correct decision related in the first instancehe estimation of these two elements, and to
denote the idea an expression was adopted whiaghlgconly points to a correct judgment by
eye. Many teachers of the Art of War then gave lihiged signification as the definition of
coup d'oeil. But it is undeniable that all able idims formed in the moment of action soon
came to be understood by the expression, as, $tarine, the hitting upon the right point of
attack, &c. It is, therefore, not only the physjdalit more frequently the mental eye which is
meant in coup d'oeil. Naturally, the expressidke the thing, is always more in its place in the
field of tactics: still, it must not be wanting strategy, inasmuch as in it rapid decisions
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often necessary. If we strip this conception ot thihich the expression has given it of the
over-figurative and restricted, then it amountsgimo the rapid discovery of a truth which to
the ordinary mind is either not visible at all anly becomes so after long examination and
reflection.

Resolution is an act of courage in single instanaed if it becomes a characteristic trait, it
is a habit of the mind. But here we do not meanagel in face of bodily danger, but in face of
responsibility, therefore, to a certain extent ageimoral danger. This has been often called
courage d'esprit, on the ground that it springmftbe understanding; nevertheless, it is no act
of the understanding on that account; it is an dicteeling. Mere intelligence is still not
courage, for we often see the cleverest peopleidefaesolution. The mind must, therefore,
first awaken the feeling of courage, and then baleyl and supported by it, because in
momentary emergencies the man is swayed more bgdlings than his thoughts.

We have assigned to resolution the office of remgvihe torments of doubt, and the
dangers of delay, when there are no sufficient vestfor guidance. Through the unscrupulous
use of language which is prevalent, this term isrofpplied to the mere propensity to daring,
to bravery, boldness, or temerity. But, when treeee SUFFICIENT MOTIVES in the man, let
them be objective or subjective, true or false,haee no right to speak of his resolution; for,
when we do so, we put ourselves in his place, amthvow into the scale doubts which did not
exist with him.

Here there is no question of anything but of stierand weakness. We are not pedantic
enough to dispute with the use of language abasitithe misapplication, our observation is
only intended to remove wrong objections.

This resolution now, which overcomes the stateaftding, can only be called forth by the
intellect, and, in fact, by a peculiar tendencytaf same. We maintain that the mere union of a
superior understanding and the necessary feelirgsia@t sufficient to make up resolution.
There are persons who possess the keenest percéptiie most difficult problems, who are
also not fearful of responsibility, and yet in cagd difficulty cannot come to a resolution.
Their courage and their sagacity operate indepelydeheach other, do not give each other a
hand, and on that account do not produce resolasoa result. The forerunner of resolution is
an act of the mind making evident the necessityearituring, and thus influencing the will.
This quite peculiar direction of the mind, whichhgoiers every other fear in man by the fear of
wavering or doubting, is what makes up resolutioistrong minds; therefore, in our opinion,
men who have little intelligence can never be n@solThey may act without hesitation under
perplexing circumstances, but then they act wittrefiection. Now, of course, when a man
acts without reflection he cannot be at variance Wwimself by doubts, and such a mode of
action may now and then lead to the right point, We say now as before, it is the average
result which indicates the existence of militarynigs. Should our assertion appear
extraordinary to any one, because he knows margselute hussar officer who is no deep
thinker, we must remind him that the question hgrabout a peculiar direction of the mind,
and not about great thinking powers.

We believe, therefore, that resolution is indekiteé special direction of the mind for its
existence, a direction which belongs to a strongdheather than to a brilliant one. In
corroboration of this genealogy of resolution weyradd that there have been many instances
of men who have shown the greatest resolution imf@mior rank, and have lost it in a higher
position. While, on the one hand, they are obligetksolve, on the other they see the dangers
of a wrong decision, and as they are surroundeld thihgs new to them, their understanding
loses its original force, and they become onlyrtiae timid the more they become aware of
the danger of the irresolution into which they hdalen, and the more they have formerly
been in the habit of acting on the spur of the name

From the coup d'oeil and resolution we are natyrtdl speak of its kindred quality,
PRESENCE OF MIND, which in a region of the unexpddike War must act a great part, for
it is indeed nothing but a great conquest overtiexpected. As we admire presence of mind
in a pithy answer to anything said unexpectedlywsoadmire it in a ready expedient on
sudden danger. Neither the answer nor the expedesd be in themselves extraordinary, if
they only hit the point; for that which as the désaf mature reflection would be nothing
unusual, therefore insignificant in its impressimm us, may as an instantaneous act of the
mind produce a pleasing impression. The expressgimsence of mind" certainly denotes very
fitly the readiness and rapidity of the help rermdeby the mind.

Whether this noble quality of a man is to be asttilmore to the peculiarity of his mind or
to the equanimity of his feelings, depends on #iene of the case, although neither of the
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can be entirely wanting. A telling repartee bespgealther a ready wit, a ready expedient on
sudden danger implies more particularly a well-bed¢al mind.

If we take a general view of the four elements cosipy the atmosphere in which War
moves, of DANGER, PHYSICAL EFFORT, UNCERTAINTY, ar@HANCE, it is easy to
conceive that a great force of mind and understanidi requisite to be able to make way with
safety and success amongst such opposing elenaefaisse which, according to the different
modifications arising out of circumstances, we ftadned by military writers and annalists as
ENERGY, FIRMNESS, STAUNCHNESS, STRENGTH OF MIND ANCHARACTER. All
these manifestations of the heroic nature mightdgarded as one and the same power of
volition, modified according to circumstances; Ingtarly related as these things are to each
other, still they are not one and the same, aimldesirable for us to distinguish here a little
more closely at least the action of the powersiefsoul in relation to them.

In the first place, to make the conception cleais iessential to observe that the weight,
burden, resistance, or whatever it may be callgdyttich that force of the soul in the General
is brought to light, is only in a very small meastine enemy's activity, the enemy's resistance,
the enemy's action directly. The enemy's activitly affects the General directly in the first
place in relation to his person, without disturbinig action as Commander. If the enemy,
instead of two hours, resists for four, the Comneairidstead of two hours is four hours in
danger; this is a quantity which plainly diminishide higher the rank of the Commander.
What is it for one in the post of Commander-in-Ghik is nothing.

Secondly, although the opposition offered by theneyn has a direct effect on the
Commander through the loss of means arising frorolopged resistance, and the
responsibility connected with that loss, and hisdoof will is first tested and called forth by
these anxious considerations, still we maintain thia is not the heaviest burden by far which
he has to bear, because he has only himself le séth. All the other effects of the enemy's
resistance act directly upon the combatants unidecdmmand, and through them react upon
him.

As long as his men full of good courage fight witral and spirit, it is seldom necessary for
the Chief to show great energy of purpose in thesyiti of his object. But as soon as
difficulties arise—and that must always happen wierat results are at stake—then things no
longer move on of themselves like a well-oiled maehthe machine itself then begins to offer
resistance, and to overcome this the Commander hawst a great force of will. By this
resistance we must not exactly suppose disobedamtenurmurs, although these are frequent
enough with particular individuals; it is the whdézling of the dissolution of all physical and
moral power, it is the heartrending sight of theddly sacrifice which the Commander has to
contend with in himself, and then in all others wdicectly or indirectly transfer to him their
impressions, feelings, anxieties, and desires. hasforces in one individual after another
become prostrated, and can no longer be excitedpubrted by an effort of his own will, the
whole inertia of the mass gradually rests its weigh the Will of the Commander: by the
spark in his breast, by the light of his spirite thpark of purpose, the light of hope, must be
kindled afresh in others: in so far only as hedaas to this, he stands above the masses and
continues to be their master; whenever that infleeceases, and his own spirit is no longer
strong enough to revive the spirit of all othete masses drawing him down with them sink
into the lower region of animal nature, which sksinfrom danger and knows not shame.
These are the weights which the courage and igeeiti faculties of the military Commander
have to overcome if he is to make his name illagsi They increase with the masses, and
therefore, if the forces in question are to corgiraqual to the burden, they must rise in
proportion to the height of the station.

Energy in action expresses the strength of thevadtirough which the action is excited, let
the motive have its origin in a conviction of thederstanding, or in an impulse. But the latter
can hardly ever be wanting where great force ghtaw itself.

Of all the noble feelings which fill the human heiarthe exciting tumult of battle, none, we
must admit, are so powerful and constant as thksgbirst for honour and renown, which the
German language treats so unfairly and tends tcedigpe by the unworthy associations in the
words Ehrgeiz (greed of honour) and Ruhmsucht (bang after glory). No doubt it is just in
War that the abuse of these proud aspirationseobttul must bring upon the human race the
most shocking outrages, but by their origin theg aertainly to be counted amongst the
noblest feelings which belong to human nature, ian@&/ar they are the vivifying principle
which gives the enormous body a spirit. Althougheotfeelings may be more general in their
influence, and many of the—such as love of country, fanaticism, revenge, esism of
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every kind—may seem to stand higher, the thirst Honour and renown still remains
indispensable. Those other feelings may rouse that gnasses in general, and excite them
more powerfully, but they do not give the Leadelesire to will more than others, which is an
essential requisite in his position if he is to malkmself distinguished in it. They do not, like a
thirst for honour, make the military act specidhyg property of the Leader, which he strives to
turn to the best account; where he ploughs with sows with care, that he may reap
plentifully. It is through these aspirations we ddeen speaking of in Commanders, from the
highest to the lowest, this sort of energy, thigitspf emulation, these incentives, that the
action of armies is chiefly animated and made ssgfaé And now as to that which specially
concerns the head of all, we ask, Has there evar haggreat Commander destitute of the love
of honour, or is such a character even conceivable?

FIRMNESS denotes the resistance of the will inti@hato the force of a single blow,
STAUNCHNESS in relation to a continuance of bloWsose as is the analogy between the
two, and often as the one is used in place of therpstill there is a notable difference
between them which cannot be mistaken, inasmucfirmsess against a single powerful
impression may have its root in the mere strendtla deeling, but staunchness must be
supported rather by the understanding, for thetgrethe duration of an action the more
systematic deliberation is connected with it, amdrf this staunchness partly derives its power.

If we now turn to STRENGTH OF MIND OR SOUL, theretfirst question is, What are we
to understand thereby?

Plainly it is not vehement expressions of feelingy, easily excited passions, for that would
be contrary to all the usage of language, but tveep of listening to reason in the midst of the
most intense excitement, in the storm of the madent passions. Should this power depend
on strength of understanding alone? We doubt ie fEict that there are men of the greatest
intellect who cannot command themselves certaimbvgs nothing to the contrary, for we
might say that it perhaps requires an understandihga powerful rather than of a
comprehensive nature; but we believe we shall lbeemghe truth if we assume that the power
of submitting oneself to the control of the undansling, even in moments of the most violent
excitement of the feelings, that power which wd &#LF-COMMAND, has its root in the
heart itself. It is, in point of fact, another fieg), which in strong minds balances the excited
passions without destroying them; and it is onkptigh this equilibrium that the mastery of
the understanding is secured. This counterpoismtising but a sense of the dignity of man,
that noblest pride, that deeply-seated desire efsthul always to act as a being endued with
understanding and reason. We may therefore sawntstabng mind is one which does not lose
its balance even under the most violent excitement.

If we cast a glance at the variety to be obsermetie human character in respect to feeling,
we find, first, some people who have very littleciéxbility, who are called phlegmatic or
indolent.

Secondly, some very excitable, but whose feelinijsnever overstep certain limits, and
who are therefore known as men full of feeling, atber-minded.

Thirdly, those who are very easily roused, whosdirigs blaze up quickly and violently like
gunpowder, but do not last.

Fourthly, and lastly, those who cannot be movedlight causes, and who generally are not
to be roused suddenly, but only gradually; but whfelings become very powerful and are
much more lasting. These are men with strong passiging deep and latent.

This difference of character lies probably closdh@nconfines of the physical powers which
move the human organism, and belongs to that angufsitorganisation which we call the
nervous system, which appears to be partly matedattly spiritual. With our weak
philosophy, we shall not proceed further in thisstayious field. But it is important for us to
spend a moment over the effects which these difteratures have on, action in War, and to
see how far a great strength of mind is to be exgeftom them.

Indolent men cannot easily be thrown out of theimanimity, but we cannot certainly say
there is strength of mind where there is a wantllahanifestation of power.

At the same time, it is not to be denied that soneim have a certain peculiar aptitude for
War, on account of their constant equanimity. Thétgn want the positive motive to action,
impulse, and consequently activity, but they areapd to throw things into disorder.

The peculiarity of the second class is that theyessily excited to act on trifling groun:
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but in great matters they are easily overwhelmedn Mf this kind show great activity in
helping an unfortunate individual, but by the dist of a whole Nation they are only inclined
to despond, not roused to action.

Such people are not deficient in either activityeguanimity in War; but they will never
accomplish anything great unless a great intel&dtarce furnishes the motive, and it is very
seldom that a strong, independent mind is combivigdsuch a character.

Excitable, inflammable feelings are in themselvitke Isuited for practical life, and therefore
they are not very fit for War. They have certaitihg advantage of strong impulses, but that
cannot long sustain them. At the same time, ifekeétability in such men takes the direction
of courage, or a sense of honour, they may oftewelng useful in inferior positions in War,
because the action in War over which commandergferior positions have control is
generally of shorter duration. Here one courageesslution, one effervescence of the forces
of the soul, will often suffice. A brave attack,saul-stirring hurrah, is the work of a few
moments, whilst a brave contest on the battle-fielthe work of a day, and a campaign the
work of a year.

Owing to the rapid movement of their feelings, st doubly difficult for men of this
description to preserve equilibrium of the mindgrisfore they frequently lose head, and that is
the worst phase in their nature as respects thducorof War. But it would be contrary to
experience to maintain that very excitable spg#n never preserve a steady equilibrium—that
is to say, that they cannot do so even under tlomgst excitement. Why should they not
have the sentiment of self-respect, for, as a thi; are men of a noble nature? This feeling is
seldom wanting in them, but it has not time to picelan effect. After an outburst they suffer
most from a feeling of inward humiliation. If thrglhi education, self-observance, and
experience of life, they have learned, soonerter Jéhe means of being on their guard, so that
at the moment of powerful excitement they are cimoscbetimes of the counteracting force
within their own breasts, then even such men mag lgaeat strength of mind.

Lastly, those who are difficult to move, but on ttteccount susceptible of very deep
feelings, men who stand in the same relation toptieeeding as red heat to a flame, are the
best adapted by means of their Titanic strengtoltaway the enormous masses by which we
may figuratively represent the difficulties whiclkedet command in War. The effect of their
feelings is like the movement of a great body, glgut more irresistible.

Although such men are not so likely to be suddenisprised by their feelings and carried
away so as to be afterwards ashamed of themsdikesthe preceding, still it would be
contrary to experience to believe that they carenése their equanimity, or be overcome by
blind passion; on the contrary, this must alwayppea whenever the noble pride of self-
control is wanting, or as often as it has not sidfit weight. We see examples of this most
frequently in men of noble minds belonging to sa&vagtions, where the low degree of mental
cultivation favours always the dominance of thespass. But even amongst the most civilised
classes in civilised States, life is full of examwplof this kind—of men carried away by the
violence of their passions, like the poacher ofatldined to the stag in the forest.

We therefore say once more a strong mind is nottbakeis merely susceptible of strong
excitement, but one which can maintain its sereuitger the most powerful excitement, so
that, in spite of the storm in the breast, the @gtion and judgment can act with perfect
freedom, like the needle of the compass in therstossed ship.

By the term STRENGTH OF CHARACTER, or simply CHARAER, is denoted tenacity
of conviction, let it be the result of our own of others' views, and whether they are
principles, opinions, momentary inspirations, oy &mnd of emanations of the understanding;
but this kind of firmness certainly cannot manifgself if the views themselves are subject to
frequent change. This frequent change need ndbdednsequence of external influences; it
may proceed from the continuous activity of our omind, in which case it indicates a
characteristic unsteadiness of mind. Evidently Wweusd not say of a man who changes his
views every moment, however much the motives ohgkanay originate with himself, that he
has character. Only those men, therefore, canidasave this quality whose conviction is
very constant, either because it is deeply rooteticdear in itself, little liable to alteration, or
because, as in the case of indolent men, thergvema of mental activity, and therefore a want
of motives to change; or lastly, because an exmict of the will, derived from an imperative
maxim of the understanding, refuses any chang@iofan up to a certain point.

Now in War, owing to the many and powerful impressi to which the mind is exposed,
and in the uncertainty of all knowledge and ofsailence, more things occur to distract a 1
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from the road he has entered upon, to make himtduatself and others, than in any other
human activity.

The harrowing sight of danger and suffering edsifds to the feelings gaining ascendency
over the conviction of the understanding; and ia tilight which surrounds everything a
deep clear view is so difficult that a change ofnagm is more conceivable and more
pardonable. It is, at all times, only conjecturegaesses at truth which we have to act upon.
This is why differences of opinion are nowhere gseafj as in War, and the stream of
impressions acting counter to one's own convictioeger ceases to flow. Even the greatest
impassibility of mind is hardly proof against thebgcause the impressions are powerful in
their nature, and always act at the same time thmfeelings.

When the discernment is clear and deep, none érgeprinciples and views of action
from a high standpoint can be the result; and esdtprinciples the opinion in each particular
case immediately under consideration lies, as iewat anchor. But to keep to these results of
bygone reflection, in opposition to the stream pineons and phenomena which the present
brings with it, is just the difficulty. Between tlparticular case and the principle there is often
a wide space which cannot always be traversedwsitde chain of conclusions, and where a
certain faith in self is necessary and a certainwarhof scepticism is serviceable. Here often
nothing else will help us but an imperative maxirhiat, independent of reflection, at once
controls it: that maxim is, in all doubtful casesadhere to the first opinion, and not to give it
up until a clear conviction forces us to do so. West firmly believe in the superior authority
of well-tried maxims, and under the dazzling influe of momentary events not forget that
their value is of an inferior stamp. By this prefece which in doubtful cases we give to first
convictions, by adherence to the same our actiogsiie that stability and consistency which
make up what is called character.

It is easy to see how essential a well-balancedisito strength of character; therefore men
of strong minds generally have a great deal ofadtar.

Force of character leads us to a spurious varigty-€OBSTINACY.

It is often very difficult in concrete cases to salyere the one ends and the other begins; on
the other hand, it does not seem difficult to datiee the difference in idea.

Obstinacy is no fault of the understanding; we theeterm as denoting a resistance against
our better judgment, and it would be inconsistentharge that to the understanding, as the
understanding is the power of judgment. Obstinadd FAULT OF THE FEELINGS or heart.
This inflexibility of will, this impatience of comadiction, have their origin only in a particular
kind of egotism, which sets above every other pieashat of governing both self and others
by its own mind alone. We should call it a kindwanity, were it not decidedly something
better. Vanity is satisfied with mere show, buttotzy rests upon the enjoyment of the thing.

We say, therefore, force of character degeneratesobstinacy whenever the resistance to
opposing judgments proceeds not from better coovistor a reliance upon a trustworthy
maxim, but from a feeling of opposition. If thisfoiétion, as we have already admitted, is of
little assistance practically, still it will preveabstinacy from being considered merely force of
character intensified, whilst it is something esisdly different—something which certainly
lies close to it and is cognate to it, but is @& f#ame time so little an intensification of it that
there are very obstinate men who from want of wtdeding have very little force of
character.

Having in these high attributes of a great milit@gmmander made ourselves acquainted
with those qualities in which heart and head coraige we now come to a speciality of
military activity which perhaps may be looked upmsthe most marked if it is not the most
important, and which only makes a demand on theepaf the mind without regard to the
forces of feelings. It is the connection which &xisetween War and country or ground.

This connection is, in the first place, a permarmmtdition of War, for it is impossible to
imagine our organised Armies effecting any operatitherwise than in some given space; it
is, secondly, of the most decisive importance, beeat modifies, at times completely alters,
the action of all forces; thirdly, while on the ohand it often concerns the most minute
features of locality, on the other it may applyrtonense tracts of country.

In this manner a great peculiarity is given to #féect of this connection of War with
country and ground. If we think of other occupasiaf man which have a relation to these
objects, on horticulture, agriculture, on buildimguses and hydraulic works, on mining, on the
chase, and forestry, they are all confined witharyvlimited spaces which may be sc
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explored with sufficient exactness. But the Comnegirid War must commit the business he
has in hand to a corresponding space which hiscap@ot survey, which the keenest zeal
cannot always explore, and with which, owing to twmstant changes taking place, he can
also seldom become properly acquainted. Certainky énemy generally is in the same
situation; still, in the first place, the difficylt although common to both, is not the less a
difficulty, and he who by talent and practice owmes it will have a great advantage on his
side; secondly, this equality of the difficulty doth sides is merely an abstract supposition
which is rarely realised in the particular case,oae of the two opponents (the defensive)
usually knows much more of the locality than hisexdary.

This very peculiar difficulty must be overcome bynatural mental gift of a special kind
which is known by the—too restricted—term of Orisisense of locality. It is the power of
quickly forming a correct geometrical idea of anyrtjpn of country, and consequently of
being able to find one's place in it exactly at &me. This is plainly an act of the imagination.
The perception no doubt is formed partly by meanthe physical eye, partly by the mind,
which fills up what is wanting with ideas derivedrih knowledge and experience, and out of
the fragments visible to the physical eye formsrole; but that this whole should present
itself vividly to the reason, should become a pietwa mentally drawn map, that this picture
should be fixed, that the details should neverragaparate themselves—all that can only be
effected by the mental faculty which we call imagian. If some great poet or painter should
feel hurt that we require from his goddess suctoffice; if he shrugs his shoulders at the
notion that a sharp gamekeeper must necessarigl exgnagination, we readily grant that we
only speak here of imagination in a limited serefeits service in a really menial capacity.
But, however slight this service, still it must thee work of that natural gift, for if that gift is
wanting, it would be difficult to imagine thingsgphly in all the completeness of the visible.
That a good memory is a great assistance we fra@y, but whether memory is to be
considered as an independent faculty of the mintigncase, or whether it is just that power of
imagination which here fixes these things bettertttm memory, we leave undecided, as in
many respects it seems difficult upon the wholedaceive these two mental powers apart
from each other.

That practice and mental acuteness have much teittat is not to be denied. Puysegur,
the celebrated Quartermaster-General of the farhonemburg, used to say that he had very
little confidence in himself in this respect asfirbecause if he had to fetch the parole from a
distance he always lost his way.

It is natural that scope for the exercise of thient should increase along with rank. If the
hussar and rifleman in command of a patrol mustkwnell all the highways and byways, and
if for that a few marks, a few limited powers ofsebvation, are sufficient, the Chief of an
Army must make himself familiar with the generabgeaphical features of a province and of a
country; must always have vividly before his eyles tlirection of the roads, rivers, and hills,
without at the same time being able to dispensh thié narrower "sense of locality" Orisinn.
No doubt, information of various kinds as to obgeict general, maps, books, memoirs, and for
details the assistance of his Staff, are a grdptthéhim; but it is nevertheless certain thatdf h
has himself a talent for forming an ideal pictufeaa@ountry quickly and distinctly, it lends to
his action an easier and firmer step, saves him fiocertain mental helplessness, and makes
him less dependent on others.

If this talent then is to be ascribed to imaginatiit is also almost the only service which
military activity requires from that erratic goddesvhose influence is more hurtful than useful
in other respects.

We think we have now passed in review those maaiiess of the powers of mind and
soul which military activity requires from humantaie. Everywhere intellect appears as an
essential co-operative force; and thus we can statet how the work of War, although so
plain and simple in its effects, can never be cotetli with distinguished success by people
without distinguished powers of the understanding.

When we have reached this view, then we need rgeloimok upon such a natural idea as
the turning an enemy's position, which has beere dothousand times, and a hundred other
similar conceptions, as the result of a great etibgenius.

Certainly one is accustomed to regard the plairebbsoldier as the very opposite of the
man of reflection, full of inventions and ideas,obithe brilliant spirit shining in the ornaments
of refined education of every kind. This antithesislso by no means devoid of truth; but it
does not show that the efficiency of the soldiersists only in his courage, and that there is no
particular energy and capacity of the brain reglireaddition to make a man merely wha
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called a true soldier. We must again repeat theretis nothing more common than to hear
of men losing their energy on being raised to ehdigposition, to which they do not feel
themselves equal; but we must also remind our redtiat we are speaking of pre-eminent
services, of such as give renown in the branckctivity to which they belong. Each grade of
command in War therefore forms its own stratumegjuisite capacity of fame and honour.

An immense space lies between a General—that ésabthe head of a whole War, or of a
theatre of War—and his Second in Command, for iimple reason that the latter is in more
immediate subordination to a superior authority sumgervision, consequently is restricted to a
more limited sphere of independent thought. Thigshlg common opinion sees no room for the
exercise of high talent except in high places, lanoés upon an ordinary capacity as sufficient
for all beneath: this is why people are ratherimezl to look upon a subordinate General
grown grey in the service, and in whom constantidisge of routine duties has produced a
decided poverty of mind, as a man of failing irdet| and, with all respect for his bravery, to
laugh at his simplicity. It is not our object toirgdor these brave men a better lot—that would
contribute nothing to their efficiency, and litle their happiness; we only wish to represent
things as they are, and to expose the error oévialj that a mere bravo without intellect can
make himself distinguished in War.

As we consider distinguished talents requisitettiose who are to attain distinction, even in
inferior positions, it naturally follows that weitli highly of those who fill with renown the
place of Second in Command of an Army; and theegmsgeg simplicity of character as
compared with a polyhistor, with ready men of bass) or with councillors of state, must not
lead us astray as to the superior nature of theléctual activity. It happens sometimes that
men import the fame gained in an inferior positioto a higher one, without in reality
deserving it in the new position; and then if tteg not much employed, and therefore not
much exposed to the risk of showing their weak {spithe judgment does not distinguish very
exactly what degree of fame is really due to thand thus such men are often the occasion of
too low an estimate being formed of the charadiesisequired to shine in certain situations.

For each station, from the lowest upwards, to remlitinguished services in War, there
must be a particular genius. But the title of genhistory and the judgment of posterity only
confer, in general, on those minds which have slioiee highest rank, that of Commanders-
in-Chief. The reason is that here, in point of fdlae demand on the reasoning and intellectual
powers generally is much greater.

To conduct a whole War, or its great acts, which eed campaigns, to a successful
termination, there must be an intimate knowledg&tatte policy in its higher relations. The
conduct of the War and the policy of the State lwiacide, and the General becomes at the
same time the Statesman.

We do not give Charles Xll. the name of a greatiggrbecause he could not make the
power of his sword subservient to a higher judgnaert philosophy—could not attain by it to
a glorious object. We do not give that title to HefV. (of France), because he did not live
long enough to set at rest the relations of difife&tates by his military activity, and to occupy
himself in that higher field where noble feelinggla chivalrous disposition have less to do in
mastering the enemy than in overcoming internaedision.

In order that the reader may appreciate all thastnne comprehended and judged of
correctly at a glance by a General, we refer tditlsechapter. We say the General becomes a
Statesman, but he must not cease to be the GeHer&hkes into view all the relations of the
State on the one hand; on the other, he must kiaetlg what he can do with the means at his
disposal.

As the diversity, and undefined limits, of all te@cumstances bring a great number of
factors into consideration in War, as the mostheke factors can only be estimated according
to probability, therefore, if the Chief of an Arndpes not bring to bear upon them a mind with
an intuitive perception of the truth, a confusidhideas and views must take place, in the
midst of which the judgment will become bewilderdd.this sense, Buonaparte was right
when he said that many of the questions which cbefere a General for decision would
make problems for a mathematical calculation netarthy of the powers of Newton or Euler.

What is here required from the higher powers of mhied is a sense of unity, and a
judgment raised to such a compass as to give thé ami extraordinary faculty of vision which
in its range allays and sets aside a thousand ditions which an ordinary understanding
could only bring to light with great effort, and ervwhich it would exhaust itself. But this
higher activity of the mind, this glance of geniwguld still not become matter of history
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the qualities of temperament and character of whiehhave treated did not give it their
support.

Truth alone is but a weak motive of action with mand hence there is always a great
difference between knowing and action, betweennseieand art. The man receives the
strongest impulse to action through the feelingsl, the most powerful succour, if we may use
the expression, through those faculties of heattraimd which we have considered under the
terms of resolution, firmness, perseverance, arwkfof character.

If, however, this elevated condition of heart anddrnin the General did not manifest itself
in the general effects resulting from it, and coafdy be accepted on trust and faith, then it
would rarely become matter of history.

All that becomes known of the course of events iar\ig usually very simple, and has a
great sameness in appearance; no one on the niaterreof such events perceives the
difficulties connected with them which had to beemome. It is only now and again, in the
memoirs of Generals or of those in their confiderareby reason of some special historical
inquiry directed to a particular circumstance, thatortion of the many threads composing the
whole web is brought to light. The reflections, naémoubts, and conflicts which precede the
execution of great acts are purposely concealedusecthey affect political interests, or the
recollection of them is accidentally lost becaubeyt have been looked upon as mere
scaffolding which had to be removed on the commtetif the building.

If, now, in conclusion, without venturing upon asér definition of the higher powers of the
soul, we should admit a distinction in the intediig faculties themselves according to the
common ideas established by language, and askiheegsghat kind of mind comes closest to
military genius, then a look at the subject as wasllat experience will tell us that searching
rather than inventive minds, comprehensive mintteerahan such as have a special bent, cool
rather than fiery heads, are those to which in tifihé/ar we should prefer to trust the welfare
of our women and children, the honour and the gafebur fatherland.

CHAPTER IV. OF DANGER IN WAR

USUALLY before we have learnt what danger reallyvige form an idea of it which is
rather attractive than repulsive. In the intoxieatof enthusiasm, to fall upon the enemy at the
charge—who cares then about bullets and men falliig throw oneself, blinded by
excitement for a moment, against cold death, uairemvhether we or another shall escape
him, and all this close to the golden gate of vigtalose to the rich fruit which ambition
thirsts for—can this be difficult? It will not befficult, and still less will it appear so. But duc
moments, which, however, are not the work of alsimylse-beat, as is supposed, but rather
like doctors' draughts, must be taken diluted gradltsby mixture with time—such moments,
we say, are but few.

Let us accompany the novice to the battle-field wesapproach, the thunder of the cannon
becoming plainer and plainer is soon followed bg tiowling of shot, which attracts the
attention of the inexperienced. Balls begin toksthe ground close to us, before and behind.
We hasten to the hill where stands the Generah@dumerous Staff. Here the close striking
of the cannon balls and the bursting of shelli$requent that the seriousness of life makes
itself visible through the youthful picture of imagtion. Suddenly some one known to us
falls—a shell strikes amongst the crowd and cagsese involuntary movements—we begin
to feel that we are no longer perfectly at easecafidcted; even the bravest is at least to some
degree confused. Now, a step farther into theebattlich is raging before us like a scene in a
theatre, we get to the nearest General of Dividiame ball follows ball, and the noise of our
own guns increases the confusion. From the Gepéfivision to the Brigadier. He, a man of
acknowledged bravery, keeps carefully behind agigjround, a house, or a tree—a sure sign
of increasing danger. Grape rattles on the roofthefhouses and in the fields; cannon balls
howl over us, and plough the air in all directioasd soon there is a frequent whistling of
musket balls. A step farther towards the troopstht sturdy infantry which for hours has
maintained its firmness under this heavy fire; higwe air is filled with the hissing of balls
which announce their proximity by a short sharpsaas they pass within an inch of the ear,
the head, or the brea

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr 01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\ Page4l of 141

To add to all this, compassion strikes the beatiegrt with pity at the sight of the maimed
and fallen. The young soldier cannot reach anyhete different strata of danger without
feeling that the light of reason does not move liethe same medium, that it is not refracted
in the same manner as in speculative contemplaltioieed, he must be a very extraordinary
man who, under these impressions for the first tidoes not lose the power of making any
instantaneous decisions. It is true that habit ddants such impressions; in half in hour we
begin to be more or less indifferent to all thagjggng on around us: but an ordinary character
never attains to complete coolness and the nadlaaticity of mind; and so we perceive that
here again ordinary qualities will not suffice—antih which gains truth, the wider the sphere
of activity which is to be filled. Enthusiasticogtal, natural bravery, great ambition, or also
long familiarity with danger—much of all this theneust be if all the effects produced in this
resistant medium are not to fall far short of thétich in the student's chamber may appear
only the ordinary standard.

Danger in War belongs to its friction; a correaadof its influence is necessary for truth of
perception, and therefore it is brought under edtiere.

CHAPTER V. OF BODILY EXERTION IN WAR

IF no one were allowed to pass an opinion on tlenesvof War, except at a moment when
he is benumbed by frost, sinking from heat andsthior dying with hunger and fatigue, we
should certainly have fewer judgments correct *ofpjely; but they would be so,
SUBJECTIVELY, at least; that is, they would contairthemselves the exact relation between
the person giving the judgment and the object. Ve perceive this by observing how
modestly subdued, even spiritless and despondinthei opinion passed upon the results of
untoward events by those who have been eye-witsessgt especially if they have been
parties concerned. This is, according to our viawgriterion of the influence which bodily
fatigue exercises, and of the allowance to be nfiadiéin matters of opinion.

Amongst the many things in War for which no tadfin be fixed, bodily effort may be
specially reckoned. Provided there is no wastis, & coefficient of all the forces, and no one
can tell exactly to what extent it may be carriBdt what is remarkable is, that just as only a
strong arm enables the archer to stretch the bimgdtw the utmost extent, so also in War it is
only by means of a great directing spirit that va@ expect the full power latent in the troops
to be developed. For it is one thing if an Army, donsequence of great misfortunes,
surrounded with danger, falls all to pieces likeall that has been thrown down, and can only
find safety in the utmost exertion of its bodilyesigth; it is another thing entirely when a
victorious Army, drawn on by proud feelings onlg,donducted at the will of its Chief. The
same effort which in the one case might at mositexeir pity must in the other call forth our
admiration, because it is much more difficult tgtsin.

By this comes to light for the inexperienced eye ofthose things which put fetters in the
dark, as it were, on the action of the mind, andveait in secret the powers of the soul.

Although here the question is strictly only respegtthe extreme effort required by a
Commander from his Army, by a leader from his fakws, therefore of the spirit to demand it
and of the art of getting it, still the personalypical exertion of Generals and of the Chief
Commander must not be overlooked. Having broughttialysis of War conscientiously up to
this point, we could not but take account alschefweight of this small remaining residue.

We have spoken here of bodily effort, chiefly bexgulike danger, it belongs to the
fundamental causes of friction, and because itsfinile quantity makes it like an elastic body,
the friction of which is well known to be difficuto calculate.

To check the abuse of these considerations, of augrvey of things which aggravate the
difficulties of War, nature has given our judgmentguide in our sensibilities, just as an
individual cannot with advantage refer to his paeadeficiencies if he is insulted and ill-
treated, but may well do so if he has successfelbelled the affront, or has fully revenged it,
so no Commander or Army will lessen the impressiba disgraceful defeat by depicting the
danger, the distress, the exertions, things whicluldvimmensely enhance the glory o
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victory. Thus our feeling, which after all is ordyhigher kind of judgment, forbids us to do
what seems an act of justice to which our judgmaenmild be inclined.

CHAPTER VI. INFORMATION IN WAR

By the word "information" we denote all the knowdedwhich we have of the enemy and
his country; therefore, in fact, the foundationatifour ideas and actions. Let us just consider
the nature of this foundation, its want of trustthoress, its changefulness, and we shall soon
feel what a dangerous edifice War is, how easilypaty fall to pieces and bury us in its ruins.
For although it is a maxim in all books that we @ddtrust only certain information, that we
must be always suspicious, that is only a miserabtk comfort, belonging to that description
of knowledge in which writers of systems and congdams take refuge for want of anything
better to say.

Great part of the information obtained in War isittadictory, a still greater part is false,
and by far the greatest part is of a doubtful ottera\What is required of an officer is a certain
power of discrimination, which only knowledge of mand things and good judgment can
give. The law of probability must be his guide. §8 not a trifling difficulty even in respect
of the first plans, which can be formed in the chamoutside the real sphere of War, but it is
enormously increased when in the thick of War iteak report follows hard upon the heels of
another; it is then fortunate if these reportsantcadicting each other show a certain balance
of probability, and thus themselves call forth eusiay. It is much worse for the inexperienced
when accident does not render him this serviceobetreport supports another, confirms it,
magnifies it, finishes off the picture with freshuthes of colour, until necessity in urgent haste
forces from us a resolution which will soon be digered to be folly, all those reports having
been lies, exaggerations, errors, &c. &c. In a fewards, most reports are false, and the
timidity of men acts as a multiplier of lies andtnuths. As a general rule, every one is more
inclined to lend credence to the bad than the gBedry one is inclined to magnify the bad in
some measure, and although the alarms which asepttopagated like the waves of the sea
subside into themselves, still, like them, withamty apparent cause they rise again. Firm in
reliance on his own better convictions, the Chiefstrstand like a rock against which the sea
breaks its fury in vain. The role is not easy; hews not by nature of a buoyant disposition, or
trained by experience in War, and matured in judginaay let it be his rule to do violence to
his own natural conviction by inclining from thedsi of fear to that of hope; only by that
means will he be able to preserve his balance. diffisulty of seeing things correctly, which
is one of the greatest sources of friction in Whaakes things appear quite different from what
was expected. The impression of the senses isgerdhan the force of the ideas resulting
from methodical reflection, and this goes so fat tho important undertaking was ever yet
carried out without the Commander having to subde doubts in himself at the time of
commencing the execution of his work. Ordinary méro follow the suggestions of others
become, therefore, generally undecided on the spwmty think that they have found
circumstances different from what they had expected this view gains strength by their
again yielding to the suggestions of others. Bunethe man who has made his own plans,
when he comes to see things with his own eyes oftitin think he has done wrong. Firm
reliance on self must make him proof against tresrseg pressure of the moment; his first
conviction will in the end prove true, when thediground scenery which fate has pushed on to
the stage of War, with its accompaniments of terdbjects, is drawn aside and the horizon
extended. This is one of the great chasms whicaragp CONCEPTION from EXECUTION.

CHAPTER VII. FRICTION IN WAR

As long as we have no personal knowledge of War,cesxenot conceive where those
difficulties lie of which so much is said, and whhat genius and those extraordinary mental
powers required in a General have really to doapfears so simple, all the requisite bran:
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of knowledge appear so plain, all the combinatismsinimportant, that in comparison with
them the easiest problem in higher mathematicsdsgars us with a certain scientific dignity.
But if we have seen War, all becomes intelligilaled still, after all, it is extremely difficult to
describe what it is which brings about this chartgespecify this invisible and completely
efficient factor.

Everything is very simple in War, but the simplésing is difficult. These difficulties
accumulate and produce a friction which no maninzagine exactly who has not seen War,
Suppose now a traveller, who towards evening esgecaccomplish the two stages at the end
of his day's journey, four or five leagues, withsphorses, on the high road—it is nothing. He
arrives now at the last station but one, finds asés, or very bad ones; then a hilly country,
bad roads; it is a dark night, and he is glad wiadter a great deal of trouble, he reaches the
next station, and finds there some miserable acamfation. So in War, through the influence
of an infinity of petty circumstances, which canqobperly be described on paper, things
disappoint us, and we fall short of the mark. A pdwl iron will overcomes this friction; it
crushes the obstacles, but certainly the machorgakith them. We shall often meet with this
result. Like an obelisk towards which the principikets of a town converge, the strong will
of a proud spirit stands prominent and commandirtpé middle of the Art of War.

Friction is the only conception which in a genexahy corresponds to that which
distinguishes real War from War on paper. The aritmachine, the Army and all belonging
to it, is in fact simple, and appears on this aot@asy to manage. But let us reflect that no
part of it is in one piece, that it is composedrefyt of individuals, each of which keeps up its
own friction in all directions. Theoretically albsnds very well: the commander of a battalion
is responsible for the execution of the order givamd as the battalion by its discipline is glued
together into one piece, and the chief must be m ofi@acknowledged zeal, the beam turns on
an iron pin with little friction. But it is not sim reality, and all that is exaggerated and fafse i
such a conception manifests itself at once in VWae battalion always remains composed of a
number of men, of whom, if chance so wills, the trinsignificant is able to occasion delay
and even irregularity. The danger which War brimg#h it, the bodily exertions which it
requires, augment this evil so much that they nmeayelgarded as the greatest causes of it.

This enormous friction, which is not concentrated, in mechanics, at a few points, is
therefore everywhere brought into contact with dearand thus incidents take place upon
which it was impossible to calculate, their chiefgm being chance. As an instance of one
such chance: the weather. Here the fog preventsribmy from being discovered in time, a
battery from firing at the right moment, a repaiwrh reaching the General; there the rain
prevents a battalion from arriving at the rightdinbecause instead of for three it had to march
perhaps eight hours; the cavalry from chargingatiffely because it is stuck fast in heavy
ground.

These are only a few incidents of detail by waglotidation, that the reader may be able to
follow the author, for whole volumes might be weitton these difficulties. To avoid this, and
still to give a clear conception of the host of #rdéficulties to be contended with in War, we
might go on heaping up illustrations, if we werd afraid of being tiresome. But those who
have already comprehended us will permit us toaafésiv more.

Activity in War is movement in a resistant mediudoist as a man immersed in water is
unable to perform with ease and regularity the nmagural and simplest movement, that of
walking, so in War, with ordinary powers, one cankeep even the line of mediocrity. This is
the reason that the correct theorist is like a gwimg master, who teaches on dry land
movements which are required in the water, whictstrappear grotesque and ludicrous to
those who forget about the water. This is also whwgorists, who have never plunged in
themselves, or who cannot deduce any generalitbes their experience, are unpractical and
even absurd, because they only teach what everroowes—how to walk.

Further, every War is rich in particular facts, ighat the same time each is an unexplored
sea, full of rocks which the General may have gisitn of, but which he has never seen with
his eye, and round which, moreover, he must stethra night. If a contrary wind also springs
up, that is, if any great accidental event declatsslf adverse to him, then the most
consummate skill, presence of mind, and energyeayeired, whilst to those who only look on
from a distance all seems to proceed with the utmase. The knowledge of this friction is a
chief part of that so often talked of, experiencéNar, which is required in a good General.
Certainly he is not the best General in whose nitiagsumes the greatest dimensions, who is
the most over-awed by it (this includes that clafssver-anxious Generals, of whom there are
so many amongst the experienced); but a Generdlbewsware of it that he may overcome
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where that is possible, and that he may not expelgree of precision in results which is
impossible on account of this very friction. Besidit can never be learnt theoretically; and if
it could, there would still be wanting that expede of judgment which is called tact, and
which is always more necessary in a field full mhumerable small and diversified objects
than in great and decisive cases, when one's odgmjent may be aided by consultation with
others. Just as the man of the world, throughdbgtdgment which has become habit, speaks,
acts, and moves only as suits the occasion, soffioer experienced in War will always, in
great and small matters, at every pulsation of \W&mwe may say, decide and determine
suitably to the occasion. Through this experierm@ @ractice the idea comes to his mind of
itself that so and so will not suit. And thus hdlwbt easily place himself in a position by
which he is compromised, which, if it often occiummsWar, shakes all the foundations of
confidence and becomes extremely dangerous.

It is therefore this friction, or what is so termieere, which makes that which appears easy
in War difficult in reality. As we proceed, we shaften meet with this subject again, and it
will hereafter become plain that besides experiemzba strong will, there are still many other
rare qualities of the mind required to make a maorsummate General.

CHAPTER VIII. CONCLUDING REMARKS, BOOK |

THOSE things which as elements meet together inatheosphere of War and make it a
resistant medium for every activity we have dedigdainder the terms danger, bodily effort
(exertion), information, and friction. In their iregient effects they may therefore be
comprehended again in the collective notion of megal friction. Now is there, then, no kind
of oil which is capable of diminishing this fricti®@ Only one, and that one is not always
available at the will of the Commander or his Arrityis the habituation of an Army to War.

Habit gives strength to the body in great exertitmthe mind in great danger, to the
judgment against first impressions. By it a valealsircumspection is generally gained
throughout every rank, from the hussar and riflermgnto the General of Division, which
facilitates the work of the Chief Commander.

As the human eye in a dark room dilates its pupidws in the little light that there is,
partially distinguishes objects by degrees, anthsttknows them quite well, so it is in War
with the experienced soldier, whilst the novicery met by pitch dark night.

Habituation to War no General can give his Armyoate, and the camps of manoeuvre
(peace exercises) furnish but a weak substituté,fareak in comparison with real experience
in War, but not weak in relation to other Armiesvitich the training is limited to mere
mechanical exercises of routine. So to regulateeegcises in peace time as to include some
of these causes of friction, that the judgmentuitspection, even resolution of the separate
leaders may be brought into exercise, is of mueatgr consequence than those believe who
do not know the thing by experience. It is of immemmportance that the soldier, high or low,
whatever rank he has, should not have to encoimiar those things which, when seen for
the first time, set him in astonishment and pelipfexf he has only met with them one single
time before, even by that he is half acquaintedh wiem. This relates even to bodily fatigues.
They should be practised less to accustom the ttlyem than the mind. In War the young
soldier is very apt to regard unusual fatigues rhees donsequence of faults, mistakes, and
embarrassment in the conduct of the whole, andetmine distressed and despondent as a
consequence. This would not happen if he had bespaped for this beforehand by exercises
in peace.

Another less comprehensive but still very importawgians of gaining habituation to War in
time of peace is to invite into the service officef foreign armies who have had experience in
War. Peace seldom reigns over all Europe, and nievall quarters of the world. A State
which has been long at peace should, thereforgyalseek to procure some officers who have
done good service at the different scenes of Warfarto send there some of its own, that they
may get a lesson in War.

However small the number of officers of this dgstion may appear in proportion to the
mass, still their influence is very sensibly félt.Their experience, the bent of their genius,
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stamp of their character, influence their suboridisaand comrades; and besides that, if they
cannot be placed in positions of superior commahey may always be regarded as men
acquainted with the country, who may be questi@mrecthany special occasions.

(*) The War of 1870 furnishes a marked illustr ation. Von
Moltke and von Goeben, not to mention many oth ers, had both
seen service in this manner, the former in Tur key and Syria,

the latter in Spain—EDITOR.

BOOK Il. ON THE THEORY OF WAR

CHAPTER I. BRANCHES OF THE ART OF WAR

WAR in its literal meaning is fighting, for fightgnalone is the efficient principle in the
manifold activity which in a wide sense is calleai\But fighting is a trial of strength of the
moral and physical forces by means of the latteatThe moral cannot be omitted is evident
of itself, for the condition of the mind has alway® most decisive influence on the forces
employed in War.

The necessity of fighting very soon led men to sdecventions to turn the advantage in it
in their own favour: in consequence of these thedenof fighting has undergone great
alterations; but in whatever way it is conductedcdnception remains unaltered, and fighting
is that which constitutes War.

The inventions have been from the first weapons aqgdipments for the individual
combatants. These have to be provided and thefuker learnt before the War begins. They
are made suitable to the nature of the fightingiseguently are ruled by it; but plainly the
activity engaged in these appliances is a diffethitg from the fight itself; it is only the
preparation for the combat, not the conduct ofgame. That arming and equipping are not
essential to the conception of fighting is plaiacduse mere wrestling is also fighting.

Fighting has determined everything appertainingrtms and equipment, and these in turn
modify the mode of fighting; there is, thereforegaiprocity of action between the two.

Nevertheless, the fight itself remains still anirey special activity, more particularly
because it moves in an entirely special elememehg in the element of danger.

If, then, there is anywhere a necessity for dravéirime between two different activities, it
is here; and in order to see clearly the importaricais idea, we need only just to call to mind
how often eminent personal fithess in one field hlwaed out nothing but the most useless
pedantry in the other.

It is also in no way difficult to separate in idiéw# one activity from the other, if we look at
the combatant forces fully armed and equipped gisen means, the profitable use of which
requires nothing more than a knowledge of theiregairesults.

The Art of War is therefore, in its proper senée, &rt of making use of the given means in
fighting, and we cannot give it a better name ttien"Conduct of War." On the other hand, in
a wider sense all activities which have their exise on account of War, therefore the whole
creation of troops, that is levying them, arminguipping, and exercising them, belong to the
Art of War.

To make a sound theory it is most essential toragpahese two activities, for it is easy to
see that if every act of War is to begin with theegaration of military forces, and to
presuppose forces so organised as a primary conditr conducting War, that theory will
only be applicable in the few cases to which thedavailable happens to be exactly sui
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If, on the other hand, we wish to have a theoryctshall suit most cases, and will not be
wholly useless in any case, it must be foundedhosd means which are in most general use,
and in respect to these only on the actual resptisging from them.

The conduct of War is, therefore, the formation andduct of the fighting. If this fighting
was a single act, there would be no necessity ffigr farther subdivision, but the fight is
composed of a greater or less number of single aotaplete in themselves, which we call
combats, as we have shown in the first chapteheffitst book, and which form new units.
From this arises the totally different activiti¢bat of the FORMATION and CONDUCT of
these single combats in themselves, and the COMBIRAN of them with one another, with a
view to the ultimate object of the War. The firstcalled TACTICS, the other STRATEGY.

This division into tactics and strategy is now Imast general use, and every one knows
tolerably well under which head to place any sifglet, without knowing very distinctly the
grounds on which the classification is founded. 8ben such divisions are blindly adhered to
in practice, they must have some deep root. We baseched for this root, and we might say
that it is just the usage of the majority which basught us to it. On the other hand, we look
upon the arbitrary, unnatural definitions of thesaceptions sought to be established by some
writers as not in accordance with the general usgjee terms.

According to our classification, therefore, tacti& THE THEORY OF THE USE OF
MILITARY FORCES IN COMBAT. Strategy IS THE THEORY © THE USE OF
COMBATS FOR THE OBJECT OF THE WAR.

The way in which the conception of a single, orependent combat, is more closely
determined, the conditions to which this unit isaelhed, we shall only be able to explain
clearly when we consider the combat; we must cardarselves for the present with saying
that in relation to space, therefore in combatintplplace at the same time, the unit reaches
just as far as PERSONAL COMMAND reaches; but irarégo time, and therefore in relation
to combats which follow each other in close sudoesst reaches to the moment when the
crisis which takes place in every combat is entipalssed.

That doubtful cases may occur, cases, for instanoghich several combats may perhaps
be regarded also as a single one, will not overtiite ground of distinction we have adopted,
for the same is the case with all grounds of disitim of real things which are differentiated
by a gradually diminishing scale. There may, thenef certainly be acts of activity in War
which, without any alteration in the point of viemay just as well be counted strategic as
tactical; for example, very extended positions m@déng a chain of posts, the preparations for
the passage of a river at several points, &c.

Our classification reaches and covers only the @EETHE MILITARY FORCE. But now
there are in War a number of activities which aresgrvient to it, and still are quite different
from it; sometimes closely allied, sometimes lesarnin their affinity. All these activities
relate to the MAINTENANCE OF THE MILITARY FORCE. Ithe same way as its creation
and training precede its use, so its maintenanedwiays a necessary condition. But, strictly
viewed, all activities thus connected with it al@ays to be regarded only as preparations for
fighting; they are certainly nothing more than aties which are very close to the action, so
that they run through the hostile act alternatieniportance with the use of the forces. We have
therefore a right to exclude them as well as theropreparatory activities from the Art of War
in its restricted sense, from the conduct of Wapprly so called; and we are obliged to do so
if we would comply with the first principle of alheory, the elimination of all heterogeneous
elements. Who would include in the real "conduct?\r" the whole litany of subsistence and
administration, because it is admitted to standoinstant reciprocal action with the use of the
troops, but is something essentially different friétn

We have said, in the third chapter of our first khoat as the fight or combat is the only
directly effective activity, therefore the threaafsall others, as they end in it, are includedtin i
By this we meant to say that to all others an dhjexs thereby appointed which, in accordance
with the laws peculiar to themselves, they musk $eettain. Here we must go a little closer
into this subject.

The subjects which constitute the activities owtgifithe combat are of various kinds.

The one part belongs, in one respect, to the coitdedtt, is identical with it, whilst it serves
in another respect for the maintenance of the amliforce. The other part belongs purely to
the subsistence, and has only, in consequencesaktiiprocal action, a limited influence on
the combats by its results. The subjects whichnia espect belong to the fighting itself
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MARCHES, CAMPS, and CANTONMENTS, for they supposengany different situations
of troops, and where troops are supposed theriddasof the combat must always be present.

The other subjects, which only belong to the maiatee, are SUBSISTENCE, CARE OF
THE SICK, the SUPPLY AND REPAIR OF ARMS AND EQUIPNiH.

Marches are quite identical with the use of thep The act of marching in the combat,
generally called manoeuvring, certainly does naessarily include the use of weapons, but it
is so completely and necessarily combined witlatt it forms an integral part of that which
we call a combat. But the march outside the corigbabthing but the execution of a strategic
measure. By the strategic plan is settled WHEN, \WHEand WITH WHAT FORCES a
battle is to be delivered—and to carry that intec#ion the march is the only means.

The march outside of the combat is therefore atruneent of strategy, but not on that
account exclusively a subject of strategy, for las armed force which executes it may be
involved in a possible combat at any moment, tloeeeits execution stands also under tactical
as well as strategic rules. If we prescribe tolaroa its route on a particular side of a river or
of a branch of a mountain, then that is a strategéasure, for it contains the intention of
fighting on that particular side of the hill or evin preference to the other, in case a combat
should be necessary during the march.

But if a column, instead of following the road thgh a valley, marches along the parallel
ridge of heights, or for the convenience of marghiivides itself into several columns, then
these are tactical arrangements, for they relategananner in which we shall use the troops
in the anticipated combat.

The particular order of march is in constant relatith readiness for combat, is therefore
tactical in its nature, for it is nothing more thidwe first or preliminary disposition for the battl
which may possibly take place.

As the march is the instrument by which strategyposiions its active elements, the
combats, but these last often only appear by ttesiults and not in the details of their real
course, it could not fail to happen that in thetitg instrument has often been substituted for
the efficient principle. Thus we hear of a decisskilful march, allusion being thereby made
to those combat-combinations to which these martgeesThis substitution of ideas is too
natural and conciseness of expression too desitahbtall for alteration, but still it is only a
condensed chain of ideas in regard to which we maser omit to bear in mind the full
meaning, if we would avoid falling into error.

We fall into an error of this description if werdtute to strategical combinations a power
independent of tactical results. We read of mardmed manoeuvres combined, the object
attained, and at the same time not a word aboubagnfrom which the conclusion is drawn
that there are means in War of conquering an engitiput fighting. The prolific nature of
this error we cannot show until hereafter.

But although a march can be regarded absolutedyn astegral part of the combat, still there
are in it certain relations which do not belongte combat, and therefore are neither tactical
nor strategic. To these belong all arrangementsiwbdncern only the accommodation of the
troops, the construction of bridges, roads, &c. sEhare only conditions; under many
circumstances they are in very close connectiod,raay almost identify themselves with the
troops, as in building a bridge in presence oféhemy; but in themselves they are always
activities, the theory of which does not form pzfrthe theory of the conduct of War.

Camps, by which we mean every disposition of troimpsoncentrated, therefore in battle
order, in contradistinction to cantonments or curart are a state of rest, therefore of
restoration; but they are at the same time alsatila¢egic appointment of a battle on the spot,
chosen; and by the manner in which they are tapethey contain the fundamental lines of the
battle, a condition from which every defensive leadtarts; they are therefore essential parts of
both strategy and tactics.

Cantonments take the place of camps for the betfeeshment of the troops. They are
therefore, like camps, strategic subjects as regpasition and extent; tactical subjects as
regards internal organisation, with a view to reads to fight.

The occupation of camps and cantonments no doulallysombines with the recuperation
of the troops another object also, for example cihwering a district of country, the holding a
position; but it can very well be only the first.eWwemind our readers that strategy may follow
a great diversity of objects, for everything whigbpears an advantage may be the object
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combat, and the preservation of the instrument witlich War is made must necessarily
very often become the object of its partial combores.

If, therefore, in such a case strategy ministefg tmthe maintenance of the troops, we are
not on that account out of the field of strategy, e are still engaged with the use of the
military force, because every disposition of thatcé upon any point Whatever of the theatre
of War is such a use.

But if the maintenance of the troops in camp orrgua calls forth activities which are no
employment of the armed force, such as the cortgiruof huts, pitching of tents, subsistence
and sanitary services in camps or quarters, theim lselong neither to strategy nor tactics.

Even entrenchments, the site and preparation aftwduie plainly part of the order of battle,
therefore tactical subjects, do not belong to tieoty of the conduct of War so far as respects
the execution of their construction the knowledgd akill required for such work being, in
point of fact, qualities inherent in the natureaof organised Army; the theory of the combat
takes them for granted.

Amongst the subjects which belong to the mere keppp of an armed force, because none
of the parts are identified with the combat, thetwalling of the troops themselves comes first,
as it must be done almost daily and for each iddizi. Thus it is that it completely permeates
military action in the parts constituting strategye-say parts constituting strategy, because
during a battle the subsistence of troops will lsabave any influence in modifying the plan,
although the thing is conceivable enough. The ¢arehe subsistence of the troops comes
therefore into reciprocal action chiefly with s&gy, and there is nothing more common than
for the leading strategic features of a campaigh\&iar to be traced out in connection with a
view to this supply. But however frequent and hogremportant these views of supply may
be, the subsistence of the troops always remabasrgletely different activity from the use of
the troops, and the former has only an influencéheratter by its results.

The other branches of administrative activity whieh have mentioned stand much farther
apart from the use of the troops. The care of aiwk wounded, highly important as it is for the
good of an Army, directly affects it only in a sinadrtion of the individuals composing it, and
therefore has only a weak and indirect influencerughe use of the rest. The completing and
replacing articles of arms and equipment, exceptasas by the organism of the forces it
constitutes a continuous activity inherent in thetakes place only periodically, and therefore
seldom affects strategic plans.

We must, however, here guard ourselves againststakei In certain cases these subjects
may be really of decisive importance. The distanichospitals and depdts of munitions may
very easily be imagined as the sole cause of veppitant strategic decisions. We do not wish
either to contest that point or to throw it inte tthade. But we are at present occupied not with
the particular facts of a concrete case, but witstract theory; and our assertion therefore is
that such an influence is too rare to give the mhed sanitary measures and the supply of
munitions and arms an importance in theory of tvedact of War such as to make it worth
while to include in the theory of the conduct of Mtae consideration of the different ways and
systems which the above theories may furnish, énstime way as is certainly necessary in
regard to victualling troops.

If we have clearly understood the results of oflections, then the activities belonging to
War divide themselves into two principal classas) such as are only "preparations for War"
and into the "War itself." This division must thémne also be made in theory.

The knowledge and applications of skill in the gnegions for War are engaged in the
creation, discipline, and maintenance of all thétany forces; what general names should be
given to them we do not enter into, but we seedftdtery, fortification, elementary tactics, as
they are called, the whole organisation and aditnétien of the various armed forces, and all
such things are included. But the theory of Waeliteccupies itself with the use of these
prepared means for the object of the war. It nedddhe first only the results, that is, the
knowledge of the principal properties of the metahken in hand for use. This we call "The Art
of War" in a limited sense, or "Theory of the Coadof War," or "Theory of the Employment
of Armed Forces," all of them denoting for us thee thing.

The present theory will therefore treat the cordsathe real contest, marches, camps, and
cantonments as circumstances which are more oidersical with it. The subsistence of the
troops will only come into consideration like OTHERVEN CIRCUMSTANCES in respect
of its results, not as an activity belonging to toenbat.
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The Art of War thus viewed in its limited senseides itself again into tactics and strategy.
The former occupies itself with the form of the agte combat, the latter with its use. Both
connect themselves with the circumstances of maratemps, cantonments only through the
combat, and these circumstances are tacticalategic according as they relate to the form or
to the signification of the battle.

No doubt there will be many readers who will coesiguperfluous this careful separation of
two things lying so close together as tactics arategy, because it has no direct effect on the
conduct itself of War. We admit, certainly thatiould be pedantry to look for direct effects
on the field of battle from a theoretical distimcti

But the first business of every theory is to cleprconceptions and ideas which have been
jumbled together, and, we may say, entangled antfused; and only when a right
understanding is established, as to names and giiortg can we hope to progress with
clearness and facility, and be certain that auttrat reader will always see things from the
same point of view. Tactics and strategy are twivities mutually permeating each other in
time and space, at the same time essentially diffeactivities, the inner laws and mutual
relations of which cannot be intelligible at allttee mind until a clear conception of the nature
of each activity is established.

He to whom all this is nothing, must either repteliall theoretical consideration, OR HIS
UNDERSTANDING HAS NOT AS YET BEEN PAINED by the ctused and perplexing
ideas resting on no fixed point of view, leadingro satisfactory result, sometimes dull,
sometimes fantastic, sometimes floating in vagugegaities, which we are often obliged to
hear and read on the conduct of War, owing to thgt of scientific investigation having
hitherto been little directed to these subjects.

CHAPTER Il. ON THE THEORY OF WAR

1. THE FIRST CONCEPTION OF THE "ART OF WAR" WAS MERY THE
PREPARATION OF THE ARMED FORCES.

FORMERLY by the term "Art of War," or "Science ofal" nothing was understood but
the totality of those branches of knowledge ands¢happliances of skill occupied with
material things. The pattern and preparation aedntbde of using arms, the construction of
fortifications and entrenchments, the organism of aamy and the mechanism of its
movements, were the subject; these branches oflkdge and skill above referred to, and the
end and aim of them all was the establishment adiramed force fit for use in War. All this
concerned merely things belonging to the materialldvand a one-sided activity only, and it
was in fact nothing but an activity advancing badations from the lower occupations to a
finer kind of mechanical art. The relation of dlistto War itself was very much the same as
the relation of the art of the sword cutler to #reof using the sword. The employment in the
moment of danger and in a state of constant recgbiction of the particular energies of mind
and spirit in the direction proposed to them watsyed even mooted.

2. TRUE WAR FIRST APPEARS IN THE ART OF SIEGES.

In the art of sieges we first perceive a certaigree of guidance of the combat, something
of the action of the intellectual faculties upoe thaterial forces placed under their control, but
generally only so far that it very soon embodiestlit again in new material forms, such as
approaches, trenches, counter-approaches, batt&desand every step which this action of
the higher faculties took was marked by some seshilt; it was only the thread that was
required on which to string these material invemgion order. As the intellect can hardly
manifest itself in this kind of War, except in sutifings, so therefore nearly all that was
necessary was done in that way.

3. THEN TACTICS TRIED TO FIND ITS WAY IN THE SAME [RECTION.

Afterwards tactics attempted to give to the mecdranif its joints the character of a gent
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disposition, built upon the peculiar properties tbé instrument, which character leads
indeed to the battle-field, but instead of leadindhe free activity of mind, leads to an Army
made like an automaton by its rigid formations anders of battle, which, movable only by
the word of command, is intended to unwind its\diitis like a piece of clockwork.

4. THE REAL CONDUCT OF WAR ONLY MADE ITS APPEARANCE
INCIDENTALLY AND INCOGNITO.

The conduct of War properly so called, that isse of the prepared means adapted to the
most special requirements, was not considered wssaitable subject for theory, but one
which should be left to natural talents alone. Bgres, as War passed from the hand-to-hand
encounters of the middle ages into a more reguldrsgstematic form, stray reflections on this
point also forced themselves into men's minds,tihhey mostly appeared only incidentally in
memoirs and narratives, and in a certain measaugirito.

5. REFLECTIONS ON MILITARY EVENTS BROUGHT ABOUT THEVANT OF A THEORY.

As contemplation on War continually increased, asdhistory every day assumed more of
a critical character, the urgent want appeareti@stipport of fixed maxims and rules, in order
that in the controversies naturally arising aboilitany events the war of opinions might be
brought to some one point. This whirl of opiniomtich neither revolved on any central pivot
nor according to any appreciable laws, could notiewery distasteful to people's minds.

6. ENDEAVOURS TO ESTABLISH A POSITIVE THEORY.

There arose, therefore, an endeavour to establastinm, rules, and even systems for the
conduct of War. By this the attainment of a positobject was proposed, without taking into
view the endless difficulties which the conducMéér presents in that respect. The conduct of
War, as we have shown, has no definite limits ig dinection, while every system has the
circumscribing nature of a synthesis, from whickults an irreconcileable opposition between
such a theory and practice.

7. LIMITATION TO MATERIAL OBJECTS.

Writers on theory felt the difficulty of the subjesoon enough, and thought themselves
entitled to get rid of it by directing their maxirasd systems only upon material things and a
one-sided activity. Their aim was to reach resualssin the science for the preparation for War,
entirely certain and positive, and therefore oolyake into consideration that which could be
made matter of calculation.

8. SUPERIORITY OF NUMBERS.

The superiority in numbers being a material cooditit was chosen from amongst all the
factors required to produce victory, because itlddae brought under mathematical laws
through combinations of time and space. It was ghopossible to leave out of sight all other
circumstances, by supposing them to be equal oh side, and therefore to neutralise one
another. This would have been very well if it hagbib done to gain a preliminary knowledge
of this one factor, according to its relations, atmake it a rule for ever to consider
superiority of numbers as the sole law; to seenhele secret of the Art of War in the formula,
IN A CERTAIN TIME, AT A CERTAIN POINT, TO BRING UPSUPERIOR MASSES—
was a restriction overruled by the force of readiti

9. VICTUALLING OF TROOPS.

By one theoretical school an attempt was madegtesyatise another material element also,
by making the subsistence of troops, according feaiously established organism of the
Army, the supreme legislator in the higher condifdar. In this way certainly they arrived at
definite figures, but at figures which rested onwmber of arbitrary calculations, and which
therefore could not stand the test of practicaliaaon.

10. BASE.
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An ingenious author tried to concentrate in a singdnception, that of a BASE, a whole
host of objects amongst which sundry relations evitim immaterial forces found their way in
as well. The list comprised the subsistence of ttheps, the keeping them complete in
numbers and equipment, the security of communicativith the home country, lastly, the
security of retreat in case it became necessany; fast of all, he proposed to substitute this
conception of a base for all these things; thenttierbase itself to substitute its own length
(extent); and, last of all, to substitute the arfglened by the army with this base: all this was
done to obtain a pure geometrical result utterless. This last is, in fact, unavoidable, if we
reflect that none of these substitutions could la@lenwithout violating truth and leaving out
some of the things contained in the original cotioep The idea of a base is a real necessity
for strategy, and to have conceived it is meritasicbut to make such a use of it as we have
depicted is completely inadmissible, and could mdtlead to partial conclusions which have
forced these theorists into a direction opposedaimmon sense, namely, to a belief in the
decisive effect of the enveloping form of attack.

11. INTERIOR LINES.

As a reaction against this false direction, anotfemetrical principle, that of the so-called
interior lines, was then elevated to the thronethéugh this principle rests on a sound
foundation, on the truth that the combat is they @iffectual means in War, still it is, just on
account of its purely geometrical nature, nothimg énother case of one-sided theory which
can never gain ascendency in the real world.

12. ALL THESE ATTEMPTS ARE OPEN TO OBJECTION.

All these attempts at theory are only to be coneidién their analytical part as progress in
the province of truth, but in their synthetical tpan their precepts and rules, they are quite
unserviceable.

They strive after determinate quantities, whilst \War all is undetermined, and the
calculation has always to be made with varying tjtias.

They direct the attention only upon material forcedile the whole military action is
penetrated throughout by intelligent forces and thiects.

They only pay regard to activity on one side, whiMar is a constant state of reciprocal
action, the effects of which are mutual.

13. AS A RULE THEY EXCLUDE GENIUS.

All that was not attainable by such miserable @ufhy, the offspring of partial views, lay
outside the precincts of science—and was the &efgenius, which RAISES ITSELF ABOVE
RULES.

Pity the warrior who is contented to crawl abouthis beggardom of rules, which are too
bad for genius, over which it can set itself superdver which it can perchance make merry!
What genius does must be the best of all rules tlaeary cannot do better than to show how
and why it is so.

Pity the theory which sets itself in oppositiorthe mind! It cannot repair this contradiction
by any humility, and the humbiler it is so much fo®ner will ridicule and contempt drive it
out of real life.

14. THE DIFFICULTY OF THEORY AS SOON AS MORAL QUANTIES COME
INTO CONSIDERATION.

Every theory becomes infinitely more difficult frothe moment that it touches on the
province of moral quantities. Architecture and piag know quite well what they are about as
long as they have only to do with matter; therendsdispute about mechanical or optical
construction. But as soon as the moral activitegibtheir work, as soon as moral impressions
and feelings are produced, the whole set of rukesotes into vague ideas.

The science of medicine is chiefly engaged withilgqgehenomena only; its business is with
the animal organism, which, liable to perpetualng® is never exactly the same for two
moments. This makes its practice very difficultdgplaces the judgment of the physic
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above his science; but how much more difficulthis tase if a moral effect is added, and
how much higher must we place the physician oftived?

15. THE MORAL QUANTITIES MUST NOT BE EXCLUDED IN WR.

But now the activity in War is never directed splabainst matter; it is always at the same
time directed against the intelligent force whidlkieg life to this matter, and to separate the
two from each other is impossible.

But the intelligent forces are only visible to thmer eye, and this is different in each
person, and often different in the same persoiiffarent times.

As danger is the general element in which evergtiimoves in War, it is also chiefly by
courage, the feeling of one's own power, that titginent is differently influenced. It is to a
certain extent the crystalline lens through whi¢happearances pass before reaching the
understanding.

And yet we cannot doubt that these things acquirertain objective value simply through
experience.

Every one knows the moral effect of a surpriseaofattack in flank or rear. Every one
thinks less of the enemy's courage as soon asrhe lis back, and ventures much more in
pursuit than when pursued. Every one judges oéttemy's General by his reputed talents, by
his age and experience, and shapes his coursedanxgigr Every one casts a scrutinising
glance at the spirit and feeling of his own andehemy's troops. All these and similar effects
in the province of the moral nature of man havaldihed themselves by experience, are
perpetually recurring, and therefore warrant ogkoaing them as real quantities of their kind.
What could we do with any theory which should lethvem out of consideration?

Certainly experience is an indispensable title thoese truths. With psychological and
philosophical sophistries no theory, ho Generaljughmeddle.

16. PRINCIPAL DIFFICULTY OF A THEORY FOR THE CONDUCOF WAR.

In order to comprehend clearly the difficulty ofetiproposition which is contained in a
theory for the conduct of War, and thence to dedheenecessary characteristics of such a
theory, we must take a closer view of the chiefipaliars which make up the nature of activity
in War.

17. FIRST SPECIALITY.—MORAL FORCES AND THEIR EFFEGT (HOSTILE
FEELING.)

The first of these specialities consists in theahforces and effects.

The combat is, in its origin, the expression of HOE FEELING, but in our great
combats, which we call Wars, the hostile feeliragtrently resolves itself into merely a hostile
VIEW, and there is usually no innate hostile fegliesiding in individual against individual.
Nevertheless, the combat never passes off withaech feelings being brought into activity.
National hatred, which is seldom wanting in our ¥/as a substitute for personal hostility in
the breast of individual opposed to individual. Bieltere this also is wanting, and at first no
animosity of feeling subsists, a hostile feelingisdled by the combat itself; for an act of
violence which any one commits upon us by ordenisfsuperior, will excite in us a desire to
retaliate and be revenged on him, sooner thanesuperior power at whose command the act
was done. This is human, or animal if we will; Isiilis so. We are very apt to regard the
combat in theory as an abstract trial of strengtithout any participation on the part of the
feelings, and that is one of the thousand errortwtheorists deliberately commit, because
they do not see its consequences.

Besides that excitation of feelings naturally agsirom the combat itself, there are others
also which do not essentially belong to it, but ethion account of their relationship, easily
unite with it—ambition, love of power, enthusiasfresery kind, &c. &c.

18. THE IMPRESSIONS OF DANGER. (COURAGE.)

Finally, the combat begets the element of dangeshich all the activities of War must live
and move, like the bird in the air or the fish lie twater. But the influences of danger all ¢
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into the feelings, either directly—that is, instinely—or through the medium of the

understanding. The effect in the first case wowdlesire to escape from the danger, and, if
that cannot be done, fright and anxiety. If thigeff does not take place, then it is COURAGE,
which is a counterpoise to that instinct. Couragehiowever, by no means an act of the
understanding, but likewise a feeling, like fedre fatter looks to the physical preservation,
courage to the moral preservation. Courage, thgen, nobler instinct. But because it is so, it
will not allow itself to be used as a lifeless mshent, which produces its effects exactly
according to prescribed measure. Courage is tiverefo mere counterpoise to danger in order
to neutralise the latter in its effects, but a piecypower in itself.

19. EXTENT OF THE INFLUENCE OF DANGER.

But to estimate exactly the influence of dangerrupee principal actors in War, we must
not limit its sphere to the physical danger of th@ment. It dominates over the actor, not only
by threatening him, but also by threatening allrgsted to him, not only at the moment in
which it is actually present, but also through ithagination at all other moments, which have
a connection with the present; lastly, not onlyedily by itself, but also indirectly by the
responsibility which makes it bear with tenfold glei on the mind of the chief actor. Who
could advise, or resolve upon a great battle, witlieeling his mind more or less wrought up,
or perplexed by, the danger and responsibility Whéach a great act of decision carries in
itself? We may say that action in War, in so faitas real action, not a mere condition, is
never out of the sphere of danger.

20. OTHER POWERS OF FEELING.

If we look upon these affections which are excibgdhostility and danger as peculiarly
belonging to War, we do not, therefore, excludenfriv all others accompanying man in his
life's journey. They will also find room here freaptly enough. Certainly we may say that
many a petty action of the passions is silencethis serious business of life; but that holds
good only in respect to those acting in a loweresphwho, hurried on from one state of
danger and exertion to another, lose sight of ¢isé of the things of life, BECOME UNUSED
TO DECEIT, because it is of no avail with death¢ @o attain to that soldierly simplicity of
character which has always been the best repréisentd the military profession. In higher
regions it is otherwise, for the higher a man'srahe more he must look around him; then
arise interests on every side, and a manifold iagtdf the passions of good and bad. Envy and
generosity, pride and humility, fierceness and éeness, all may appear as active powers in
this great drama.

21. PECULIARITY OF MIND.

The peculiar characteristics of mind in the chigtba have, as well as those of the feelings,
a high importance. From an imaginative, flightyexperienced head, and from a calm,
sagacious understanding, different things are texipected.

22. FROM THE DIVERSITY IN MENTAL INDIVIDUALITIES ARISES THE
DIVERSITY OF WAYS LEADING TO THE END.

It is this great diversity in mental individualitihe influence of which is to be supposed as
chiefly felt in the higher ranks, because it insesas we progress upwards, which chiefly
produces the diversity of ways leading to the eaticed by us in the first book, and which
gives, to the play of probabilities and chancehsaic unequal share in determining the course
of events.

23. SECOND PECULIARITY.—LIVING REACTION.

The second peculiarity in War is the living reaoti@nd the reciprocal action resulting
therefrom. We do not here speak of the difficulfy estimating that reaction, for that is
included in the difficulty before mentioned, ofdting the moral powers as quantities; but of
this, that reciprocal action, by its nature, opgomeything like a regular plan. The effect which
any measure produces upon the enemy is the maisictlisf all the data which action affords;
but every theory must keep to classes (or groupghenomena, and can never take up the
really individual case in itself: that must everyawh be left to judgment and talent. It is
therefore natural that in a business such as Waichwin its pla—built upon genere
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circumstances—is so often thwarted by unexpectatl singular accidents, more must
generally be left to talent; and less use can beéenoh a THEORETICAL GUIDE than in any
other.

24. THIRD PECULIARITY.—UNCERTAINTY OF ALL DATA.

Lastly, the great uncertainty of all data in Waraigpeculiar difficulty, because all action
must, to a certain extent, be planned in a merkgtwj which in addition not unfrequently—
like the effect of a fog or moonshine—gives to fsnexaggerated dimensions and an
unnatural appearance.

What this feeble light leaves indistinct to thehsigalent must discover, or must be left to
chance. It is therefore again talent, or the fawafufiortune, on which reliance must be placed,
for want of objective knowledge.

25. POSITIVE THEORY IS IMPOSSIBLE.

With materials of this kind we can only say to @lvses that it is a sheer impossibility to
construct for the Art of War a theory which, likeseaffolding, shall ensure to the chief actor
an external support on all sides. In all those £asewhich he is thrown upon his talent he
would find himself away from this scaffolding ofetbry and in opposition to it, and, however
many-sided it might be framed, the same result demlsue of which we spoke when we said
that talent and genius act beyond the law, andyhiedn opposition to reality.

26. MEANS LEFT BY WHICH A THEORY IS POSSIBLE (THEIBFICULTIES ARE
NOT EVERYWHERE EQUALLY GREAT).

Two means present themselves of getting out ofdtigulty. In the first place, what we
have said of the nature of military action in geth@oes not apply in the same manner to the
action of every one, whatever may be his standinthe lower ranks the spirit of self-sacrifice
is called more into request, but the difficultiehigh the understanding and judgment meet
with are infinitely less. The field of occurrendssnore confined. Ends and means are fewer in
number. Data more distinct; mostly also containedhie actually visible. But the higher we
ascend the more the difficulties increase, untithe Commander-in-Chief they reach their
climax, so that with him almost everything mustiéiéto genius.

Further, according to a division of the subjecABREEMENT WITH ITS NATURE, the
difficulties are not everywhere the same, but digkinhe more results manifest themselves in
the material world, and increase the more they passhe moral, and become motives which
influence the will. Therefore it is easier to detére, by theoretical rules, the order and
conduct of a battle, than the use to be made dbaitite itself. Yonder physical weapons clash
with each other, and although mind is not wantimgreéin, matter must have its rights. But in
the effects to be produced by battles when the nahtesults become motives, we have only
to do with the moral nature. In a word, it is eas@e make a theory for TACTICS than for
STRATEGY.

27. THEORY MUST BE OF THE NATURE OF OBSERVATIONS NGF DOCTRINE.

The second opening for the possibility of a theltgy in the point of view that it does not
necessarily require to be a DIRECTION for actios.aAgeneral rule, whenever an ACTIVITY
is for the most part occupied with the same objewtr and over again, with the same ends
and means, although there may be trifling altenatiand a corresponding number of varieties
of combination, such things are capable of beconaingubject of study for the reasoning
faculties. But such study is just the most esskptia of every THEORY, and has a peculiar
titte to that name. It is an analytical investigatiof the subject that leads to an exact
knowledge; and if brought to bear on the result®xgderience, which in our case would be
military history, to a thorough familiarity with.iTThe nearer theory attains the latter object, so
much the more it passes over from the objectivenfof knowledge into the subjective one of
skill in action; and so much the more, therefore,will prove itself effective when
circumstances allow of no other decision but tHgieysonal talents; it will show its effects in
that talent itself. If theory investigates the sdt$ which constitute War; if it separates more
distinctly that which at first sight seems amalggedaif it explains fully the properties of the
means; if it shows their probable effects; if itkea evident the nature of objects; if it brings to
bear all over the field of War the light of esseali critical investigatio—then it has fulfillec
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the chief duties of its province. It becomes theguie to him who wishes to make himself
acquainted with War from books; it lights up theoléhroad for him, facilitates his progress,
educates his judgment, and shields him from error.

If a man of expertness spends half his life in@hdeavour to clear up an obscure subject
thoroughly, he will probably know more about it tha person who seeks to master it in a
short time. Theory is instituted that each persoauccession may not have to go through the
same labour of clearing the ground and toiling tigio his subject, but may find the thing in
order, and light admitted on it. It should edudate mind of the future leader in War, or rather
guide him in his self-instruction, but not accomp&im to the field of battle; just as a sensible
tutor forms and enlightens the opening mind of atlowithout, therefore, keeping him in
leading strings all through his life.

If maxims and rules result of themselves from tbesiderations which theory institutes, if
the truth accretes itself into that form of crysthkn theory will not oppose this natural law of
the mind; it will rather, if the arch ends in sualkeystone, bring it prominently out; but so
does this, only in order to satisfy the philosophiaw of reason, in order to show distinctly
the point to which the lines all converge, not ey to form out of it an algebraical formula
for use upon the battle-field; for even these maxand rules serve more to determine in the
reflecting mind the leading outline of its habitmabvements than as landmarks indicating to it
the way in the act of execution.

28. BY THIS POINT OF VIEW THEORY BECOMES POSSIBLEND CEASES TO BE
IN CONTRADICTION TO PRACTICE.

Taking this point of view, there is a possibilitifaxded of a satisfactory, that is, of a useful,
theory of the conduct of War, never coming into agifion with the reality, and it will only
depend on rational treatment to bring it so fao iharmony with action that between theory
and practice there shall no longer be that absifferehce which an unreasonable theory, in
defiance of common sense, has often produced, bighwjust as often, narrow-mindedness
and ignorance have used as a pretext for givingtedlyeir natural incapacity.

29. THEORY THEREFORE CONSIDERS THE NATURE OF END®IA MEANS—
ENDS AND MEANS IN TACTICS.

Theory has therefore to consider the nature ofrteans and ends.

In tactics the means are the disciplined armedefowhich are to carry on the contest. The
object is victory. The precise definition of thisnception can be better explained hereafter in
the consideration of the combat. Here we conterdedves by denoting the retirement of the
enemy from the field of battle as the sign of vigtdBy means of this victory strategy gains
the object for which it appointed the combat, arfdci constitutes its special signification.
This signification has certainly some influencetbe nature of the victory. A victory which is
intended to weaken the enemy's armed forces iffexatit thing from one which is designed
only to put us in possession of a position. Thaification of a combat may therefore have a
sensible influence on the preparation and conduitf consequently will be also a subject of
consideration in tactics.

30. CIRCUMSTANCES WHICH ALWAYS ATTEND THE APPLICATON OF THE MEANS.

As there are certain circumstances which attencctimebat throughout, and have more or
less influence upon its result, therefore these tnigs taken into consideration in the
application of the armed forces.

These circumstances are the locality of the confgeiund), the time of day, and the
weather.

31. LOCALITY.

The locality, which we prefer leaving for solutiamder the head of "Country and Ground,"
might, strictly speaking, be without any influeneé all if the combat took place on a
completely level and uncultivated plain.

In a country of steppes such a case may occuinkbe cultivated countries of Europe it is
almost an imaginary idea. Therefore a combat betwedlised nations, in which country and
ground have no influence, is hardly conceiva
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32. TIME OF DAY.

The time of day influences the combat by the diffle between day and night; but the
influence naturally extends further than merelyhi® limits of these divisions, as every combat
has a certain duration, and great battles lassdweral hours. In the preparations for a great
battle, it makes an essential difference whethbedins in the morning or the evening. At the
same time, certainly many battles may be foughttiich the question of the time of day is
quite immaterial, and in the generality of casgdnfluence is only trifling.

33. WEATHER.

Still more rarely has the weather any decisiveuirtfice, and it is mostly only by fogs that it
plays a part.

34. END AND MEANS IN STRATEGY.

Strategy has in the first instance only the victdmat is, the tactical result, as a means to its
object, and ultimately those things which lead ciseto peace. The application of its means to
this object is at the same time attended by cirtantgs which have an influence thereon
more or less.

CIRCUMSTANCES WHICH ATTEND THE APPLICATION OFHE MEANS OF STRATEGY.

These circumstances are country and ground, themeforincluding the territory and
inhabitants of the whole theatre of war; next tineetof the day, and the time of the year as
well; lastly, the weather, particularly any unussigte of the same, severe frost, &c.

36. THESE FORM NEW MEANS.

By bringing these things into combination with ttesults of a combat, strategy gives this
result—and therefore the combat—a special signi€ina places before it a particular object.
But when this object is not that which leads disettt peace, therefore a subordinate one, it is
only to be looked upon as a means; and therefosgrategy we may look upon the results of
combats or victories, in all their different sigoitions, as means. The conquest of a position
is such a result of a combat applied to ground. iBitonly are the different combats with
special objects to be considered as means, buteaksy higher aim which we may have in
view in the combination of battles directed on anown object is to be regarded as a means.
A winter campaign is a combination of this kind kgxb to the season.

There remain, therefore, as objects, only thosegthiwhich may be supposed as leading
DIRECTLY to peace, Theory investigates all thesdsesind means according to the nature of
their effects and their mutual relations.

37. STRATEGY DEDUCES ONLY FROM EXPERIENCE THE ENISID MEANS TO
BE EXAMINED.

The first question is, How does strategy arriva abmplete list of these things? If there is
to be a philosophical inquiry leading to an absolgsult, it would become entangled in all
those difficulties which the logical necessity bétconduct of War and its theory exclude. It
therefore turns to experience, and directs itsntittie on those combinations which military
history can furnish. In this manner, no doubt, mghmore than a limited theory can be
obtained, which only suits circumstances such as @resented in history. But this
incompleteness is unavoidable, because in anytbasey must either have deduced from, or
have compared with, history what it advances widspect to things. Besides, this
incompleteness in every case is more theoretieal tbal.

One great advantage of this method is that themmpat lose itself in abstruse disquisitions,
subtleties, and chimeras, but must always remaiatioal.

38. HOW FAR THE ANALYSIS OF THE MEANS SHOULD BE CARED.

Another question is, How far should theory go sanalysis of the means? Evidently only
so far as the elements in a separate form prelsemtselves for consideration in practice.
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range and effect of different weapons is very inguutr to tactics; their construction,

although these effects result from it, is a madteindifference; for the conduct of War is not
making powder and cannon out of a given quantitycludircoal, sulphur, and saltpetre, of
copper and tin: the given quantities for the conaddidVar are arms in a finished state and their
effects. Strategy makes use of maps without tragbiiself about triangulations; it does not
inquire how the country is subdivided into depamitseand provinces, and how the people are
educated and governed, in order to attain therhdisary results; but it takes things as it finds
them in the community of European States, and gbsexhere very different conditions have
a notable influence on War.

39. GREAT SIMPLIFICATION OF THE KNOWLEDGE REQUIRED.

That in this manner the number of subjects for thémuch simplified, and the knowledge
requisite for the conduct of War much reduced,asyeto perceive. The very great mass of
knowledge and appliances of skill which ministerthe action of War in general, and which
are necessary before an army fully equipped cae th& field, unite in a few great results
before they are able to reach, in actual War, ithed foal of their activity; just as the streams
of a country unite themselves in rivers before tffi@y into the sea. Only those activities
emptying themselves directly into the sea of Warehi@ be studied by him who is to conduct
its operations.

40. THIS EXPLAINS THE RAPID GROWTH OF GREAT GENERA&L,. AND WHY A
GENERAL IS NOT A MAN OF LEARNING.

This result of our considerations is in fact soassary, any other would have made us
distrustful of their accuracy. Only thus is expkdnhow so often men have made their
appearance with great success in War, and indedtieinhigher ranks even in supreme
Command, whose pursuits had been previously ofalytalifferent nature; indeed how, as a
rule, the most distinguished Generals have negenrfrom the very learned or really erudite
class of officers, but have been mostly men whomfithe circumstances of their position,
could not have attained to any great amount of kedge. On that account those who have
considered it necessary or even beneficial to comemé¢he education of a future General by
instruction in all details have always been ridéclilas absurd pedants. It would be easy to
show the injurious tendency of such a course, lsrdbe human mind is trained by the
knowledge imparted to it and the direction giveritsoideas. Only what is great can make it
great; the little can only make it little, if theimd itself does not reject it as something
repugnant.

41. FORMER CONTRADICTIONS.

Because this simplicity of knowledge requisite inaMWas not attended to, but that
knowledge was always jumbled up with the whole idipeenta of subordinate sciences and
arts, therefore the palpable opposition to the &veh real life which resulted could not be
solved otherwise than by ascribing it all to geniukich requires no theory and for which no
theory could be prescribed.

42. ON THIS ACCOUNT ALL USE OF KNOWLEDGE WAS DENIEDAND
EVERYTHING ASCRIBED TO NATURAL TALENTS.

People with whom common sense had the upper héinsefesible of the immense distance
remaining to be filled up between a genius of tighdst order and a learned pedant; and they
became in a manner free-thinkers, rejected alebéti theory, and affirmed the conduct of
War to be a natural function of man, which he pen® more or less well according as he has
brought with him into the world more or less talénthat direction. It cannot be denied that
these were nearer to the truth than those who glacelue on false knowledge: at the same
time it may easily be seen that such a view idfitsat an exaggeration. No activity of the
human understanding is possible without a certmioksof ideas; but these are, for the greater
part at least, not innate but acquired, and cansthis knowledge. The only question therefore
is, of what kind should these ideas be; and wekthia have answered it if we say that they
should be directed on those things which man hagttly to deal with in War.

43. THE KNOWLEDGE MUST BE MADE SUITABLE TO THE POSION.

Inside this field itself of military activity, the&knowledge required must be differe
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according to the station of the Commander. It vl directed on smaller and more
circumscribed objects if he holds an inferior, ugweater and more comprehensive ones if he
holds a higher situation. There are Field Marshdis would not have shone at the head of a
cavalry regiment, and vice versa.

44. THE KNOWLEDGE IN WAR IS VERY SIMPLE, BUT NOT, ATHE SAME TIME,
VERY EASY.

But although the knowledge in War is simple, tisata say directed to so few subjects, and
taking up those only in their final results, thé @rexecution is not, on that account, easy. Of
the difficulties to which activity in War is subjegenerally, we have already spoken in the
first book; we here omit those things which canydmé overcome by courage, and maintain
also that the activity of mind, is only simple, aedsy in inferior stations, but increases in
difficulty with increase of rank, and in the high@®sition, in that of Commander-in-Chief, is
to be reckoned among the most difficult which therfor the human mind.

45. OF THE NATURE OF THIS KNOWLEDGE.

The Commander of an Army neither requires to beanked explorer of history nor a
publicist, but he must be well versed in the highiairs of State; he must know, and be able
to judge correctly of traditional tendencies, ietds at stake, the immediate questions at issue,
and the characters of leading persons; he nedoenatclose observer of men, a sharp dissector
of human character, but he must know the charatterfeelings, the habits, the peculiar faults
and inclinations of those whom he is to commandnEled not understand anything about the
make of a carriage, or the harness of a battergehdyut he must know how to calculate
exactly the march of a column, under differentwinstances, according to the time it requires.
These are matters the knowledge of which canndoitmed out by an apparatus of scientific
formula and machinery: they are only to be gaingdhle exercise of an accurate judgment in
the observation of things and of men, aided byezigptalent for the apprehension of both.

The necessary knowledge for a high position intariji action is therefore distinguished by
this, that by observation, therefore by study asftection, it is only to be attained through a
special talent which as an intellectual instinctierstands how to extract from the phenomena
of life only the essence or spirit, as bees ddtheey from the flowers; and that it is also to be
gained by experience of life as well as by studg eeflection. Life will never bring forth a
Newton or an Euler by its rich teachings, but ityneing forth great calculators in War, such
as Conde' or Frederick.

It is therefore not necessary that, in order tadidate the intellectual dignity of military
activity, we should resort to untruth and silly patty. There never has been a great and
distinguished Commander of contracted mind, buy wvaermerous are the instances of men
who, after serving with the greatest distinction imferior positions, remained below
mediocrity in the highest, from insufficiency oft@électual capacity. That even amongst those
holding the post of Commander-in-Chief there mayalifference according to the degree of
their plenitude of power is a matter of course.

46. SCIENCE MUST BECOME ART.

Now we have yet to consider one condition whicmi@re necessary for the knowledge of
the conduct of War than for any other, which igttih must pass completely into the mind and
almost completely cease to be something objedtivalmost all other arts and occupations of
life the active agent can make use of truths whiglihas only learnt once, and in the spirit and
sense of which he no longer lives, and which heaetd from dusty books. Even truths which
he has in hand and uses daily may continue songeghiternal to himself, If the architect takes
up a pen to settle the strength of a pier by a dieatpd calculation, the truth found as a result
is no emanation from his own mind. He had firsffitml the data with labour, and then to
submit these to an operation of the mind, the falevhich he did not discover, the necessity
of which he is perhaps at the moment only partigscmus of, but which he applies, for the
most part, as if by mechanical dexterity. But itnsver so in War. The moral reaction, the
ever-changeful form of things, makes it necessarytlie chief actor to carry in himself the
whole mental apparatus of his knowledge, that amye/tand at every pulse-beat he may be
capable of giving the requisite decision from hiths&knowledge must, by this complete
assimilation with his own mind and life, be coneerinto real power. This is the reason why
everything seems so easy with men distinguished/an, and why everything is ascribed to
natural talent. We say natural talent, in orderdhg to distinguish it from that which
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formed and matured by observation and study.

We think that by these reflections we have exphiitne problem of a theory of the conduct
of War; and pointed out the way to its solution.

Of the two fields into which we have divided thendact of War, tactics and strategy, the
theory of the latter contains unquestionably, aforeeobserved, the greatest difficulties,
because the first is almost limited to a circuntsxi field of objects, but the latter, in the
direction of objects leading directly to peace, mpto itself an unlimited field of possibilities.
Since for the most part the Commander-in-Chief dialy to keep these objects steadily in
view, therefore the part of strategy in which hevewis also that which is particularly subject
to this difficulty.

Theory, therefore, especially where it comprehethds highest services, will stop much
sooner in strategy than in tactics at the simplesicteration of things, and content itself to
assist the Commander to that insight into thingghblended with his whole thought, makes
his course easier and surer, never forces himdppmsition with himself in order to obey an
objective truth.

CHAPTER Ill. ART OR SCIENCE OF WAR

1.—USAGE STILL UNSETTLED

(POWER AND KNOWLEDGE. SCIENCE WHEN MERE KNOWING; AR WHEN
DOING, IS THE OBJECT.)

THE choice between these terms seems to be stbttied, and no one seems to know
rightly on what grounds it should be decided, aettle thing is simple. We have already said
elsewhere that "knowing" is something differentnfrddoing." The two are so different that
they should not easily be mistaken the one forother. The "doing" cannot properly stand in
any book, and therefore also Art should never bditte of a book. But because we have once
accustomed ourselves to combine in conception, rutmdename of theory of Art, or simply
Art, the branches of knowledge (which may be sdpbrgure sciences) necessary for the
practice of an Art, therefore it is consistent tmtinue this ground of distinction, and to call
everything Art when the object is to carry out theing" (being able), as for example, Art of
building; Science, when merely knowledge is theeot)j as Science of mathematics, of
astronomy. That in every Art certain complete scesnmay be included is intelligible of itself,
and should not perplex us. But still it is worthsebving that there is also no science without a
mixture of Art. In mathematics, for instance, thee wf figures and of algebra is an Art, but
that is only one amongst many instances. The remsdhat however plain and palpable the
difference is between knowledge and power in threpmsite results of human knowledge, yet
it is difficult to trace out their line of separati in man himself.

2. DIFFICULTY OF SEPARATING PERCEPTION FROM JUDGMEN
(ART OF WAR.)

All thinking is indeed Art. Where the logician drawhe line, where the premises stop which
are the result of cognition—where judgment beginsre Art begins. But more than this even
the perception of the mind is judgment again, aodsequently Art; and at last, even the
perception by the senses as well. In a word, i§ itmpossible to imagine a human being
possessing merely the faculty of cognition, dewafijudgment or the reverse, so also Art and
Science can never be completely separated fromaheh. The more these subtle elements of
light embody themselves in the outward forms ofuileld, so much the more separate appear
their domains; and now once more, where the oligecteation and production, there is the
province of Art; where the object is investigatiand knowledge Science holds sway.—After
all this it results of itself that it is more fitiy to say Art of War than Science of War.

So much for this, because we cannot do withoutettmmceptions. But now we come
forward with the assertion that War is neither abhrfor a Science in the real signification,
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that it is just the setting out from that startipgint of ideas which has led to a wrong
direction being taken, which has caused War touieop a par with other arts and sciences,
and has led to a number of erroneous analogies.

This has indeed been felt before now, and on tivea$ maintained that War is a handicraft;
but there was more lost than gained by that, fearadicraft is only an inferior art, and as such
is also subject to definite and rigid laws. In fiyathe Art of War did go on for some time in
the spirit of a handicraft—we allude to the timdégte Condottieri—but then it received that
direction, not from intrinsic but from external c&s; and military history shows how little it
was at that time in accordance with the naturéefhing.

3. WAR IS PART OF THE INTERCOURSE OF THE HUMAN RACE

We say therefore War belongs not to the provincArtd and Sciences, but to the province
of social life. It is a conflict of great interestsich is settled by bloodshed, and only in that is
it different from others. It would be better, irstieof comparing it with any Art, to liken it to
business competition, which is also a conflict afrfan interests and activities; and it is still
more like State policy, which again, on its pargynbe looked upon as a kind of business
competition on a great scale. Besides, State p@itiye womb in which War is developed, in
which its outlines lie hidden in a rudimentary stdike the qualities of living creatures in their

germs.(*)
(*) The analogy has become much closer since C lausewitz's
time. Now that the first business of the State is regarded
as the development of facilities for trade, Wa r between
great nations is only a question of time. No H ague

Conferences can avert it—EDITOR.

4. DIFFERENCE.

The essential difference consists in this, that \W§amo activity of the will, which exerts
itself upon inanimate matter like the mechanicaisAor upon a living but still passive and
yielding subject, like the human mind and the hurfesiings in the ideal Arts, but against a
living and reacting force. How little the categarief Arts and Sciences are applicable to such
an activity strikes us at once; and we can undedstt the same time how that constant
seeking and striving after laws like those whichynbe developed out of the dead material
world could not but lead to constant errors. Antliyés just the mechanical Arts that some
people would imitate in the Art of War. The imitaii of the ideal Arts was quite out of the
guestion, because these themselves dispense tdowiticlaws and rules, and those hitherto
tried, always acknowledged as insufficient and sided, are perpetually undermined and
washed away by the current of opinions, feelingd, @istoms.

Whether such a conflict of the living, as takescpland is settled in War, is subject to
general laws, and whether these are capable afatidg a useful line of action, will be partly
investigated in this book; but so much is evidentitself, that this, like every other subject
which does not surpass our powers of understandiag,be lighted up, and be made more or
less plain in its inner relations by an inquiringhdy and that alone is sufficient to realise the
idea of a THEORY.

CHAPTER IV. METHODICISM

IN order to explain ourselves clearly as to thecamtion of method, and method of action,
which play such an important part in War, we mustaiowed to cast a hasty glance at the
logical hierarchy through which, as through regylaronstituted official functionaries, the
world of action is governed.

LAW, in the widest sense strictly applying to pegrten as well as action, has plainly
something subjective and arbitrary in its literadéaning, and expresses just that on which we
and those things external to us are dependent.sAibjact of cognition, LAW is the relation
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things and their effects to one another; as a stibfethe will, it is a motive of action, and is
then equivalent to COMMAND or PROHIBITION.

PRINCIPLE is likewise such a law for action, excépat it has not the formal definite
meaning, but is only the spirit and sense of lawriter to leave the judgment more freedom of
application when the diversity of the real worldhoat be laid hold of under the definite form
of a law. As the judgment must of itself suggest ttases in which the principle is not
applicable, the latter therefore becomes in that waeal aid or guiding star for the person
acting.

Principle is OBJECTIVE when it is the result of etiive truth, and consequently of equal
value for all men; it is SUBJECTIVE, and then gextigrcalled MAXIM if there are subjective
relations in it, and if it therefore has a certa@tue only for the person himself who makes it.

RULE is frequently taken in the sense of LAW, ahdrit means the same as Principle, for
we say "no rule without exceptions,” but we do say "no law without exceptions,” a sign
that with RULE we retain to ourselves more freedwrapplication.

In another meaning RULE is the means used of digogra recondite truth in a particular
sign lying close at hand, in order to attach ts fharticular sign the law of action directed upon
the whole truth. Of this kind are all the rules gdmes of play, all abridged processes in
mathematics, &c.

DIRECTIONS and INSTRUCTIONS are determinations aian which have an influence
upon a number of minor circumstances too nhumerndsuaimportant for general laws.

Lastly, METHOD, MODE OF ACTING, is an always redag proceeding selected out of
several possible ones; and METHODICISM (METHODISMUS that which is determined
by methods instead of by general principles oripagr prescriptions. By this the cases which
are placed under such methods must necessarilygposed alike in their essential parts. As
they cannot all be this, then the point is thaleast as many as possible should be; in other
words, that Method should be calculated on the mpagtable cases. Methodicism is therefore
not founded on determined particular premises,dvuthe average probability of cases one
with another; and its ultimate tendency is to getn average truth, the constant and uniform,
application of which soon acquires something ofthture of a mechanical appliance, which
in the end does that which is right almost unwyn

The conception of law in relation to perceptiomi® necessary for the conduct of War,
because the complex phenomena of War are not staregnd the regular are not so complex,
that we should gain anything more by this conceptian by the simple truth. And where a
simple conception and language is sufficient, soreto the complex becomes affected and
pedantic. The conception of law in relation to @eticannot be used in the theory of the
conduct of War, because owing to the variablenadsdaersity of the phenomena there is in
it no determination of such a general nature aeterve the name of law.

But principles, rules, prescriptions, and methadgscanceptions indispensable to a theory of
the conduct of War, in so far as that theory ldadsositive doctrines, because in doctrines the
truth can only crystallise itself in such forms.

As tactics is the branch of the conduct of War imicli theory can attain the nearest to
positive doctrine, therefore these conceptions ayippear in it most frequently.

Not to use cavalry against unbroken infantry exéejgome case of special emergency, only
to use firearms within effective range in the combaspare the forces as much as possible for
the final struggle—these are tactical principleenBl of them can be applied absolutely in
every case, but they must always be present tathe of the Chief, in order that the benefit
of the truth contained in them may not be lostaees where that truth can be of advantage.

If from the unusual cooking by an enemy's cammiisement is inferred, if the intentional
exposure of troops in a combat indicates a faleelatthen this way of discerning the truth is
called rule, because from a single visible circiamsé that conclusion is drawn which
corresponds with the same.

If it is a rule to attack the enemy with renewedouir, as soon as he begins to limber up his
artillery in the combat, then on this particulactfdepends a course of action which is aimed at
the general situation of the enemy as inferred ftbenabove fact, namely, that he is about to
give up the fight, that he is commencing to draw ho§ troops, and is neither capable of
making a serious stand while thus drawing off nbmaking his retreat gradually in go
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order.

REGULATIONS and METHODS bring preparatory theoriet® the conduct of War, in so
far as disciplined troops are inoculated with thasnactive principles. The whole body of
instructions for formations, drill, and field secei are regulations and methods: in the drill
instructions the first predominate, in the fieldvéee instructions the latter. To these things the
real conduct of War attaches itself; it takes ttoyer, therefore, as given modes of proceeding,
and as such they must appear in the theory ofdhduct of War.

But for those activities retaining freedom in theptoyment of these forces there cannot be
regulations, that is, definite instructions, beeatley would do away with freedom of action.
Methods, on the other hand, as a general way afutivg duties as they arise, calculated, as
we have said, on an average of probability, or dgnainating influence of principles and rules
carried through to application, may certainly appigathe theory of the conduct of War,
provided only they are not represented as somettiffigrent from what they are, not as the
absolute and necessary modes of action (systentsjstthe best of general forms which may
be used as shorter ways in place of a particutgrogdition for the occasion, at discretion.

But the frequent application of methods will bersébe most essential and unavoidable in
the conduct of War, if we reflect how much actiongeeds on mere conjecture, or in complete
uncertainty, because one side is prevented fromilggaall the circumstances which influence
the dispositions of the other, or because, evethébe circumstances which influence the
decisions of the one were really known, there is owing to their extent and the dispositions
they would entail, sufficient time for the other tarry out all necessary counteracting
measures—that therefore measures in War must albeygsiculated on a certain number of
possibilities; if we reflect how numberless are tifiéing things belonging to any single event,
and which therefore should be taken into accoumabwith it, and that therefore there is no
other means to suppose the one counteracted mthbe and to base our arrangements only
upon what is of a general nature and probablegifeflect lastly that, owing to the increasing
number of officers as we descend the scale of rask, must be left to the true discernment
and ripe judgment of individuals the lower the gphef action, and that when we reach those
ranks where we can look for no other notions boséhwhich the regulations of the service
and experience afford, we must help them with thethwdic forms bordering on those
regulations. This will serve both as a supportheirtjudgment and a barrier against those
extravagant and erroneous views which are so esdjpetd be dreaded in a sphere where
experience is so costly.

Besides this absolute need of method in actionhwst also acknowledge that it has a
positive advantage, which is that, through the tamtsrepetition of a formal exercise, a
readiness, precision, and firmness is attainetiéemtovement of troops which diminishes the
natural friction, and makes the machine move easier

Method will therefore be the more generally useeigcdme the more indispensable, the
farther down the scale of rank the position of dlesive agent; and on the other hand, its use
will diminish upwards, until in the highest positidt quite disappears. For this reason it is
more in its place in tactics than in strategy.

War in its highest aspects consists not of anitefinumber of little events, the diversities in
which compensate each other, and which therefora bgtter or worse method are better or
worse governed, but of separate great decisivetgverich must be dealt with separately. It is
not like a field of stalks, which, without any reddo the particular form of each stalk, will be
mowed better or worse, according as the mowingunsnt is good or bad, but rather as a
group of large trees, to which the axe must bewattl judgment, according to the particular
form and inclination of each separate trunk.

How high up in military activity the admissibilitpf method in action reaches naturally
determines itself, not according to actual rankt &éccording to things; and it affects the
highest positions in a less degree, only becawssetpositions have the most comprehensive
subjects of activity. A constant order of battleg@nstant formation of advance guards and
outposts, are methods by which a General ties nigt lis subordinates' hands, but also his
own in certain cases. Certainly they may have loessed by himself, and may be applied by
him according to circumstances, but they may atsa Bubject of theory, in so far as they are
based on the general properties of troops and wsagon the other hand, any method by
which definite plans for wars or campaigns are ¢ogiven out all ready made as if from a
machine are absolutely worthless.

As long as there exists no theory which can beagwsd, that is, no enlightened treatise
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the conduct of War, method in action cannot butr@sch beyond its proper limits in high
places, for men employed in these spheres of gctinive not always had the opportunity of
educating themselves, through study and throughacorwith the higher interests. In the
impracticable and inconsistent disquisitions ofotiiets and critics they cannot find their way,
their sound common sense rejects them, and ashitimy with them no knowledge but that
derived from experience, therefore in those casgeshnadmit of, and require, a free individual
treatment they readily make use of the means whixgbherience gives them—that is, an
imitation of the particular methods practised bgajrGenerals, by which a method of action
then arises of itself. If we see Frederick the Gse@enerals always making their appearance
in the so-called oblique order of battle, the Galsepf the French Revolution always using
turning movements with a long, extended line ofleaand Buonaparte's lieutenants rushing to
the attack with the bloody energy of concentratedsas, then we recognise in the recurrence
of the mode of proceeding evidently an adopted owktland see therefore that method of
action can reach up to regions bordering on thbdsty Should an improved theory facilitate
the study of the conduct of War, form the mind gmigment of men who are rising to the
highest commands, then also method in action willomger reach so far, and so much of it as
is to be considered indispensable will then attleasformed from theory itself, and not take
place out of mere imitation. However pre-eminertlgreat Commander does things, there is
always something subjective in the way he does ttam if he has a certain manner, a large
share of his individuality is contained in it whidoes not always accord with the individuality
of the person who copies his manner.

At the same time, it would neither be possible nigiit to banish subjective methodicism or
manner completely from the conduct of War: it ithea to be regarded as a manifestation of
that influence which the general character of a W upon its separate events, and to which
satisfaction can only be done in that way if theisrmot able to foresee this general character
and include it in its considerations. What is maegural than that the War of the French
Revolution had its own way of doing things? and wtha@ory could ever have included that
peculiar method? The evil is only that such a maror@inating in a special case easily
outlives itself, because it continues whilst ciratamces imperceptibly change. This is what
theory should prevent by lucid and rational critici When in the year 1806 the Prussian
Generals, Prince Louis at Saalfeld, TauentzierherDtornberg near Jena, Grawert before and
Ruechel behind Kappellendorf, all threw themselivés the open jaws of destruction in the
oblique order of Frederick the Great, and managedit Hohenlohe's Army in a way that no
Army was ever ruined, even on the field of bat#li this was done through a manner which
had outlived its day, together with the most doghristupidity to which methodicism ever
led.

CHAPTER V. CRITICISM

THE influence of theoretical principles upon reié lis produced more through criticism
than through doctrine, for as criticism is an aggtiion of abstract truth to real events,
therefore it not only brings truth of this desddpt nearer to life, but also accustoms the
understanding more to such truths by the constgrtition of their application. We therefore
think it necessary to fix the point of view fortazism next to that for theory.

From the simple narration of an historical occuceewhich places events in chronological
order, or at most only touches on their more immedcauses, we separate the CRITICAL.

In this CRITICAL three different operations of thend may be observed.

First, the historical investigation and determininfy doubtful facts. This is properly
historical research, and has nothing in common thigtory.

Secondly, the tracing of effects to causes. ThithésREAL CRITICAL INQUIRY; it is
indispensable to theory, for everything which iedty is to be established, supported, or even
merely explained, by experience can only be seiti¢dis way.

Thirdly, the testing of the means employed. Thisrisicism, properly speaking, in which
praise and censure is contained. This is whereyheaps history, or rather, the teaching to be
derived from it.
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In these two last strictly critical parts of hista study, all depends on tracing things to
their primary elements, that is to say, up to utded truths, and not, as is so often done,
resting half-way, that is, on some arbitrary assiiwnpor supposition.

As respects the tracing of effect to cause, thapfien attended with the insuperable
difficulty that the real causes are not known. bna of the relations of life does this so
frequently happen as in War, where events are sefdtly known, and still less motives, as
the latter have been, perhaps purposely, concéglede chief actor, or have been of such a
transient and accidental character that they haea lost for history. For this reason critical
narration must generally proceed hand in hand Wistorical investigation, and still such a
want of connection between cause and effect wikroforesent itself, that it does not seem
justifiable to consider effects as the necessasulte of known causes. Here, therefore must
occur, that is, historical results which cannotiede use of for teaching. All that theory can
demand is that the investigation should be rigipducted up to that point, and there leave
off without drawing conclusions. A real evil springp only if the known is made perforce to
suffice as an explanation of effects, and thudsefamportance is ascribed to it.

Besides this difficulty, critical inquiry also meewith another great and intrinsic one, which
is that the progress of events in War seldom pragé&®m one simple cause, but from several
in common, and that it therefore is not sufficiemfollow up a series of events to their origin
in a candid and impartial spirit, but that it isethalso necessary to apportion to each
contributing cause its due weight. This leads,dftge, to a closer investigation of their nature,
and thus a critical investigation may lead into tWikahe proper field of theory.

The critical CONSIDERATION, that is, the testing thfe means, leads to the question,
Which are the effects peculiar to the means appleal whether these effects were
comprehended in the plans of the person directing?

The effects peculiar to the means lead to the tigesson of their nature, and thus again into
the field of theory.

We have already seen that in criticism all deparms attaining to positive truth; therefore,
that we must not stop at arbitrary propositionsclvhare not allowed by others, and to which
other perhaps equally arbitrary assertions mayndgaiopposed, so that there is no end to pros
and cons; the whole is without result, and theefoithout instruction.

We have seen that both the search for causes anextmination of means lead into the
field of theory; that is, into the field of univedstruth, which does not proceed solely from the
case immediately under examination. If there ikeoty which can be used, then the critical
consideration will appeal to the proofs there aféat, and the examination may there stop. But
where no such theoretical truth is to be found,itfggiiry must be pushed up to the original
elements. If this necessity occurs often, it mestdl the historian (according to a common
expression) into a labyrinth of details. He thes h& hands full, and it is impossible for him
to stop to give the requisite attention everywhdhe; consequence is, that in order to set
bounds to his investigation, he adopts some arpirasumptions which, if they do not appear
so to him, do so to others, as they are not evietiemselves or capable of proof.

A sound theory is therefore an essential founddtoreriticism, and it is impossible for it,
without the assistance of a sensible theory, tratb that point at which it commences chiefly
to be instructive, that is, where it becomes dennatisn, both convincing and sans re'plique.

But it would be a visionary hope to believe in gussibility of a theory applicable to every
abstract truth, leaving nothing for criticism to Hat to place the case under its appropriate
law: it would be ridiculous pedantry to lay downaagule for criticism that it must always halt
and turn round on reaching the boundaries of sattredry. The same spirit of analytical
inquiry which is the origin of theory must also deithe critic in his work; and it can and must
therefore happen that he strays beyond the bowwdafithe province of theory and elucidates
those points with which he is more particularly cemed. It is more likely, on the contrary,
that criticism would completely fail in its objei€tit degenerated into a mechanical application
of theory. All positive results of theoretical irigy all principles, rules, and methods, are the
more wanting in generality and positive truth therenthey become positive doctrine. They
exist to offer themselves for use as required,iantust always be left for judgment to decide
whether they are suitable or not. Such resulth@brty must never be used in criticism as rules
or norms for a standard, but in the same way agpdéhnson acting should use them, that is,
merely as aids to judgment. If it is an acknowlatlganciple in tactics that in the usual order
of battle cavalry should be placed behind infantigt, in line with it, still it would be folly o1
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this account to condemn every deviation from thiagiple. Criticism must investigate the
grounds of the deviation, and it is only in casesthare insufficient that it has a right to appeal
to principles laid down in theory. If it is furth@stablished in theory that a divided attack
diminishes the probability of success, still it Mebbe just as unreasonable, whenever there is a
divided attack and an unsuccessful issue, to retharthtter as the result of the former, without
further investigation into the connection betwedie two, as where a divided attack is
successful to infer from it the fallacy of that dhetical principle. The spirit of investigation
which belongs to criticism cannot allow either. tieism therefore supports itself chiefly on
the results of the analytical investigation of thyeavhat has been made out and determined by
theory does not require to be demonstrated ovean dacriticism, and it is so determined by
theory that criticism may find it ready demonstcate

This office of criticism, of examining the effectquluced by certain causes, and whether a
means applied has answered its object, will be easygh if cause and effect, means and end,
are all near together.

If an Army is surprised, and therefore cannot makesgular and intelligent use of its
powers and resources, then the effect of the s@rjwinot doubtful.—If theory has determined
that in a battle the convergent form of attackdkglated to produce greater but less certain
results, then the question is whether he who ensgiogt convergent form had in view chiefly
that greatness of result as his object; if so,pitoper means were chosen. But if by this form
he intended to make the result more certain, aatl ékpectation was founded not on some
exceptional circumstances (in this case), but engéneral nature of the convergent form, as
has happened a hundred times, then he mistookaheenof the means and committed an
error.

Here the work of military investigation and criioi is easy, and it will always be so when
confined to the immediate effects and objects. This be done quite at option, if we abstract
the connection of the parts with the whole, ang émbk at things in that relation.

But in War, as generally in the world, there is anrmection between everything which
belongs to a whole; and therefore, however smalitsse may be in itself, its effects reach to
the end of the act of warfare, and modify or infloe the final result in some degree, let that
degree be ever so small. In the same manner eveansnmust be felt up to the ultimate
object.

We can therefore trace the effects of a causergsdes events are worth noticing, and in the
same way we must not stop at the testing of a miearilse immediate object, but test also this
object as a means to a higher one, and thus askerskries of facts in succession, until we
come to one so absolutely necessary in its natsir® aequire no examination or proof. In
many cases, particularly in what concerns greatdmuisive measures, the investigation must
be carried to the final aim, to that which leadsiediately to peace.

It is evident that in thus ascending, at every s&tion which we reach a new point of view
for the judgment is attained, so that the same mednich appeared advisable at one station,
when looked at from the next above it may haveetodjected.

The search for the causes of events and the cosopasi means with ends must always go
hand in hand in the critical review of an act, tiee investigation of causes leads us first to the
discovery of those things which are worth examining

This following of the clue up and down is attendeith considerable difficulty, for the
farther from an event the cause lies which we ao&ihg for, the greater must be the number
of other causes which must at the same time beikef¢w and allowed for in reference to the
share which they have in the course of events,thed eliminated, because the higher the
importance of a fact the greater will be the numtifeseparate forces and circumstances by
which it is conditioned. If we have unravelled tbauses of a battle being lost, we have
certainly also ascertained a part of the causéBeo€onsequences which this defeat has upon
the whole War, but only a part, because the effettgher causes, more or less according to
circumstances, will flow into the final result.

The same multiplicity of circumstances is preseftisd in the examination of the means the
higher our point of view, for the higher the objersituated, the greater must be the number of
means employed to reach it. The ultimate objedhefWar is the object aimed at by all the
Armies simultaneously, and it is therefore necgstaat the consideration should embrace all
that each has done or could have done.

It is obvious that this may sometimes lead to aewfidld of inquiry, in which it is easy 1
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wander and lose the way, and in which this diffiguprevails—that a number of
assumptions or suppositions must be made aboutietwaf things which do not actually
appear, but which in all probability did take plaeed therefore cannot possibly be left out of
consideration.

When Buonaparte, in 1797,(*) at the head of the yArof Italy, advanced from the
Tagliamento against the Archduke Charles, he disvisio a view to force that General to a
decisive action before the reinforcements expeftexh the Rhine had reached him. If we
look, only at the immediate object, the means wesk chosen and justified by the result, for
the Archduke was so inferior in nhumbers that heyankhde a show of resistance on the
Tagliamento, and when he saw his adversary sog@maod resolute, yielded ground, and left
open the passages, of the Norican Alps. Now to whatcould Buonaparte turn this fortunate
event? To penetrate into the heart of the Auseiapire itself, to facilitate the advance of the
Rhine Armies under Moreau and Hoche, and open carnuation with them? This was the
view taken by Buonaparte, and from this point adwihe was right. But now, if criticism
places itself at a higher point of view—namely ttbbthe French Directory, which body could
see and know that the Armies on the Rhine couldcootmence the campaign for six weeks,
then the advance of Buonaparte over the Noricars Agn only be regarded as an extremely
hazardous measure; for if the Austrians had drasgely on their Rhine Armies to reinforce
their Army in Styria, so as to enable the Archdteall upon the Army of Italy, not only
would that Army have been routed, but the whole gaign lost. This consideration, which
attracted the serious attention of Buonaparte #tad¥i, no doubt induced him to sign the
armistice of Leoben with so much readiness.

(*) Compare Hinterlassene Werke, 2nd edition, vol. iv. p.
276 et seq.

If criticism takes a still higher position, anditfknows that the Austrians had no reserves
between the Army of the Archduke Charles and Vierthan we see that Vienna became
threatened by the advance of the Army of Italy.

Supposing that Buonaparte knew that the capitalttuas uncovered, and knew that he still
retained the same superiority in numbers over thehduke as he had in Styria, then his
advance against the heart of the Austrian Statasnedonger without purpose, and its value
depended on the value which the Austrians mighteptan preserving their capital. If that was
so great that, rather than lose it, they would pictiee conditions of peace which Buonaparte
was ready to offer them, it became an object offits¢ importance to threaten Vienna. If
Buonaparte had any reason to know this, then ismtianay stop there, but if this point was
only problematical, then criticism must take al $tigher position, and ask what would have
followed if the Austrians had resolved to abandoenvia and retire farther into the vast
dominions still left to them. But it is easy to gbat this question cannot be answered without
bringing into the consideration the probable movetsi®f the Rhine Armies on both sides.
Through the decided superiority of numbers on fe sf the French—130,000 to 80,000—
there could be little doubt of the result; but thext arises the question, What use would the
Directory make of a victory; whether they wouldléoV up their success to the opposite
frontiers of the Austrian monarchy, therefore te tomplete breaking up or overthrow of that
power, or whether they would be satisfied with tbaquest of a considerable portion to serve
as a security for peace? The probable result ih ease must be estimated, in order to come to
a conclusion as to the probable determination efDirectory. Supposing the result of these
considerations to be that the French forces werehniao weak for the complete subjugation
of the Austrian monarchy, so that the attempt magimpletely reverse the respective positions
of the contending Armies, and that even the cortoaas occupation of a considerable district
of country would place the French Army in strategitations to which they were not equal,
then that result must naturally influence the eataof the position of the Army of Italy, and
compel it to lower its expectations. And this, iasvno doubt which influenced Buonaparte,
although fully aware of the helpless condition bé tArchduke, still to sign the peace of
Campo Formio, which imposed no greater sacrificastlee Austrians than the loss of
provinces which, even if the campaign took the nfiagburable turn for them, they could not
have reconquered. But the French could not havieored on even the moderate treaty of
Campo Formio, and therefore it could not have libeir object in making their bold advance
if two considerations had not presented themsetyéseir view, the first of which consisted in
the question, what degree of value the Austriangladvattach to each of the above-mentioned
results; whether, notwithstanding the probabilitysatisfactory result in either of these cases,
would it be worth while to make the sacrifices ipaeble from a continuance of the War,
when they could be spared those sacrifices by aepea terms not too humiliating? T
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second consideration is the question whether thariam Government, instead of seriously
weighing the possible results of a resistance plshextremities, would not prove completely
disheartened by the impression of their preserdress.

The consideration which forms the subject of thstfis no idle piece of subtle argument,
but a consideration of such decidedly practicaldngnce that it comes up whenever the plan
of pushing War to the utmost extremity is mooted hy its weight in most cases restrains the
execution of such plans.

The second consideration is of equal importance,we do not make War with an
abstraction but with a reality, which we must alw&gep in view, and we may be sure that it
was not overlooked by the bold Buonaparte—thathiat he was keenly alive to the terror
which the appearance of his sword inspired. It mediance on that which led him to Moscow.
There it led him into a scrape. The terror of hiad lbeen weakened by the gigantic struggles
in which he had been engaged; in the year 179agt still fresh, and the secret of a resistance
pushed to extremities had not been discovered;rtimless even in 1797 his boldness might
have led to a negative result if, as already dsdhad not with a sort of presentiment avoided
it by signing the moderate peace of Campo Formio.

We must now bring these considerations to a clokey-will suffice to show the wide
sphere, the diversity and embarrassing nature ef dhbjects embraced in a critical
examination carried to the fullest extent, thatasthose measures of a great and decisive class
which must necessarily be included. It follows frotihem that besides a theoretical
acquaintance with the subject, natural talent ralssi have a great influence on the value of
critical examinations, for it rests chiefly withetHatter to throw the requisite light on the
interrelations of things, and to distinguish frommangst the endless connections of events
those which are really essential.

But talent is also called into requisition in aretlhway. Critical examination is not merely
the appreciation of those means which have beeralbctemployed, but also of all possible
means, which therefore must be suggested in teefiace—that is, must be discovered; and
the use of any particular means is not fairly ofgenensure until a better is pointed out. Now,
however small the number of possible combinatiorsy le in most cases, still it must be
admitted that to point out those which have notnbesed is not a mere analysis of actual
things, but a spontaneous creation which canngiréscribed, and depends on the fertility of
genius.

We are far from seeing a field for great geniua tase which admits only of the application
of a few simple combinations, and we think it extiegly ridiculous to hold up, as is often
done, the turning of a position as an inventionwshg the highest genius; still nevertheless
this creative self-activity on the part of the icris hecessary, and it is one of the points which
essentially determine the value of critical exartiora

When Buonaparte on 30th July, 1796,(*) determimexhise the siege of Mantua, in order to
march with his whole force against the enemy, adwvanin separate columns to the relief of
the place, and to beat them in detail, this appktre surest way to the attainment of brilliant
victories. These victories actually followed, andrey afterwards again repeated on a still more
brilliant scale on the attempt to relieve the fests being again renewed. We hear only one
opinion on these achievements, that of unmixed edion.

(*) Compare Hinterlassene Werke, 2nd edition, vol. iv. p.
107 et seq.

At the same time, Buonaparte could not have adaytiscdcourse on the 30th July without
quite giving up the idea of the siege of Mantuazause it was impossible to save the siege
train, and it could not be replaced by anothehia tampaign. In fact, the siege was converted
into a blockade, and the town, which if the siegd hontinued must have very shortly fallen,
held out for six months in spite of Buonapartetzaies in the open field.

Criticism has generally regarded this as an et thas unavoidable, because critics have
not been able to suggest any better course. Resista a relieving Army within lines of
circumvallation had fallen into such disrepute ahtempt that it appears to have entirely
escaped consideration as a means. And yet in the of Louis XIV. that measure was so
often used with success that we can only attritmtie force of fashion the fact that a hundred
years later it never occurred to any one evendpgse such a measure. If the practicability of
such a plan had ever been entertained for a moraesigser consideration of circumstances
would have shown that 40,000 of the best infantrythe world under Buonaparte, beh
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strong lines of circumvallation round Mantua, hadligtle to fear from the 50,000 men
coming to the relief under Wurmser, that it wasyvenlikely that any attempt even would be
made upon their lines. We shall not seek heretabksh this point, but we believe enough has
been said to show that this means was one whichahaght to a share of consideration.
Whether Buonaparte himself ever thought of suchaa we leave undecided; neither in his
memoirs nor in other sources is there any tradetfound of his having done so; in no critical
works has it been touched upon, the measure b&iagvbich the mind had lost sight of. The
merit of resuscitating the idea of this means isgneat, for it suggests itself at once to any one
who breaks loose from the trammels of fashionl Big necessary that it should suggest itself
for us to bring it into consideration and comparewith the means which Buonaparte
employed. Whatever may be the result of the corapariit is one which should not be
omitted by criticism.

When Buonaparte, in February, 1814,(*) after gajrtime battles at Etoges, Champ-Aubert,
and Montmirail, left Bluecher's Army, and turningan Schwartzenberg, beat his troops at
Montereau and Mormant, every one was filled witimadtion, because Buonaparte, by thus
throwing his concentrated force first upon one oy, then upon another, made a brilliant
use of the mistakes which his adversaries had ctednin dividing their forces. If these
brilliant strokes in different directions failed save him, it was generally considered to be no
fault of his, at least. No one has yet asked thestipn, What would have been the result if,
instead of turning from Bluecher upon Schwartzegpbbke had tried another blow at Bluecher,
and pursued him to the Rhine? We are convincedithatuld have completely changed the
course of the campaign, and that the Army of thieeg\l instead of marching to Paris, would
have retired behind the Rhine. We do not ask otteeshare our conviction, but no one who
understands the thing will doubt, at the mere noentf this alternative course, that it is one
which should not be overlooked in criticism.

(*) Compare Hinterlassene Werks, 2nd edition. vol. vii. p.
193 et seq.

In this case the means of comparison lie much roorhe surface than in the foregoing, but
they have been equally overlooked, because ond-sidevs have prevailed, and there has
been no freedom of judgment.

From the necessity of pointing out a better meahiglhwmight have been used in place of
those which are condemned has arisen the formitafi@m almost exclusively in use, which
contents itself with pointing out the better mewsithout demonstrating in what the superiority
consists. The consequence is that some are noincexaly that others start up and do the same
thing, and that thus discussion arises which isaut any fixed basis for the argument.
Military literature abounds with matter of this sor

The demonstration we require is always necessargnwhe superiority of the means
propounded is not so evident as to leave no rosnddabt, and it consists in the examination
of each of the means on its own merits, and theitsofomparison with the object desired.
When once the thing is traced back to a simplé trentroversy must cease, or at all events a
new result is obtained, whilst by the other plae gos and cons go on for ever consuming
each other.

Should we, for example, not rest content with d&sein the case before mentioned, and
wish to prove that the persistent pursuit of Bluegalould have been more advantageous than
the turning on Schwartzenberg, we should suppatatguments on the following simple
truths:

1. In general it is more advantageous to contirwebtows in one and the same direction,
because there is a loss of time in striking inedéht directions; and at a point where the moral
power is already shaken by considerable losse® tisethe more reason to expect fresh
successes, therefore in that way no part of theomaerance already gained is left idle.

2. Because Bluecher, although weaker than Schwerérg, was, on account of his
enterprising spirit, the more important adversamhim, therefore, lay the centre of attraction
which drew the others along in the same direction.

3. Because the losses which Bluecher had sustaiimedst amounted to a defeat, which
gave Buonaparte such a preponderance over him @mke his retreat to the Rhine almost
certain, and at the same time no reserves of amgecppience awaited him there.

4. Because there was no other result which woulsodbeerrific in its aspects, would appt
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to the imagination in such gigantic proportions,iammense advantage in dealing with a
Staff so weak and irresolute as that of Schwartzenbotoriously was at this time. What had
happened to the Crown Prince of Wartemberg at Meate and to Count Wittgenstein at
Mormant, Prince Schwartzenberg must have known eredlugh; but all the untoward events
on Bluecher's distant and separate line from then®&o the Rhine would only reach him by
the avalanche of rumour. The desperate movemernthvuonaparte made upon Vitry at the
end of March, to see what the Allies would do iftheeatened to turn them strategically, were
evidently done on the principle of working on thigars; but it was done under far different
circumstances, in consequence of his defeat at baonArcis, and because Bluecher, with
100,000 men, was then in communication with Schzeatberg.

There are people, no doubt, who will not be consthon these arguments, but at all events
they cannot retort by saying, that "whilst Buona@ahreatened Schwartzenberg's base by
advancing to the Rhine, Schwartzenberg at the sdme threatened Buonaparte's
communications with Paris," because we have shownthe reasons above given that
Schwartzenberg would never have thought of marchimBaris.

With respect to the example quoted by us from thepaign of 1796, we should say:
Buonaparte looked upon the plan he adopted asutestameans of beating the Austrians; but
admitting that it was so, still the object to b&amted was only an empty victory, which could
have hardly any sensible influence on the fall aintia. The way which we should have
chosen would, in our opinion, have been much mertam to prevent the relief of Mantua;
but even if we place ourselves in the positionhef Erench General and assume that it was not
so, and look upon the certainty of success to leeen less, the question then amounts to a
choice between a more certain but less usefultlzr@fore less important, victory on the one
hand, and a somewhat less probable but far moiisi¢le@nd important victory, on the other
hand. Presented in this form, boldness must haslam@el for the second solution, which is the
reverse of what took place, when the thing was euaperficially viewed. Buonaparte certainly
was anything but deficient in boldness, and we b&gure that he did not see the whole case
and its consequences as fully and clearly as wettre present time.

Naturally the critic, in treating of the means, maften appeal to military history, as
experience is of more value in the Art of War thalh philosophical truth. But this
exemplification from history is subject to certatonditions, of which we shall treat in a
special chapter and unfortunately these conditemesso seldom regarded that reference to
history generally only serves to increase the csinfuof ideas.

We have still a most important subject to consigrich is, How far criticism in passing
judgments on particular events is permitted, atuty bound, to make use of its wider view of
things, and therefore also of that which is showmdsults; or when and where it should leave
out of sight these things in order to place itsa#f,far as possible, in the exact position of the
chief actor?

If criticism dispenses praise or censure, it sha@glek to place itself as nearly as possible at
the same point of view as the person acting, tha isay, to collect all he knew and all the
motives on which he acted, and, on the other hanléave out of the consideration all that the
person acting could not or did not know, and akaljeghe result. But this is only an object to
aim at, which can never be reached because the dtatircumstances from which an event
proceeded can never be placed before the eye ofitlieexactly as it lay before the eye of the
person acting. A number of inferior circumstanagich must have influenced the result, are
completely lost to sight, and many a subjectiveivedbas never come to light.

The latter can only be learnt from the memoirs k& thief actor, or from his intimate
friends; and in such things of this kind are oftezated of in a very desultory manner, or
purposely misrepresented. Criticism must, therefalkgays forego much which was present in
the minds of those whose acts are criticised.

On the other hand, it is much more difficult todeaut of sight that which criticism knows
in excess. This is only easy as regards accidemmtalmstances, that is, circumstances which
have been mixed up, but are in no way necessafdyed. But it is very difficult, and, in fact,
can never be completely done with regard to thiegfly essential.

Let us take first, the result. If it has not prode@ from accidental circumstances, it is
almost impossible that the knowledge of it shoutd Imave an effect on the judgment passed
on events which have preceded it, for we see ttinisgs in the light of this result, and itis to a
certain extent by it that we first become acquaintéth them and appreciate them. Military
history, with all its events, is a source of instian for criticism itself, and it is only natur
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that criticism should throw that light on things ialn it has itself obtained from the
consideration of the whole. If therefore it mighisivin some cases to leave the result out of
the consideration, it would be impossible to desmpletely.

But it is not only in relation to the result, thaf with what takes place at the last, that this
embarrassment arises; the same occurs in relatipreteding events, therefore with the data
which furnished the motives to action. CriticisnsHmefore it, in most cases, more information
on this point than the principal in the transactidow it may seem easy to dismiss from the
consideration everything of this nature, but int so easy as we may think. The knowledge
of preceding and concurrent events is founded md¢ on certain information, but on a
number of conjectures and suppositions; indeediethe hardly any of the information
respecting things not purely accidental which has lmeen preceded by suppositions or
conjectures destined to take the place of certaformation in case such should never be
supplied. Now is it conceivable that criticism iftea times, which has before it as facts all the
preceding and concurrent circumstances, shouldliaw itself to be thereby influenced when
it asks itself the question, What portion of thecewmstances, which at the moment of action
were unknown, would it have held to be probable?riié@tain that in this case, as in the case
of the results, and for the same reason, it is Bajde to disregard all these things completely.

If therefore the critic wishes to bestow praisebtame upon any single act, he can only
succeed to a certain degree in placing himselhénposition of the person whose act he has
under review. In many cases he can do so suffigierar for any practical purpose, but in
many instances it is the very reverse, and thisslasuld never be overlooked.

But it is neither necessary nor desirable thatctsin should completely identify itself with
the person acting. In War, as in all matters ofl,stiere is a certain natural aptitude required
which is called talent. This may be great or smallthe first case it may easily be superior to
that of the critic, for what critic can pretend ttee skill of a Frederick or a Buonaparte?
Therefore, if criticism is not to abstain altogetliemm offering an opinion where eminent
talent is concerned, it must be allowed to makedfiske advantage which its enlarged horizon
affords. Criticism must not, therefore, treat tioéuson of a problem by a great General like a
sum in arithmetic; it is only through the resultedahrough the exact coincidences of events
that it can recognise with admiration how muchus tb the exercise of genius, and that it first
learns the essential combination which the glarideat genius devised.

But for every, even the smallest, act of geniuis ihecessary that criticism should take a
higher point of view, so that, having at commandynabjective grounds of decision, it may
be as little subjective as possible, and that thie enay not take the limited scope of his own
mind as a standard.

This elevated position of criticism, its praise éidme pronounced with a full knowledge
of all the circumstances, has in itself nothing etthhurts our feelings; it only does so if the
critic pushes himself forward, and speaks in a & all the wisdom which he has obtained
by an exhaustive examination of the event undesidenation were really his own talent.
Palpable as is this deception, it is one which feomay easily fall into through vanity, and
one which is naturally distasteful to others. ltyveften happens that although the critic has no
such arrogant pretensions, they are imputed tohlyirhe reader because he has not expressly
disclaimed them, and then follows immediately arghaof a want of the power of critical
judgment.

If therefore a critic points out an error made blfraderick or a Buonaparte, that does not
mean that he who makes the criticism would not raremitted the same error; he may even
be ready to grant that had he been in the pladbesie great Generals he might have made
much greater mistakes; he merely sees this ewar the chain of events, and he thinks that it
should not have escaped the sagacity of the General

This is, therefore, an opinion formed through therection of events, and therefore
through the RESULT. But there is another quiteaddht effect of the result itself upon the
judgment, that is if it is used quite alone as aangple for or against the soundness of a
measure. This may be called JUDGMENT ACCORDING TOGETRESULT. Such a
judgment appears at first sight inadmissible, agtdtyis not.

When Buonaparte marched to Moscow in 1812, all dégeé upon whether the taking of the
capital, and the events which preceded the captuneld force the Emperor Alexander to
make peace, as he had been compelled to do aétdrattie of Friedland in 1807, and the
Emperor Francis in 1805 and 1809 after Austerlitd &/agram; for if Buonaparte did not
obtain a peace at Moscow, there was no alternhtivéo retur—that is, there was nothing f
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him but a strategic defeat. We shall leave ouhefduestion what he did to get to Moscow,
and whether in his advance he did not miss manyrdppities of bringing the Emperor
Alexander to peace; we shall also exclude all a@rsition of the disastrous circumstances
which attended his retreat, and which perhaps hail origin in the general conduct of the
campaign. Still the question remains the samehdéevever much more brilliant the course of
the campaign up to Moscow might have been, stiltdlwas always an uncertainty whether the
Emperor Alexander would be intimidated into makpegace; and then, even if a retreat did not
contain in itself the seeds of such disasters @sndiact occur, still it could never be anything
else than a great strategic defeat. If the EmpAtexander agreed to a peace which was
disadvantageous to him, the campaign of 1812 whalk ranked with those of Austerlitz,
Friedland, and Wagram. But these campaigns aldbgif had not led to peace, would in all
probability have ended in similar catastrophes. e, therefore, of genius, skill, and
energy the Conqueror of the World applied to trsk,tdhis last question addressed to fate(*)
remained always the same. Shall we then discardaimpaigns of 1805, 1807, 1809, and say
on account of the campaign of 1812 that they wete af imprudence; that the results were
against the nature of things, and that in 1812egia justice at last found vent for itself in
opposition to blind chance? That would be an unavdeble conclusion, a most arbitrary
judgment, a case only half proved, because no hueyancan trace the thread of the necessary
connection of events up to the determination ofcibrequered Princes.

(*) "Frage an der Schicksal,"a familiar quotat ion from
Schiller—TR.

Still less can we say the campaign of 1812 metitedsame success as the others, and that
the reason why it turned out otherwise lies in sbing unnatural, for we cannot regard the
firmness of Alexander as something unpredictable.

What can be more natural than to say that in tlaesy&805, 1807, 1809, Buonaparte judged
his opponents correctly, and that in 1812 he eimethat point? On the former occasions,
therefore, he was right, in the latter wrong, amtiath cases we judge by the RESULT.

All action in War, as we have already said, is atied on probable, not on certain, results.
Whatever is wanting in certainty must always bé teffate, or chance, call it which you will.
We may demand that what is so left should be #e b possible, but only in relation to the
particular case—that is, as little as is possibl¢his one case, but not that the case in which
the least is left to chance is always to be preteriThat would be an enormous error, as
follows from all our theoretical views. There arases in which the greatest daring is the
greatest wisdom.

Now in everything which is left to chance by theiefhactor, his personal merit, and
therefore his responsibility as well, seems to b@pmetely set aside; nevertheless we cannot
suppress an inward feeling of satisfaction whenexgrectation realises itself, and if it
disappoints us our mind is dissatisfied; and mbaentthis of right and wrong should not be
meant by the judgment which we form from the mesault, or rather that we find there.

Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the satisfaavhich our mind experiences at
success, the pain caused by failure, proceed fraariaof mysterious feeling; we suppose
between that success ascribed to good fortune lengenius of the chief a fine connecting
thread, invisible to the mind's eye, and the supiposgives pleasure. What tends to confirm
this idea is that our sympathy increases, beconme decided, if the successes and defeats of
the principal actor are often repeated. Thus itobes intelligible how good luck in War
assumes a much nobler nature than good luck at plageneral, when a fortunate warrior
does not otherwise lessen our interest in his fielal have a pleasure in accompanying him
in his career.

Criticism, therefore, after having weighed all teatnes within the sphere of human reason
and conviction, will let the result speak for thetrt where the deep mysterious relations are
not disclosed in any visible form, and will protahts silent sentence of a higher authority
from the noise of crude opinions on the one harjenon the other it prevents the gross
abuse which might be made of this last tribunal.

This verdict of the result must therefore alwaysdgprforth that which human sagacity
cannot discover; and it will be chiefly as regattus intellectual powers and operations that it
will be called into requisition, partly becausetrean be estimated with the least certainty,
partly because their close connection with the igilfavourable to their exercising over it an
important influence. When fear or bravery precigisathe decision, there is nothing objec
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intervening between them for our consideration, aetsequently nothing by which
sagacity and calculation might have met the prabadsult.

We must now be allowed to make a few observationthe instrument of criticism, that is,
the language which it uses, because that is totaicextent connected with the action in War;
for the critical examination is nothing more th&e tleliberation which should precede action
in War. We therefore think it very essential that tanguage used in criticism should have the
same character as that which deliberation in Wastrave, for otherwise it would cease to be
practical, and criticism could gain no admittancadctual life.

We have said in our observations on the theorjh@fconduct of War that it should educate
the mind of the Commander for War, or that its béag should guide his education; also that
it is not intended to furnish him with positive daces and systems which he can use like
mental appliances. But if the construction of stifienformulae is never required, or even
allowable, in War to aid the decision on the cassented, if truth does not appear there in a
systematic shape, if it is not found in an indireety, but directly by the natural perception of
the mind, then it must be the same also in a atitieview.

It is true as we have seen that, wherever completaonstration of the nature of things
would be too tedious, criticism must support iteeifthose truths which theory has established
on the point. But, just as in War the actor obé&gsé theoretical truths rather because his mind
is imbued with them than because he regards theaobjastive inflexible laws, so criticism
must also make use of them, not as an externabtaan algebraic formula, of which fresh
proof is not required each time they are applied,itomust always throw a light on this proof
itself, leaving only to theory the more minute aciccumstantial proof. Thus it avoids a
mysterious, unintelligible phraseology, and makspiogress in plain language, that is, with a
clear and always visible chain of ideas.

Certainly this cannot always be completely attajrimd it must always be the aim in critical
expositions. Such expositions must use compliciiads of science as sparingly as possible,
and never resort to the construction of scientifids as of a truth apparatus of its own, but
always be guided by the natural and unbiassed sajmes of the mind.

But this pious endeavour, if we may use the exprashias unfortunately seldom hitherto
presided over critical examinations: the most efhtthave rather been emanations of a species
of vanity—a wish to make a display of ideas.

The first evil which we constantly stumble uporaisame, totally inadmissible application
of certain one-sided systems as of a formal codaves. But it is never difficult to show the
one-sidedness of such systems, and this only esytir be done once to throw discredit for
ever on critical judgments which are based on théfe. have here to deal with a definite
subject, and as the number of possible systems aftean be but small, therefore also they
are themselves the lesser evil.

Much greater is the evil which lies in the pompoesnue of technical terms—scientific
expressions and metaphors, which these systemsindiueir train, and which like a rabble-
like the baggage of an Army broken away from itse€hhang about in all directions. Any
critic who has not adopted a system, either bechaskas not found one to please him, or
because he has not yet been able to make himssténut one, will at least occasionally make
use of a piece of one, as one would use a ruleshaw the blunders committed by a General.
The most of them are incapable of reasoning withaimg as a help here and there some
shreds of scientific military theory. The smallast these fragments, consisting in mere
scientific words and metaphors, are often nothirggarthan ornamental flourishes of critical
narration. Now it is in the nature of things théittachnical and scientific expressions which
belong to a system lose their propriety, if thegrelvad any, as soon as they are distorted, and
used as general axioms, or as small crystallinsntahs, which have more power of
demonstration than simple speech.

Thus it has come to pass that our theoretical amiicat books, instead of being
straightforward, intelligible dissertations, in whithe author always knows at least what he
says and the reader what he reads, are brimfhleskttechnical terms, which form dark points
of interference where author and reader part compBaot frequently they are something
worse, being nothing but hollow shells without dmrnel. The author himself has no clear
perception of what he means, contents himself wétjue ideas, which if expressed in plain
language would be unsatisfactory even to himself.

A third fault in criticism is the MISUSE of HISTORIKL EXAMPLES, and a display ¢
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great reading or learning. What the history of Aneof War is we have already said, and we
shall further explain our views on examples andnaiitary history in general in special
chapters. One fact merely touched upon in a vergoty manner may be used to support the
most opposite views, and three or four such faftshe most heterogeneous description,
brought together out of the most distant lands mdote times and heaped up, generally
distract and bewilder the judgment and understanaiithout demonstrating anything; for
when exposed to the light they turn out to be dniynpery rubbish, made use of to show off
the author's learning.

But what can be gained for practical life by sudisaure, partly false, confused arbitrary
conceptions? So little is gained that theory onoant of them has always been a true
antithesis of practice, and frequently a subjeatditule to those whose soldierly qualities in
the field are above question.

But it is impossible that this could have beendhse, if theory in simple language, and by
natural treatment of those things which constith&eArt of making War, had merely sought to
establish just so much as admits of being estadisi, avoiding all false pretensions and
irrelevant display of scientific forms and hist@iarallels, it had kept close to the subject,
and gone hand in hand with those who must condtaitsin the field by their own natural
genius.

CHAPTER VI. ON EXAMPLES

EXAMPLES from history make everything clear, andnigh the best description of proof
in the empirical sciences. This applies with marecd to the Art of War than to any other.
General Scharnhorst, whose handbook is the bestventen on actual War, pronounces
historical examples to be of the first importareegd makes an admirable use of them himself.
Had he survived the War in which he fell,(*) theufth part of his revised treatise on artillery
would have given a still greater proof of the obeg and enlightened spirit in which he sifted
matters of experience.

But such use of historical examples is rarely miayl¢heoretical writers; the way in which
they more commonly make use of them is rather tatled to leave the mind unsatisfied, as
well as to offend the understanding. We thereftiiakt it important to bring specially into
view the use and abuse of historical examples.

(*) General Scharnhorst died in 1813, of a wou nd received in
the battle of Bautzen or Grosz Gorchen—EDITOR.

Unguestionably the branches of knowledge whichati¢he foundation of the Art of War
come under the denomination of empirical scient@salthough they are derived in a great
measure from the nature of things, still we cary dearn this very nature itself for the most
part from experience; and besides that, the pactpplication is modified by so many
circumstances that the effects can never be coetplétarnt from the mere nature of the
means.

The effects of gunpowder, that great agent in oilitamy activity, were only learnt by
experience, and up to this hour experiments arémaily in progress in order to investigate
them more fully. That an iron ball to which powdwas given a velocity of 1000 feet in a
second, smashes every living thing which it touchrests course is intelligible in itself;
experience is not required to tell us that; butpmducing this effect how many hundred
circumstances are concerned, some of which can balyearnt by experience! And the
physical is not the only effect which we have todst it is the moral which we are in search
of, and that can only be ascertained by experiemeé;there is no other way of learning and
appreciating it but by experience. In the middlesagvhen firearms were first invented, their
effect, owing to their rude make, was materially tifling compared to what it now is, but
their effect morally was much greater. One mustehaitnessed the firmness of one of those
masses taught and led by Buonaparte, under théelseand most unintermittent cannonade,
in order to understand what troops, hardened by fmactice in the field of danger, can do,
when by a career of victory they have reached thblenprinciple of demanding from
themselves their utmost efforts. In pure conceptiorone would believe it. On the other ha
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it is well known that there are troops in the seevdf European Powers at the present
moment who would easily be dispersed by a few carshots.

But no empirical science, consequently also no rthed the Art of War, can always
corroborate its truths by historical proof; it wdwdlso be, in some measure, difficult to support
experience by single facts. If any means is oncadoefficacious in War, it is repeated; one
nation copies another, the thing becomes the faskiod in this manner it comes into use,
supported by experience, and takes its place ioryhevhich contents itself with appealing to
experience in general in order to show its origimt, not as a verification of its truth.

But it is quite otherwise if experience is to bedisn order to overthrow some means in use,
to confirm what is doubtful, or introduce somethingw; then particular examples from
history must be quoted as proofs.

Now, if we consider closely the use of historicadqdfs, four points of view readily present
themselves for the purpose.

First, they may be used merely as an EXPLANATION aof idea. In every abstract
consideration it is very easy to be misunderstooaot to be intelligible at all: when an author
is afraid of this, an exemplification from histasgrves to throw the light which is wanted on
his idea, and to ensure his being intelligible imrkader.

Secondly, it may serve as an APPLICATION of an jdeecause by means of an example
there is an opportunity of showing the action afsh minor circumstances which cannot all be
comprehended and explained in any general expres$ian idea; for in that consists, indeed,
the difference between theory and experience. Buthe cases belong to examples properly
speaking, the two following belong to historicabpfs.

Thirdly, a historical fact may be referred to peutarly, in order to support what one has
advanced. This is in all cases sufficient, if wedn@NLY to prove the POSSIBILITY of a fact
or effect.

Lastly, in the fourth place, from the circumstahtietail of a historical event, and by
collecting together several of them, we may dediaree theory, which therefore has its true
PROOF in this testimony itself.

For the first of these purposes all that is geheraluired is a cursory notice of the case, as
it is only used partially. Historical correctnessa secondary consideration; a case invented
might also serve the purpose as well, only histbrames are always to be preferred, because
they bring the idea which they illustrate nearepractical life.

The second use supposes a more circumstantidbrez#tevents, but historical authenticity
is again of secondary importance, and in respethisopoint the same is to be said as in the
first case.

For the third purpose the mere quotation of an ubhtidl fact is generally sufficient. If it is
asserted that fortified positions may fulfil theibject under certain conditions, it is only
necessary to mention the position of Bunzelwitaf*support of the assertion.

(*) Frederick the Great's celebrated entrenche dcampin
1761.

But if, through the narrative of a case in histawy,abstract truth is to be demonstrated, then
everything in the case bearing on the demonstratiast be analysed in the most searching
and complete manner; it must, to a certain extéstelop itself carefully before the eyes of the
reader. The less effectually this is done the weaklebe the proof, and the more necessary it
will be to supply the demonstrative proof whichaianting in the single case by a number of
cases, because we have a right to suppose thatdteeminute details which we are unable to
give neutralise each other in their effects in r@abe number of cases.

If we want to show by example derived from expereerthat cavalry are better placed
behind than in a line with infantry; that it is yemazardous without a decided preponderance
of numbers to attempt an enveloping movement, wittely separated columns, either on a
field of battle or in the theatre of war—that igher tactically or strategically—then in the first
of these cases it would not be sufficient to sgestime lost battles in which the cavalry was
on the flanks and some gained in which the cawaéy in rear of the infantry; and in the tatter
of these cases it is not sufficient to refer to bladtles of Rivoli and Wagram, to the attack of
the Austrians on the theatre of war in Italy, ir®&/or of the French upon the German the
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of war in the same year. The way in which theseeiwrf battle or plans of attack
essentially contributed to disastrous issues isdghmarticular cases must be shown by closely
tracing out circumstances and occurrences. Thaill iappear how far such forms or measures
are to be condemned, a point which it is very neamsto show, for a total condemnation
would be inconsistent with truth.

It has been already said that when a circumstantéghil of facts is impossible, the
demonstrative power which is deficient may to aaierextent be supplied by the number of
cases quoted; but this is a very dangerous methagtting out of the difficulty, and one
which has been much abused. Instead of one welkiegu example, three or four are just
touched upon, and thus a show is made of strongeeee. But there are matters where a
whole dozen of cases brought forward would provihing, if, for instance, they are facts of
frequent occurrence, and therefore a dozen otrsscaith an opposite result might just as
easily be brought forward. If any one will instarecdozen lost battles in which the side beaten
attacked in separate converging columns, we caarios a dozen that have been gained in
which the same order was adopted. It is evidentithtis way no result is to be obtained.

Upon carefully considering these different poititsyill be seen how easily examples may
be misapplied.

An occurrence which, instead of being carefully lgsed in all its parts, is superficially
noticed, is like an object seen at a great distgm@senting the same appearance on each side,
and in which the details of its parts cannot bdirtlislished. Such examples have, in reality,
served to support the most contradictory opinidiissome Daun's campaigns are models of
prudence and skill. To others, they are nothingexaimples of timidity and want of resolution.
Buonaparte's passage across the Noric Alps in 18y be made to appear the noblest
resolution, but also as an act of sheer temerity sitategic defeat in 1812 may be represented
as the consequence either of an excess, or oficetefy, of energy. All these opinions have
been broached, and it is easy to see that theytmigh well arise, because each person takes a
different view of the connection of events. At 8@me time these antagonistic opinions cannot
be reconciled with each other, and therefore orteofwo must be wrong.

Much as we are obliged to the worthy Feuquieresifernumerous examples introduced in
his memoirs—partly because a number of historigaidients have thus been preserved which
might otherwise have been lost, and partly bechas@as one of the first to bring theoretical,
that is, abstract, ideas into connection with trectical in war, in so far that the cases brought
forward may be regarded as intended to exemplifiycamfirm what is theoretically asserted—
yet, in the opinion of an impartial reader, he wigrdly be allowed to have attained the object
he proposed to himself, that of proving theoretipdahciples by historical examples. For
although he sometimes relates occurrences with grieauteness, still he falls short very often
of showing that the deductions drawn necessaribcgrd from the inner relations of these
events.

Another evil which comes from the superficial netiof historical events, is that some
readers are either wholly ignorant of the events,cannot call them to remembrance
sufficiently to be able to grasp the author's megnso that there is no alternative between
either accepting blindly what is said, or remainimgonvinced.

It is extremely difficult to put together or unfoldstorical events before the eyes of a reader
in such a way as is necessary, in order to be tablse them as proofs; for the writer very
often wants the means, and can neither afforditte hor the requisite space; but we maintain
that, when the object is to establish a new or tfalbpinion, one single example, thoroughly
analysed, is far more instructive than ten whiahsrperficially treated. The great mischief of
these superficial representations is not that ttieemputs his story forward as a proof when it
has only a false title, but that he has not madeséif properly acquainted with the subject,
and that from this sort of slovenly, shallow treatrhof history, a hundred false views and
attempts at the construction of theories ariseckviniould never have made their appearance if
the writer had looked upon it as his duty to dedfroen the strict connection of events
everything new which he brought to market, and kbtmprove from history.

When we are convinced of these difficulties in tlee of historical examples, and at the
same time of the necessity (of making use of sxemeles), then we shall also come to the
conclusion that the latest military history is matly the best field from which to draw them,
inasmuch as it alone is sufficiently authentic dethiled.

In ancient times, circumstances connected with \&&wyell as the method of carrying it on,
were different; therefore its events are of less tasus either theoretically or practically;
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addition to which, military history, like every ah naturally loses in the course of time a
number of small traits and lineaments originallybi® seen, loses in colour and life, like a
worn-out or darkened picture; so that perhapssatdaly the large masses and leading features
remain, which thus acquire undue proportions.

If we look at the present state of warfare, we &h@ay that the Wars since that of the
Austrian succession are almost the only ones whitlheast as far as armament, have still a
considerable similarity to the present, and whidtwithstanding the many important changes
which have taken place both great and small, dfeapable of affording much instruction. It
is quite otherwise with the War of the Spanish sgsion, as the use of fire-arms had not then
so far advanced towards perfection, and cavaltlycsthtinued the most important arm. The
farther we go back, the less useful becomes mjlitastory, as it gets so much the more
meagre and barren of detail. The most uselesd isftalat of the old world.

But this uselessness is not altogether absolutelates only to those subjects which depend
on a knowledge of minute details, or on those thimgwhich the method of conducting war
has changed. Although we know very little about tidgtics in the battles between the Swiss
and the Austrians, the Burgundians and French,vatilfind in them unmistakable evidence
that they were the first in which the superiorifyaogood infantry over the best cavalry was,
displayed. A general glance at the time of the ©ttieti teaches us how the whole method of
conducting War is dependent on the instrument ugedit no period have the forces used in
War had so much the characteristics of a spec#iiment, and been a class so totally distinct
from the rest of the national community. The merbtavay in which the Romans in the
second Punic War attacked the Carthaginan possassicSpain and Africa, while Hannibal
still maintained himself in Italy, is a most insttive subject to study, as the general relations
of the States and Armies concerned in this indiaetbf defence are sufficiently well known.

But the more things descend into particulars andatke in character from the most general
relations, the less we can look for examples aisdoles of experience from very remote
periods, for we have neither the means of judgirapgrly of corresponding events, nor can
we apply them to our completely different method\¢dr.

Unfortunately, however, it has always been theitaskvith historical writers to talk about
ancient times. We shall not say how far vanity ahdrlatanism may have had a share in this,
but in general we fail to discover any honest itimnand earnest endeavour to instruct and
convince, and we can therefore only look upon suglotations and references as
embellishments to fill up gaps and hide defects.

It would be an immense service to teach the ANVair entirely by historical examples, as
Feuquieres proposed to do; but it would be fullkvar the whole life of a man, if we reflect
that he who undertakes it must first qualify himget the task by a long personal experience
in actual War.

Whoever, stirred by ambition, undertakes such ks, tas him prepare himself for his pious
undertaking as for a long pilgrimage; let him gwe his time, spare no sacrifice, fear no
temporal rank or power, and rise above all feeliofggersonal vanity, of false shame, in order,
according to the French code, to speak THE TRUTHETWHOLE TRUTH, AND
NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH.

BOOK Ill. OF STRATEGY IN GENERAL

CHAPTER I. STRATEGY

IN the second chapter of the second book, Strategybeen defined as "the employment of
the battle as the means towards the attainmeitteoblvject of the War." Properly speakin
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has to do with nothing but the battle, but its tlyemust include in this consideration the
instrument of this real activity—the armed force—tself and in its principal relations, for the
battle is fought by it, and shows its effects uftan turn. It must be well acquainted with the
battle itself as far as relates to its possibleltssand those mental and moral powers which
are the most important in the use of the same.

Strategy is the employment of the battle to gasahd of the War; it must therefore give an
aim to the whole military action, which must beaocordance with the object of the War; in
other words, Strategy forms the plan of the Wad tnthis end it links together the series of
acts which are to lead to the final decision, tisatp say, it makes the plans for the separate
campaigns and regulates the combats to be fougtddh. As these are all things which to a
great extent can only be determined on conjectsmese of which turn out incorrect, while a
number of other arrangements pertaining to detzdisnot be made at all beforehand, it
follows, as a matter of course, that Strategy ngestvith the Army to the field in order to
arrange particulars on the spot, and to make thdifitations in the general plan, which
incessantly become necessary in War. Strategyheaafore never take its hand from the work
for a moment.

That this, however, has not always been the viéertas evident from the former custom of
keeping Strategy in the cabinet and not with theyra thing only allowable if the cabinet is
so near to the Army that it can be taken for thHefdinead-quarters of the Army.

Theory will therefore attend on Strategy in theedaiination of its plans, or, as we may
more properly say, it will throw a light on thingsthemselves, and on their relations to each
other, and bring out prominently the little thagté is of principle or rule.

If we recall to mind from the first chapter how myathings of the highest importance War
touches upon, we may conceive that a considerafiafi requires a rare grasp of mind.

A Prince or General who knows exactly how to orgariis War according to his object and
means, who does neither too little nor too muchegiby that the greatest proof of his genius.
But the effects of this talent are exhibited notmsoch by the invention of new modes of
action, which might strike the eye immediatelyjrathe successful final result of the whole. It
is the exact fulfilment of silent suppositionsjstthe noiseless harmony of the whole action
which we should admire, and which only makes itkalfwn in the total result. Inquirer who,
tracing back from the final result, does not pereehe signs of that harmony is one who is apt
to seek for genius where it is not, and whererinca be found.

The means and forms which Strategy uses are irséaektremely simple, so well known by
their constant repetition, that it only appearscritbus to sound common sense when it hears
critics so frequently speaking of them with higbvih emphasis. Turning a flank, which has
been done a thousand times, is regarded here m®fagh the most brilliant genius, there as a
proof of the most profound penetration, indeed evkthe most comprehensive knowledge.
Can there be in the book-world more absurd prodas®(*)

(*) This paragraph refers to the works of Lloy d, Buelow,
indeed to all the eighteenth-century writers, from whose
influence we in England are not even yet free. —ED.

It is still more ridiculous if, in addition to thisve reflect that the same critic, in accordance
with prevalent opinion, excludes all moral forceeni theory, and will not allow it to be
concerned with anything but the material forces,tlsat all must be confined to a few
mathematical relations of equilibrium and prepoadee, of time and space, and a few lines
and angles. If it were nothing more than this, tbahof such a miserable business there would
not be a scientific problem for even a schoolboy.

But let us admit: there is no question here abaigngific formulas and problems; the
relations of material things are all very simplee tright comprehension of the moral forces
which come into play is more difficult. Still, evém respect to them, it is only in the highest
branches of Strategy that moral complications agdeat diversity of quantities and relations
are to be looked for, only at that point where ®gg borders on political science, or rather
where the two become one, and there, as we hawecbelbserved, they have more influence
on the "how much" and "how little" is to be donarhon the form of execution. Where the
latter is the principal question, as in the singtés both great and small in War, the moral
guantities are already reduced to a very small murmb

Thus, then, in Strategy everything is very simplgt, not on that account very easy. Onc
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is determined from the relations of the State vgmatuld and may be done by War, then the
way to it is easy to find; but to follow that watragghtforward, to carry out the plan without
being obliged to deviate from it a thousand timgsakthousand varying influences, requires,
besides great strength of character, great clesrard steadiness of mind, and out of a
thousand men who are remarkable, some for mindgretfor penetration, others again for
boldness or strength of will, perhaps not one wdlinbine in himself all those qualities which
are required to raise a man above mediocrity irctlreer of a general.

It may sound strange, but for all who know Warliis respect it is a fact beyond doubt, that
much more strength of will is required to make erpartant decision in Strategy than in
tactics. In the latter we are hurried on with thenment; a Commander feels himself borne
along in a strong current, against which he duddt gontend without the most destructive
consequences, he suppresses the rising fearspltgl \entures further. In Strategy, where all
goes on at a slower rate, there is more room atloi@e our own apprehensions and those of
others, for objections and remonstrances, consdguaiso for unseasonable regrets; and as
we do not see things in Strategy as we do at ledbof them in tactics, with the living eye,
but everything must be conjectured and assumed;aheictions produced are less powerful.
The consequence is that most Generals, when tloeydshct, remain stuck fast in bewildering
doubts.

Now let us cast a glance at history—upon Fredetto& Great's campaign of 1760,
celebrated for its fine marches and manoeuvresrieq@ masterpiece of Strategic skill as
critics tell us. Is there really anything to driue out of our wits with admiration in the King's
first trying to turn Daun's right flank, then hisft, then again his right, &c.? Are we to see
profound wisdom in this? No, that we cannot, if ae to decide naturally and without
affectation. What we rather admire above all is ghgacity of the King in this respect, that
while pursuing a great object with very limited meahe undertook nothing beyond his
powers, and JUST ENOUGH to gain his object. Thigasély of the General is visible not only
in this campaign, but throughout all the three Widrthe Great King!

To bring Silesia into the safe harbour of a welkigunteed peace was his object.

At the head of a small State, which was like otBttes in most things, and only ahead of
them in some branches of administration; he cooldbe an Alexander, and, as Charles XlI,
he would only, like him, have broken his head. \ivid,ftherefore, in the whole of his conduct
of War, a controlled power, always well balanceat] aever wanting in energy, which in the
most critical moments rises to astonishing deedd, the next moment oscillates quietly on
again in subordination to the play of the most leupblitical influences. Neither vanity, thirst
for glory, nor vengeance could make him deviatenftuis course, and this course alone it is
which brought him to a fortunate termination of tiantest.

These few words do but scant justice to this pludgbe genius of the great General; the
eyes must be fixed carefully on the extraordinague of the struggle, and the causes which
brought about that issue must be traced out, iarditbroughly to understand that nothing but
the King's penetrating eye brought him safely duliohis dangers.

This is one feature in this great Commander whiehadmire in the campaign of 1760—and
in all others, but in this especially—because inendid he keep the balance even against such
a superior hostile force, with such a small sauifi

Another feature relates to the difficulty of exdont Marches to turn a flank, right or left,
are easily combined; the idea of keeping a smatief@lways well concentrated to be able to
meet the enemy on equal terms at any point, toiphula force by rapid movement, is as
easily conceived as expressed; the mere contrivemtieese points, therefore, cannot excite
our admiration, and with respect to such simplaghj there is nothing further than to admit
that they are simple.

But let a General try to do these things like Fristtethe Great. Long afterwards authors,
who were eyewitnesses, have spoken of the dangdzed of the imprudence, of the King's
camps, and doubtless, at the time he pitched tlmrganger appeared three times as great as
afterwards.

It was the same with his marches, under the eyss,aften under the cannon of the enemy's
Army; these camps were taken up, these marches,maderom want of prudence, but
because in Daun's system, in his mode of drawingisipArmy, in the responsibility which
pressed upon him, and in his character, Fredeoigkd that security which justified his camps
and marches. But it required the King's boldnesterchination, and strength of will to
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things in this light, and not to be led astray amimidated by the danger of which thirty
years after people still wrote and spoke. Few Gaseén this situation would have believed
these simple strategic means to be practicable.

Again, another difficulty in execution lay in thihat the King's Army in this campaign was
constantly in motion. Twice it marched by wretcleedss-roads, from the Elbe into Silesia, in
rear of Daun and pursued by Lascy (beginning of, aéginning of August). It required to be
always ready for battle, and its marches had tmidganised with a degree of skill which
necessarily called forth a proportionate amourgartion. Although attended and delayed by
thousands of waggons, still its subsistence waeidly difficult. In Silesia, for eight days
before the battle of Leignitz, it had constantlyntarch, defiling alternately right and left in
front of the enemy:—this costs great fatigue, amaiés great privations.

Is it to be supposed that all this could have kmre without producing great friction in the
machine? Can the mind of a Commander elaborateraogkments with the same ease as the
hand of a land surveyor uses the astrolabe? Ddabhegight of the sufferings of their hungry,
thirsty comrades pierce the hearts of the Commaadehis Generals a thousand times? Must
not the murmurs and doubts which these cause hgaaar? Has an ordinary man the courage
to demand such sacrifices, and would not such tefimost certainly demoralise the Army,
break up the bands of discipline, and, in shortleumine its military virtue, if firm reliance on
the greatness and infallibility of the Commandet it compensate for all? Here, therefore, it
is that we should pay respect; it is these mirasfesxecution which we should admire. But it
is impossible to realise all this in its full forgéthout a foretaste of it by experience. He who
only knows War from books or the drill-ground cahmealise the whole effect of this
counterpoise in action; WE BEG HIM, THEREFORE, T@@EPT FROM US ON FAITH
AND TRUST ALL THAT HE IS UNABLE TO SUPPLY FROM ANYPERSONAL
EXPERIENCES OF HIS OWN.

This illustration is intended to give more cleamés the course of our ideas, and in closing
this chapter we will only briefly observe that inrcexposition of Strategy we shall describe
those separate subjects which appear to us theimpsttant, whether of a moral or material
nature; then proceed from the simple to the commexr conclude with the inner connection
of the whole act of War, in other words, with tHarpfor a War or campaign.

OBSERVATION.

In an earlier manuscript of the second book areftflewing passages endorsed by the
author himself to be used for the first Chapteth&f second Book: the projected revision of
that chapter not having been made, the passagesetto are introduced here in full.

By the mere assemblage of armed forces at a plartiqoint, a battle there becomes
possible, but does not always take place. Is thssipility now to be regarded as a reality and
therefore an effective thing? Certainly, it is soits results, and these effects, whatever they
may be, can never fail.

1. POSSIBLE COMBATS ARE ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR RESULT® BE LOOKED
UPON AS REAL ONES.

If a detachment is sent away to cut off the retrgfak flying enemy, and the enemy
surrenders in consequence without further resistasiill it is through the combat which is
offered to him by this detachment sent after hiat tie is brought to his decision.

If a part of our Army occupies an enemy's provingdaeich was undefended, and thus
deprives the enemy of very considerable means epikg up the strength of his Army, it is
entirely through the battle which our detached bgdses the enemy to expect, in case he
seeks to recover the lost province, that we rerimggossession of the same.

In both cases, therefore, the mere possibility b&ttle has produced results, and is therefore
to be classed amongst actual events. Supposentlia¢se cases the enemy has opposed our
troops with others superior in force, and thus édrours to give up their object without a
combat, then certainly our plan has failed, butlibttle which we offered at (either of) those
points has not on that account been without effiectjt attracted the enemy's forces to that
point. And in case our whole undertaking has doseharm, it cannot be said that these
positions, these possible battles, have been a&tiemdth no results; their effects, then, are
similar to those of a lost battle.

In this manner we see that the destruction of tlemg's military forces, the overthrow
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the enemy's power, is only to be done through ffexteof a battle, whether it be that it
actually takes place, or that it is merely offeradg not accepted.

2. TWOFOLD OBJECT OF THE COMBAT.

But these effects are of two kinds, direct andriti they are of the latter, if other things
intrude themselves and become the object of thébabmthings which cannot be regarded as
the destruction of enemy's force, but only leadipgto it, certainly by a circuitous road, but
with so much the greater effect. The possessi@rafinces, towns, fortresses, roads, bridges,
magazines, &c., may be the IMMEDIATE object of attlea but never the ultimate one.
Things of this description can never be, lookeduptherwise than as means of gaining
greater superiority, so as at last to offer batllehe enemy in such a way that it will be
impossible for him to accept it. Therefore all #hewhings must only be regarded as
intermediate links, steps, as it were, leading aupghe effectual principle, but never as that
principle itself.

3. EXAMPLE.

In 1814, by the capture of Buonaparte's capitalabgct of the War was attained. The
political divisions which had their roots in Paciame into active operation, and an enormous
split left the power of the Emperor to collapseitsélf. Nevertheless the point of view from
which we must look at all this is, that throughdbecauses the forces and defensive means of
Buonaparte were suddenly very much diminished stigeriority of the Allies, therefore, just
in the same measure increased, and any furthetarse then became IMPOSSIBLE. It was
this impossibility which produced the peace witare. If we suppose the forces of the Allies
at that moment diminished to a like extent throumtternal causes;—if the superiority
vanishes, then at the same time vanishes alshiaalkffect and importance of the taking of
Paris.

We have gone through this chain of argument in rotdeshow that this is the natural and
only true view of the thing from which it derivets importance. It leads always back to the
guestion, What at any given moment of the War ongaign will be the probable result of the
great or small combats which the two sides migfardb each other? In the consideration of a
plan for a campaign, this question only is decisigego the measures which are to be taken all
through from the very commencement.

4. WHEN THIS VIEW IS NOT TAKEN, THEN A FALSE VALUHBS GIVEN TO OTHER
THINGS.

If we do not accustom ourselves to look upon Wad the single campaigns in a War, as a
chain which is all composed of battles strung thgetone of which always brings on another;
if we adopt the idea that the taking of a certagographical point, the occupation of an
undefended province, is in itself anything; thenaxe very likely to regard it as an acquisition
which we may retain; and if we look at it so, amd as a term in the whole series of events, we
do not ask ourselves whether this possession mialead to greater disadvantages hereafter.
How often we find this mistake recurring in miliganistory.

We might say that, just as in commerce the mercbamhot set apart and place in security
gains from one single transaction by itself, st\ar a single advantage cannot be separated
from the result of the whole. Just as the formestalways operate with the whole bulk of his
means, just so in War, only the sum total will decon the advantage or disadvantage of each
item.

If the mind's eye is always directed upon the sesfecombats, so far as they can be seen
beforehand, then it is always looking in the righiection, and thereby the motion of the force
acquires that rapidity, that is to say, willing ahming acquire that energy which is suitable to
the matter, and which is not to be thwarted oregdraside by extraneous influences.(*)

(*) The whole of this chapter is directed agai nst the
theories of the Austrian Staff in 1814. It may be taken as
the foundation of the modern teaching of the P russian

General Staff. See especially von Kammer.—ED.
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CHAPTER Il. ELEMENTS OF STRATEGY

THE causes which condition the use of the comb&timategy may be easily divided into
elements of different kinds, such as the moral,spia), mathematical, geographical and
statistical elements.

The first class includes all that can be calledhfdry moral qualities and effects; to the
second belong the whole mass of the military foitsegrganisation, the proportion of the three
arms, &c. &c.; to the third, the angle of the lingfsoperation, the concentric and eccentric
movements in as far as their geometrical natureahgssalue in the calculation; to the fourth,
the influences of country, such as commanding poihills, rivers, woods, roads, &c. &c.;
lastly, to the fifth, all the means of supply. Téeparation of these things once for all in the
mind does good in giving clearness and helpingousstimate at once, at a higher or lower
value, the different classes as we pass onwardsinFoonsidering them separately, many lose
of themselves their borrowed importance; one fdetsinstance, quite plainly that the value of
a base of operations, even if we look at nothingf inut its relative position to the line of
operations, depends much less in that simple fanmnthe geometrical element of the angle
which they form with one another, than on the raatof the roads and the country through
which they pass.

But to treat upon Strategy according to these eisne&ould be the most unfortunate idea
that could be conceived, for these elements arergiy manifold, and intimately connected
with each other in every single operation of Ware Whould lose ourselves in the most
soulless analysis, and as if in a horrid dreamshauld be for ever trying in vain to build up
an arch to connect this base of abstractions wveithisfbelonging to the real world. Heaven
preserve every theorist from such an undertaking!shall keep to the world of things in their
totality, and not pursue our analysis further thamecessary from time to time to give
distinctness to the idea which we wish to impartd avhich has come to us, not by a
speculative investigation, but through the impmassinade by the realities of War in their
entirety.

CHAPTER Ill. MORAL FORCES

WE must return again to this subject, which is tad upon in the third chapter of the
second book, because the moral forces are amdrmgstdst important subjects in War. They
form the spirit which permeates the whole beingWsdr. These forces fasten themselves
soonest and with the greatest affinity on to thdl Which puts in motion and guides the whole
mass of powers, uniting with it as it were in oteam, because this is a moral force itself.
Unfortunately they will escape from all book-anadysor they will neither be brought into
numbers nor into classes, and require to be beth aied felt.

The spirit and other moral qualities which animate Army, a General, or Governments,
public opinion in provinces in which a War is ragjrthe moral effect of a victory or of a
defeat, are things which in themselves vary verycimin their nature, and which also,
according as they stand with regard to our objadt @ur relations, may have an influence in
different ways.

Although little or nothing can be said about thésiags in books, still they belong to the
theory of the Art of War, as much as everything eldich constitutes War. For | must here
once more repeat that it is a miserable philosdfhhgccording to the old plan, we establish
rules and principles wholly regardless of all mdi@ices, and then, as soon as these forces
make their appearance, we begin to count exceptigrish we thereby establish as it were
theoretically, that is, make into rules; or if wasort to an appeal to genius, which is above all
rules, thus giving out by implication, not only thiales were only made for fools, but also that
they themselves are no better than folly.

Even if the theory of the Art of War does no moneré¢ality than recall these things
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remembrance, showing the necessity of allowindiéororal forces their full value, and of
always taking them into consideration, by so ddingxtends its borders over the region of
immaterial forces, and by establishing that pofntiew, condemns beforehand every one who
would endeavour to justify himself before its judgmh seat by the mere physical relations of
forces.

Further out of regard to all other so-called ruldgsory cannot banish the moral forces
beyond its frontier, because the effects of thesplay forces and the moral are completely
fused, and are not to be decomposed like a mdtl By a chemical process. In every rule
relating to the physical forces, theory must prederthe mind at the same time the share
which the moral powers will have in it, if it wouttbt be led to categorical propositions, at one
time too timid and contracted, at another too dagrahand wide. Even the most matter-of-
fact theories have, without knowing it, strayed rougo this moral kingdom; for, as an
example, the effects of a victory cannot in any way explained without taking into
consideration the moral impressions. And therefbeemost of the subjects which we shall go
through in this book are composed half of physibalf of moral causes and effects, and we
might say the physical are almost no more thansmbeden handle, whilst the moral are the
noble metal, the real bright-polished weapon.

The value of the moral powers, and their frequentigredible influence, are best
exemplified by history, and this is the most gensrand the purest nourishment which the
mind of the General can extract from it.—At the satime it is to be observed, that it is less
demonstrations, critical examinations, and learrteghtises, than sentiments, general
impressions, and single flashing sparks of truthictv yield the seeds of knowledge that are to
fertilise the mind.

We might go through the most important moral phesioanin War, and with all the care of
a diligent professor try what we could impart abeath, either good or bad. But as in such a
method one slides too much into the commonplaceréprdwhilst real mind quickly makes its
escape in analysis, the end is that one gets ireptity to the relation of things which
everybody knows. We prefer, therefore, to remaire hmore than usually incomplete and
rhapsodical, content to have drawn attention tartiportance of the subject in a general way,
and to have pointed out the spirit in which themgegiven in this book have been conceived.

CHAPTER IV. THE CHIEF MORAL POWERS

THESE are The Talents of the Commander; The MjliMirtue of the Army; Its National
feeling. Which of these is the most important ne @an tell in a general way, for it is very
difficult to say anything in general of their stggh, and still more difficult to compare the
strength of one with that of another. The best fganot to undervalue any of them, a fault
which human judgment is prone to, sometimes on side, sometimes on another, in its
whimsical oscillations. It is better to satisfy selves of the undeniable efficacy of these three
things by sufficient evidence from history.

It is true, however, that in modern times the Amngd European states have arrived very
much at a par as regards discipline and fithessdniice, and that the conduct of War has—as
philosophers would say—naturally developed itsiéreby become a method, common as it
were to all Armies, so that even from Commandeesethis nothing further to be expected in
the way of application of special means of Artthie limited sense (such as Frederick the
Second's oblique order). Hence it cannot be dethigt] as matters now stand, greater scope is
afforded for the influence of National spirit andbiituation of an army to War. A long peace
may again alter all this.(*)

(*) Written shortly after the Great Napoleonic campaigns.

The national spirit of an Army (enthusiasm, fardtizeal, faith, opinion) displays itself
most in mountain warfare, where every one dowrm#odommon soldier is left to himself. On
this account, a mountainous country is the bespa@mning ground for popular levies.

Expertness of an Army through training, and thali-teenpered courage which holds the
ranks together as if they had been cast in a mehlaly their superiority in an open count
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The talent of a General has most room to dispksifiin a closely intersected, undulating
country. In mountains he has too little commandr dlre separate parts, and the direction of all
is beyond his powers; in open plains it is simpld does not exceed those powers.

According to these undeniable elective affinitiglgns should be regulated.

CHAPTER V. MILITARY VIRTUE OF AN ARMY

THIS is distinguished from mere bravery, and stiire from enthusiasm for the business of
War. The first is certainly a necessary constitygart of it, but in the same way as bravery,
which is a natural gift in some men, may arise golier as a part of an Army from habit and
custom, so with him it must also have a differargetion from that which it has with others. It
must lose that impulse to unbridled activity anéreise of force which is its characteristic in
the individual, and submit itself to demands ofighkr kind, to obedience, order, rule, and
method. Enthusiasm for the profession gives lifd greater fire to the military virtue of an
Army, but does not necessarily constitute a pait of

War is a special business, and however generalégions may be, and even if all the male
population of a country, capable of bearing armerase this calling, still it always continues
to be different and separate from the other pusaitich occupy the life of man.—To be
imbued with a sense of the spirit and nature of thisiness, to make use of, to rouse, to
assimilate into the system the powers which shbeldctive in it, to penetrate completely into
the nature of the business with the understandmgugh exercise to gain confidence and
expertness in it, to be completely given up teaitpass out of the man into the part which it is
assigned to us to play in War, that is the militarjue of an Army in the individual.

However much pains may be taken to combine theiesodthd the citizen in one and the
same individual, whatever may be done to natioeai¢ars, and however much we may
imagine times have changed since the days of th&€ohdottieri, never will it be possible to
do away with the individuality of the business; ahdhat cannot be done, then those who
belong to it, as long as they belong to it, willvays look upon themselves as a kind of guild,
in the regulations, laws and customs in which tBeifit of War" by preference finds its
expression. And so it is in fact. Even with the tecided inclination to look at War from the
highest point of view, it would be very wrong twlodown upon this corporate spirit (e'sprit
de corps) which may and should exist more or less/ery Army. This corporate spirit forms
the bond of union between the natural forces wiaih active in that which we have called
military virtue. The crystals of military virtue fia a greater affinity for the spirit of a
corporate body than for anything else.

An Army which preserves its usual formations unttez heaviest fire, which is never
shaken by imaginary fears, and in the face of dealger disputes the ground inch by inch,
which, proud in the feeling of its victories, neveses its sense of obedience, its respect for
and confidence in its leaders, even under the dejmig effects of defeat; an Army with all its
physical powers, inured to privations and fatigyeekercise, like the muscles of an athlete; an
Army which looks upon all its toils as the meanwitttory, not as a curse which hovers over
its standards, and which is always reminded ofiitises and virtues by the short catechism of
one idea, namely the HONOUR OF ITS ARMS;—Such amwiis imbued with the true
military spirit.

Soldiers may fight bravely like the Vende'ans, alw great things like the Swiss, the
Americans, or Spaniards, without displaying thiditarly virtue. A Commander may also be
successful at the head of standing Armies, likeeBegand Marlborough, without enjoying the
benefit of its assistance; we must not, therefeag,that a successful War without it cannot be
imagined; and we draw especial attention to thattpon order the more to individualise the
conception which is here brought forward, thatittea may not dissolve into a generalisation
and that it may not be thought that military virigén the end everything. It is not so. Military
virtue in an Army is a definite moral power whiclaynbe supposed wanting, and the influence
of which may therefore be estimated—like any inseat the power of which may be
calculated
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Having thus characterised it, we proceed to consitat can be predicated of its influence,
and what are the means of gaining its assistance.

Military virtue is for the parts, what the geniubtbe Commander is for the whole. The
General can only guide the whole, not each sepaeate and where he cannot guide the part,
there military virtue must be its leader. A Gendsathosen by the reputation of his superior
talents, the chief leaders of large masses aftefudgorobation; but this probation diminishes
as we descend the scale of rank, and in just the saeasure we may reckon less and less
upon individual talents; but what is wanting instiméspect military virtue should supply. The
natural qualities of a warlike people play juststipiart: BRAVERY, APTITUDE, POWERS
OF ENDURANCE and ENTHUSIASM.

These properties may therefore supply the placmibfary virtue, and vice versa, from
which the following may be deduced:

1. Military virtue is a quality of standing Armiesnly, but they require it the most. In
national risings its place is supplied by naturzlgies, which develop themselves there more
rapidly.

2. Standing Armies opposed to standing Armies, roamne easily dispense with it, than a
standing Army opposed to a national insurrectiar, ifi that case, the troops are more
scattered, and the divisions left more to themsehgut where an Army can be kept
concentrated, the genius of the General takesaegrplace, and supplies what is wanting in
the spirit of the Army. Therefore generally milgavirtue becomes more necessary the more
the theatre of operations and other circumstancasenthe War complicated, and cause the
forces to be scattered.

From these truths the only lesson to be derivatliss that if an Army is deficient in this
quality, every endeavour should be made to simphy operations of the War as much as
possible, or to introduce double efficiency in thiganisation of the Army in some other
respect, and not to expect from the mere name staading Army, that which only the
veritable thing itself can give.

The military virtue of an Army is, therefore, onétbe most important moral powers in
War, and where it is wanting, we either see ite@lsupplied by one of the others, such as the
great superiority of generalship or popular enthsisi, or we find the results not
commensurate with the exertions made.—How much ithajreat, this spirit, this sterling
worth of an army, this refining of ore into the isbled metal, has already done, we see in the
history of the Macedonians under Alexander, the &ortegions under Cesar, the Spanish
infantry under Alexander Farnese, the Swedes uBdetavus Adolphus and Charles XlI, the
Prussians under Frederick the Great, and the Frandkr Buonaparte. We must purposely
shut our eyes against all historical proof, if wertbt admit, that the astonishing successes of
these Generals and their greatness in situatioestodme difficulty, were only possible with
Armies possessing this virtue.

This spirit can only be generated from two sourees] only by these two conjointly; the
first is a succession of campaigns and great vedpthe other is, an activity of the Army
carried sometimes to the highest pitch. Only bysé¢hedoes the soldier learn to know his
powers. The more a General is in the habit of delimgnfrom his troops, the surer he will be
that his demands will be answered. The soldiersipraud of overcoming toil, as he is of
surmounting danger. Therefore it is only in thd sbiincessant activity and exertion that the
germ will thrive, but also only in the sunshinevidftory. Once it becomes a STRONG TREE,
it will stand against the fiercest storms of misfioe and defeat, and even against the indolent
inactivity of peace, at least for a time. It capréfore only be created in War, and under great
Generals, but no doubt it may last at least foresvgenerations, even under Generals of
moderate capacity, and through considerable pedbgdeace.

With this generous and noble spirit of union iriree lof veteran troops, covered with scars
and thoroughly inured to War, we must not compheegelf-esteem and vanity of a standing
Army,(*) held together merely by the glue of seedAegulations and a drill book; a certain
plodding earnestness and strict discipline may kgemilitary virtue for a long time, but can
never create it; these things therefore have aicevalue, but must not be over-rated. Order,
smartness, good will, also a certain degree ofepaidd high feeling, are qualities of an Army
formed in time of peace which are to be prized, dantnot stand alone. The whole retains the
whole, and as with glass too quickly cooled, algirmgack breaks the whole mass. Above all,
the highest spirit in the world changes only tosilgaat the first check into depression, ¢
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one might say into a kind of rhodomontade of alahm®, French sauve que peut.—Such an
Army can only achieve something through its leadever by itself. It must be led with double
caution, until by degrees, in victory and hardshipge strength grows into the full armour.
Beware then of confusing the SPIRIT of an Army withtemper.

(*) Clausewitz is, of course, thinking of the long-service
standing armies of his own youth. Not of the s hort-service
standing armies of to-day (EDITOR).

CHAPTER VI. BOLDNESS

THE place and part which boldness takes in the mymaystem of powers, where it stands
opposed to Foresight and prudence, has been #tateel chapter on the certainty of the result
in order thereby to show, that theory has no righestrict it by virtue of its legislative power.

But this noble impulse, with which the human saibes itself above the most formidable
dangers, is to be regarded as an active princigeliarly belonging to War. In fact, in what
branch of human activity should boldness have lat o citizenship if not in War?

From the transport-driver and the drummer up toGleeeral, it is the noblest of virtues, the
true steel which gives the weapon its edge antidrgly.

Let us admit in fact it has in War even its ownrpgatives. Over and above the result of the
calculation of space, time, and quantity, we muistnaa certain percentage which boldness
derives from the weakness of others, wheneverilitsgiae mastery. It is therefore, virtually, a
creative power. This is not difficult to demonstrgthilosophically. As often as boldness
encounters hesitation, the probability of the resubf necessity in its favour, because the very
state of hesitation implies a loss of equilibriulready. It is only when it encounters cautious
foresight—which we may say is just as bold, atealénts just as strong and powerful as
itself—that it is at a disadvantage; such casesyeler, rarely occur. Out of the whole
multitude of prudent men in the world, the greajarity are so from timidity.

Amongst large masses, boldness is a force, théasmedtivation of which can never be to
the detriment of other forces, because the greasrizabound to a higher will by the frame-
work and joints of the order of battle and of thervice, and therefore is guided by an
intelligent power which is extraneous. Boldnestherefore here only like a spring held down
until its action is required.

The higher the rank the more necessary it is tddness should be accompanied by a
reflective mind, that it may not be a mere blindbawst of passion to no purpose; for with
increase of rank it becomes always less a matteselifsacrifice and more a matter of the
preservation of others, and the good of the whalbere regulations of the service, as a kind
of second nature, prescribe for the masses, rigftentust be the guide of the General, and in
his case individual boldness in action may easdlgdme a fault. Still, at the same time, it is a
fine failing, and must not be looked at in the sdigiet as any other. Happy the Army in which
an untimely boldness frequently manifests itselfs ian exuberant growth which shows a rich
soil. Even foolhardiness, that is boldness withatobject, is not to be despised; in point of
fact it is the same energy of feeling, only exexdisas a kind of passion without any co-
operation of the intelligent faculties. It is onhen it strikes at the root of obedience, when it
treats with contempt the orders of superior autiiothat it must be repressed as a dangerous
evil, not on its own account but on account of &leé of disobedience, for there is nothing in
War which is of GREATER IMPORTANCE THAN OBEDIENCE.

The reader will readily agree with us that, suppgsan equal degree of discernment to be
forthcoming in a certain number of cases, a thadigimes as many of them will end in
disaster through over-anxiety as through boldness.

One would suppose it natural that the interpositiba reasonable object should stimulate
boldness, and therefore lessen its intrinsic manid, yet the reverse is the case in reality.

The intervention of lucid thought or the genergbreumacy of mind deprives the emotional
forces of a great part of their power. On that actdBBOLDNESS BECOMES OF RARE
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OCCURRENCE THE HIGHER WE ASCEND THE SCALE OF RANfr whether the
discernment and the understanding do or do noteaser with these ranks still the
Commanders, in their several stations as they aisepressed upon more and more severely
by objective things, by relations and claims fronthaut, so that they become the more
perplexed the lower the degree of their individn&lligence. This so far as regards War is the
chief foundation of the truth of the French proverb

"Tel brille au second qui s' e'clipse an premier."

Almost all the Generals who are represented inohiss merely having attained to
mediocrity, and as wanting in decision when in supg command, are men celebrated in their
antecedent career for their boldness and decijon.(

(*) Beaulieu, Benedek, Bazaine, Buller, Melas, Mack. &c. &c.

In those motives to bold action which arise frora giressure of necessity we must make a
distinction. Necessity has its degrees of intensitit lies near at hand, if the person acting is
in the pursuit of his object driven into great derggin order to escape others equally great,
then we can only admire his resolution, which $ték also its value. If a young man to show
his skill in horsemanship leaps across a deep, ¢hefh he is bold; if he makes the same leap
pursued by a troop of head-chopping Janissarieis loaly resolute. But the farther off the
necessity from the point of action, the greaterribeber of relations intervening which the
mind has to traverse; in order to realise themsdynuch the less does necessity take from
boldness in action. If Frederick the Great, in ylear 1756, saw that War was inevitable, and
that he could only escape destruction by being rebBnd with his enemies, it became
necessary for him to commence the War himself,dbuhe same time it was certainly very
bold: for few men in his position would have magketheir minds to do so.

Although Strategy is only the province of Geneial&hief or Commanders in the higher
positions, still boldness in all the other branchean Army is as little a matter of indifference
to it as their other military virtues. With an Arnipelonging to a bold race, and in which the
spirit of boldness has been always nourished, défgrent things may be undertaken than
with one in which this virtue, is unknown; for thr@ason we have considered it in connection
with an Army. But our subject is specially the butds of the General, and yet we have not
much to say about it after having described thiktamy virtue in a general way to the best of
our ability.

The higher we rise in a position of command, theenaf the mind, understanding, and
penetration predominate in activity, the more tfemeis boldness, which is a property of the
feelings, kept in subjection, and for that reasenfind it so rarely in the highest positions, but
then, so much the more should it be admired. Basindirected by an overruling intelligence,
is the stamp of the hero: this boldness does natisbin venturing directly against the nature
of things, in a downright contempt of the laws oblpability, but, if a choice is once made, in
the rigorous adherence to that higher calculatibickvgenius, the tact of judgment, has gone
over with the speed of lightning. The more boldnéssds wings to the mind and the
discernment, so much the farther they will reach their flight, so much the more
comprehensive will be the view, the more exact régmult, but certainly always only in the
sense that with greater objects greater dangersoargected. The ordinary man, not to speak
of the weak and irresolute, arrives at an exaatlre® far as such is possible without ocular
demonstration, at most after diligent reflectiorhis chamber, at a distance from danger and
responsibility. Let danger and responsibility dralese round him in every direction, then he
loses the power of comprehensive vision, and ifeta@ins this in any measure by the influence
of others, still he will lose his power of DECISIQbBEcause in that point no one can help him.

We think then that it is impossible to imagine stidiguished General without boldness, that
is to say, that no man can become one who is not Wwith this power of the soul, and we
therefore look upon it as the first requisite facls a career. How much of this inborn power,
developed and moderated through education andrtherstances of life, is left when the man
has attained a high position, is the second questibe greater this power still is, the stronger
will genius be on the wing, the higher will be flight. The risks become always greater, but
the purpose grows with them. Whether its lines @eodcout of and get their direction from a
distant necessity, or whether they converge tdk#ystone of a building which ambition has
planned, whether Frederick or Alexander acts, ismthe same as regards the critical view. If
the one excites the imagination more becausebiblider, the other pleases the understanding
most, because it has in it more absolute nece:
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We have still to advert to one very important cinsance.

The spirit of boldness can exist in an Army, eithecause it is in the people, or because it
has been generated in a successful War conductabl®ysenerals. In the latter case it must of
course be dispensed with at the commencement.

Now in our days there is hardly any other meansdofcating the spirit of a people in this
respect, except by War, and that too under bolde@és By it alone can that effeminacy of
feeling be counteracted, that propensity to seektfe enjoyment of comfort, which cause
degeneracy in a people rising in prosperity andénsed in an extremely busy commerce.

A Nation can hope to have a strong position inghktical world only if its character and
practice in actual War mutually support each otheonstant reciprocal action.

CHAPTER VII. PERSEVERANCE

THE reader expects to hear of angles and lines,fiadd, instead of these citizens of the
scientific world, only people out of common lifeich as he meets with every day in the street.
And yet the author cannot make up his mind to becanhair's breadth more mathematical
than the subject seems to him to require, and hetislarmed at the surprise which the reader
may show.

In War more than anywhere else in the world thihgppen differently to what we had
expected, and look differently when near, to what/tdid at a distance. With what serenity the
architect can watch his work gradually rising amdvgng into his plan. The doctor although
much more at the mercy of mysterious agencies &adoes than the architect, still knows
enough of the forms and effects of his means. Im, \@athe other hand, the Commander of an
immense whole finds himself in a constant whirlpobfalse and true information, of mistakes
committed through fear, through negligence, thropgécipitation, of contraventions of his
authority, either from mistaken or correct motivesm ill will, true or false sense of duty,
indolence or exhaustion, of accidents which no alabuld have foreseen. In short, he is the
victim of a hundred thousand impressions, of whia most have an intimidating, the fewest
an encouraging tendency. By long experience in Whae, tact is acquired of readily
appreciating the value of these incidents; highrage and stability of character stand proof
against them, as the rock resists the beating ®fwthves. He who would yield to these
impressions would never carry out an undertaking, @n that account PERSEVERANCE in
the proposed object, as long as there is no dedidasbon against it, is a most necessary
counterpoise. Further, there is hardly any celebranterprise in War which was not achieved
by endless exertion, pains, and privations; anldeas the weakness of the physical and moral
man is ever disposed to yield, only an immenseefar€ will, which manifests itself in
perseverance admired by present and future gemesatian conduct to our goal.

CHAPTER VIII. SUPERIORITY OF NUMBERS

THIS is in tactics, as well as in Strategy, the tgeneral principle of victory, and shall be
examined by us first in its generality, for whicle wiay be permitted the following exposition:

Strategy fixes the point where, the time when, taednumerical force with which the battle
is to be fought. By this triple determination itshénerefore a very essential influence on the
issue of the combat. If tactics has fought theldyait the result is over, let it be victory or
defeat, Strategy makes such use of it as can be matcordance with the great object of the
War. This object is naturally often a very distang, seldom does it lie quite close at hand. A
series of other objects subordinate themselvesde means. These objects, which are at the
same time means to a higher purpose, may be palygtaf various kinds; even the ultimate
aim of the whole War may be a different one in gvease. We shall make ourseh
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acquainted with these things according as we conkedw the separate objects which they
come, in contact with; and it is not our intentibare to embrace the whole subject by a
complete enumeration of them, even if that weresipdes We therefore let the employment of
the battle stand over for the present.

Even those things through which Strategy has amdnte on the issue of the combat,
inasmuch as it establishes the same, to a certtémtedecrees them, are not so simple that
they can be embraced in one single view. For agefjy appoints time, place and force, it can
do so in practice in many ways, each of which iefices in a different manner the result of the
combat as well as its consequences. Therefore aleaily get acquainted with this also by
degrees, that is, through the subjects which miosely determine the application.

If we strip the combat of all modifications whiaghniay undergo according to its immediate
purpose and the circumstances from which it progeladtly if we set aside the valour of the
troops, because that is a given quantity, thenethemains only the bare conception of the
combat, that is a combat without form, in which distinguish nothing but the number of the
combatants.

This number will therefore determine victory. Noworh the number of things above
deducted to get to this point, it is shown thatghperiority in numbers in a battle is only one
of the factors employed to produce victory thatréf@re so far from having with the
superiority in number obtained all, or even onlg firincipal thing, we have perhaps got very
little by it, according as the other circumstanatdéch co-operate happen to vary.

But this superiority has degrees, it may be imagjias twofold, threefold or fourfold, and
every one sees, that by increasing in this wayuit (at last) overpower everything else.

In such an aspect we grant, that the superiorityjumbers is the most important factor in the
result of a combat, only it must be sufficientlyegt to be a counterpoise to all the other co-
operating circumstances. The direct result of ih)ishat the greatest possible number of troops
should be brought into action at the decisive point

Whether the troops thus brought are sufficientatr we have then done in this respect all
that our means allowed. This is the first principleStrategy, therefore in general as now
stated, it is just as well suited for Greeks andsigas, or for Englishmen and Mahrattas, as for
French and Germans. But we shall take a glancaratetations in Europe, as respects War, in
order to arrive at some more definite idea ondghigject.

Here we find Armies much more alike in equipmengamisation, and practical skill of
every kind. There only remains a difference in tiiétary virtue of Armies, and in the talent
of Generals which may fluctuate with time from sideside. If we go through the military
history of modern Europe, we find no example of arathon.

Frederick the Great beat 80,000 Austrians at Leutiwith about 30,000 men, and at
Rosbach with 25,000 some 50,000 allies; these aveever the only instances of victories
gained against an enemy double, or more than daullembers. Charles XlI, in the battle of
Narva, we cannot well quote, for the Russians varéhat time hardly to be regarded as
Europeans, also the principal circumstances, evernthe battle, are too little known.
Buonaparte had at Dresden 120,000 against 220t@66efore not the double. At Kollin,
Frederick the Great did not succeed, with 30,008irsg 50,000 Austrians, neither did
Buonaparte in the desperate battle of Leipsic, eherwas 160,000 strong, against 280,000.

From this we may infer, that it is very difficult ithe present state of Europe, for the most
talented General to gain a victory over an enenybtiohis strength. Now if we see double
numbers prove such a weight in the scale agairgjtbatest Generals, we may be sure, that in
ordinary cases, in small as well as great comlztsmportant superiority of humbers, but
which need not be over two to one, will be suffitigo ensure the victory, however
disadvantageous other circumstances may be. Qgrtaie may imagine a defile which even
tenfold would not suffice to force, but in suchase it can be no question of a battle at all.

We think, therefore, that under our conditionsyadl as in all similar ones, the superiority
at the decisive point is a matter of capital impoce, and that this subject, in the generality of
cases, is decidedly the most important of all. $tnength at the decisive point depends on the
absolute strength of the Army, and on skill in rmakuse of it.

The first rule is therefore to enter the field with Army as strong as possible. This sounds
very like a commonplace, but still it is really reat.
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In order to show that for a long time the strengttiorces was by no means regarded as a
chief point, we need only observe, that in mostl awen in the most detailed histories of the
Wars in the eighteenth century, the strength ofAhmies is either not given at all, or only
incidentally, and in no case is any special vahid upon it. Tempelhof in his history of the
Seven Years' War is the earliest writer who giveggularly, but at the same time he does it
only very superficially.

Even Massenbach, in his manifold critical obseoration the Prussian campaigns of 1793-
94 in the Vosges, talks a great deal about hilts \alleys, roads and footpaths, but does not
say a syllable about mutual strength.

Another proof lies in a wonderful notion which héeoh the heads of many critical
historians, according to which there was a certie of an Army which was the best, a
normal strength, beyond which the forces in exeem® burdensome rather than serviceable.

*)

(*) Tempelhof and Montalembert are the first w e recollect as
examples—the first in a passage of his first p art, page
148; the other in his correspondence relative to the plan of

operations of the Russians in 1759.

Lastly, there are a number of instances to be foimahich all the available forces were
not really brought into the battle,(*) or into thear, because the superiority of numbers was
not considered to have that importance which imétere of things belongs to it.

(*) The Prussians at Jena, 1806. Wellington at Ve

If we are thoroughly penetrated with the convicttbat with a considerable superiority of
numbers everything possible is to be effected, therannot fail that this clear conviction
reacts on the preparations for the War, so as t@ma appear in the field with as many troops
as possible, and either to give us ourselves tipergrity, or at least to guard against the
enemy obtaining it. So much for what concerns theobute force with which the War is to be
conducted.

The measure of this absolute force is determineth&yGovernment; and although with this
determination the real action of War commences,iafudms an essential part of the Strategy
of the War, still in most cases the General whimisommand these forces in the War must
regard their absolute strength as a given quantibgther it be that he has had no voice in
fixing it, or that circumstances prevented a sigfit expansion being given to it.

There remains nothing, therefore, where an absaufesriority is not attainable, but to
produce a relative one at the decisive point, bikingaskilful use of what we have.

The calculation of space and time appears as ttst @ssential thing to this end—and this
has caused that subject to be regarded as one whibhaces nearly the whole art of using
military forces. Indeed, some have gone so fabastribe to great strategists and tacticians a
mental organ peculiarly adapted to this point.

But the calculation of time and space, althougties universally at the foundation of
Strategy, and is to a certain extent its daily dréastill neither the most difficult, nor the ntos
decisive one.

If we take an unprejudiced glance at military higtove shall find that the instances in
which mistakes in such a calculation have provedctse of serious losses are very rare, at
least in Strategy. But if the conception of a sitifombination of time and space is fully to
account for every instance of a resolute and adbeenmander beating several separate
opponents with one and the same army (FrederickGtleat, Buonaparte), then we perplex
ourselves unnecessarily with conventional langudgmr. the sake of clearness and the
profitable use of conceptions, it is necessary thiags should always be called by their right
names.

The right appreciation of their opponents (Daumv&rtzenberg), the audacity to leave for
a short space of time a small force only beforenthenergy in forced marches, boldness in
sudden attacks, the intensified activity which greauls acquire in the moment of danger,
these are the grounds of such victories; and wéaee these to do with the ability to make an
exact calculation of two such simple things as tand space?

But even this ricochetting play of forces, "whem tictories at Rosbach and Montmit
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give the impulse to victories at Leuthen and Magder" to which great Generals on the
defensive have often trusted, is still, if we woblel clear and exact, only a rare occurrence in
history.

Much more frequently the relative superiority—tlgt the skilful assemblage of superior
forces at the decisive point—has its foundatiothi right appreciation of those points, in the
judicious direction which by that means has beeergto the forces from the very first, and in
the resolution required to sacrifice the unimpadrtanthe advantage of the important—that is,
to keep the forces concentrated in an overpowermiags. In this, Frederick the Great and
Buonaparte are particularly characteristic.

We think we have now allotted to the superiorityniibers the importance which belongs
to it; it is to be regarded as the fundamental iégba&ays to be aimed at before all and as far as
possible.

But to regard it on this account as a necessargitton of victory would be a complete
misconception of our exposition; in the conclusiorbe drawn from it there lies nothing more
than the value which should attach to numericaingjth in the combat. If that strength is made
as great as possible, then the maxim is satisdiedyiew of the total relations must then decide
whether or not the combat is to be avoided for vedusufficient force.(*)

(*) Owing to our freedom from invasion, and to the condition
which arise in our Colonial Wars, we have not yet, in
England, arrived at a correct appreciation of the value of
superior numbers in War, and still adhere to t he idea of an
Army just "big enough," which Clausewitz has s 0 unsparingly

ridiculed. (EDITOR.)

CHAPTER IX. THE SURPRISE

FROM the subject of the foregoing chapter, the gdnendeavour to attain a relative
superiority, there follows another endeavour whinhst consequently be just as general in its
nature: this is the SURPRISE of the enemy. It hesre or less at the foundation of all
undertakings, for without it the preponderance la tdecisive point is not properly
conceivable.

The surprise is, therefore, not only the mean&édoattainment of numerical superiority; but
it is also to be regarded as a substantive priadipitself, on account of its moral effect. When
it is successful in a high degree, confusion arakdm courage in the enemy's ranks are the
consequences; and of the degree to which thes@mtsuccess, there are examples enough,
great and small. We are not now speaking of théicoigar surprise which belongs to the
attack, but of the endeavour by measures geneeailty especially by the distribution of forces,
to surprise the enemy, which can be imagined jssial in the defensive, and which in the
tactical defence patrticularly is a chief point.

We say, surprise lies at the foundation of all utadéngs without exception, only in very
different degrees according to the nature of thaettaking and other circumstances.

This difference, indeed, originates in the progsrtor peculiarities of the Army and its
Commander, in those even of the Government.

Secrecy and rapidity are the two factors in thedpct and these suppose in the Government
and the Commander-in-Chief great energy, and onptré of the Army a high sense of
military duty. With effeminacy and loose principlégs in vain to calculate upon a surprise.
But so general, indeed so indispensable, as istideavour, and true as it is that it is never
wholly unproductive of effect, still it is not thkess true that it seldom succeeds to a
REMARKABLE degree, and this follows from the natwfethe idea itself. We should form an
erroneous conception if we believed that by thismsechiefly there is much to be attained in
War. In idea it promises a great deal; in the etienlt generally sticks fast by the friction of
the whole machine.

In tactics the surprise is much more at home, tiervery natural reason that all times .
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spaces are on a smaller scale. It will, therefdmeStrategy be the more feasible in
proportion as the measures lie nearer to the prewf tactics, and more difficult the higher up
they lie towards the province of policy.

The preparations for a War usually occupy severaiths; the assembly of an Army at its
principal positions requires generally the formatiof dep6ts and magazines, and long
marches, the object of which can be guessed samrgan

It therefore rarely happens that one State suip@smther by a War, or by the direction
which it gives the mass of its forces. In the sémenth and eighteenth centuries, when War
turned very much upon sieges, it was a frequent aimd quite a peculiar and important
chapter in the Art of War, to invest a strong plarexpectedly, but even that only rarely
succeeded.(*)

(*) Railways, steamships, and telegraphs have, however,
enormously modified the relative importance an d
practicability of surprise. (EDITOR.)

On the other hand, with things which can be dona dtay or two, a surprise is much more
conceivable, and, therefore, also it is often nfficdlt thus to gain a march upon the enemy,
and thereby a position, a point of country, a rdax,But it is evident that what surprise gains
in this way in easy execution, it loses in theceftly, as the greater the efficacy the greater
always the difficulty of execution. Whoever thinkst with such surprises on a small scale, he
may connect great results—as, for example, the gfam battle, the capture of an important
magazine—nbelieves in something which it is cerjairdry possible to imagine, but for which
there is no warrant in history; for there are ugma whole very few instances where anything
great has resulted from such surprises; from whiwehmay justly conclude that inherent
difficulties lie in the way of their success.

Certainly, whoever would consult history on suclngmomust not depend on sundry battle
steeds of historical critics, on their wise dictad sself-complacent terminology, but look at
facts with his own eyes. There is, for instanceedain day in the campaign in Silesia, 1761,
which, in this respect, has attained a kind of rietg. It is the 22nd July, on which Frederick
the Great gained on Laudon the march to Nosserr, Ne&se, by which, as is said, the
junction of the Austrian and Russian armies in Upfdesia became impossible, and,
therefore, a period of four weeks was gained bykiing. Whoever reads over this occurrence
carefully in the principal histories,(*) and consid it impartially, will, in the march of the
22nd July, never find this importance; and gengrallthe whole of the fashionable logic on
this subject, he will see nothing but contradicsiohut in the proceedings of Laudon, in this
renowned period of manoeuvres, much that is unaxtable. How could one, with a thirst for
truth, and clear conviction, accept such historeéatlence?

(*) Tempelhof, The Veteran, Frederick the Grea t. Compare
also (Clausewitz) "Hinterlassene Werke," vol. X., p. 158.

When we promise ourselves great effects in a cagndadbm the principle of surprising, we
think upon great activity, rapid resolutions, amtcéd marches, as the means of producing
them; but that these things, even when forthconiing very high degree, will not always
produce the desired effect, we see in examplesdiyeGenerals, who may be allowed to have
had the greatest talent in the use of these m&aederick the Great and Buonaparte. The first
when he left Dresden so suddenly in July 1760, falithg upon Lascy, then turned against
Dresden, gained nothing by the whole of that inezno, but rather placed his affairs in a
condition notably worse, as the fortress Glatzifethe meantime.

In 1813, Buonaparte turned suddenly from Dresddoet@gainst Bluecher, to say nothing
of his incursion into Bohemia from Upper Lusatiagdoth times without in the least attaining
his object. They were blows in the air which onstthim time and force, and might have
placed him in a dangerous position in Dresden.

Therefore, even in this field, a surprise doesnmemtessarily meet with great success through
the mere activity, energy, and resolution of then@wnder; it must be favoured by other
circumstances. But we by no means deny that thearebe success; we only connect with it a
necessity of favourable circumstances, which, gdytado not occur very frequently, and
which the Commander can seldom bring about himself.

Just those two Generals afford each a strikingtiiétion of this. We take first Buonaparte in
his famous enterprise against Bluecher's Army inrk&y 1814, when it was separated fi
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the Grand Army, and descending the Marne. It woultdbe easy to find a two days' march
to surprise the enemy productive of greater reshdts this; Bluecher's Army, extended over a
distance of three days' march, was beaten in detail suffered a loss nearly equal to that of
defeat in a great battle. This was completely tfiece of a surprise, for if Bluecher had
thought of such a near possibility of an attackfiBuonaparte(*) he would have organised his
march quite differently. To this mistake of Bluechdhe result is to be attributed. Buonaparte
did not know all these circumstances, and so thaea piece of good fortune that mixed itself
up in his favour.

(*) Bluecher believed his march to be covered by Pahlen's
Cossacks, but these had been withdrawn without warning to
him by the Grand Army Headquarters under Schwa rtzenberg.

It is the same with the battle of Liegnitz, 176@ederick the Great gained this fine victory
through altering during the night a position whiod had just before taken up. Laudon was
through this completely surprised, and lost 70 géeof artillery and 10,000 men. Although
Frederick the Great had at this time adopted tivecipte of moving backwards and forwards
in order to make a battle impossible, or at leastlisconcert the enemy's plans, still the
alteration of position on the night of the 14-15swet made exactly with that intention, but as
the King himself says, because the position ofiéth did not please him. Here, therefore, also
chance was hard at work; without this happy cortjoncof the attack and the change of
position in the night, and the difficult naturetb®& country, the result would not have been the
same.

Also in the higher and highest province of Stratélggre are some instances of surprises
fruitful in results. We shall only cite the brillia marches of the Great Elector against the
Swedes from Franconia to Pomerania and from thé Bnandenburg) to the Pregel in 1757,
and the celebrated passage of the Alps by BuorgpE800. In the latter case an Army gave
up its whole theatre of war by a capitulation, &amd. 757 another Army was very near giving
up its theatre of war and itself as well. Lastly,am instance of a War wholly unexpected, we
may bring forward the invasion of Silesia by Fréclethe Great. Great and powerful are here
the results everywhere, but such events are notnmonin history if we do not confuse with
them cases in which a State, for want of activity anergy (Saxony 1756, and Russia, 1812),
has not completed its preparations in time.

Now there still remains an observation which consghe essence of the thing. A surprise
can only be effected by that party which givesldwe to the other; and he who is in the right
gives the law. If we surprise the adversary by angrmeasure, then instead of reaping good
results, we may have to bear a sound blow in retarany case the adversary need not trouble
himself much about our surprise, he has in ourakésthe means of turning off the evil. As the
offensive includes in itself much more positiveiactthan the defensive, so the surprise is
certainly more in its place with the assailant, bytno means invariably, as we shall hereafter
see. Mutual surprises by the offensive and defensiay therefore meet, and then that one will
have the advantage who has hit the nail on the tiealdest.

So should it be, but practical life does not keephis line so exactly, and that for a very
simple reason. The moral effects which attend ar@e often convert the worst case into a
good one for the side they favour, and do not allive other to make any regular
determination. We have here in view more than amy@/else not only the chief Commander,
but each single one, because a surprise has it effparticular of greatly loosening unity, so
that the individuality of each separate leaderlgasimes to light.

Much depends here on the general relation in withiehtwo parties stand to each other. If
the one side through a general moral superiorityinfimidate and outdo the other, then he
can make use of the surprise with more successewagitl reap good fruit where properly he
should come to ruin.

CHAPTER X. STRATAGEM

STRATAGEM implies a concealed intention, and therefis opposed to straightforward
dealing, in the same way as wit is the opposit@igdct proof. It has therefore nothing
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common with means of persuasion, of self-interestforce, but a great deal to do with
deceit, because that likewise conceals its oblei.itself a deceit as well when it is done, but
still it differs from what is commonly called detén this respect that there is no direct breach
of word. The deceiver by stratagem leaves it togbeson himself whom he is deceiving to
commit the errors of understanding which at ldstying into ONE result, suddenly change
the nature of things in his eyes. We may therefase as nit is a sleight of hand with ideas and
conceptions, so stratagem is a sleight of hand adgtions.

At first sight it appears as if Strategy had nopioperly derived its name from stratagem;
and that, with all the real and apparent changeghwthe whole character of War has
undergone since the time of the Greeks, this téithpsints to its real nature.

If we leave to tactics the actual delivery of thewp the battle itself, and look upon Strategy
as the art of using this means with skill, thenides the forces of the character, such as
burning ambition which always presses like a sprimgtrong will which hardly bends &c.
&c., there seems no subjective quality so suitedyume and inspire strategic activity as
stratagem. The general tendency to surprise, ttedten the foregoing chapter, points to this
conclusion, for there is a degree of stratagenit éeer so small, which lies at the foundation
of every attempt to surprise.

But however much we feel a desire to see the adtok&ar outdo each other in hidden
activity, readiness, and stratagem, still we mdsmiaithat these qualities show themselves but
little in history, and have rarely been able to kvtireir way to the surface from amongst the
mass of relations and circumstances.

The explanation of this is obvious, and it is altmidentical with the subject matter of the
preceding chapter.

Strategy knows no other activity than the regutptri combat with the measures which
relate to it. It has no concern, like ordinary lifgith transactions which consist merely of
words—that is, in expressions, declarations, &ct Bese, which are very inexpensive, are
chiefly the means with which the wily one takeshinse he practises upon.

That which there is like it in War, plans and osglgiven merely as make-believers, false
reports sent on purpose to the enemy—is usuakyp dittle effect in the strategic field that it is
only resorted to in particular cases which offetr@mselves, therefore cannot be regarded as
spontaneous action which emanates from the leader.

But such measures as carrying out the arrangerferdsattle, so far as to impose upon the
enemy, require a considerable expenditure of timeé power; of course, the greater the
impression to be made, the greater the expendituteese respects. And as this is usually not
given for the purpose, very few demonstrationscaed, in Strategy, effect the object for
which they are designed. In fact, it is dangerauddtach large forces for any length of time
merely for a trick, because there is always thke oisits being done in vain, and then these
forces are wanted at the decisive point.

The chief actor in War is always thoroughly seresitl this sober truth, and therefore he has
no desire to play at tricks of agility. The bitiearnestness of necessity presses so fully into
direct action that there is no room for that gamea word, the pieces on the strategical chess-
board want that mobility which is the element oasigem and subtility.

The conclusion which we draw, is that a correct peietrating eye is a more necessary and
more useful quality for a General than craftinedthough that also does no harm if it does not
exist at the expense of necessary qualities did¢laet, which is only too often the case.

But the weaker the forces become which are undectéimmand of Strategy, so much the
more they become adapted for stratagem, so thifietquite feeble and little, for whom no
prudence, no sagacity is any longer sufficienhatpoint where all art seems to forsake him,
stratagem offers itself as a last resource. Theerhelpless his situation, the more everything
presses towards one single, desperate blow, the radily stratagem comes to the aid of his
boldness. Let loose from all further calculatioineed from all concern for the future, boldness
and stratagem intensify each other, and thus dalleane point an infinitesimal glimmering of
hope into a single ray, which may likewise servkitmlle a flame.
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CHAPTER Xl. ASSEMBLY OF FORCES IN SPACE

THE best Strategy is ALWAYS TO BE VERY STRONG, firgenerally then at the
decisive point. Therefore, apart from the energyctvltreates the Army, a work which is not
always done by the General, there is no more intiperand no simpler law for Strategy than
to KEEP THE FORCES CONCENTRATED.—No portion is te eparated from the main
body unless called away by some urgent necessiiyth@ maxim we stand firm, and look
upon it as a guide to be depended upon. What aerdhsonable grounds on which a
detachment of forces may be made we shall leartelgyees. Then we shall also see that this
principle cannot have the same general effectsvaryeWar, but that these are different
according to the means and end.

It seems incredible, and yet it has happened arbdr@mes, that troops have been divided
and separated merely through a mysterious feelirgpraventional manner, without any clear
perception of the reason.

If the concentration of the whole force is acknaiged as the norm, and every division and
separation as an exception which must be justifteeh not only will that folly be completely
avoided, but also many an erroneous ground forragpg troops will be barred admission.

CHAPTER Xll. ASSEMBLY OF FORCES IN TIME

WE have here to deal with a conception which in liéa diffuses many kinds of illusory
light. A clear definition and development of theddis therefore necessary, and we hope to be
allowed a short analysis.

War is the shock of two opposing forces in collisigith each other, from which it follows
as a matter of course that the stronger not orgyralgs the other, but carries it forward with it
in its movement. This fundamentally admits of necassive action of powers, but makes the
simultaneous application of all forces intended tfee shock appear as a primordial law of
War.

So it is in reality, but only so far as the striggésembles also in practice a mechanical
shock, but when it consists in a lasting, mutudloacof destructive forces, then we can
certainly imagine a successive action of forcess Ththe case in tactics, principally because
firearms form the basis of all tactics, but alsodther reasons as well. If in a fire combat 1000
men are opposed to 500, then the gross loss iglatdd from the amount of the enemy's force
and our own; 1000 men fire twice as many shots0&s But more shots will take effect on the
1000 than on the 500 because it is assumed thastaed in closer order than the other. If we
were to suppose the number of hits to be doubés the losses on each side would be equal.
From the 500 there would be for example 200 dishlded out of the body of 1000 likewise
the same; now if the 500 had kept another bodygaekenumber quite out of fire, then both
sides would have 800 effective men; but of thesethe one side there would be 500 men
quite fresh, fully supplied with ammunition, andtieir full vigour; on the other side only 800
all alike shaken in their order, in want of suffict ammunition and weakened in physical
force. The assumption that the 1000 men merelycoownt of their greater number would lose
twice as many as 500 would have lost in their plasecertainly not correct; therefore the
greater loss which the side suffers that has pldbedhalf of its force in reserve, must be
regarded as a disadvantage in that original foonmafiurther it must be admitted, that in the
generality of cases the 1000 men would have tharddge at the first commencement of
being able to drive their opponent out of his positand force him to a retrograde movement;
now, whether these two advantages are a counterfmitie disadvantage of finding ourselves
with 800 men to a certain extent disorganised leycibmbat, opposed to an enemy who is not
materially weaker in numbers and who has 500 guésh troops, is one that cannot be
decided by pursuing an analysis further, we must lhely upon experience, and there will
scarcely be an officer experienced in War who wit in the generality of cases assign the
advantage to that side which has the fresh troops.

In this way it becomes evident how the employmdrtbo many forces in combat may be
disadvantageous; for whatever advantages the swipgnmay give in the first moment, v
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may have to pay dearly for in the next.

But this danger only endures as long as the disptlle state of confusion and weakness
lasts, in a word, up to the crisis which every cambrings with it even for the conqueror.
Within the duration of this relaxed state of exhius the appearance of a proportionate
number of fresh troops is decisive.

But when this disordering effect of victory stopsid therefore only the moral superiority
remains which every victory gives, then it is nader possible for fresh troops to restore the
combat, they would only be carried along in theggghmovement; a beaten Army cannot be
brought back to victory a day after by means dirang reserve. Here we find ourselves at the
source of a highly material difference betweeni¢acdnd strategy.

The tactical results, the results within the foarn@rs of the battle, and before its close, lie
for the most part within the limits of that periofl disorder and weakness. But the strategic
result, that is to say, the result of the total batnof the victories realised, let them be small o
great, lies completely (beyond) outside of thatigukrlt is only when the results of partial
combats have bound themselves together into apémdient whole, that the strategic result
appears, but then, the state of crisis is overfdhees have resumed their original form, and
are now only weakened to the extent of those dgtdaktroyed (placed hors de combat).

The consequence of this difference is, that taatBns make a continued use of forces,
Strategy only a simultaneous one.(*)

(*) See chaps. xiii., and xiv., Book Il and c hap. xxix.
Book V.—TR.

If I cannot, in tactics, decide all by the firstcsass, if | have to fear the next moment, it
follows of itself that | employ only so much of nfigrce for the success of the first moment as
appears sufficient for that object, and keep tis¢ beyond the reach of fire or conflict of any
kind, in order to be able to oppose fresh troopidsh, or with such to overcome those that
are exhausted. But it is not so in Strategy. Paattywe have just shown, it has not so much
reason to fear a reaction after a success realmsmhuse with that success the crisis stops;
partly all the forces strategically employed aré¢ necessarily weakened. Only so much of
them as have been tactically in conflict with theemy's force, that is, engaged in partial
combat, are weakened by it; consequently, only sohnas was unavoidably necessary, but by
no means all which was strategically in conflicttwihe enemy, unless tactics has expended
them unnecessarily. Corps which, on account ofjhveeral superiority in numbers, have either
been little or not at all engaged, whose presefageahas assisted in the result, are after the
decision the same as they were before, and foramarprises as efficient as if they had been
entirely inactive. How greatly such corps whichghtonstitute our excess may contribute to
the total success is evident in itself; indeedisinot difficult to see how they may even
diminish considerably the loss of the forces endadgédactical, conflict on our side.

If, therefore, in Strategy the loss does not ineeeaith the number of the troops employed,
but is often diminished by it, and if, as a natuwahsequence, the decision in our favor is, by
that means, the more certain, then it follows radlythat in Strategy we can never employ too
many forces, and consequently also that they nausipplied simultaneously to the immediate
purpose.

But we must vindicate this proposition upon anotip@und. We have hitherto only spoken
of the combat itself; it is the real activity in Waut men, time, and space, which appear as the
elements of this activity, must, at the same titbe,kept in view, and the results of their
influence brought into consideration also.

Fatigue, exertion, and privation constitute in Waspecial principle of destruction, not
essentially belonging to contest, but more or lasseparably bound up with it, and certainly
one which especially belongs to Strategy. They oabtl exist in tactics as well, and perhaps
there in the highest degree; but as the duratigheofactical acts is shorter, therefore the small
effects of exertion and privation on them can cdmglittle into consideration. But in Strategy
on the other hand, where time and space, are @mgarlscale, their influence is not only
always very considerable, but often quite decisit/és not at all uncommon for a victorious
Army to lose many more by sickness than on the fiélbattle.

If, therefore, we look at this sphere of destrutiio Strategy in the same manner as we have
considered that of fire and close combat in tactizsn we may well imagine that everything
which comes within its vortex will, at the end bEtcampaign or of any other strategic per
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be reduced to a state of weakness, which makearthal of a fresh force decisive. We
might therefore conclude that there is a motivthgnone case as well as the other to strive for
the first success with as few forces as possiblerder to keep up this fresh force for the last.

In order to estimate exactly this conclusion, whichmany cases in practice, will have a
great appearance of truth, we must direct our dteno the separate ideas which it contains.
In the first place, we must not confuse the notibmeinforcement with that of fresh unused
troops. There are few campaigns at the end of whithncrease of force is not earnestly
desired by the conqueror as well as the conquaretijndeed should appear decisive; but that
is not the point here, for that increase of foroald not be necessary if the force had been so
much larger at the first. But it would be contraoyall experience to suppose that an Army
coming fresh into the field is to be esteemed highepoint of moral value than an Army
already in the field, just as a tactical reservenizre to be esteemed than a body of troops
which has been already severely handled in the.filglst as much as an unfortunate campaign
lowers the courage and moral powers of an Armyaessful one raises these elements in
their value. In the generality of cases, thereftinese influences are compensated, and then
there remains over and above as clear gain thduadibn to War. We should besides look
more here to successful than to unsuccessful cgmgpabecause when the greater probability
of the latter may be seen beforehand, without ddoktes are wanted, and, therefore, the
reserving a portion for future use is out of thestion.

This point being settled, then the question is,tB®losses which a force sustains through
fatigues and privations increase in proportion tie size of the force, as is the case in a
combat? And to that we answer "No."

The fatigues of War result in a great measure fileendangers with which every moment of
the act of War is more or less impregnated. To entey these dangers at all points, to proceed
onwards with security in the execution of one'snplagives employment to a multitude of
agencies which make up the tactical and strategricice of the Army. This service is more
difficult the weaker an Army is, and easier asinerical superiority over that of the enemy
increases. Who can doubt this? A campaign againsich weaker enemy will therefore cost
smaller efforts than against one just as strorgjronger.

So much for the fatigues. It is somewhat diffengith the privations; they consist chiefly of
two things, the want of food, and the want of strefor the troops, either in quarters or in
suitable camps. Both these wants will no doubtreatgr in proportion as the number of men
on one spot is greater. But does not the superiaritforce afford also the best means of
spreading out and finding more room, and therefiooee means of subsistence and shelter?

If Buonaparte, in his invasion of Russia in 1818naentrated his Army in great masses
upon one single road in a manner never heard afrédeind thus caused privations equally
unparalleled, we must ascribe it to his maxim THATIS IMPOSSIBLE TO BE TOO
STRONG AT THE DECISIVE POINT. Whether in this instz he did not strain the principle
too far is a question which would be out of plaeeeh but it is certain that, if he had made a
point of avoiding the distress which was by thatingebrought about, he had only to advance
on a greater breadth of front. Room was not wafdethe purpose in Russia, and in very few
cases can it be wanted. Therefore, from this nargtocan be deduced to prove that the
simultaneous employment of very superior forcestrpusduce greater weakening. But now,
supposing that in spite of the general relief aféar by setting apart a portion of the Army,
wind and weather and the toils of War had produceéiminution even on the part which as a
spare force had been reserved for later useyailinust take a comprehensive general view of
the whole, and therefore ask, Will this diminutfiforce suffice to counterbalance the gain in
forces, which we, through our superiority in nunghenay be able to make in more ways than
one?

But there still remains a most important point sorimticed. In a partial combat, the force
required to obtain a great result can be approxinastimated without much difficulty, and,
consequently, we can form an idea of what is slypms§. In Strategy this may be said to be
impossible, because the strategic result has nd suell-defined object and no such
circumscribed limits as the tactical. Thus what banlooked upon in tactics as an excess of
power, must be regarded in Strategy as a meanseoegpansion to success, if opportunity
offers for it; with the magnitude of the success ¢fain in force increases at the same time, and
in this way the superiority of numbers may soorchea point which the most careful economy
of forces could never have attained.

By means of his enormous numerical superiority, iBysarte was enabled to reach Moscow
in 1812, and to take that central capital. Had hearieans of this superiority succeedec
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completely defeating the Russian Army, he wouldalhprobability, have concluded a
peace in Moscow which in any other way was much Btainable. This example is used to
explain the idea, not to prove it, which would requa circumstantial demonstration, for
which this is not the place.(*)

(*) Compare Book VII., second edition, p. 56.

All these reflections bear merely upon the idea @uccessive employment of forces, and
not upon the conception of a reserve properly #ed;avhich they, no doubt, come in contact
with throughout, but which, as we shall see inftlkowing chapter, is connected with some
other considerations.

What we desire to establish here is, that if irtitacthe military force through the mere
duration of actual employment suffers a diminutafrpower, if time, therefore, appears as a
factor in the result, this is not the case in 8ggtin a material degree. The destructive effects
which are also produced upon the forces in Stratggyime, are partly diminished through
their mass, partly made good in other ways, aretgtbre, in Strategy it cannot be an object to
make time an ally on its own account by bringirapprs successively into action.

We say on "its own account,” for the influence whitime, on account of other
circumstances which it brings about but which affegbnt from itself can have, indeed must
necessarily have, for one of the two parties, itecanother thing, is anything but indifferent or
unimportant, and will be the subject of considenatiereafter.

The rule which we have been seeking to set forthihisrefore, that all forces which are
available and destined for a strategic object shbal SIMULTANEOUSLY applied to it; and
this application will be so much the more comptét more everything is compressed into one
act and into one movement.

But still there is in Strategy a renewal of effarid a persistent action which, as a chief
means towards the ultimate success, is more platigunot to be overlooked, it is the
CONTINUAL DEVELOPMENT OF NEW FORCES. This is alstet subject of another
chapter, and we only refer to it here in order tevpnt the reader from having something in
view of which we have not been speaking.

We now turn to a subject very closely connectedhwitir present considerations, which
must be settled before full light can be throwntbe whole, we mean the STRATEGIC
RESERVE.

CHAPTER XIll. STRATEGIC RESERVE

A RESERVE has two objects which are very distimoirf each other, namely, first, the
prolongation and renewal of the combat, and segoffidi use in case of unforeseen events.
The first object implies the utility of a successigpplication of forces, and on that account
cannot occur in Strategy. Cases in which a corpglid to succour a point which is supposed
to be about to fall are plainly to be placed inthéegory of the second object, as the resistance
which has to be offered here could not have beéicismtly foreseen. But a corps which is
destined expressly to prolong the combat, and thih object in view is placed in rear, would
be only a corps placed out of reach of fire, butarrthe command and at the disposition of the
General Commanding in the action, and accordingtyld be a tactical and not a strategic
reserve.

But the necessity for a force ready for unforeseeents may also take place in Strategy,
and consequently there may also be a strategicveedsut only where unforeseen events are
imaginable. In tactics, where the enemy's measaresgenerally first ascertained by direct
sight, and where they may be concealed by everydyweeery fold of undulating ground, we
must naturally always be alive, more or less, eoghbssibility of unforeseen events, in order to
strengthen, subsequently, those points which agpeareak, and, in fact, to modify generally
the disposition of our troops, so as to make itegpond better to that of the enemy.

Such cases must also happen in Strategy, becamistrattegic act is directly linked to t
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tactical. In Strategy also many a measure is didstpted in consequence of what is actually
seen, or in consequence of uncertain reports agrifiom day to day, or even from hour to
hour, and lastly, from the actual results of thmbats it is, therefore, an essential condition of
strategic command that, according to the degraeoértainty, forces must be kept in reserve
against future contingencies.

In the defensive generally, but particularly in thefence of certain obstacles of ground, like
rivers, hills, &c., such contingencies, as is vkelbwn, happen constantly.

But this uncertainty diminishes in proportion ae #irategic activity has less of the tactical
character, and ceases almost altogether in thggeewhere it borders on politics.

The direction in which the enemy leads his colurtmshe combat can be perceived by
actual sight only; where he intends to pass a livégarnt from a few preparations which are
made shortly before; the line by which he propdsdavade our country is usually announced
by all the newspapers before a pistol shot has fiexh The greater the nature of the measure
the less it will take the enemy by surprise. Timad esspace are so considerable, the
circumstances out of which the action proceedswnigpand little susceptible of alteration,
that the coming event is either made known in good, or can be discovered with reasonable
certainty.

On the other hand the use of a reserve in thisipcevof Strategy, even if one were
available, will always be less efficacious the mtive measure has a tendency towards being
one of a general nature.

We have seen that the decision of a partial consbabthing in itself, but that all partial
combats only find their complete solution in theid@n of the total combat.

But even this decision of the total combat has anlselative meaning of many different
gradations, according as the force over which tbiry has been gained forms a more or less
great and important part of the whole. The lostibaif a corps may be repaired by the victory
of the Army. Even the lost battle of an Army may ooly be counterbalanced by the gain of a
more important one, but converted into a forturetent (the two days of Kulm, August 29
and 30, 1813(*)). No one can doubt this; but ifuist as clear that the weight of each victory
(the successful issue of each total combat) is schnthe more substantial the more important
the part conquered, and that therefore the pogibfl repairing the loss by subsequent events
diminishes in the same proportion. In another plaeeshall have to examine this more in
detail; it suffices for the present to have dravterdion to the indubitable existence of this
progression.

(*) Refers to the destruction of Vandamme's co lumn, which
had been sent unsupported to intercept the ret reat of the
Austrians and Prussians from Dresden—but was f orgotten by

Napoleon.—EDITOR.

If we now add lastly to these two consideratioresttiird, which is, that if the persistent use
of forces in tactics always shifts the great resolthe end of the whole act, law of the
simultaneous use of the forces in Strategy, orctimrary, lets the principal result (which need
not be the final one) take place almost alwayhatdommencement of the great (or whole)
act, then in these three results we have grounffigient to find strategic reserves always
more superfluous, always more useless, always rdareerous, the more general their
destination.

The point where the idea of a strategic reservénbdg become inconsistent is not difficult
to determine: it lies in the SUPREME DECISION. Emyphent must be given to all the forces
within the space of the supreme decision, and eresgrve (active force available) which is
only intended for use after that decision is opgddsecommon sense.

If, therefore, tactics has in its reserves the raeah not only meeting unforeseen
dispositions on the part of the enemy, but alscephiring that which never can be foreseen,
the result of the combat, should that be unfortein@trategy on the other hand must, at least as
far as relates to the capital result, renounceusieeof these means. As A rule, it can only repair
the losses sustained at one point by advantagasdat another, in a few cases by moving
troops from one point to another; the idea of priggafor such reverses by placing forces in
reserve beforehand, can never be entertainedaregyr.

We have pointed out as an absurdity the idea th#egic reserve which is not to co-operate
in the capital result, and as it is so beyond atjowe should not have been led into sucl
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analysis as we have made in these two chapterg iveot that, in the disguise of other
ideas, it looks like something better, and freglyemiakes its appearance. One person sees in it
the acme of strategic sagacity and foresight; amotbjects it, and with it the idea of any
reserve, consequently even of a tactical one. dtndusion of ideas is transferred to real life,
and if we would see a memorable instance of it aeehonly to call to mind that Prussia in
1806 left a reserve of 20,000 men cantoned in taegkMunder Prince Eugene of Wurtemberg,
which could not possibly reach the Saale in timédoof any use, and that another force Of
25,000 men belonging to this power remained in Bast South Prussia, destined only to be
put on a war-footing afterwards as a reserve.

After these examples we cannot be accused of hdngag fighting with windmills.

CHAPTER XIV. ECONOMY OF FORCES

THE road of reason, as we have said, seldom alitssl to be reduced to a mathematical
line by principles and opinions. There remains gbva certain margin. But it is the same in all
the practical arts of life. For the lines of beatltgre are no abscissae and ordinates; circles and
ellipses are not described by means of their algedr formulae. The actor in War therefore
soon finds he must trust himself to the delicat# td judgment which, founded on natural
quickness of perception, and educated by reflectibmost unconsciously seizes upon the
right; he soon finds that at one time he must simnghe law (by reducing it) to some
prominent characteristic points which form his gjlthat at another the adopted method must
become the staff on which he leans.

As one of these simplified characteristic pointsaamental appliance, we look upon the
principle of watching continually over the co-op@ya of all forces, or in other words, of
keeping constantly in view that no part of themwtiever be idle. Whoever has forces where
the enemy does not give them sufficient employmehipever has part of his forces on the
march—that is, allows them to lie dead—while therag's are fighting, he is a bad manager
of his forces. In this sense there is a waste ofefy which is even worse than their
employment to no purpose. If there must be actiben the first point is that all parts act,
because the most purposeless activity still keepplayed and destroys a portion of the
enemy's force, whilst troops completely inactivee dor the moment quite neutralised.
Unmistakably this idea is bound up with the prithespcontained in the last three chapters, it is
the same truth, but seen from a somewhat more @mapsive point of view and condensed
into a single conception.

CHAPTER XV. GEOMETRICAL ELEMENT

THE length to which the geometrical element or famthe disposition of military force in
War can become a predominant principle, we se@eénatt of fortification, where geometry
looks after the great and the little. Also in testit plays a great part. It is the basis of
elementary tactics, or of the theory of moving psobut in field fortification, as well as in the
theory of positions, and of their attack, its asgénd lines rule like law givers who have to
decide the contest. Many things here were at ame tinisapplied, and others were mere
fribbles; still, however, in the tactics of the peat day, in which in every combat the aim is to
surround the enemy, the geometrical element hamett anew a great importance in a very
simple, but constantly recurring application. Neheless, in tactics, where all is more
movable, where the moral forces, individual traéted chance are more influential than in a
war of sieges, the geometrical element can net@nab the same degree of supremacy as in
the latter. But less still is its influence in S&gy; certainly here, also, form in the disposition
of troops, the shape of countries and states ggezt importance; but the geometrical element
is not decisive, as in fortification, and not ngagb important as in tactics.—The manner in
which this influence exhibits itself, can only bleosn by degrees at those places where it
makes its appearance, and deserves notice. Her@iste more to direct attention to t
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difference which there is between tactics and &gsatn relation to it.

In tactics time and space quickly dwindle to thredsolute minimum. If a body of troops is
attacked in flank and rear by the enemy, it sods tgea point where retreat no longer remains;
such a position is very close to an absolute impiisg of continuing the fight; it must
therefore extricate itself from it, or avoid gegfimto it. This gives to all combinations aiming
at this from the first commencement a great efficie which chiefly consists in the
disquietude which it causes the enemy as to coesegs. This is why the geometrical
disposition of the forces is such an importantdaat the tactical product.

In Strategy this is only faintly reflected, on aaob of the greater space and time. We do not
fire from one theatre of war upon another; androfieeks and months must pass before a
strategic movement designed to surround the enamye executed. Further, the distances are
so great that the probability of hitting the rigittint at last, even with the best arrangements, is
but small.

In Strategy therefore the scope for such combinafighat is for those resting on the
geometrical element, is much smaller, and for #raesreason the effect of an advantage once
actually gained at any point is much greater. Saghantage has time to bring all its effects to
maturity before it is disturbed, or quite neutradls therein, by any counteracting
apprehensions. We therefore do not hesitate tadegman established truth, that in Strategy
more depends on the number and the magnitude efidtoious combats, than on the form of
the great lines by which they are connected.

A view just the reverse has been a favourite thefmmodern theory, because a greater
importance was supposed to be thus given to Styrateql, as the higher functions of the mind
were seen in Strategy, it was thought by that méarennoble War, and, as it was said—
through a new substitution of ideas—to make it mewientific. We hold it to be one of the
principal uses of a complete theory openly to egpsisch vagaries, and as the geometrical
element is the fundamental idea from which theosyally proceeds, therefore we have
expressly brought out this point in strong relief.

CHAPTER XVI. ON THE SUSPENSION OF THE ACT IN WARFAR E

IF one considers War as an act of mutual destmictiee must of necessity imagine both
parties as making some progress; but at the same #s regards the existing moment, we
must almost as necessarily suppose the one pagysiate of expectation, and only the other
actually advancing, for circumstances can nevexdieally the same on both sides, or continue
so. In time a change must ensue, from which itofedl that the present moment is more
favourable to one side than the other. Now if wppsise that both commanders have a full
knowledge of this circumstance, then the one hastive for action, which at the same time is
a motive for the other to wait; therefore, accogdia this it cannot be for the interest of both at
the same time to advance, nor can waiting be feriterest of both at the same time. This
opposition of interest as regards the object isdestuced here from the principle of general
polarity, and therefore is not in opposition to #rgument in the fifth chapter of the second
book; it depends on the fact that here in realitygame thing is at once an incentive or motive
to both commanders, namely the probability of inworg or impairing their position by future
action.

But even if we suppose the possibility of a perfegptiality of circumstances in this respect,
or if we take into account that through imperfecbwledge of their mutual position such an
equality may appear to the two Commanders to silssil the difference of political objects
does away with this possibility of suspension. @hthe parties must of necessity be assumed
politically to be the aggressor, because no Watldctake place from defensive intentions on
both sides. But the aggressor has the positivechltjee defender merely a negative one. To
the first then belongs the positive action, forsitonly by that means that he can attain the
positive object; therefore, in cases where bothigsiare in precisely similar circumstances,
the aggressor is called upon to act by virtue sfduisitive object.

Therefore, from this point of view, a suspensiotthie act of Warfare, strictly speaking, is in
contradiction with the nature of the thing; becawts® Armies, being two incompatib
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elements, should destroy one another unremittinglst, as fire and water can never put
themselves in equilibrium, but act and react upo@ @another, until one quite disappears. What
would be said of two wrestlers who remained claspmthd each other for hours without
making a movement. Action in War, therefore, likattof a clock which is wound up, should
go on running down in regular motion.—But wild asthe nature of War it still wears the
chains of human weakness, and the contradictioregehere, viz., that man seeks and creates
dangers which he fears at the same time will aslono one.

If we cast a glance at military history in genenak find so much the opposite of an
incessant advance towards the aim, that STANDING.IS&nd DOING NOTHING is quite
plainly the NORMAL CONDITION of an Army in the mitisof War, ACTING, the
EXCEPTION. This must almost raise a doubt as tocthreectness of our conception. But if
military history leads to this conclusion when vashin the mass the latest series of campaigns
redeems our position. The War of the French Reigriighows too plainly its reality, and only
proves too clearly its necessity. In these opematiaand especially in the campaigns of
Buonaparte, the conduct of War attained to thaimitdd degree of energy which we have
represented as the natural law of the element. d&ggee is therefore possible, and if it is
possible then it is necessary.

How could any one in fact justify in the eyes aéigen the expenditure of forces in War, if
acting was not the object? The baker only heatsves if he has bread to put into it; the horse
is only yoked to the carriage if we mean to driwby then make the enormous effort of a War
if we look for nothing else by it but like efforts the part of the enemy?

So much in justification of the general principtegw as to its modifications, as far as they
lie in the nature of the thing and are independéspecial cases.

There are three causes to be noticed here, whiphaas innate counterpoises and prevent
the over-rapid or uncontrollable movement of theeelhwork.

The first, which produces a constant tendency taydeand is thereby a retarding principle,
is the natural timidity and want of resolution methuman mind, a kind of inertia in the moral
world, but which is produced not by attractive, bytrepellent forces, that is to say, by dread
of danger and responsibility.

In the burning element of War, ordinary naturesesppo become heavier; the impulsion
given must therefore be stronger and more frequemrgpeated if the motion is to be a
continuous one. The mere idea of the object forctwtdrms have been taken up is seldom
sufficient to overcome this resistant force, and vfarlike enterprising spirit is not at the head,
who feels himself in War in his natural elementnasch as a fish in the ocean, or if there is
not the pressure from above of some great respbtysithen standing still will be the order of
the day, and progress will be the exception.

The second cause is the imperfection of human pgoreand judgment, which is greater in
War than anywhere, because a person hardly knowstlgxhis own position from one
moment to another, and can only conjecture on tskigbunds that of the enemy, which is
purposely concealed; this often gives rise to #memf both parties looking upon one and the
same object as advantageous for them, while intydaak interest of one must preponderate;
thus then each may think he acts wisely by waiéingther moment, as we have already said in
the fifth chapter of the second book.

The third cause which catches hold, like a ratetietel in machinery, from time to time
producing a complete standstill, is the greatesrgjth of the defensive form. A may feel too
weak to attack B, from which it does not follow ttfais strong enough for an attack on A. The
addition of strength, which the defensive givesia¢ merely lost by assuming the offensive,
but also passes to the enemy just as, figuratieghyessed, the difference ofa+ b anda- b is
equal to 2b. Therefore it may so happen that battigs, at one and the same time, not only
feel themselves too weak to attack, but also aie seality.

Thus even in the midst of the act of War itselfians sagacity and the apprehension of too
great danger find vantage ground, by means of wifiefs can exert their power, and tame the
elementary impetuosity of War.

However, at the same time these causes withoutxaggeration of their effect, would
hardly explain the long states of inactivity whiiok place in military operations, in former
times, in Wars undertaken about interests of natgmmportance, and in which inactivity
consumed nine-tenths of the time that the troopsaireed under arms. This feature in these
Wars, is to be traced principally to the influewdaich the demands of the one party, and
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condition, and feeling of the other, exercised dherconduct of the operations, as has been
already observed in the chapter on the essencetaect of War.

These things may obtain such a preponderatingeinfie as to make of War a half-and-half
affair. A War is often nothing more than an armedtrality, or a menacing attitude to support
negotiations or an attempt to gain some small adgenby small exertions, and then to wait
the tide of circumstances, or a disagreeable trebligation, which is fulfilled in the most
niggardly way possible.

In all these cases in which the impulse given kgrast is slight, and the principle of
hostility feeble, in which there is no desire to ach, and also not much to dread from the
enemy; in short, where no powerful motives pressdnve, cabinets will not risk much in the
game; hence this tame mode of carrying on War,hithvthe hostile spirit of real War is laid
in irons.

The more War becomes in this manner devitalisechgoh the more its theory becomes
destitute of the necessary firm pivots and buteesfor its reasoning; the necessary is
constantly diminishing, the accidental constarmilyréasing.

Nevertheless in this kind of Warfare, there is a@swertain shrewdness, indeed, its action is
perhaps more diversified, and more extensive thdahd other. Hazard played with realeaux of
gold seems changed into a game of commerce witbchem. And on this field, where the
conduct of War spins out the time with a numbersofall flourishes, with skirmishes at
outposts, half in earnest half in jest, with longpdsitions which end in nothing with positions
and marches, which afterwards are designated #slstnly because their infinitesimally
small causes are lost, and common sense can makiagqiof them, here on this very field
many theorists find the real Art of War at home:tlese feints, parades, half and quarter
thrusts of former Wars, they find the aim of akahny, the supremacy of mind over matter, and
modern Wars appear to them mere savage fisticinéfis) which nothing is to be learnt, and
which must be regarded as mere retrograde stepardewbarbarism. This opinion is as
frivolous as the objects to which it relates. Whgreat forces and great passions are wanting,
it is certainly easier for a practised dexteritystwow its game; but is then the command of
great forces, not in itself a higher exercise & thtelligent faculties? Is then that kind of
conventional sword-exercise not comprised in arldriggng to the other mode of conducting
War? Does it not bear the same relation to it asntiotions upon a ship to the motion of the
ship itself? Truly it can take place only under theit condition that the adversary does no
better. And can we tell, how long he may chooseegpect those conditions? Has not then the
French Revolution fallen upon us in the midst & thncied security of our old system of War,
and driven us from Chalons to Moscow? And did ncgdErick the Great in like manner
surprise the Austrians reposing in their ancierbitsaof War, and make their monarchy
tremble? Woe to the cabinet which, with a shillglsh policy, and a routine-ridden military
system, meets with an adversary who, like the eldment, knows no other law than that of
his intrinsic force. Every deficiency in energy aexkertion is then a weight in the scales in
favour of the enemy; it is not so easy then to gedinom the fencing posture into that of an
athlete, and a slight blow is often sufficient tookk down the whole.

The result of all the causes now adduced is, ti@thbstile action of a campaign does not
progress by a continuous, but by an intermittenventent, and that, therefore, between the
separate bloody acts, there is a period of wat¢hitoging which both parties fall into the
defensive, and also that usually a higher objeatises the principle of aggression to
predominate on one side, and thus leaves it inrgeitean advancing position, by which then
its proceedings become modified in some degree.

CHAPTER XVII. ON THE CHARACTER OF MODERN WAR

THE attention which must be paid to the characfewar as it is now made, has a great
influence upon all plans, especially on strategieso

Since all methods formerly usual were upset by Bpante's luck and boldness, and first-
rate Powers almost wiped out at a blow; since fentards by their stubborn resistance have
shown what the general arming of a nation and gexurmeasures on a great scale can e
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in spite of weakness and porousness of individaalsp since Russia, by the campaign of
1812 has taught us, first, that an Empire of gdiatensions is not to be conquered (which
might have been easily known before), secondlyt, ttiea probability of final success does not
in all cases diminish in the same measure as batigpitals, and provinces are lost (which was
formerly an incontrovertible principle with all dgmatists, and therefore made them always
ready to enter at once into some bad temporaryedebat that a nation is often strongest in
the heart of its country, if the enemy's offensp@mver has exhausted itself, and with what
enormous force the defensive then springs ovendmftfensive; further, since Prussia (1813)
has shown that sudden efforts may add to an Arxfpldi by means of the militia, and that
this militia is just as fit for service abroad asiis own country;—since all these events have
shown what an enormous factor the heart and semtsnod a Nation may be in the product of
its political and military strength, in fine, singevernments have found out all these additional
aids, it is not to be expected that they will k¢ lie idle in future Wars, whether it be that
danger threatens their own existence, or thatesstimbition drives them on.

That a War which is waged with the whole weightte national power on each side must
be organised differently in principle to those whewerything is calculated according to the
relations of standing Armies to each other, it &yeto perceive. Standing Armies once
resembled fleets, the land force the sea forckdm telations to the remainder of the State, and
from that the Art of War on shore had in it someghof naval tactics, which it has now quite
lost.

CHAPTER XVIIl. TENSION AND REST

The Dynamic Law of War

WE have seen in the sixteenth chapter of this bboky, in most campaigns, much more
time used to be spent in standing still and inacti@n in activity.

Now, although, as observed in the preceding chaptesee quite a different character in the
present form of War, still it is certain that reaktion will always be interrupted more or less by
long pauses; and this leads to the necessity oéxamining more closely the nature of these
two phases of War.

If there is a suspension of action in War, thatfisieither party wills something positive,
there is rest, and consequently equilibrium, buttagg@ly an equilibrium in the largest
signification, in which not only the moral and phlys war-forces, but all relations and
interests, come into calculation. As soon as ewer af the two parties proposes to himself a
new positive object, and commences active stepartimit, even if it is only by preparations,
and as soon as the adversary opposes this, therdeission of powers; this lasts until the
decision takes place—that is, until one party eithwes up his object or the other has
conceded it to him.

This decision—the foundation of which lies alwagghe combat—combinations which are
made on each side—is followed by a movement inaoragher direction.

When this movement has exhausted itself, eithethin difficulties which had to be
mastered, in overcoming its own internal frictian,through new resistant forces prepared by
the acts of the enemy, then either a state ofta&sts place or a new tension with a decision,
and then a new movement, in most cases in the dipbection.

This speculative distinction between equilibriuendion, and motion is more essential for
practical action than may at first sight appear.

In a state of rest and of equilibrium a varied kofdactivity may prevail on one side that
results from opportunity, and does not aim at aigadteration. Such an activity may contain
important combats—even pitched battles—but yet #till of quite a different nature, and on
that account generally different in its effects.

If a state of tension exists, the effects of theiglen are always greater partly because a
greater force of will and a greater pressure ofuritstances manifest themselves therein;
partly because everything has been prepared aadgau for a great movement. The decit
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in such cases resembles the effect of a mine \Waséd and tamped, whilst an event in itself
perhaps just as great, in a state of rest, is wioless like a mass of powder puffed away in the
open air.

At the same time, as a matter of course, the sfatension must be imagined in different
degrees of intensity, and it may therefore appragekdually by many steps towards the state
of rest, so that at the last there is a very slififiérence between them.

Now the real use which we derive from these reiftdest is the conclusion that every
measure which is taken during a state of tensionae important and more prolific in results
than the same measure could be in a state of lquiili, and that this importance increases
immensely in the highest degrees of tension.

The cannonade of Valmy, September 20, 1792, decitwe than the battle of Hochkirch,
October 14, 1758.

In a tract of country which the enemy abandonsstdecause he cannot defend it, we can
settle ourselves differently from what we shouldifdihe retreat of the enemy was only made
with the view to a decision under more favourabieurmstances. Again, a strategic attack in
course of execution, a faulty position, a singledanarch, may be decisive in its consequence;
whilst in a state of equilibrium such errors mustds a very glaring kind, even to excite the
activity of the enemy in a general way.

Most bygone Wars, as we have already said, codsistefar as regards the greater part of
the time, in this state of equilibrium, or at le@stsuch short tensions with long intervals
between them, and weak in their effects, that trents to which they gave rise were seldom
great successes, often they were theatrical eidmnbit got up in honour of a royal birthday
(Hochkirch), often a mere satisfying of the honofithe arms (Kunersdorf), or the personal
vanity of the commander (Freiberg).

That a Commander should thoroughly understand ttases, that he should have the tact to
act in the spirit of them, we hold to be a greajuisite, and we have had experience in the
campaign of 1806 how far it is sometimes wanting.that tremendous tension, when
everything pressed on towards a supreme decisiuh ttat alone with all its consequences
should have occupied the whole soul of the Commandeasures were proposed and even
partly carried out (such as the reconnaissancerttsMaranconia), which at the most might
have given a kind of gentle play of oscillation it a state of equilibrium. Over these
blundering schemes and views, absorbing the actifithe Army, the really necessary means,
which could alone save, were lost sight of.

But this speculative distinction which we have maslealso necessary for our further
progress in the construction of our theory, becalkthat we have to say on the relation of
attack and defence, and on the completion of thisobk-sided act, concerns the state of the
crisis in which the forces are placed during thesien and motion, and because all the activity
which can take place during the condition of egpuilim can only be regarded and treated as a
corollary; for that crisis is the real War and tkiate of equilibrium only its reflection.

BOOK IV THE COMBAT

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTORY

HAVING in the foregoing book examined the subjewtlich may be regarded as the
efficient elements of War, we shall now turn oueation to the combat as the real activity in
Warfare, which, by its physical and moral effec&snbraces sometimes more simply,
sometimes in a more complex manner, the objediefrhole campaign. In this activity and in
its effects these elements must therefore, reap
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The formation of the combat is tactical in its matuve only glance at it here in a general
way in order to get acquainted with it in its agpes a whole. In practice the minor or more
immediate objects give every combat a characteristim; these minor objects we shall not
discuss until hereafter. But these peculiaritiesiarcomparison to the general characteristics
of a combat mostly only insignificant, so that moembats are very like one another, and,
therefore, in order to avoid repeating that whielgéneral at every stage, we are compelled to
look into it here, before taking up the subjecit®imore special application.

In the first place, therefore, we shall give in thext chapter, in a few words, the
characteristics of the modern battle in its tatticaurse, because that lies at the foundation of
our conceptions of what the battle really is.

CHAPTER Il. CHARACTER OF THE MODERN BATTLE

ACCORDING to the notion we have formed of tactios atrategy, it follows, as a matter of
course, that if the nature of the former is chandeat change must have an influence on the
latter. If tactical facts in one case are entidifferent from those in another, then the strategic
must be so also, if they are to continue consisdedtreasonable. It is therefore important to
characterise a general action in its modern forforbewe advance with the study of its
employment in strategy.

What do we do now usually in a great battle? Weelaurselves quietly in great masses
arranged contiguous to and behind one another. &gty relatively only a small portion of
the whole, and let it wring itself out in a firerobat which lasts for several hours, only
interrupted now and again, and removed hither duittier by separate small shocks from
charges with the bayonet and cavalry attacks. \Wthisrine has gradually exhausted part of its
warlike ardour in this manner and there remainsingtmore than the cinders, it is withdrawn
(*) and replaced by another.

(*) The relief of the fighting line played a g reat part in
the battles of the Smooth-Bore era; it was nec essitated by
the fouling of the muskets, physical fatigue o f the men and
consumption of ammunition, and was recognised as both
necessary and advisable by Napoleon himself.—E DITOR.

In this manner the battle on a modified principlers slowly away like wet powder, and if
the veil of night commands it to stop, becauseheeiparty can any longer see, and neither
chooses to run the risk of blind chance, then aowt is taken by each side respectively of
the masses remaining, which can be called stidotiffe, that is, which have not yet quite
collapsed like extinct volcanoes; account is takérthe ground gained or lost, and of how
stands the security of the rear; these results thighspecial impressions as to bravery and
cowardice, ability and stupidity, which are thoughthave been observed in ourselves and in
the enemy are collected into one single total imgimn, out of which there springs the
resolution to quit the field or to renew the combatthe morrow.

This description, which is not intended as a fieiblpicture of a modern battle, but only to
give its general tone, suits for the offensive aedensive, and the special traits which are
given, by the object proposed, the country, &c.,&may be introduced into it, without
materially altering the conception.

But modern battles are not so by accident; theysarbecause the parties find themselves
nearly on a level as regards military organisatond the knowledge of the Art of War, and
because the warlike element inflamed by great natimterests has broken through artificial
limits and now flows in its natural channel. Undkeese two conditions, battles will always
preserve this character.

This general idea of the modern battle will be uk&f us in the sequel in more places than
one, if we want to estimate the value of the palgic co-efficients of strength, country, &c.
&c. It is only for general, great, and decisive t@&ts, and such as come near to them that this
description stands good; inferior ones have chatigeid character also in the same direc
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but less than great ones. The proof of this beldogsctics; we shall, however, have an
opportunity hereafter of making this subject plaibg giving a few particulars.

CHAPTER Ill. THE COMBAT IN GENERAL

THE Combat is the real warlike activity, everythigige is only its auxiliary; let us therefore
take an attentive look at its nature.

Combat means fighting, and in this the destructipwonquest of the enemy is the object,
and the enemy, in the particular combat, is theedrforce which stands opposed to us.

This is the simple idea; we shall return to it, before we can do that we must insert a
series of others.

If we suppose the State and its military force asnd, then the most natural idea is to
imagine the War also as one great combat, andeirsithple relations of savage nations it is
also not much otherwise. But our Wars are made ug emumber of great and small
simultaneous or consecutive combats, and this aegerof the activity into so many separate
actions is owing to the great multiplicity of theations out of which War arises with us.

In point of fact, the ultimate object of our Wathe political one, is not always quite a
simple one; and even were it so, still the act®badund up with such a number of conditions
and considerations to be taken into account, th@tobject can no longer be attained by one
single great act but only through a number of great smaller acts which are bound up into a
whole; each of these separate acts is therefoagt@fpa whole, and has consequently a special
object by which it is bound to this whole.

We have already said that every strategic act eaeferred to the idea of a combat, because
it is an employment of the military force, and la¢ oot of that there always lies the idea of
fighting. We may therefore reduce every militaryivdty in the province of Strategy to the unit
of single combats, and occupy ourselves with thjealof these only; we shall get acquainted
with these special objects by degrees as we cormpdak of the causes which produce them;
here we content ourselves with saying that everglad, great or small, has its own peculiar
object in subordination to the main object. If tighe case then, the destruction and conquest
of the enemy is only to be regarded as the meagaining this object; as it unquestionably is.

But this result is true only in its form, and import only on account of the connection
which the ideas have between themselves, and we draly sought it out to get rid of it at
once.

What is overcoming the enemy? Invariably the desivn of his military force, whether it
be by death, or wounds, or any means; whether dob&pletely or only to such a degree that
he can no longer continue the contest; therefoleras as we set aside all special objects of
combats, we may look upon the complete or pargatrdction of the enemy as the only object
of all combats.

Now we maintain that in the majority of cases, asg@ecially in great battles, the special
object by which the battle is individualised andubd up with the great whole is only a weak
modification of that general object, or an ancillabject bound up with it, important enough
to individualise the battle, but always insignifitan comparison with that general object; so
that if that ancillary object alone should be o, only an unimportant part of the purpose
of the combat is fulfilled. If this assertion isroect, then we see that the idea, according to
which the destruction of the enemy's force is dhlyy means, and something else always the
object, can only be true in form, but, that it wibuéad to false conclusions if we did not
recollect that this destruction of the enemy's doix comprised in that object, and that this
object is only a weak modification of it. Forgetigbs of this led to completely false views
before the Wars of the last period, and createdetecies as well as fragments of systems, in
which theory thought it raised itself so much therenabove handicraft, the less it supposed
itself to stand in need of the use of the realrimsent, that is the destruction of the enemy's
force.

Certainly such a system could not have arisen srdapported by other false suppositic
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and unless in place of the destruction of the enesthyer things had been substituted to
which an efficacy was ascribed which did not rightelong to them. We shall attack these
falsehoods whenever occasion requires, but we cmtldreat of the combat without claiming
for it the real importance and value which belomdttand giving warning against the errors to
which merely formal truth might lead.

But now how shall we manage to show that in mosesaand in those of most importance,
the destruction of the enemy's Army is the chi@figR How shall we manage to combat that
extremely subtle idea, which supposes it possthleugh the use of a special artificial form,
to effect by a small direct destruction of the eganforces a much greater destruction
indirectly, or by means of small but extremely wdilected blows to produce such
paralysation of the enemy's forces, such a commoaed the enemy's will, that this mode of
proceeding is to be viewed as a great shorteninpeofroad? Undoubtedly a victory at one
point may be of more value than at another. Undadliptthere is a scientific arrangement of
battles amongst themselves, even in Strategy, wisidh fact nothing but the Art of thus
arranging them. To deny that is not our intentiout, we assert that the direct destruction of
the enemy's forces is everywhere predominant; waeod here for the overruling importance
of this destructive principle and nothing else.

We must, however, call to mind that we are now gedawith Strategy, not with tactics,
therefore we do not speak of the means which thedomay have of destroying at a small
expense a large body of the enemy's forces, butrudidect destruction we understand the
tactical results, and that, therefore, our asseiiothat only great tactical results can lead to
great strategical ones, or, as we have already beftge more distinctly expressed it, THE
TACTICAL SUCCESSES are of paramount importancénexdonduct of War.

The proof of this assertion seems to us simple gimoit lies in the time which every
complicated (artificial) combination requires. Thaestion whether a simple attack, or one
more carefully prepared, i.e., more artificial, pfoduce greater effects, may undoubtedly be
decided in favour of the latter as long as the gn&rassumed to remain quite passive. But
every carefully combined attack requires time fempreparation, and if a counter-stroke by the
enemy intervenes, our whole design may be upset.iNihe enemy should decide upon some
simple attack, which can be executed in a shoitee,tthen he gains the initiative, and
destroys the effect of the great plan. Therefargether with the expediency of a complicated
attack we must consider all the dangers which weduwring its preparation, and should only
adopt it if there is no reason to fear that thengneill disconcert our scheme. Whenever this
is the case we must ourselves choose the sim@erquicker way, and lower our views in this
sense as far as the character, the relations afrtemy, and other circumstances may render
necessary. If we quit the weak impressions of abstideas and descend to the region of
practical life, then it is evident that a bold, cageous, resolute enemy will not let us have time
for wide-reaching skilful combinations, and it issf against such a one we should require skill
the most. By this it appears to us that the adgentd simple and direct results over those that
are complicated is conclusively shown.

Our opinion is not on that account that the sinipéav is the best, but that we must not lift
the arm too far for the time given to strike, ahdttthis condition will always lead more to
direct conflict the more warlike our opponent isiefefore, far from making it our aim to gain
upon the enemy by complicated plans, we must reghek to be beforehand with him by
greater simplicity in our designs.

If we seek for the lowest foundation-stones of ¢hegsnverse propositions we find that in
the one it is ability, in the other, courage. Ndlere is something very attractive in the notion
that a moderate degree of courage joined to gieiityawill produce greater effects than
moderate ability with great courage. But unless wgppose these elements in a
disproportionate relation, not logical, we haverigit to assign to ability this advantage over
courage in a field which is called danger, and Whitust be regarded as the true domain of
courage.

After this abstract view we shall only add that emence, very far from leading to a
different conclusion, is rather the sole cause whias impelled us in this direction, and given
rise to such reflections.

Whoever reads history with a mind free from pregedcannot fail to arrive at a conviction
that of all military virtues, energy in the condadtoperations has always contributed the most
to the glory and success of arms.

How we make good our principle of regarding thetesion of the enemy's force as !
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principal object, not only in the War as a whold also in each separate combat, and how
that principle suits all the forms and conditiorec@ssarily demanded by the relations out of
which War springs, the sequel will show. For thesgnt all that we desire is to uphold its
general importance, and with this result we reagain to the combat.

CHAPTER IV. THE COMBAT IN GENERAL (CONTINUATION)

IN the last chapter we showed the destruction efathemy as the true object of the combat,
and we have sought to prove by a special considaraf the point, that this is true in the
majority of cases, and in respect to the most itgmbrbattles, because the destruction of the
enemy's Army is always the preponderating objediVier. The other objects which may be
mixed up with this destruction of the enemy's foied may have more or less influence, we
shall describe generally in the next chapter, amcbine better acquainted with by degrees
afterwards; here we divest the combat of them @mgtiand look upon the destruction of the
enemy as the complete and sufficient object ofmgbat.

What are we now to understand by destruction ofethemy's Army? A diminution of it
relatively greater than that on our own side. Iflveere a great superiority in numbers over the
enemy, then naturally the same absolute amourtdssf dn both sides is for us a smaller one
than for him, and consequently may be regardedsglfias an advantage. As we are here
considering the combat as divested of all (othdmeds, we must also exclude from our
consideration the case in which the combat is wsdy indirectly for a greater destruction of
the enemy's force; consequently also, only thactligain which has been made in the mutual
process of destruction, is to be regarded as theeplior this is an absolute gain, which runs
through the whole campaign, and at the end of litalivays appear as pure profit. But every
other kind of victory over our opponent will eitheave its motive in other objects, which we
have completely excluded here, or it will only vied temporary relative advantage. An
example will make this plain.

If by a skilful disposition we have reduced our opent to such a dilemma, that he cannot
continue the combat without danger, and after sa@wistance he retires, then we may say, that
we have conquered him at that point; but if in thistory we have expended just as many
forces as the enemy, then in closing the accoutite@ttampaign, there is no gain remaining
from this victory, if such a result can be calledicory. Therefore the overcoming the enemy,
that is, placing him in such a position that he hgige up the fight, counts for nothing in
itself, and for that reason cannot come under #fmition of object. There remains, therefore,
as we have said, nothing over except the direat gdiich we have made in the process of
destruction; but to this belong not only the lossééch have taken place in the course of the
combat, but also those which, after the withdraefahe conquered part, take place as direct
consequences of the same.

Now it is known by experience, that the losseshgsical forces in the course of a battle
seldom present a great difference between victdrvamquished respectively, often none at
all, sometimes even one bearing an inverse reldtiaihe result, and that the most decisive
losses on the side of the vanquished only commeiitbethe retreat, that is, those which the
conqueror does not share with him. The weak renditsttalions already in disorder are cut
down by cavalry, exhausted men strew the grourshbdtd guns and broken caissons are
abandoned, others in the bad state of the roadsotd® removed quickly enough, and are
captured by the enemy's troops, during the nightbars lose their way, and fall defenceless
into the enemy's hands, and thus the victory magins bodily substance after it is already
decided. Here would be a paradox, if it did novedtself in the following manner.

The loss in physical force is not the only one Wwhite two sides suffer in the course of the
combat; the moral forces also are shaken, brokehga to ruin. It is not only the loss in men,
horses and guns, but in order, courage, confideoglkesion and plan, which come into
consideration when it is a question whether thétfigan be still continued or not. It is
principally the moral forces which decide here, andll cases in which the conqueror has lost
as heavily as the conquered, it is these alone.

The comparative relation of the physical lossedifficult to estimate in a battle, but not so
the relation of the moral ones. Two things printipmake it known. The one is the loss of-
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ground on which the fight has taken place, the rothe superiority of the enemy's. The
more our reserves have diminished as comparedtivtte of the enemy, the more force we
have used to maintain the equilibrium; in this mte an evident proof of the moral superiority
of the enemy is given which seldom fails to stirinpthe soul of the Commander a certain
bitterness of feeling, and a sort of contempt fisrdwn troops. But the principal thing is, that
men who have been engaged for a long continuanginefare more or less like burnt-out
cinders; their ammunition is consumed; they havétadeaway to a certain extent; physical
and moral energies are exhausted, perhaps theiag®mus broken as well. Such a force,
irrespective of the diminution in its number, iewed as an organic whole, is very different
from what it was before the combat; and thus thét the loss of moral force may be measured
by the reserves that have been used as if it weeefoot-rule.

Lost ground and want of fresh reserves, are, thexeusually the principal causes which
determine a retreat; but at the same time we byneans exclude or desire to throw in the
shade other reasons, which may lie in the intenddgece of parts of the Army, in the general
plan, &c.

Every combat is therefore the bloody and destractheasuring of the strength of forces,
physical and moral; whoever at the close has thatgst amount of both left is the conqueror.

In the combat the loss of moral force is the clilise of the decision; after that is given,
this loss continues to increase until it reachesitiminating-point at the close of the whole
act. This then is the opportunity the victor shogklze to reap his harvest by the utmost
possible restrictions of his enemy's forces, the# object of engaging in the combat. On the
beaten side, the loss of all order and controlnofteakes the prolongation of resistance by
individual units, by the further punishment theg aertain to suffer, more injurious than useful
to the whole. The spirit of the mass is broken;dhiginal excitement about losing or winning,
through which danger was forgotten, is spent, anthé majority danger now appears no
longer an appeal to their courage, but rather tidumance of a cruel punishment. Thus the
instrument in the first moment of the enemy's vigtis weakened and blunted, and therefore
no longer fit to repay danger by danger.

This period, however, passes; the moral forcehefdonquered will recover by degrees,
order will be restored, courage will revive, andttie majority of cases there remains only a
small part of the superiority obtained, often nanell. In some cases, even, although rarely,
the spirit of revenge and intensified hostility mayng about an opposite result. On the other
hand, whatever is gained in killed, wounded, pré&gsenand guns captured can never disappear
from the account.

The losses in a battle consist more in killed arminded; those after the battle, more in
artillery taken and prisoners. The first the comquehares with the conquered, more or less,
but the second not; and for that reason they usoally take place on one side of the conflict,
at least, they are considerably in excess on alee si

Artillery and prisoners are therefore at all timegarded as the true trophies of victory, as
well as its measure, because through these thisigsctient is declared beyond a doubt. Even
the degree of moral superiority may be better jadgeby them than by any other relation,
especially if the number of killed and wounded dsnpared therewith; and here arises a new
power increasing the moral effects.

We have said that the moral forces, beaten tortieng in the battle and in the immediately
succeeding movements, recover themselves gradaall pften bear no traces of injury; this
is the case with small divisions of the whole, Iésgjuently with large divisions; it may,
however, also be the case with the main Army, bldisn or never in the State or Government
to which the Army belongs. These estimate the Sitnamore impartially, and from a more
elevated point of view, and recognise in the nundfdrophies taken by the enemy, and their
relation to the number of killed and wounded, otdyg easily and well, the measure of their
own weakness and inefficiency.

In point of fact, the lost balance of moral powarsinot be treated lightly because it has no
absolute value, and because it does not of negesggitear in all cases in the amount of the
results at the final close; it may become of sudatessive weight as to bring down everything
with an irresistible force. On that account it nadien become a great aim of the operations of
which we shall speak elsewhere. Here we have tstikxamine some of its fundamental
relations.

The moral effect of a victory increases, not meislyproportion to the extent of the forc
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engaged, but in a progressive ratio—that is to sayonly in extent, but also in its intensity.
In a beaten detachment order is easily restore@ #isgle frozen limb is easily revived by the
rest of the body, so the courage of a defeatecthetent is easily raised again by the courage
of the rest of the Army as soon as it rejoinsfittierefore, the effects of a small victory are
not completely done away with, still they are pattist to the enemy. This is not the case if
the Army itself sustains a great defeat; then oitle thie other fall together. A great fire attains
quite a different heat from several small ones.

Another relation which determines the moral valfi@ @ictory is the numerical relation of
the forces which have been in conflict with eadheot To beat many with few is not only a
double success, but shows also a greater, espeaiatiore general superiority, which the
conquered must always be fearful of encounterirggraght the same time this influence is in
reality hardly observable in such a case. In thenemd of real action, the notions of the actual
strength of the enemy are generally so uncertdia, éstimate of our own commonly so
incorrect, that the party superior in numbers eittees not admit the disproportion, or is very
far from admitting the full truth, owing to whicthe evades almost entirely the moral
disadvantages which would spring from it. It isyohlereafter in history that the truth, long
suppressed through ignorance, vanity, or a wiseretisn, makes its appearance, and then it
certainly casts a lustre on the Army and its Legbler it can then do nothing more by its moral
influence for events long past.

If prisoners and captured guns are those thingsvbigh the victory principally gains
substance, its true crystallisations, then the pfahe battle should have those things specially
in view; the destruction of the enemy by death wodnds appears here merely as a means to
an end.

How far this may influence the dispositions in thadtle is not an affair of Strategy, but the
decision to fight the battle is in intimate conrneatwith it, as is shown by the direction given
to our forces, and their general grouping, whetherthreaten the enemy's flank or rear, or he
threatens ours. On this point, the number of pesemnd captured guns depends very much,
and it is a point which, in many cases, tactica@loannot satisfy, particularly if the strategic
relations are too much in opposition to it.

The risk of having to fight on two sides, and tki# siore dangerous position of having no
line of retreat left open, paralyse the movementsthe power of resistance; further, in case of
defeat, they increase the loss, often raising ittgoextreme point, that is, to destruction.
Therefore, the rear being endangered makes defwat pnobable, and, at the same time, more
decisive.

From this arises, in the whole conduct of the Véapecially in great and small combats, a
perfect instinct to secure our own line of retraat to seize that of the enemy; this follows
from the conception of victory, which, as we hagers is something beyond mere slaughter.

In this effort we see, therefore, the first immeelipurpose in the combat, and one which is
quite universal. No combat is imaginable in whibis teffort, either in its double or single
form, does not go hand in hand with the plain antpke stroke of force. Even the smallest
troop will not throw itself upon its enemy withotltinking of its line of retreat, and, in most
cases, it will have an eye upon that of the enést. a

We should have to digress to show how often ttgtrint is prevented from going the direct
road, how often it must yield to the difficultieesing from more important considerations: we
shall, therefore, rest contented with affirmingpitbe a general natural law of the combat.

It is, therefore, active; presses everywhere witmatural weight, and so becomes the pivot
on which almost all tactical and strategic manoesiturn.

If we now take a look at the conception of victasya whole, we find in it three elements:—
1. The greater loss of the enemy in physical power.

2. In moral power.

3. His open avowal of this by the relinquishmenhisfintentions.

The returns made up on each side of losses irdkiliel wounded, are never exact, seldom
truthful, and in most cases, full of intentionalsn@ipresentations. Even the statement of the
number of trophies is seldom to be quite depended consequently, when it is not
considerable it may also cast a doubt even ondhlity of the victory. Of the loss in moral
forces there is no reliable measure, except irrrtghies: therefore, in many cases, the gi

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr 01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\ Pagelllof 141

up the contest is the only real evidence of théowce It is, therefore, to be regarded as a
confession of inferiority—as the lowering of theadl by which, in this particular instance,
right and superiority are conceded to the enemg,this degree of humiliation and disgrace,
which, however, must be distinguished from all &tleer moral consequences of the loss of
equilibrium, is an essential part of the victonyisl this part alone which acts upon the public
opinion outside the Army, upon the people and tbeaggnment in both belligerent States, and
upon all others in any way concerned.

But renouncement of the general object is not gd&atical with quitting the field of battle,
even when the battle has been very obstinate angdlept up; no one says of advanced posts,
when they retire after an obstinate combat, thay thave given up their object; even in
combats aimed at the destruction of the enemy'syAthe retreat from the battlefield is not
always to be regarded as a relinquishment of timg as for instance, in retreats planned
beforehand, in which the ground is disputed footfdiyt; all this belongs to that part of our
subject where we shall speak of the separate obfebe combat; here we only wish to draw
attention to the fact that in most cases the givipgf the object is very difficult to distinguish
from the retirement from the battlefield, and ttiet impression produced by the latter, both in
and out of the Army, is not to be treated lightly.

For Generals and Armies whose reputation is noteqidais is in itself one of the difficulties
in many operations, justified by circumstances whesuccession of combats, each ending in
retreat, may appear as a succession of defeatspwibeing so in reality, and when that
appearance may exercise a very depressing infludhde impossible for the retreating
General by making known his real intentions to prévthe moral effect spreading to the
public and his troops, for to do that with effeetrinust disclose his plans completely, which of
course would run counter to his principal interést®o great a degree.

In order to draw attention to the special importané this conception of victory we shall
only refer to the battle of Soor,(*) the trophiesri which were not important (a few thousand
prisoners and twenty guns), and where Fredericklgiraed his victory by remaining for five
days after on the field of battle, although hisreat into Silesia had been previously
determined on, and was a measure natural to hidewsituation. According to his own
account, he thought he would hasten a peace byainal effect of his victory. Now although a
couple of other successes were likewise requireginety, the battle at Katholisch
Hennersdorf, in Lusatia, and the battle of Kesgséldwefore this peace took place, still we
cannot say that the moral effect of the battleadrSvas nil.

(*) Soor, or Sohr, Sept. 30, 1745; Hennersdorf , Nov. 23,
1745; Kealteldorf, Dec. 15, 1745, all in the S econd Silesian
War.

If it is chiefly the moral force which is shaken kigfeat, and if the number of trophies
reaped by the enemy mounts up to an unusual hefgrt,the lost combat becomes a rout, but
this is not the necessary consequence of evergryich rout only sets in when the moral force
of the defeated is very severely shaken then tbften ensues a complete incapability of
further resistance, and the whole action consfsggving way, that is of flight.

Jena and Belle Alliance were routs, but not so B

Although without pedantry we can here give no @nljhe of separation, because the
difference between the things is one of degreesstji the retention of the conception is
essential as a central point to give clearnessutotleoretical ideas and it is a want in our
terminology that for a victory over the enemy tamtéaint to a rout, and a conquest of the
enemy only tantamount to a simple victory, thererly one and the same word to use.

CHAPTER V. ON THE SIGNIFICATION OF THE COMBAT

HAVING in the preceding chapter examined the comipaits absolute form, as the
miniature picture of the whole War, we now turnthe relations which it bears to the other
parts of the great whole. First we inquire whanhisre precisely the signification of a comk
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As War is nothing else but a mutual process ofrdesbn, then the most natural answer in
conception, and perhaps also in reality, appeabe tthat all the powers of each party unite in
one great volume and all results in one great sloddtkese masses. There is certainly much
truth in this idea, and it seems to be very advsétiat we should adhere to it and should on
that account look upon small combats at first adynecessary loss, like the shavings from a
carpenter's plane. Still, however, the thing catmeosettled so easily.

That a multiplication of combats should arise franiractioning of forces is a matter of
course, and the more immediate objects of sepacatdats will therefore come before us in
the subject of a fractioning of forces; but thebgots, and together with them, the whole mass
of combats may in a general way be brought undeaiceclasses, and the knowledge of these
classes will contribute to make our observationseniatelligible.

Destruction of the enemy's military forces is in re ality the object of

all combats; but other objects may be joined theret 0, and these other
objects may be at the same time predominant; we mus t therefore draw a
distinction between those in which the destruction of the enemy's forces
is the principal object, and those in which it is m ore the means. The
destruction of the enemy's force, the possession of a place or the
possession of some object may be the general motive for a combat, and

it may be either one of these alone or several toge ther, in which case
however usually one is the principal motive. Now th e two principal forms
of War, the offensive and defensive, of which we sh all shortly speak, do
not modify the first of these motives, but they cer tainly do modify

the other two, and therefore if we arrange them in a scheme they would

appear thus:—

OFFENSIVE. DEFENSIVE .

1. Destruction of enemy's force 1. Destruction of enemy's force.
2. Conquest of a place. 2. Defence of a place.

3. Conquest of some object. 3. Defence of s ome object.

These motives, however, do not seem to embraceletghpthe whole of the subject, if we
recollect that there are reconnaissances and dératmss, in which plainly none of these
three points is the object of the combat. In rgalie must, therefore, on this account be
allowed a fourth class. Strictly speaking, in retaissances in which we wish the enemy to
show himself, in alarms by which we wish to weantout, in demonstrations by which we
wish to prevent his leaving some point or to dramv bff to another, the objects are all such as
can only be attained indirectly and UNDER THE PRETEOF ONE OF THE THREE
OBJECTS SPECIFIED IN THE TABLE, usually of the sedpfor the enemy whose aim is to
reconnoitre must draw up his force as if he reiltgnded to attack and defeat us, or drive us
off, &c. &c. But this pretended object is not theal one, and our present question is only as to
the latter; therefore, we must to the above thigeots of the offensive further add a fourth,
which is to lead the enemy to make a false conmtusihat offensive means are conceivable
in connection with this object, lies in the natofghe thing.

On the other hand we must observe that the defehaeplace may be of two kinds, either
absolute, if as a general question the point igmbe given up, or relative if it is only required
for a certain time. The latter happens perpetuallthe combats of advanced posts and rear
guards.

That the nature of these different intentions ebmbat must have an essential influence on
the dispositions which are its preliminaries, ighimg clear in itself. We act differently if our
object is merely to drive an enemy's post outplace from what we should if our object was
to beat him completely; differently, if we meandefend a place to the last extremity from
what we should do if our design is only to detdia €nemy for a certain time. In the first case
we trouble ourselves little about the line of ratrén the latter it is the principal point, &c.

But these reflections belong properly to tactiasgd @are only introduced here by way of
example for the sake of greater clearness. Whate§ly has to say on the different objects of
the combat will appear in the chapters which toupbn these objects. Here we have only a
few general observations to make, first, that thpdrtance of the object decreases nearly in
the order as they stand above, therefore, thdtritef these objects must always predominate
in the great battle; lastly, that the two last idedensive battle are in reality such as yield no
fruit, they are, that is to say, purely negative] aan, therefore, only be serviceable, indirectly,
by facilitating something else which is positivé. |5, THEREFORE, A BAD SIGN OF TH
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STRATEGIC SITUATION IF BATTLES OF THIS KIND BECOMHOO FREQUENT.

CHAPTER VI. DURATION OF THE COMBAT

IF we consider the combat no longer in itself butdlation to the other forces of War, then
its duration acquires a special importance.

This duration is to be regarded to a certain exésna second subordinate success. For the
conqueror the combat can never be finished tooktifor the vanquished it can never last
too long. A speedy victory indicates a higher powfvictory, a tardy decision is, on the side
of the defeated, some compensation for the loss.

This is in general true, but it acquires a prattiogportance in its application to those
combats, the object of which is a relative defence.

Here the whole success often lies in the mere iduaThis is the reason why we have
included it amongst the strategic elements.

The duration of a combat is necessarily bound up it8 essential relations. These relations
are, absolute magnitude of force, relation of foarel of the different arms mutually, and
nature of the country. Twenty thousand men do redrnthemselves out upon one another as
quickly as two thousand: we cannot resist an engouple or three times our strength as long
as one of the same strength; a cavalry combatiglel® sooner than an infantry combat; and a
combat between infantry only, quicker than if therartillery(*) as well; in hills and forests
we cannot advance as quickly as on a level coualithis is clear enough.

(*) The increase in the relative range of arti llery and the
introduction of shrapnel has altogether modifi ed this
conclusion.

From this it follows, therefore, that strength atedn of the three arms, and position, must be
considered if the combat is to fulfil an objectits/duration; but to set up this rule was of less
importance to us in our present considerations tharonnect with it at once the chief results
which experience gives us on the subject.

Even the resistance of an ordinary Division of 86®Q0,000 men of all arms even opposed
to an enemy considerably superior in numbers, hagit several hours, if the advantages of
country are not too preponderating, and if the gneronly a little, or not at all, superior in
numbers, the combat will last half a day. A Corpshoee or four Divisions will prolong it to
double the time; an Army of 80,000 or 100,000 tee¢hor four times. Therefore the masses
may be left to themselves for that length of timegd no separate combat takes place if within
that time other forces can be brought up, whosepsration mingles then at once into one
stream with the results of the combat which hasrigkace.

These calculations are the result of experienceijtlisl important to us at the same time to
characterise more particularly the moment of thesiien, and consequently the termination.

CHAPTER VII. DECISION OF THE COMBAT

No battle is decided in a single moment, althouglevery battle there arise moments of
crisis, on which the result depends. The loss battle is, therefore, a gradual falling of the
scale. But there is in every combat a point of t{f)e

(*) Under the then existing conditions of arma ment
understood. This point is of supreme importanc e, as
practically the whole conduct of a great battl e depends on a
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correct solution of this question—viz., How lo ng can a
given command prolong its resistance? If this is incorrectly
answered in practice—the whole manoeuvre depen ding on it
may collapse—e.g., Kouroupatkin at Liao-Yang, September
1904.

when it may be regarded as decided, in such a atythe renewal of the fight would be a
new battle, not a continuation of the old one. Bwéha clear notion on this point of time, is
very important, in order to be able to decide whgethwith the prompt assistance of
reinforcements, the combat can again be resumédagitantage.

Often in combats which are beyond restoration newels are sacrificed in vain; often
through neglect the decision has not been seizexhwhmight easily have been secured. Here
are two examples, which could not be more to thetpo

When the Prince of Hohenlohe, in 1806, at Jenay(th 35,000 men opposed to from
60,000 to 70,000, under Buonaparte, had accepttd,and lost it—but lost it in such a way
that the 35,000 might be regarded as dissolved—@EReichel undertook to renew the fight
with about 12,000; the consequence was that in menb his force was scattered in like
manner.

(*) October 14, 1806.

On the other hand, on the same day at AuerstagltPtbssians maintained a combat with
25,000, against Davoust, who had 28,000, until daiy; without success, it is true, but still
without the force being reduced to a state of diggm without even greater loss than the
enemy, who was very deficient in cavalry;—but thmglected to use the reserve of 18,000,
under General Kalkreuth, to restore the battle tyhimder these circumstances, it would have
been impossible to lose.

Each combat is a whole in which the partial comlzatbine themselves into one total
result. In this total result lies the decision bé tcombat. This success need not be exactly a
victory such as we have denoted in the sixth chafde often the preparations for that have
not been made, often there is no opportunity if ghemy gives way too soon, and in most
cases the decision, even when the resistance e diistinate, takes place before such a
degree of success is attained as would compleagigfisthe idea of a victory.

We therefore ask, Which is commonly the momenth& dlecision, that is to say, that
moment when a fresh, effective, of course not digprtionate, force, can no longer turn a
disadvantageous battle?

If we pass over false attacks, which in accordanitk their nature are properly without
decision, then,

1. If the possession of a movable object was tlecbbf the combat, the loss of the same is
always the decision.

2. If the possession of ground was the object efdbmbat, then the decision generally lies
in its loss. Still not always, only if this grourgl of peculiar strength, ground which is easy to
pass over, however important it may be in othepeets, can be re-taken without much
danger.

3. But in all other cases, when these two circunt®a have not already decided the combat,
therefore, particularly in case the destructiorthaf enemy's force is the principal object, the
decision is reached at that moment when the conqueyases to feel himself in a state of
disintegration, that is, of unserviceableness twedain extent, when therefore, there is no
further advantage in using the successive effgréken of in the twelfth chapter of the third
book. On this ground we have given the strategity wf the battle its place here.

A battle, therefore, in which the assailant has Inset his condition of order and perfect
efficiency at all, or, at least, only in a smallrpaf his force, whilst the opposing forces are,
more or less, disorganised throughout, is alsdmbe retrieved; and just as little if the enemy
has recovered his efficiency.

The smaller, therefore, that part of a force ischthas really been engaged, the greater that
portion which as reserve has contributed to thalresly by its presence. So much the less
will any new force of the enemy wrest again theong from our hands, and that Commander
who carries out to the furthest with his Army thénpiple of conducting the combat with t
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greatest economy of forces, and making the mogteomoral effect of strong reserves, goes
the surest way to victory. We must allow that therfeh, in modern times, especially when led
by Buonaparte, have shown a thorough mastery $n thi

Further, the moment when the crisis-stage of thebad ceases with the conqueror, and his
original state of order is restored, takes plaamseothe smaller the unit he controls. A picket
of cavalry pursuing an enemy at full gallop willanfew minutes resume its proper order, and
the crisis ceases. A whole regiment of cavalry iregua longer time. It lasts still longer with
infantry, if extended in single lines of skirmishegand longer again with Divisions of all arms,
when it happens by chance that one part has takendwection and another part another
direction, and the combat has therefore causedsadbthe order of formation, which usually
becomes still worse from no part knowing exactlevehthe other is. Thus, therefore, the point
of time when the conqueror has collected the insénis he has been using, and which are
mixed up and partly out of order, the moment wherhhs in some measure rearranged them
and put them in their proper places, and thus brotige battle-workshop into a little order,
this moment, we say, is always later, the gre&ietdtal force.

Again, this moment comes later if night overtakes ¢conqueror in the crisis, and, lastly, it
comes later still if the country is broken and kihjcwooded. But with regard to these two
points, we must observe that night is also a gmedns of protection, and it is only seldom
that circumstances favour the expectation of aessfal result from a night attack, as on
March 10, 1814, at Laon,(*) where York against Maningives us an example completely in
place here. In the same way a wooded and brokentrgowill afford protection against a
reaction to those who are engaged in the longscabivictory. Both, therefore, the night as
well as the wooded and broken country are obstagldsh make the renewal of the same
battle more difficult instead of facilitating it.

(*) The celebrated charge at night upon Marmon t's Corps.

Hitherto, we have considered assistance arrivimgHe losing side as a mere increase of
force, therefore, as a reinforcement coming upctlirdrom the rear, which is the most usual
case. But the case is quite different if thesenffesces come upon the enemy in flank or rear.

On the effect of flank or rear attacks so far aythelong to Strategy, we shall speak in
another place: such a one as we have here in inéended for the restoration of the combat,
belongs chiefly to tactics, and is only mentionextduse we are here speaking of tactical
results, our ideas, therefore, must trench upomptbeince of tactics.

By directing a force against the enemy's flank agat its efficacy may be much intensified,;
but this is so far from being a necessary resulags that the efficacy may, on the other hand,
be just as much weakened. The circumstances urfdehthe combat has taken place decide
upon this part of the plan as well as upon evehemtwithout our being able to enter
thereupon here. But, at the same time, there aitehiro things of importance for our subject:
first, FLANK AND REAR ATTACKS HAVE, AS A RULE, A MCRE FAVOURABLE
EFFECT ON THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE DECISION THAN UROQHE DECISION
ITSELF. Now as concerns the retrieving a battle, fitst thing to be arrived at above all is a
favourable decision and not magnitude of succasthi$ view one would therefore think that a
force which comes to re-establish our combat iesd assistance if it falls upon the enemy in
flank and rear, therefore separated from us, tharjdins itself to us directly; certainly, cases
are not wanting where it is so, but we must saytth@majority are on the other side, and they
are so on account of the second point which is inepertant to us.

This second point IS THE MORAL EFFECT OF THE SURBR] WHICH, AS A RULE,
A REINFORCEMENT COMING UP TO RE-ESTABLISH A COMBAHAS GENERALLY
IN ITS FAVOUR. Now the effect of a surprise is algaheightened if it takes place in the
flank or rear, and an enemy completely engagedhanctisis of victory in his extended and
scattered order, is less in a state to counteraditio does not feel that an attack in flank or
rear, which at the commencement of the battle, vtherforces are concentrated and prepared
for such an event would be of little importanceingajuite another weight in the last moment
of the combat.

We must, therefore, at once admit that in mostaseinforcement coming up on the flank
or rear of the enemy will be more efficacious, viaél like the same weight at the end of a
longer lever, and therefore that under these cistantes, we may undertake to restore the
battle with the same force which employed in adiedtack would be quite insufficient. Here
results almost defy calculation, because the nforaés gain completely the ascendency. -
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is therefore the right field for boldness and daguin

The eye must, therefore, be directed on all thégects, all these moments of co-operating
forces must be taken into consideration, when we i@ decide in doubtful cases whether or
not it is still possible to restore a combat whitets taken an unfavourable turn.

If the combat is to be regarded as not yet endheth the new contest which is opened by the
arrival of assistance fuses into the former; thaefthey flow together into one common
result, and the first disadvantage vanishes comigleut of the calculation. But this is not the
case if the combat was already decided; then therdwo results separate from each other.
Now if the assistance which arrives is only of katiee strength, that is, if it is not in itself
alone a match for the enemy, then a favourabldtrissbiardly to be expected from this second
combat: but if it is so strong that it can undeetéike second combat without regard to the first,
then it may be able by a favourable issue to cosgtenor even overbalance the first combat,
but never to make it disappear altogether fromatteunt.

At the battle of Kunersdorf,(*) Frederick the Greatthe first onset carried the left of the
Russian position, and took seventy pieces of anillat the end of the battle both were lost
again, and the whole result of the first combat wésed out of the account. Had it been
possible to stop at the first success, and to fiuthe second part of the battle to the coming
day, then, even if the King had lost it, the adages of the first would always have been a set
off to the second.

(*) August 12, 1759.

But when a battle proceeding disadvantageouslyrésted and turned before its conclusion,
its minus result on our side not only disappeamnfrthe account, but also becomes the
foundation of a greater victory. If, for instancee picture to ourselves exactly the tactical
course of the battle, we may easily see that itriilfinally concluded all successes in partial
combats are only decisions in suspense, which byctpital decision may not only be
destroyed, but changed into the opposite. The mareforces have suffered, the more the
enemy will have expended on his side; the gregterefore, will be the crisis for the enemy,
and the more the superiority of our fresh troopb #&il. If now the total result turns in our
favour, if we wrest from the enemy the field oftheand recover all the trophies again, then
all the forces which he has sacrificed in obtainihgm become sheer gain for us, and our
former defeat becomes a stepping-stone to a grgaierph. The most brilliant feats which
with victory the enemy would have so highly prizéhé@t the loss of forces which they cost
would have been disregarded, leave nothing nownblehut regret at the sacrifice entailed.
Such is the alteration which the magic of victorydahe curse of defeat produces in the
specific weight of the same elements.

Therefore, even if we are decidedly superior ierggth, and are able to repay the enemy his
victory by a greater still, it is always better ftrestall the conclusion of a disadvantageous
combat, if it is of proportionate importance, sotagurn its course rather than to deliver a
second battle.

Field-Marshal Daun attempted in the year 1760 toeto the assistance of General Laudon
at Leignitz, whilst the battle lasted; but whenfaiged, he did not attack the King next day,
although he did not want for means to do so.

For these reasons serious combats of advance guhicts precede a battle are to be looked
upon only as necessary evils, and when not negedsayr are to be avoided.(*)

(*) This, however, was not Napoleon's view. A vigorous
attack of his advance guard he held to be nece ssary always,
to fix the enemy's attention and "paralyse his independent
will-power." It was the failure to make this p oint which, in
August 1870, led von Moltke repeatedly into th e very jaws of
defeat, from which only the lethargy of Bazain e on the one
hand and the initiative of his subordinates, n otably of von
Alvensleben, rescued him. This is the essence of the new
Strategic Doctrine of the French General Staff . See the

works of Bonnal, Foch, &C.—EDITOR

We have still another conclusion to examine.

If on a regular pitched battle, the decision hasegagainst one, this does not constitu
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motive for determining on a new one. The deternmmafor this new one must proceed
from other relations. This conclusion, howeverpjgposed by a moral force, which we must
take into account: it is the feeling of rage anderegge. From the oldest Field-Marshal to the
youngest drummer-boy this feeling is general, éherefore, troops are never in better spirits
for fighting than when they have to wipe out arstdihis is, however, only on the supposition
that the beaten portion is not too great in praporto the whole, because otherwise the above
feeling is lost in that of powerlessness.

There is therefore a very natural tendency to hisentoral force to repair the disaster on the
spot, and on that account chiefly to seek anothétebif other circumstances permit. It then
lies in the nature of the case that this secontielraust be an offensive one.

In the catalogue of battles of second-rate impadahere are many examples to be found of
such retaliatory battles; but great battles hawveegdly too many other determining causes to
be brought on by this weaker motive.

Such a feeling must undoubtedly have led the n8flecher with his third Corps to the
field of battle on February 14, 1814, when the otia® had been beaten three days before at
Montmirail. Had he known that he would have comeru@Buonaparte in person, then,
naturally, preponderating reasons would have detewairhim to put off his revenge to another
day: but he hoped to revenge himself on Marmord, iastead of gaining the reward of his
desire for honourable satisfaction, he sufferedptirealty of his erroneous calculation.

On the duration of the combat and the moment ofiésision depend the distances from
each other at which those masses should be pladddhware intended to fight IN
CONJUNCTION WITH each other. This disposition woblel a tactical arrangement in so far
as it relates to one and the same battle; it caneter, only be regarded as such, provided the
position of the troops is so compact that two sajgacombats cannot be imagined, and
consequently that the space which the whole ocsumae be regarded strategically as a mere
point. But in War, cases frequently occur wherenetieose forces intended to fight IN
UNISON must be so far separated from each othdrvithie their union for one common
combat certainly remains the principal object] #tié occurrence of separate combats remains
possible. Such a disposition is therefore strategic

Dispositions of this kind are: marches in separatsses and columns, the formation of
advance guards, and flanking columns, also thepijnguof reserves intended to serve as
supports for more than one strategic point; theceotration of several Corps from widely
extended cantonments, &c. &c. We can see that #oessity for these arrangements may
constantly arise, and may consider them somethikegthe small change in the strategic
economy, whilst the capital battles, and all tlaatkrwith them are the gold and silver pieces.

CHAPTER VIII. MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AS TO A BATTLE

NO battle can take place unless by mutual congemt;in this idea, which constitutes the
whole basis of a duel, is the root of a certainapbology used by historical writers, which
leads to many indefinite and false conceptions.

According to the view of the writers to whom weagfit has frequently happened that one
Commander has offered battle to the other, antattes has not accepted it.

But the battle is a very modified duel, and itsridation is not merely in the mutual wish to
fight, that is in consent, but in the objects whare bound up with the battle: these belong
always to a greater whole, and that so much thesjras even the whole war considered as a
"combat-unit" has political objects and conditiambich belong to a higher standpoint. The
mere desire to conquer each other therefore fatits quite a subordinate relation, or rather it
ceases completely to be anything of itself, and/ dsdcomes the nerve which conveys the
impulse of action from the higher will.

Amongst the ancients, and then again during théy gmeriod of standing Armies, the
expression that we had offered battle to the enemyain, had more sense in it than it has
now. By the ancients everything was constitutedh&it/iew to measuring each other's strength
in the open field free from anything in the natofea hindrance,(*) and the whole Art of W
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consisted in the organisation, and formation ofAhay, that is in the order of battle.

(*) Note the custom of sending formal challeng es, fix time
and place for action, and "enhazelug" the batt lefield in
Anglo-Saxon times.—ED.

Now as their Armies regularly entrenched themseineabeir camps, therefore the position
in a camp was regarded as something unassailaitiea dattle did not become possible until
the enemy left his camp, and placed himself inactrable country, as it were entered the
lists.

If therefore we hear about Hannibal having offebadtle to Fabius in vain, that tells us
nothing more as regards the latter than that #éehatts not part of his plan, and in itself neither
proves the physical nor moral superiority of Hamitbbut with respect to him the expression is
still correct enough in the sense that Hannibdlyre@shed a battle.

In the early period of modern Armies, the relatiomsre similar in great combats and
battles. That is to say, great masses were brdaghfaction, and managed throughout it by
means of an order of battle, which like a greaplesks whole required a more or less level
plain and was neither suited to attack, nor yetdéfence in a broken, close or even
mountainous country. The defender therefore hae laso to some extent the means of
avoiding battle. These relations although gradubigoming modified, continued until the
first Silesian War, and it was not until the Sewaars' War that attacks on an enemy posted in
a difficult country gradually became feasible, avfdordinary occurrence: ground did not
certainly cease to be a principle of strength ts¢hmaking use of its aid, but it was no longer
a charmed circle, which shut out the natural foafé#/ar.

During the past thirty years War has perfectedfiteech more in this respect, and there is
no longer anything which stands in the way of a &ahwho is in earnest about a decision by
means of battle; he can seek out his enemy, aackdtim: if he does not do so he cannot take
credit for having wished to fight, and the expressie offered a battle which his opponent did
not accept, therefore now means nothing more tihat he did not find circumstances
advantageous enough for a battle, an admissionhwthiz above expression does not suit, but
which it only strives to throw a veil over.

It is true the defensive side can no longer refubattle, yet he may still avoid it by giving
up his position, and the role with which that piositwas connected: this is however half a
victory for the offensive side, and an acknowledgtra his superiority for the present.

This idea in connection with the cartel of defiaea therefore no longer be made use of in
order by such rhodomontade to qualify the inactibhim whose part it is to advance, that is,
the offensive. The defender who as long as he doegiive way, must have the credit of
willing the battle, may certainly say, he has défknit if he is not attacked, if that is not
understood of itself.

But on the other hand, he who now wishes to, andetreat cannot easily be forced to give
battle. Now as the advantages to the aggressor thimmetreat are often not sufficient, and a
substantial victory is a matter of urgent neceskityhim, in that way the few means which
there are to compel such an opponent also to gitiéekare often sought for and applied with
particular skill.

The principal means for this are—first SURROUNDIN®@ enemy so as to make his retreat
impossible, or at least so difficult that it is teetfor him to accept battle; and, secondly,
SURPRISING him. This last way, for which there weasnotive formerly in the extreme
difficulty of all movements, has become in modémmets very inefficacious.

From the pliability and manoeuvring capabilitiestafops in the present day, one does not
hesitate to commence a retreat even in sight oétieeny, and only some special obstacles in
the nature of the country can cause serious diffisuin the operation.

As an example of this kind the battle of Nereshaiay be given, fought by the Archduke
Charles with Moreau in the Rauhe Alp, August 1196, 7merely with a view to facilitate his
retreat, although we freely confess we have negentable quite to understand the argument
of the renowned general and author himself in¢hise.

The battle of Rosbach(*) is another example, if suppose the commander of the allied
army had not really the intention of attacking Fenéck the Greai
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(*) November 5, 1757.

Of the battle of Soor,(*) the King himself saysttlitawas only fought because a retreat in
the presence of the enemy appeared to him a trteaation; at the same time the King has
also given other reasons for the battle.

(*) Or Sohr, September 30, 1745.

On the whole, regular night surprises exceptedy sases will always be of rare occurrence,
and those in which an enemy is compelled to fightbleing practically surrounded, will
happen mostly to single corps only, like Morties's Durrenstein 1809, and Vandamme at
Kulm, 1813.

CHAPTER IX. THE BATTLE(*)

(*) Clausewitz still uses the word "die Haupts chlacht" but
modern usage employs only the word "die Schlac ht" to
designate the decisive act of a whole campaign —encounters
arising from the collision or troops marching towards the
strategic culmination of each portion or the ¢ ampaign are
spoken of either as "Treffen," i.e., "engageme nts" or
"Gefecht," i.e., "combat" or "action." Thus te chnically,
Gravelotte was a "Schlacht," i.e., "battle," b ut Spicheren,
Woerth, Borny, even Vionville were only "Treff en."

ITS DECISION

WHAT is a battle? A conflict of the main body, bobt an unimportant one about a
secondary object, not a mere attempt which is giygwhen we see betimes that our object is
hardly within our reach: it is a conflict waged Wwitll our forces for the attainment of a
decisive victory.

Minor objects may also be mixed up with the priatipbject, and it will take many
different tones of colour from the circumstancesafuvhich it originates, for a battle belongs
also to a greater whole of which it is only a part because the essence of War is conflict,
and the battle is the conflict of the main Armiiéss always to be regarded as the real centre of
gravity of the War, and therefore its distinguighicharacter is, that unlike all other
encounters, it is arranged for, and undertaken Wi¢hsole purpose of obtaining a decisive
victory.

This has an influence on the MANNER OF ITS DECISIG the EFFECT OF THE
VICTORY CONTAINED IN IT, and determines THE VALUE WICH THEORY IS TO
ASSIGN TO IT AS A MEANS TO AN END.

On that account we make it the subject of our sppecinsideration, and at this stage before
we enter upon the special ends which may be bopndith it, but which do not essentially
alter its character if it really deserves to benied a battle.

If a battle takes place principally on its own amb the elements of its decision must be
contained in itself; in other words, victory must &triven for as long as a possibility or hope
remains. It must not, therefore, be given up oroact of secondary circumstances, but only
and alone in the event of the forces appearing &etelp insufficient.

Now how is that precise moment to be described?

If a certain artificial formation and cohesion of Army is the principal condition under
which the bravery of the troops can gain a victay,was the case during a great part of the
period of the modern Art of War, THEN THE BREAKINGP OF THIS FORMATION is the
decision. A beaten wing which is put out of joirdcitles the fate of all that was connected
with it. If as was the case at another time theemss of the defence consists in an intimate
alliance of the Army with the ground on which iglits and its obstacles, so that Army .
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position are only one, then the CONQUEST of AN ERJERL POINT in this position is
the decision. It is said the key of the positiondst, it cannot therefore be defended any
further; the battle cannot be continued. In botkesahe beaten Armies are very much like the
broken strings of an instrument which cannot dar therk.

That geometrical as well as this geographical fplacwhich had a tendency to place an
Army in a state of crystallising tension which diot allow of the available powers being made
use of up to the last man, have at least so far thwar influence that they no longer
predominate. Armies are still led into battle ircextain order, but that order is no longer of
decisive importance; obstacles of ground are atdbtgrned to account to strengthen a
position, but they are no longer the only support.

We attempted in the second chapter of this bodkke a general view of the nature of the
modern battle. According to our conception oftie brder of battle is only a disposition of the
forces suitable to the convenient use of them, thiedcourse of the battle a mutual slow
wearing away of these forces upon one anotherdonhich will have soonest exhausted his
adversary.

The resolution therefore to give up the fight ajsi a battle more than in any other
combat, from the relation of the fresh reservesaiaing available; for only these still retain
all their moral vigour, and the cinders of the bgdtl, knocked-about battalions, already burnt
out in the destroying element, must not be plaged tevel with them; also lost ground as we
have elsewhere said, is a standard of lost more¢fat therefore comes also into account, but
more as a sign of loss suffered than for the ltsdfj and the number of fresh reserves is
always the chief point to be looked at by both Canders.

In general, an action inclines in one directiomfrthe very commencement, but in a manner
little observable. This direction is also frequgngliven in a very decided manner by the
arrangements which have been made previously, lerdit shows a want of discernment in
that General who commences battle under these aufable circumstances without being
aware of them. Even when this does not occurstiliethe nature of things that the course of a
battle resembles rather a slow disturbance of ibguim which commences soon, but as we
have said almost imperceptibly at first, and théth wach moment of time becomes stronger
and more visible, than an oscillating to and fre,those who are misled by mendacious
descriptions usually suppose.

But whether it happens that the balance is foing tome little disturbed, or that even after it
has been lost on one side it rights itself agama, ia then lost on the other side, it is certain at
all events that in most instances the defeated I@kfagesees his fate long before he retreats,
and that cases in which some critical event actls unexpected force upon the course of the
whole have their existence mostly in the colousiitp which every one depicts his lost battle.

We can only here appeal to the decision of unpregadmen of experience, who will, we
are sure, assent to what we have said, and anewes to such of our readers as do not know
War from their own experience. To develop the ngitesf this course from the nature of the
thing would lead us too far into the province ofties, to which this branch of the subject
belongs; we are here only concerned with its result

If we say that the defeated General foresees tlfi@vourable result usually some time
before he makes up his mind to give up the battteeadmit that there are also instances to the
contrary, because otherwise we should maintairopgsition contradictory in itself. If at the
moment of each decisive tendency of a battle iukhde considered as lost, then also no
further forces should be used to give it a turrd eansequently this decisive tendency could
not precede the retreat by any length of time. adst there are instances of battles which
after having taken a decided turn to one side Iséilleended in favour of the other; but they
are rare, not usual; these exceptional cases, leywave reckoned upon by every General
against whom fortune declares itself, and he magktan upon them as long as there remains a
possibility of a turn of fortune. He hopes by stgien efforts, by raising the remaining moral
forces, by surpassing himself, or also by someufate chance that the next moment will
bring a change, and pursues this as far as hisageuand his judgment can agree. We shall
have something more to say on this subject, butrbahat we must show what are the signs of
the scales turning.

The result of the whole combat consists in the sotal of the results of all partial combats;
but these results of separate combats are settldidferent considerations.

First by the pure moral power in the mind of thedieg officers. If a General of Divisic
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has seen his battalions forced to succumb, it dile an influence on his demeanour and
his reports, and these again will have an influeocethe measures of the Commander-in-
Chief; therefore even those unsuccessful partiadbeis which to all appearance are retrieved,
are not lost in their results, and the impressioos them sum themselves up in the mind of
the Commander without much trouble, and even aghiawill.

Secondly, by the quicker melting away of our trgophich can be easily estimated in the
slow and relatively(*) little tumultuary course ofir battles.

(*) Relatively, that is say to the shock of fo rmer days.

Thirdly, by lost ground.

All these things serve for the eye of the Genesad @ompass to tell the course of the battle
in which he is embarked. If whole batteries haverblst and none of the enemy's taken; if
battalions have been overthrown by the enemy'siigawvehilst those of the enemy everywhere
present impenetrable masses; if the line of fimnfrhis order of battle wavers involuntarily
from one point to another; if fruitless efforts lealleen made to gain certain points, and the
assaulting battalions each, time been scatteresdiydirected volleys of grape and case;—if
our artillery begins to reply feebly to that of taeemy—if the battalions under fire diminish
unusually, fast, because with the wounded crowdswafounded men go to the rear;,—if single
Divisions have been cut off and made prisonersutyinothe disruption of the plan of the
battle;—if the line of retreat begins to be endaadethe Commander may tell very well in
which direction he is going with his battle. Thender this direction continues, the more
decided it becomes, so much the more difficult Ww#l the turning, so much the nearer the
moment when he must give up the battle. We shall ntake some observations on this
moment.

We have already said more than once that the fieaision is ruled mostly by the relative
number of the fresh reserves remaining at the tlhat;Commander who sees his adversary is
decidedly superior to him in this respect makesigpmind to retreat. It is the characteristic of
modern battles that all mischances and losses whkehplace in the course of the same can be
retrieved by fresh forces, because the arrangeofehe modern order of battle, and the way
in which troops are brought into action, allow bkir use almost generally, and in each
position. So long, therefore, as that Commandeinagevhom the issue seems to declare itself
still retains a superiority in reserve force, hdl wot give up the day. But from the moment
that his reserves begin to become weaker thann@mgs, the decision may be regarded as
settled, and what he now does depends partly arisdpércumstances, partly on the degree of
courage and perseverance which he personally pesseand which may degenerate into
foolish obstinacy. How a Commander can attain eoghwer of estimating correctly the still
remaining reserves on both sides is an affair dfuslpractical genius, which does not in any
way belong to this place; we keep ourselves tadbalt as it forms itself in his mind. But this
conclusion is still not the moment of decision mdp, for a motive which only arises
gradually does not answer to that, but is only aegal motive towards resolution, and the
resolution itself requires still some special immagel causes. Of these there are two chief ones
which constantly recur, that is, the danger ofe@trand the arrival of night.

If the retreat with every new step which the battlees in its course becomes constantly in
greater danger, and if the reserves are so mucimidhed that they are no longer adequate to
get breathing room, then there is nothing left tousubmit to fate, and by a well-conducted
retreat to save what, by a longer delay ending¢jghtfand disaster, would be lost.

But night as a rule puts an end to all battlesabse a night combat holds out no hope of
advantage except under particular circumstancesaamight is better suited for a retreat than
the day, so, therefore, the Commander who must ébdke retreat as a thing inevitable, or as
most probable, will prefer to make use of the nighthis purpose.

That there are, besides the above two usual ard chuses, yet many others also, which
are less or more individual and not to be overldoke a matter of course; for the more a battle
tends towards a complete upset of equilibrium tloeensensible is the influence of each partial
result in hastening the turn. Thus the loss of tiebg a successful charge of a couple of
regiments of cavalry, may call into life the regan to retreat already ripening.

As a conclusion to this subject, we must dwell fiomoment on the point at which the
courage of the Commander engages in a sort oficonith his reason.

If, on the one hand the overbearing pride of aoviotis conqueror, if the inflexible will of
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naturally obstinate spirit, if the strenuous resise of noble feelings will not yield the
battlefield, where they must leave their honout, g the other hand, reason counsels not to
give up everything, not to risk the last upon themg, but to retain as much over as is
necessary for an orderly retreat. However highlymuest esteem courage and firmness in War,
and however little prospect there is of victoryhion who cannot resolve to seek it by the
exertion of all his power, still there is a poirgylond which perseverance can only be termed
desperate folly, and therefore can meet with noramdion from any critic. In the most
celebrated of all battles, that of Belle-Allian@yonaparte used his last reserve in an effort to
retrieve a battle which was past being retrieved. dfent his last farthing, and then, as a
beggar, abandoned both the battle-field and hisrmtro

CHAPTER X. EFFECTS OF VICTORY (continuation)

ACCORDING to the point from which our view is takeme may feel as much astonished at
the extraordinary results of some great battlest #se want of results in others. We shall dwell
for a moment on the nature of the effect of a gvesory.

Three things may easily be distinguished hereetffect upon the instrument itself, that is,
upon the Generals and their Armies; the effect upenStates interested in the War; and the
particular result of these effects as manifestatiénsubsequent course of the campaign.

If we only think of the trifling difference whichhere usually is between victor and
vanquished in killed, wounded, prisoners, and larillost on the field of battle itself, the
consequences which are developed out of this iiigignt point seem often quite
incomprehensible, and yet, usually, everything dwappens quite naturally.

We have already said in the seventh chapter tleatrthgnitude of a victory increases not
merely in the same measure as the vanquished fmrmesase in number, but in a higher ratio.
The moral effects resulting from the issue of aagheattle are greater on the side of the
conquered than on that of the conqueror: they teagteater losses in physical force, which
then in turn react on the moral element, and sp gloeon mutually supporting and intensifying
each other. On this moral effect we must therefayespecial weight. It takes an opposite
direction on the one side from that on the otheiit andermines the energies of the conquered
so it elevates the powers and energy of the cooqu&ut its chief effect is upon the
vanquished, because here it is the direct cauBesif losses, and besides it is homogeneous in
nature with danger, with the fatigues, the hardshamd generally with all those embarrassing
circumstances by which War is surrounded, therefemeers into league with them and
increases by their help, whilst with the conquetbthese things are like weights which give a
higher swing to his courage. It is therefore foutitht the vanquished sinks much further
below the original line of equilibrium than the cpreror raises himself above it; on this
account, if we speak of the effects of victory wkide more particularly to those which
manifest themselves in the army. If this effeanisre powerful in an important combat than in
a smaller one, so again it is much more powerfud igreat battle than in a minor one. The
great battle takes place for the sake of itselfttie sake of the victory which it is to give, and
which is sought for with the utmost effort. Here thirs spot, in this very hour, to conquer the
enemy is the purpose in which the plan of the Wigh adl its threads converges, in which all
distant hopes, all dim glimmerings of the futureeméate steps in before us to give an answer
to the bold question.—This is the state of mergasion not only of the Commander but of his
whole Army down to the lowest waggon-driver, no bibin decreasing strength but also in
decreasing importance.

According to the nature of the thing, a great bditis never at any time been an unprepared,
unexpected, blind routine service, but a grand\abtch, partly of itself and partly from the
aim of the Commander, stands out from amongst thesmof ordinary efforts, sufficiently to
raise the tension of all minds to a higher degBeg.the higher this tension with respect to the
issue, the more powerful must be the effect of idmte.

Again, the moral effect of victory in our battlesgreater than it was in the earlier ones of
modern military history. If the former are as wesdaepicted them, a real struggle of forces to
the utmost, then the sum total of all these foroéshe physical as well as the moral, must
decide more than certain special dispositions aernkance

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr 01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\ Pagel2: of 141

A single fault committed may be repaired next tiftem good fortune and chance we can
hope for more favour on another occasion; but the $otal of moral and physical powers
cannot be so quickly altered, and, therefore, whatward of a victory has decided appears of
much greater importance for all futurity. Very patty, of all concerned in battles, whether in
or out of the Army, very few have given a thoughtthis difference, but the course of the
battle itself impresses on the minds of all pregeittsuch a conviction, and the relation of this
course in public documents, however much it may cbeured by twisting particular
circumstances, shows also, more or less, to thé&dvedrarge that the causes were more of a
general than of a particular nature.

He who has not been present at the loss of a pegthe will have difficulty in forming for
himself a living or quite true idea of it, and thlstract notions of this or that small untoward
affair will never come up to the perfect conceptidra lost battle. Let us stop a moment at the
picture.

The first thing which overpowers the imagination-dawe may indeed say, also the
understanding—is the diminution of the masses; tihenloss of ground, which takes place
always, more or less, and, therefore, on the dideecassailant also, if he is not fortunate; then
the rupture of the original formation, the jumblibggether of troops, the risks of retreat,
which, with few exceptions may always be seen singst in a less sometimes in a greater
degree; next the retreat, the most part of whicimroences at night, or, at least, goes on
throughout the night. On this first march we musbace leave behind, a number of men
completely worn out and scattered about, oftenthestoravest, who have been foremost in the
fight who held out the longest: the feeling of lgeoponquered, which only seized the superior
officers on the battlefield, now spreads throudhratks, even down to the common soldiers,
aggravated by the horrible idea of being obligetetve in the enemy's hands so many brave
comrades, who but a moment since were of such valus in the battle, and aggravated by a
rising distrust of the chief, to whom, more or lesgery subordinate attributes as a fault the
fruitless efforts he has made; and this feelingeifg conquered is no ideal picture over which
one might become master; it is an evident truth tha enemy is superior to us; a truth of
which the causes might have been so latent befatethey were not to be discovered, but
which, in the issue, comes out clear and palpabtewhich was also, perhaps, before
suspected, but which in the want of any certainty,had to oppose by the hope of chance,
reliance on good fortune, Providence or a bolduaté. Now, all this has proved insufficient,
and the bitter truth meets us harsh and imperious.

All these feelings are widely different from a pgnivhich in an army fortified by military
virtue never, and in any other, only exceptiondibows the loss of a battle. They must arise
even in the best of Armies, and although long haibn to War and victory together with
great confidence in a Commander may modify therittle here and there, they are never
entirely wanting in the first moment. They are ti@ pure consequences of lost trophies; these
are usually lost at a later period, and the losthein does not become generally known so
quickly; they will therefore not fail to appear em@hen the scale turns in the slowest and most
gradual manner, and they constitute that effeet vittory upon which we can always count in
every case.

We have already said that the number of trophiesifies this effect.

It is evident that an Army in this condition, loakat as an instrument, is weakened! How
can we expect that when reduced to such a degageathwe said before, it finds new enemies
in all the ordinary difficulties of making War, wtill be able to recover by fresh efforts what
has been lost! Before the battle there was a reatsumed equilibrium between the two sides;
this is lost, and, therefore, some external asuistds requisite to restore it; every new effort
without such external support can only lead tolflesses.

Thus, therefore, the most moderate victory of thiefcArmy must tend to cause a constant
sinking of the scale on the opponent's side, ut@iv external circumstances bring about a
change. If these are not near, if the conqueranigager opponent, who, thirsting for glory,
pursues great aims, then a first-rate Commandedrjrathe beaten Army a true military spirit,
hardened by many campaigns are required, in oadstdap the swollen stream of prosperity
from bursting all bounds, and to moderate its oaimg small but reiterated acts of resistance,
until the force of victory has spent itself at thaal of its career.

And now as to the effect of defeat beyond the Arapgn the Nation and Government! It is
the sudden collapse of hopes stretched to the ttnnesdownfall of all self-reliance. In place
of these extinct forces, fear, with its destructm®perties of expansion, rushes into
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vacuum left, and completes the prostration. It isa shock upon the nerves, which one of
the two athletes receives from the electric spankiaiory. And that effect, however different
in its degrees, is never completely wanting. Irdtedevery one hastening with a spirit of
determination to aid in repairing the disaster,rewane fears that his efforts will only be in
vain, and stops, hesitating with himself, when heusd rush forward; or in despondency he
lets his arm drop, leaving everything to fate.

The consequence which this effect of victory brifigth in the course of the War itself
depend in part on the character and talent of ficéorious General, but more on the
circumstances from which the victory proceeds, tanghich it leads. Without boldness and an
enterprising spirit on the part of the leader, thest brilliant victory will lead to no great
success, and its force exhausts itself all the esoon circumstances, if these offer a strong and
stubborn opposition to it. How very differently froDaun, Frederick the Great would have
used the victory at Kollin; and what different ceqaences France, in place of Prussia, might
have given a battle of Leuthen!

The conditions which allow us to expect great nssfrom a great victory we shall learn
when we come to the subjects with which they aneneoted; then it will be possible to
explain the disproportion which appears at firghsibetween the magnitude of a victory and
its results, and which is only too readily attribditto a want of energy on the part of the
conqueror. Here, where we have to do with the dva#te in itself, we shall merely say that
the effects now depicted never fail to attend dowi that they mount up with the intensive
strength of the victory—mount up more the more Wiwle strength of the Army has been
concentrated in it, the more the whole military powf the Nation is contained in that Army,
and the State in that military power.

But then the question may be asked, Can theorypathis effect of victory as absolutely
necessary?—must it not rather endeavour to find @uinteracting means capable of
neutralising these effects? It seems quite natarahswer this question in the affirmative; but
heaven defend us from taking that wrong course asdtrtheories, out of which is begotten a
mutually devouring Pro et Contra.

Certainly that effect is perfectly necessary, tonas its foundation in the nature of things,
and it exists, even if we find means to strugglaiagt it; just as the motion of a cannon ball is
always in the direction of the terrestrial, althbughen fired from east to west part of the
general velocity is destroyed by this opposite oroti

All War supposes human weakness, and againstttisadirected.

Therefore, if hereafter in another place we examvhat is to be done after the loss of a
great battle, if we bring under review the resosrogich still remain, even in the most
desperate cases, if we should express a belibkipdssibility of retrieving all, even in such a
case; it must not be supposed we mean therebyhinatffects of such a defeat can by degrees
be completely wiped out, for the forces and mea®siuo repair the disaster might have been
applied to the realisation of some positive objeatd this applies both to the moral and
physical forces.

Another question is, whether, through the loss gifemt battle, forces are not perhaps roused
into existence, which otherwise would never haveneoto life. This case is certainly
conceivable, and it is what has actually occurreth wnany Nations. But to produce this
intensified reaction is beyond the province of taily art, which can only take account of it
where it might be assumed as a possibility.

If there are cases in which the fruits of a victappear rather of a destructive nature in
consequence of the reaction of the forces whibladk the effect of rousing into activity—cases
which certainly are very exceptional—then it must tmore surely be granted, that there is a
difference in the effects which one and the sanmatory may produce according to the
character of the people or state, which has beequared.

CHAPTER XI. THE USE OF THE BATTLE (continued)

WHATEVER form the conduct of War may take in pautar cases, and whatever we n
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have to admit in the sequel as necessary respeittinge have only to refer to the
conception of War to be convinced of what follows:

1. The destruction of the enemy's military foreethie leading principle of War, and for the
whole chapter of positive action the direct wayhe object.

2. This destruction of the enemy's force, mustiiecjpally effected by means of battle.
3. Only great and general battles can produce gesatts.
4. The results will be greatest when combats uh@genselves in one great battle.

5. ltis only in a great battle that the GeneraGimef commands in person, and it is in the
nature of things, that he should place more confiden himself than in his subordinates.

From these truths a double law follows, the paftsvibich mutually support each other;
namely, that the destruction of the enemy's militirce is to be sought for principally by
great battles, and their results; and that thef ctigect of great battles must be the destruction
of the enemy's military force.

No doubt the annihilation-principle is to be fountbre or less in other means—granted
there are instances in which through favourableuaistances in a minor combat, the
destruction of the enemy's forces has been dispiiopately great (Maxen), and on the other
hand in a battle, the taking or holding a singlstponay be predominant in importance as an
object—but as a general rule it remains a paramtutit, that battles are only fought with a
view to the destruction of the enemy's Army, arat this destruction can only be effected by
their means.

The battle may therefore be regarded as War coratedt as the centre of effort of the
whole War or campaign. As the sun's rays unitéénfocus of the concave mirror in a perfect
image, and in the fulness of their heat; to thedsrand circumstances of War, unite in a focus
in the great battle for one concentrated utmostreff

The very assemblage of forces in one great wholégchwtakes place more or less in all
Wars, indicates an intention to strike a decisil@vbwith this whole, either voluntarily as
assailant, or constrained by the opposite partdedender. When this great blow does not
follow, then some modifying, and retarding motiles/e attached themselves to the original
motive of hostility, and have weakened, altereccompletely checked the movement. But
also, even in this condition of mutual inaction efhihas been the key-note in so many Wars,
the idea of a possible battle serves always foh Ipatrties as a point of direction, a distant
focus in the construction of their plans. The m@var is War in earnest, the more it is a
venting of animosity and hostility, a mutual strigytp overpower, so much the more will all
activities join deadly contest, and also the mampnent in importance becomes the battle.

In general, when the object aimed at is of a gredtpositive nature, one therefore in which
the interests of the enemy are deeply concernedpdlttle offers itself as the most natural
means; it is, therefore, also the best as we shallv more plainly hereafter: and, as a rule,
when it is evaded from aversion to the great degjgpunishment follows.

The positive object belong to the offensive, aretdfore the battle is also more particularly
his means. But without examining the conceptioroféénsive and defensive more minutely
here, we must still observe that, even for the mi#de in most cases, there is no other effectual
means with which to meet the exigencies of hisasibm, to solve the problem presented to
him.

The battle is the bloodiest way of solution. Triiés not merely reciprocal slaughter, and its
effect is more a killing of the enemy's couragentiod the enemy's soldiers, as we shall see
more plainly in the next chapter—but still bloodaisvays its price, and slaughter its character
as well as name;(*) from this the humanity in then@ral's mind recoils with horror.

(*) "Schlacht", from schlachten = to slaughter

But the soul of the man trembles still more at ttih@ught of the decision to be given with
one single blow. IN ONE POINT of space and timeaalion is here pressed together, and at
such a moment there is stirred up within us a déelifig as if in this narrow space all our
forces could not develop themselves and come ietiwity, as if we had already gained much
by mere time, although this time owes us nothingllatThis is all mere illusion, but even as
illusion it is something, and the same weaknesshviseizes upon the man in every of
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momentous decision may well be felt more powerfofythe General, when he must stake
interests of such enormous weight upon one venture.

Thus, then, Statesmen and Generals have at als tandeavoured to avoid the decisive
battle, seeking either to attain their aim with@aubr dropping that aim unperceived. Writers
on history and theory have then busied themselveistover in some other feature in these
campaigns not only an equivalent for the decisipbditle which has been avoided, but even a
higher art. In this way, in the present age, it earary near to this, that a battle in the economy
of War was looked upon as an evil, rendered nepesbaough some error committed, a
morbid paroxysm to which a regular prudent systdnWar would never lead: only those
Generals were to deserve laurels who knew how my @a War without spilling blood, and
the theory of War—a real business for Brahmins—wdse specially directed to teaching this.

Contemporary history has destroyed this illusionbiit no one can guarantee that it will not
sooner or later reproduce itself, and lead thosthathead of affairs to perversities which
please man's weakness, and therefore have thegedfity for his nature. Perhaps, by-and-
by, Buonaparte's campaigns and battles will be ddokpon as mere acts of barbarism and
stupidity, and we shall once more turn with satisém and confidence to the dress-sword of
obsolete and musty institutions and forms. If tiegives a caution against this, then it renders
a real service to those who listen to its warninge. MAY WE SUCCEED IN LENDING A
HAND TO THOSE WHO IN OUR DEAR NATIVE LAND ARE CALLB UPON TO
SPEAK WITH AUTHORITY ON THESE MATTERS, THAT WE MAYBE THEIR GUIDE
INTO THIS FIELD OF INQUIRY, AND EXCITE THEM TO MAKE A CANDID
EXAMINATION OF THE SUBJECT.(**)

(*) On the Continent only, it still preserves full vitality
in the minds of British politicians and pressm en.—EDITOR.
(**) This prayer was abundantly granted—vide t he German

victories of 1870.—EDITOR.

Not only the conception of War but experience #&sals us to look for a great decision only
in a great battle. From time immemorial, only gréatories have led to great successes on the
offensive side in the absolute form, on the defenside in a manner more or less satisfactory.
Even Buonaparte would not have seen the day of Uhligue in its kind, if he had shrunk
from shedding blood; it is rather to be regardecmaly a second crop from the victorious
events in his preceding campaigns. It is not omllg prash, and presumptuous Generals who
have sought to complete their work by the greaturenof a decisive battle, but also fortunate
ones as well; and we may rest satisfied with trsaan which they have thus given to this vast
question.

Let us not hear of Generals who conquer withoubdidted. If a bloody slaughter is a
horrible sight, then that is a ground for payingrencespect to War, but not for making the
sword we wear blunter and blunter by degrees freatirigs of humanity, until some one steps
in with one that is sharp and lops off the arm fraun body.

We look upon a great battle as a principal decjslut certainly not as the only one
necessary for a War or a campaign. Instances otat ¢pattle deciding a whole campaign,
have been frequent only in modern times, those whave decided a whole War, belong to
the class of rare exceptions.

A decision which is brought about by a great batpends naturally not on the battle itself,
that is on the mass of combatants engaged indtparthe intensity of the victory, but also on
a number of other relations between the militargds opposed to each other, and between the
States to which these forces belong. But at theestgme that the principal mass of the force
available is brought to the great duel, a greatsitet is also brought on, the extent of which
may perhaps be foreseen in many respects, though ath, and which although not the only
one, still is the FIRST decision, and as such, &asinfluence on those which succeed.
Therefore a deliberately planned great battle, raieg to its relations, is more or less, but
always in some degree, to be regarded as the tpawldans and central point of the whole
system. The more a General takes the field inrtiegpirit of War as well as of every contest,
with the feeling and the idea, that is the conuittithat he must and will conquer, the more he
will strive to throw every weight into the scale the first battle, hope and strive to win
everything by it. Buonaparte hardly ever enterednupg War without thinking of conquering
his enemy at once in the first battle,(*) and Fredkethe Great, although in a more limited
sphere, and with interests of less magnitude &esthought the same when, at the head
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small Army, he sought to disengage his rear from Russians or the Federal Imperial

Army.
(*) This was Moltke's essential idea in his pr eparations for
the War of 1870. See his secret memorandum iss ued to G.0.C.s
on May 7. 1870, pointing to a battle on the Up per Saar as

his primary purpose.—EDITOR.

The decision which is given by the great battlgedwls, we have said, partly on the battle
itself, that is on the number of troops engaged,@artly on the magnitude of the success.

How the General may increase its importance ineesip the first point is evident in itself
and we shall merely observe that according tortiportance of the great battle, the number of
cases which are decided along with it increases tlzat therefore Generals who, confident in
themselves have been lovers of great decisiong hlvays managed to make use of the
greater part of their troops in it without neglagtion that account essential points elsewhere.

As regards the consequences or speaking more tiprilee effectiveness of a victory, that
depends chiefly on four points:

1. On the tactical form adopted as the order dfdat
2. On the nature of the country.

3. On the relative proportions of the three arms.

4. On the relative strength of the two Armies.

A battle with parallel fronts and without any actiagainst a flank will seldom yield as great
success as one in which the defeated Army hasthessd, or compelled to change front more
or less. In a broken or hilly country the successeslikewise smaller, because the power of
the blow is everywhere less.

If the cavalry of the vanquished is equal or supeio that of the victor, then the effects of
the pursuit are diminished, and by that great gfttie results of victory are lost.

Finally it is easy to understand that if superionters are on the side of the conqueror, and
he uses his advantage in that respect to turnléimé of his adversary, or compel him to
change front, greater results will follow thanh&tconqueror had been weaker in numbers than
the vanquished. The battle of Leuthen may certadielyquoted as a practical refutation of this
principle, but we beg permission for once to saytmiie otherwise do not like, NO RULE
WITHOUT AN EXCEPTION.

In all these ways, therefore, the Commander hasnbens of giving his battle a decisive
character; certainly he thus exposes himself tinareased amount of danger, but his whole
line of action is subject to that dynamic law of tmoral world.

There is then nothing in War which can be put imparison with the great battle in point of
importance, AND THE ACME OF STRATEGIC ABILITY IS @PLAYED IN THE
PROVISION OF MEANS FOR THIS GREAT EVENT, IN THE SKFUL
DETERMINATION OF PLACE AND TIME, AND DIRECTION OF ROOPS, AND ITS
THE GOOD USE MADE OF SUCCESS.

But it does not follow from the importance of thebings that they must be of a very
complicated and recondite nature; all is here rathmple, the art of combination by no means
great; but there is great need of quickness ininglgf circumstances, need of energy, steady
resolution, a youthful spirit of enterprise—herajaalities, to which we shall often have to
refer. There is, therefore, but little wanted heféhat which can be taught by books and there
is much that, if it can be taught at all, must camehe General through some other medium
than printer's type.

The impulse towards a great battle, the voluntanye progress to it, must proceed from a
feeling of innate power and a clear sense of tlvessity; in other words, it must proceed from
inborn courage and from perceptions sharpened iacbwith the higher interests of life.

Great examples are the best teachers, but it taickyra misfortune if a cloud of theoretical
prejudices comes between, for even the sunbearefrizcted and tinted by the clouds. To
destroy such prejudices, which many a time rise spréad themselves like a miasma, is an
imperative duty of theory, for the misbegotten pfisg of human reason can also be in 1
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destroyed by pure reason.

CHAPTER Xll. STRATEGIC MEANS OF UTILISING VICTORY

THE more difficult part, viz., that of perfectly gwaring the victory, is a silent service of
which the merit belongs to Strategy and yet foraluhit is hardly sufficiently commended. It
appears brilliant and full of renown by turninggood account a victory gained.

What may be the special object of a battle, hoiw @onnected with the whole system of a
War, whither the career of victory may lead acaogdio the nature of circumstances, where its
culminating-point lies—all these are things which shall not enter upon until hereafter. But
under any conceivable circumstances the fact hgidsl, that without a pursuit no victory can
have a great effect, and that, however short theecaf victory may be, it must always lead
beyond the first steps in pursuit; and in ordeavoid the frequent repetition of this, we shall
now dwell for a moment on this necessary supplemgwictory in general.

The pursuit of a beaten Army commences at the mothah Army, giving up the combat,
leaves its position; all previous movements in dimection and another belong not to that but
to the progress of the battle itself. Usually vigtat the moment here described, even if it is
certain, is still as yet small and weak in its pndipns, and would not rank as an event of any
great positive advantage if not completed by aption the first day. Then it is mostly, as we
have before said, that the trophies which give tautze to the victory begin to be gathered up.
Of this pursuit we shall speak in the next place.

Usually both sides come into action with their pbgk powers considerably deteriorated,
for the movements immediately preceding have gdlgethe character of very urgent
circumstances. The efforts which the forging outaofgreat combat costs, complete the
exhaustion; from this it follows that the victorBparty is very little less disorganised and out
of his original formation than the vanquished, simerefore requires time to reform, to collect
stragglers, and issue fresh ammunition to those arkowithout. All these things place the
conqueror himself in the state of crisis of which fhave already spoken. If now the defeated
force is only a detached portion of the enemy's YAror if it has otherwise to expect a
considerable reinforcement, then the conqueror gesily run into the obvious danger of
having to pay dear for his victory, and this coesidion, in such a case, very soon puts an end
to pursuit, or at least restricts it materially.eBvwhen a strong accession of force by the
enemy is not to be feared, the conqueror findsénabove circumstances a powerful check to
the vivacity of his pursuit. There is no reasoffetar that the victory will be snatched away, but
adverse combats are still possible, and may dimithie advantages which up to the present
have been gained. Moreover, at this moment the eviw@ight of all that is sensuous in an
Army, its wants and weaknesses, are dependent erwilh of the Commander. All the
thousands under his command require rest and hefiexst, and long to see a stop put to toil
and danger for the present; only a few, formingeaneption, can see and feel beyond the
present moment, it is only amongst this little nemthat there is sufficient mental vigour to
think, after what is absolutely necessary at theanent has been done, upon those results
which at such a moment only appear to the rest e rambellishments of victory—as a
luxury of triumph. But all these thousands haveoie in the council of the General, for
through the various steps of the military hierartgse interests of the sensuous creature have
their sure conductor into the heart of the Commanide himself, through mental and bodily
fatigue, is more or less weakened in his naturiiac and thus it happens then that, mostly
from these causes, purely incidental to human eatass is done than might have been done,
and that generally what is done is to be ascribgitedy to the THIRST FOR GLORY, the
energy, indeed also the HARD-HEARTEDNESS of the éahkin-Chief. It is only thus we
can explain the hesitating manner in which manyegas follow up a victory which superior
numbers have given them. The first pursuit of theney we limit in general to the extent of
the first day, including the night following thectory. At the end of that period the necessity
of rest ourselves prescribes a halt in any case.

This first pursuit has different natural degrees.

The first is, if cavalry alone are employed; inttbase it amounts usually more to alarming
and watching than to pressing the enemy in rediggause the smallest obstacle of grour
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generally sufficient to check the pursuit. Usefsllcavalry may be against single bodies of
broken demoralised troops, still when opposed eddthik of the beaten Army it becomes again
only the auxiliary arm, because the troops in egt@n employ fresh reserves to cover the
movement, and, therefore, at the next trifling ablke of ground, by combining all arms they
can make a stand with success. The only exceptidhig is in the case of an army in actual
flight in a complete state of dissolution.

The second degree is, if the pursuit is made byrang advance-guard composed of all
arms, the greater part consisting naturally of tgv&uch a pursuit generally drives the enemy
as far as the nearest strong position for his geiard, or the next position affording space for
his Army. Neither can usually be found at once,,ahérefore, the pursuit can be carried
further; generally, however, it does not extenddmelthe distance of one or at most a couple
of leagues, because otherwise the advance-guartil wot feel itself sufficiently supported.
The third and most vigorous degree is when theosimtis Army itself continues to advance as
far as its physical powers can endure. In this ¢thsebeaten Army will generally quit such
ordinary positions as a country usually offers lo@ mere show of an attack, or of an intention
to turn its flank; and the rear-guard will be dilss likely to engage in an obstinate resistance.

In all three cases the night, if it sets in beftive conclusion of the whole act, usually puts
an end to it, and the few instances in which tlis hot taken place, and the pursuit has been
continued throughout the night, must be regardeguasuits in an exceptionally vigorous
form.

If we reflect that in fighting by night everythimgust be, more or less, abandoned to chance,
and that at the conclusion of a battle the reguddsesion and order of things in an army must
inevitably be disturbed, we may easily conceivertiectance of both Generals to carrying on
their business under such disadvantageous conglitidna complete dissolution of the
vanquished Army, or a rare superiority of the wios Army in military virtue does not
ensure success, everything would in a manner kngip to fate, which can never be for the
interest of any one, even of the most fool-hardpésal. As a rule, therefore, night puts an end
to pursuit, even when the battle has only beendeelcshortly before darkness sets in. This
allows the conquered either time for rest and by rmmediately, or, if he retreats during the
night it gives him a march in advance. After thisdk the conquered is decidedly in a better
condition; much of that which had been thrown intmfusion has been brought again into
order, ammunition has been renewed, the whole éas put into a fresh formation. Whatever
further encounter now takes place with the enenaynsw battle not a continuation of the old,
and although it may be far from promising absokuecess, still it is a fresh combat, and not
merely a gathering up of the debris by the victor.

When, therefore, the conqueror can continue thsuituitself throughout the night, if only
with a strong advance-guard composed of all armhefservice, the effect of the victory is
immensely increased, of this the battles of Leutlth La Belle Alliance(*) are examples.

(*) Waterloo.

The whole action of this pursuit is mainly tacticahd we only dwell upon it here in order to
make plain the difference which through it may bedpiced in the effect of a victory.

This first pursuit, as far as the nearest stopioigt, belongs as a right to every conqueror,
and is hardly in any way connected with his furtipdeins and combinations. These may
considerably diminish the positive results of aatig gained with the main body of the Army,
but they cannot make this first use of it impossilait least cases of that kind, if conceivable at
all, must be so uncommon that they should haveppoegiable influence on theory. And here
certainly we must say that the example affordednimglern Wars opens up quite a new field
for energy. In preceding Wars, resting on a narrdvesis, and altogether more circumscribed
in their scope, there were many unnecessary colwahtrestrictions in various ways, but
particularly in this point. THE CONCEPTION, HONOU®F VICTORY seemed to Generals
so much by far the chief thing that they thought kass of the complete destruction of the
enemy's military force, as in point of fact thasuaction of force appeared to them only as
one of the many means in War, not by any meansegptincipal, much less as the only
means; so that they the more readily put the swwoiits sheath the moment the enemy had
lowered his. Nothing seemed more natural to theam tto stop the combat as soon as the
decision was obtained, and to regard all furthenage as unnecessary cruelty. Even if this
false philosophy did not determine their resoluiamntirely, still it was a point of view by
which representations of the exhaustion of all pewand physical impossibility of continuing
the struggle, obtained readier evidence and greegght. Certainly the sparing one's o
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instrument of victory is a vital question if we grjossess this one, and foresee that soon the
time may arrive when it will not be sufficient fal that remains to be done, for every
continuation of the offensive must lead ultimatlycomplete exhaustion. But this calculation
was still so far false, as the further loss of &srtoy a continuance of the pursuit could bear no
proportion to that which the enemy must suffer. tTWiaw, therefore, again could only exist
because the military forces were not considereditla¢ factor. And so we find that in former
Wars real heroes only—such as Charles Xll., Madhgh, Eugene, Frederick the Great—
added a vigorous pursuit to their victories wheeythwvere decisive enough, and that other
Generals usually contented themselves with thegssgm of the field of battle. In modern
times the greater energy infused into the condié¥ars through the greater importance of the
circumstances from which they have proceeded hasvthdown these conventional barriers;
the pursuit has become an all-important businesghi® conqueror; trophies have on that
account multiplied in extent, and if there are saalso in modern Warfare in which this has
not been the case, still they belong to the lisexdeptions, and are to be accounted for by
peculiar circumstances.

At Gorschen(*) and Bautzen nothing but the supgyiarf the allied cavalry prevented a
complete rout, at Gross Beeren and Dennewitz Hweililof Bernadotte, the Crown Prince of
Sweden; at Laon the enfeebled personal conditi@iwgcher, who was then seventy years old
and at the moment confined to a dark room owirgntinjury to his eyes.

(*) Gorschen or Lutzen, May 2, 1813; Gross Bee ren and
Dennewitz, August 22, 1813; Bautzen. May 22, 1 913; Laon,
March 10 1813.

But Borodino is also an illustration to the poimtrd, and we cannot resist saying a few more
words about it, partly because we do not considercircumstances are explained simply by
attaching blame to Buonaparte, partly because ghtréippear as if this, and with it a great
number of similar cases, belonged to that classhwve have designated as so extremely rare,
cases in which the general relations seize andrféie General at the very beginning of the
battle. French authors in particular, and great isgis1 of Buonaparte (Vaudancourt,
Chambray, Se'gur), have blamed him decidedly bechesdid not drive the Russian Army
completely off the field, and use his last resemngescatter it, because then what was only a
lost battle would have been a complete rout. Weulshbe obliged to diverge too far to
describe circumstantially the mutual situationhsd two Armies; but this much is evident, that
when Buonaparte passed the Niemen with his Army#émee corps which afterwards fought at
Borodino numbered 300,000 men, of whom now only,0@0 remained, he might therefore
well be apprehensive that he would not have endefglho march upon Moscow, the point on
which everything seemed to depend. The victory tvtiie had just gained gave him nearly a
certainty of taking that capital, for that the Rass would be in a condition to fight a second
battle within eight days seemed in the highest elegnprobable; and in Moscow he hoped to
find peace. No doubt the complete dispersion of Russian Army would have made this
peace much more certain; but still the first coesition was to get to Moscow, that is, to get
there with a force with which he should appearalat over the capital, and through that over
the Empire and the Government. The force which toeight with him to Moscow was no
longer sufficient for that, as shown in the sequef it would have been still less so if, in
scattering the Russian Army, he had scattered wis at the same time. Buonaparte was
thoroughly alive to all this, and in our eyes hansis completely justified. But on that account
this case is still not to be reckoned amongst tlwsehich, through the general relations, the
General is interdicted from following up his viggorfor there never was in his case any
question of mere pursuit. The victory was decidedoar o'clock in the afternoon, but the
Russians still occupied the greater part of thiel fd battle; they were not yet disposed to give
up the ground, and if the attack had been renewexy, would still have offered a most
determined resistance, which would have undoubtedlyed in their complete defeat, but
would have cost the conqueror much further bloodsk¢e must therefore reckon the Battle
of Borodino as amongst battles, like Bautzen, leffinished. At Bautzen the vanquished
preferred to quit the field sooner; at Borodino teaqueror preferred to content himself with a
half victory, not because the decision appearedtfial) but because he was not rich enough to
pay for the whole.

Returning now to our subject, the deduction frommediections in relation to the first stage
of pursuit is, that the energy thrown into it chjedetermines the value of the victory; that this
pursuit is a second act of the victory, in manyesasore important also than the first, and that
strategy, whilst here approaching tactics to rex&iom it the harvest of success, exercises the
first act of her authority by demanding this contiple of the victory.
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But further, the effects of victory are very seldémand to stop with this first pursuit; now
first begins the real career to which victory leatocity. This course is conditioned as we have
already said, by other relations of which it is get time to speak. But we must here mention,
what there is of a general character in the puisutder to avoid repetition when the subject
occurs again.

In the further stages of pursuit, again, we catirgjsish three degrees: the simple pursuit, a
hard pursuit, and a parallel march to intercept.

The simple FOLLOWING or PURSUING causes the enemngantinue his retreat, until he
thinks he can risk another battle. It will therefdn its effect suffice to exhaust the advantages
gained, and besides that, all that the enemy caramot with him, sick, wounded, and disabled
from fatigue, quantities of baggage, and carriagedl kinds, will fall into our hands, but this
mere following does not tend to heighten the dispbid the enemy's Army, an effect which is
produced by the two following causes.

If, for instance, instead of contenting ourselveithwaking up every day the camp the
enemy has just vacated, occupying just as mucheotountry as he chooses to abandon, we
make our arrangements so as every day to encraetlerf, and accordingly with our advance-
guard organised for the purpose, attack his rearegevery time it attempts to halt, then such a
course will hasten his retreat, and consequentig te increase his disorganisation.—This it
will principally effect by the character of contiows flight, which his retreat will thus assume.
Nothing has such a depressing influence on thdesplds the sound of the enemy's cannon
afresh at the moment when, after a forced marcsdeks some rest; if this excitement is
continued from day to day for some time, it maydléa a complete rout. There lies in it a
constant admission of being obliged to obey the ddthe enemy, and of being unfit for any
resistance, and the consciousness of this cannatldowise than weaken the moral of an
Army in a high degree. The effect of pressing thengy in this way attains a maximum when
it drives the enemy to make night marches. If tbequeror scares away the discomfited
opponent at sunset from a camp which has just tedem up either for the main body of the
Army, or for the rear-guard, the conquered mustegitmake a night march, or alter his
position in the night, retiring further away, whighmuch the same thing; the victorious party
can on the other hand pass the night in quiet.

The arrangement of marches, and the choice ofipaesitdepend in this case also upon so
many other things, especially on the supply of Ammy, on strong natural obstacles in the
country, on large towns, &c. &c., that it would bdiculous pedantry to attempt to show by a
geometrical analysis how the pursuer, being ablienfibse his laws on the retreating enemy,
can compel him to march at night while he takesrbi&. But nevertheless it is true and
practicable that marches in pursuit may be so gdras to have this tendency, and that the
efficacy of the pursuit is very much enchancedehgr If this is seldom attended to in the
execution, it is because such a procedure is miffieutt for the pursuing Army, than a
regular adherence to ordinary marches in the daytiro start in good time in the morning, to
encamp at mid-day, to occupy the rest of the dagraviding for the ordinary wants of the
Army, and to use the night for repose, is a muchiemamnvenient method than to regulate
one's movements exactly according to those of tleeng, therefore to determine nothing till
the last moment, to start on the march, sometimésel morning, sometimes in the evening, to
be always for several hours in the presence oftiemy, and exchanging cannon shots with
him, and keeping up skirmishing fire, to plan manoes to turn him, in short, to make the
whole outlay of tactical means which such a couesglers necessary. All that naturally bears
with a heavy weight on the pursuing Army, and inrWWehere there are so many burdens to be
borne, men are always inclined to strip off thod@clv do not seem absolutely necessary.
These observations are true, whether applied tbaerrmy or as in the more usual case, to a
strong advance-guard. For the reasons just mentjaihés second method of pursuit, this
continued pressing of the enemy pursued is ratlrareaoccurrence; even Buonaparte in his
Russian campaign, 1812, practised it but littler flbe reasons here apparent, that the
difficulties and hardships of this campaign, alseddreatened his Army with destruction
before it could reach its object; on the other hahd French in their other campaigns have
distinguished themselves by their energy in thistpalso.

Lastly, the third and most effectual form of putdsj the parallel march to the immediate
object of the retreat.

Every defeated Army will naturally have behindat,a greater or less distance, some point,
the attainment of which is the first purpose inmyigvhether it be that failing in this its further
retreat might be compromised, as in the case dffiledor that it is important for the poi
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itself to reach it before the enemy, as in the ads® great city, magazines, &c., or, lastly,
that the Army at this point will gain new powers adfence, such as a strong position, or
junction with other corps.

Now if the conqueror directs his march on this pbiyna lateral road, it is evident how that
may quicken the retreat of the beaten Army in a@rdetve manner, convert it into hurry,
perhaps into flight.(*) The conquered has only ¢hieays to counteract this: the first is to
throw himself in front of the enemy, in order by @amexpected attack to gain that probability
of success which is lost to him in general from pissition; this plainly supposes an
enterprising bold General, and an excellent Armggten but not utterly defeated; therefore, it
can only be employed by a beaten Army in very fages.

(*) This point is exceptionally well treated b y von
Bernhardi in his "Cavalry in Future Wars." Lon don: Murray,
1906.

The second way is hastening the retreat; but thjsist what the conqueror wants, and it
easily leads to immoderate efforts on the parthef troops, by which enormous losses are
sustained, in stragglers, broken guns, and cagiafall kinds.

The third way is to make a detour, and get rourdniiarest point of interception, to march
with more ease at a greater distance from the enantiythus to render the haste required less
damaging. This last way is the worst of all, it gelly turns out like a new debt contracted by
an insolvent debtor, and leads to greater embanex®s There are cases in which this course is
advisable; others where there is nothing else laf§p instances in which it has been
successful; but upon the whole it is certainly tile its adoption is usually influenced less by
a clear persuasion of its being the surest waytafméng the aim than by another inadmissible
motive—this motive is the dread of encountering #memy. Woe to the Commander who
gives in to this! However much the moral of his Armmay have deteriorated, and however
well founded may be his apprehensions of being disadvantage in any conflict with the
enemy, the evil will only be made worse by too ansly avoiding every possible risk of
collision. Buonaparte in 1813 would never have gtdwver the Rhine with him the 30,000 or
40,000 men who remained after the battle of Hamaifi,bie had avoided that battle and tried
to pass the Rhine at Mannheim or Coblenz. It i$ ysmeans of small combats carefully
prepared and executed, and in which the defeatayg laeing on the defensive, has always the
assistance of the ground—it is just by these thatrhoral strength of the Army can first be

resuscitated.
(*) At Hanau (October 30, 1813), the Bavarians some 50,000
strong threw themselves across the line of Nap oleon's
retreat from Leipsic. By a masterly use of its artillery the
French tore the Bavarians asunder and marched on over their

bodies.—EDITOR.

The beneficial effect of the smallest successesdeedible; but with most Generals the
adoption of this plan implies great self-commanide Bther way, that of evading all encounter,
appears at first so much easier, that there idualgreference for its adoption. It is therefore
usually just this system of evasion which bestnpmtes the view of the pursuer, and often
ends with the complete downfall of the pursued;mest, however, recollect here that we are
speaking of a whole Army, not of a single Divisiavhich, having been cut off, is seeking to
join the main Army by making a de'tour; in such ase& circumstances are different, and
success is not uncommon. But there is one condiéiguisite to the success of this race of two
Corps for an object, which is that a Division o thursuing army should follow by the same
road which the pursued has taken, in order to pjlstragglers, and keep up the impression
which the presence of the enemy never fails to mBkeecher neglected this in his, in other
respects unexceptionable, pursuit after La BellmAde.

Such marches tell upon the pursuer as well asuhgupd, and they are not advisable if the
enemy's Army rallies itself upon another consideraime; if it has a distinguished General at
its head, and if its destruction is not already |vpekpared. But when this means can be
adopted, it acts also like a great mechanical powbe losses of the beaten Army from
sickness and fatigue are on such a disproportistate, the spirit of the Army is so weakened
and lowered by the constant solicitude about impenduin, that at last anything like a well
organised stand is out of the question; every taydands of prisoners fall into the enemy's
hands without striking a blow. In such a seasonawfiplete good fortune, the conqueror need
not hesitate about dividing his forces in ordedtaw into the vortex of destruction everyth
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within reach of his Army, to cut off detachments take fortresses unprepared for defence,
to occupy large towns, &c. &c. He may do anythingilua new state of things arises, and the
more he ventures in this way the longer will ithefore that change will take place. There is
no want of examples of brilliant results from graddcisive victories, and of great and
vigorous pursuits in the wars of Buonaparte. Wedrady quote Jena 1806, Ratisbonne 1809,
Leipsic 1813, and Belle- Alliance 1815.

CHAPTER XIll. RETREAT AFTER A LOST BATTLE

IN a lost battle the power of an Army is brokene timoral to a greater degree than the
physical. A second battle unless fresh favourabtimstances come into play, would lead to
a complete defeat, perhaps, to destruction. Tha msilitary axiom. According to the usual
course the retreat is continued up to that poinerelthe equilibrium of forces is restored,
either by reinforcements, or by the protection tbrsg fortresses, or by great defensive
positions afforded by the country, or by a sepamatf the enemy's force. The magnitude of
the losses sustained, the extent of the defeatstbutnore the character of the enemy, will
bring nearer or put off the instant of this equilim. How many instances may be found of a
beaten Army rallied again at a short distance, authits circumstances having altered in any
way since the battle. The cause of this may beettrac the moral weakness of the adversary,
or to the preponderance gained in the battle neingabeen sufficient to make lasting
impression.

To profit by this weakness or mistake of the enenwy,to yield one inch breadth more than
the pressure of circumstances demands, but abbvkirads, in order to keep up the moral
forces to as advantageous a point as possiblewarstreat, offering incessant resistance, and
bold courageous counterstrokes, whenever the eserks to gain any excessive advantages,
are absolutely necessary. Retreats of great Geremal of Armies inured to War have always
resembled the retreat of a wounded lion, suchnidpubtedly, also the best theory.

It is true that at the moment of quitting a dangerposition we have often seen trifling
formalities observed which caused a waste of tene, were, therefore, attended with danger,
whilst in such cases everything depends on getting of the place speedily. Practised
Generals reckon this maxim a very important oné.dBich cases must not be confounded with
a general retreat after a lost battle. Whoever thigrks by a few rapid marches to gain a start,
and more easily to recover a firm standing, commiggeat error. The first movements should
be as small as possible, and it is a maxim in gémet to suffer ourselves to be dictated to by
the enemy. This maxim cannot be followed withouwiddly fighting with the enemy at our
heels, but the gain is worth the sacrifice; withibute get into an accelerated pace which soon
turns into a headlong rush, and costs merely aggters more men than rear-guard combats,
and besides that extinguishes the last remnantepirit of resistance.

A strong rear-guard composed of picked troops, camtted by the bravest General, and
supported by the whole Army at critical momentscaaeful utilisation of ground, strong
ambuscades wherever the boldness of the enemy&n@ehguard, and the ground, afford
opportunity; in short, the preparation and the esysof regular small battles,—these are the
means of following this principle.

The difficulties of a retreat are naturally greaterless according as the battle has been
fought under more or less favourable circumstareed,according as it has been more or less
obstinately contested. The battle of Jena and Lie-Bdliance show how impossible anything
like a regular retreat may become, if the last isarsed up against a powerful enemy.

Now and again it has been suggested(*) to dividetfe purpose of retreating, therefore to
retreat in separate divisions or even eccentric&lych a separation as is made merely for
convenience, and along with which concentratedaatontinues possible and is kept in view,
is not what we now refer to; any other kind is eriely dangerous, contrary to the nature of
the thing, and therefore a great error. Every loattle is a principle of weakness and
disorganisation; and the first and immediate deatden is to concentrate, and in
concentration to recover order, courage, and cenfid. The idea of harassing the enemy by
separate corps on both flanks at the moment whes fatlowing up his victory, is a perfect
anomaly; a fair-hearted pedant might be overawed by his enemyainnttanner, and for sui
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a case it may answer; but where we are not sutéofailing in our opponent it is better let
alone. If the strategic relations after a battlguiee that we should cover ourselves right and
left by detachments, so much must be done, as @iocumstances is unavoidable, but this
fractioning must always be regarded as an evil,\aadre seldom in a state to commence it
the day after the battle itself.

(*) Allusion is here made to the works of Lloy d Bullow and
others.

If Frederick the Great after the battle of Kollif),&nd the raising of the siege of Prague
retreated in three columns that was done not ouwthofce, but because the position of his
forces, and the necessity of covering Saxony, Heft no alternative, Buonaparte after the
battle of Brienne,(**) sent Marmont back to the Aubvhilst he himself passed the Seine, and
turned towards Troyes; but that this did not enddieaster, was solely owing to the
circumstance that the Allies, instead of pursuingded their forces in like manner, turning
with the one part (Bluecher) towards the Marne,levhiith the other (Schwartzenberg), from
fear of being too weak, they advanced with exaggdraaution.

(*) June 19, 1757.

(**) January 30, 1814.

CHAPTER XIV. NIGHT FIGHTING

THE manner of conducting a combat at night, andtwbacerns the details of its course, is
a tactical subject; we only examine it here sodarin its totality it appears as a special
strategic means.

Fundamentally every night attack is only a moreevaéint form of surprise. Now at the first
look of the thing such an attack appears quitegpnérently advantageous, for we suppose the
enemy to be taken by surprise, the assailant rigtioabe prepared for everything which can
happen. What an inequality! Imagination paints tgelf a picture of the most complete
confusion on the one side, and on the other sidea#isailant only occupied in reaping the
fruits of his advantage. Hence the constant creaifcschemes for night attacks by those who
have not to lead them, and have no responsibilityilst these attacks seldom take place in
reality.

These ideal schemes are all based on the hypothiesisthe assailant knows the
arrangements of the defender because they haverbada and announced beforehand, and
could not escape notice in his reconnaissances,irandries; that on the other hand, the
measures of the assailant, being only taken antiraent of execution, cannot be known to the
enemy. But the last of these is not always quigectise, and still less is the first. If we are not
so near the enemy as to have him completely undeeye, as the Austrians had Frederick the
Great before the battle of Hochkirch (1758), thibtthat we know of his position must always
be imperfect, as it is obtained by reconnaissangasols, information from prisoners, and
spies, sources on which no firm reliance can beegledbecause intelligence thus obtained is
always more or less of an old date, and the posdfdahe enemy may have been altered in the
meantime. Moreover, with the tactics and mode aferpment of former times it was much
easier than it is now to examine the position &f émemy. A line of tents is much easier to
distinguish than a line of huts or a bivouac; andeacampment on a line of front, fully and
regularly drawn out, also easier than one of Davisiformed in columns, the mode often used
at present. We may have the ground on which a Divibivouacs in that manner completely
under our eye, and yet not be able to arrive ataaoyrate idea.

But the position again is not all that we want taWw the measures which the defender may
take in the course of the combat are just as impgrand do not by any means consist in mere
random shots. These measures also make night attacke difficult in modern Wars than
formerly, because they have in these campaignsieengage over those already taken. In our
combats the position of the defender is more teargahan definitive, and on that account the
defender is better able to surprise his adversaitit wnexpected blows, than he co
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formerly.(*)

(*) All these difficulties obviously become in creased as the
power of the weapons in use tends to keep the combatants
further apart.—EDITOR.

Therefore what the assailant knows of the defersiegious to a night attack, is seldom or
never sufficient to supply the want of direct olvsgion.

But the defender has on his side another smallradga as well, which is that he is more at
home than the assailant, on the ground which fonmsposition, and therefore, like the
inhabitant of a room, will find his way about it ihe dark with more ease than a stranger. He
knows better where to find each part of his foerg] therefore can more readily get at it than
is the case with his adversary.

From this it follows, that the assailant in a com@mianight feels the want of his eyes just as
much as the defender, and that therefore, onlyicpéat reasons can make a night attack
advisable.

Now these reasons arise mostly in connection wilolinate parts of an Army, rarely with
the Army itself; it follows that a night attack alas a rule can only take place with secondary
combats, and seldom with great battles.

We may attack a portion of the enemy's Army witlvesy superior force, consequently
enveloping it with a view either to take the whabe,to inflict very severe loss on it by an
unequal combat, provided that other circumstancesraour favour. But such a scheme can
never succeed except by a great surprise, becaudeagtional part of the enemy's Army
would engage in such an unequal combat, but woetiderinstead. But a surprise on an
important scale except in rare instances in a glerge country, can only be effected at night. If
therefore we wish to gain such an advantage agrthis the faulty disposition of a portion of
the enemy's Army, then we must make use of thetnigtall events, to finish the preliminary
part even if the combat itself should not opentbivards daybreak. This is therefore what
takes place in all the little enterprises by niggainst outposts, and other small bodies, the
main point being invariably through superior nunshesind getting round his position, to
entangle him unexpectedly in such a disadvantageousbat, that he cannot disengage
himself without great loss.

The larger the body attacked the more difficult timglertaking, because a strong force has
greater resources within itself to maintain théfitpng enough for help to arrive.

On that account the whole of the enemy's Army aarenin ordinary cases be the object of
such an attack for although it has no assistaneggect from any quarter outside itself, still, it
contains within itself sufficient means of repefjiattacks from several sides particularly in our
day, when every one from the commencement is peepiar this very usual form of attack.
Whether the enemy can attack us on several sidés suiccess depends generally on
conditions quite different from that of its beingret unexpectedly; without entering here into
the nature of these conditions, we confine ourseteeobserving, that with turning an enemy,
great results, as well as great dangers are catetttat therefore, if we set aside special
circumstances, nothing justifies it but a greatesigpity, just such as we should use against a
fractional part of the enemy's Army.

But the turning and surrounding a small fractiontleé enemy, and particularly in the
darkness of night, is also more practicable fos teiason, that whatever we stake upon it, and
however superior the force used may be, still pobb# constitutes only a limited portion of
our Army, and we can sooner stake that than thdendro the risk of a great venture. Besides,
the greater part or perhaps the whole serves appog and rallying-point for the portion
risked, which again very much diminishes the damdéhe enterprise.

Not only the risk, but the difficulty of executias well confines night enterprises to small
bodies. As surprise is the real essence of thealsaostealthy approach is the chief condition
of execution: but this is more easily done with knbadies than with large, and for the
columns of a whole Army is seldom practicable. #hig reason such enterprises are in general
only directed against single outposts, and can belfeasible against greater bodies if they are
without sufficient outposts, like Frederick the @reat Hochkirch.(*) This will happen
seldomer in future to Armies themselves than toomdivisions.

(*) October 14, 1758.
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In recent times, when War has been carried on satmuch more rapidity and vigour, it has
in consequence often happened that Armies havergrazhvery close to each other, without
having a very strong system of outposts, becaussethircumstances have generally occurred
just at the crisis which precedes a great decision.

But then at such times the readiness for battleath sides is also more perfect; on the other
hand, in former Wars it was a frequent practicedionies to take up camps in sight of each
other, when they had no other object but that otually holding each other in check,
consequently for a longer period. How often Fradetihe Great stood for weeks so near to the
Austrians, that the two might have exchanged camshoits with each other.

But these practices, certainly more favourable ightnattacks, have been discontinued in
later days; and armies being now no longer in i kdarsubsistence and requirements for
encampment, such independent bodies complete mstidees, find it necessary to keep
usually a day's march between themselves and gm@yerif we now keep in view especially
the night attack of an army, it follows that suiiict motives for it can seldom occur, and that
they fall under one or other of the following cless

1. An unusual degree of carelessness or audacithwiery rarely occurs, and when it does
is compensated for by a great superiority in mfimale.

2. A panic in the enemy's army, or generally sudegree of superiority in moral force on
our side, that this is sufficient to supply thegaaf guidance in action.

3. Cutting through an enemy's army of superiordomhich keeps us enveloped, because in
this all depends on surprise, and the object ofelpamaking a passage by force, allows a
much greater concentration of forces.

4. Finally, in desperate cases, when our forces Bagh a disproportion to the enemy's, that
we see no possibility of success, except througaerdinary daring.

But in all these cases there is still the conditiwat the enemy's army is under our eyes, and
protected by no advance-guard.

As for the rest, most night combats are so conduaseto end with daylight, so that only the
approach and the first attack are made under amivdarkness, because the assailant in that
manner can better profit by the consequences dittite of confusion into which he throws his
adversary; and combats of this description whiclndbcommence until daybreak, in which
the night therefore is only made use of to apprpamhnot to be counted as night combats.

End of the Project Gutenberg EBook of On War, by Ca rl von Clausewitz

*** END OF THIS PROJECT GUTENBERG EBOOK ON WAR ***

*xxxx This file should be named 1946-h.htm or 1946- h.zip *****

This and all associated files of various formats wi Il be found in:
http://www.gutenberg.org/1/9/4/1946/

Produced by Charles Keller and David Widger

Updated editions will replace the previous one--the old editions

will be renamed.

s means that no
so the Foundation

Creating the works from public domain print edition
one owns a United States copyright in these works,

(and you!) can copy and distribute it in the United
permission and without paying copyright royalties.

set forth in the General Terms of Use part of this

copying and distributing Project Gutenberg-tm elect

protect the PROJECT GUTENBERG-tm concept and tradem
Gutenberg is a registered trademark, and may not be
charge for the eBooks, unless you receive specific

do not charge anything for copies of this eBook, co

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

States without
Special rules,
license, apply to
ronic works to

ark. Project

used if you
permission. If you
mplying with the

01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\

rules is very easy. You may use this eBook for nea
such as creation of derivative works, reports, perf
research. They may be modified and printed and giv
practically ANYTHING with public domain eBooks. Re
subject to the trademark license, especially commer
redistribution.

*** START: FULL LICENSE ***

THE FULL PROJECT GUTENBERG LICENSE
PLEASE READ THIS BEFORE YOU DISTRIBUTE OR USE THIS

To protect the Project Gutenberg-tm mission of prom
distribution of electronic works, by using or distr

(or any other work associated in any way with the p
Gutenberg"), you agree to comply with all the terms
Gutenberg-tm License (available with this file or o
http://gutenberg.org/license).

Section 1. General Terms of Use and Redistributing
electronic works

1.A. By reading or using any part of this Project
electronic work, you indicate that you have read, u
and accept all the terms of this license and intell
(trademark/copyright) agreement. If you do not agr
the terms of this agreement, you must cease using a
all copies of Project Gutenberg-
If you paid a fee for obtaining a copy of or access
Gutenberg-tm electronic work and you do not agree t
terms of this agreement, you may obtain a refund fr
entity to whom you paid the fee as set forth in par

1.B. "Project Gutenberg" is a registered trademark

used on or associated in any way with an electronic

agree to be bound by the terms of this agreement.

things that you can do with most Project Gutenberg-

even without complying with the full terms of this

paragraph 1.C below. There are a lot of things you
Gutenberg- tm electronic works if you follow the terms of this
and help preserve free future access to Project Gut

works. See paragraph 1.E below.

1.C. The Project Gutenberg Literary Archive Founda
or PGLAF), owns a compilation copyright in the coll
Gutenberg-tm electronic works. Nearly all the indi
collection are in the public domain in the United S
individual work is in the public domain in the Unit
located in the United States, we do not claim a rig
copying, distributing, performing, displaying or cr
works based on the work as long as all references t
are removed. Of course, we hope that you will supp
Gutenberg-tm mission of promoting free access to el
freely sharing Project Gutenberg-
this agreement for keeping the Project Gutenberg-
the work. You can easily comply with the terms of
keeping this work in the same format with its attac
Gutenberg-tm License when you share it without char

1.D. The copyright laws of the place where you are
what you can do with this work. Copyright laws in

a constant state of change. If you are outside the

the laws of your country in addition to the terms o
before downloading, copying, displaying, performing
creating derivative works based on this work or any
Gutenberg-tm work. The Foundation makes no represe
the copyright status of any work in any country out

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

Pagel37 of 141

rly any purpose
ormances and

en away--you may do
distribution is

cial

WORK

oting the free
ibuting this work
hrase "Project

of the Full Project
nline at

Project Gutenberg- ti

Gutenberg-tm
nderstand, agree to
ectual property

ee to abide by all
nd return or destroy

tm electronic works in your possession.

to a Project

0 be bound by the
om the person or
agraph 1.E.8.

. It may only be

work by people who

There are a few

tm electronic works

agreement. See

can do with Project
agreement

enberg- tm electronic

tion ("the Foundation"
ection of Project
vidual works in the
tates. If an

ed States and you are
ht to prevent you from
eating derivative

o Project Gutenberg
ort the Project
ectronic works by

tm works in compliance with the terms of
tm name associated with

this agreement by
hed full Project
ge with others.

located also govern
most countries are in
United States, check
f this agreement

, distributing or

other Project
ntations concerning
side the United

01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\

States.
1.E. Unless you have removed all references to Pro

1.E.1. The following sentence, with active links t
access to, the full Project Gutenberg-

whenever any copy of a Project Gutenberg-
phrase "Project Gutenberg" appears, or with which t
Gutenberg" is associated) is accessed, displayed, p
copied or distributed:

This eBook is for the use of anyone anywhere at no
almost no restrictions whatsoever. You may copy it
re-use it under the terms of the Project Gutenberg
with this eBook or online at www.gutenberg.org

1.E.2. If an individual Project Gutenberg-

from the public domain (does not contain a notice i
posted with permission of the copyright holder), th
and distributed to anyone in the United States with
or charges. If you are redistributing or providing
with the phrase "Project Gutenberg" associated with
work, you must comply either with the requirements
through 1.E.7 or obtain permission for the use of t
Project Gutenberg-tm trademark as set forth in para
1.E.9.

1.E.3. If an individual Project Gutenberg-
with the permission of the copyright holder, your u

must comply with both paragraphs 1.E.1 through 1.E.

terms imposed by the copyright holder. Additional
to the Project Gutenberg-tm License for all works p
permission of the copyright holder found at the beg

1.E.4. Do not unlink or detach or remove the full
License terms from this work, or any files containi
work or any other work associated with Project Gute

1.E.5. Do not copy, display, perform, distribute o
electronic work, or any part of this electronic wor
prominently displaying the sentence set forth in pa
active links or immediate access to the full terms
Gutenberg-tm License.

1.E.6. You may convert to and distribute this work
compressed, marked up, nonproprietary or proprietar
word processing or hypertext form. However, if you
distribute copies of a Project Gutenberg-

"Plain Vanilla ASCII" or other format used in the o
posted on the official Project Gutenberg-

you must, at no additional cost, fee or expense to
copy, a means of exporting a copy, or a means of ob
request, of the work in its original "Plain Vanilla
form. Any alternate format must include the full P
License as specified in paragraph 1.E.1.

1.E.7. Do not charge a fee for access to, viewing,
performing, copying or distributing any Project Gut
unless you comply with paragraph 1.E.8 or 1.E.9.

1.E.8. You may charge a reasonable fee for copies
access to or distributing Project Gutenberg-
that

- You pay a royalty fee of 20% of the gross profits
the use of Project Gutenberg-tm works calculat
you already use to calculate your applicable t
owed to the owner of the Project Gutenberg-tm
has agreed to donate royalties under this para
Project Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundation.

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

Pagel3¢€ of 141

ject Gutenberg:

0, or other immediate

tm License must appear prominently

tm work (any work on which the
he phrase "Project
erformed, viewed,

cost and with
, give it away or
License included

tm electronic work is derived
ndicating that it is
e work can be copied
out paying any fees
access to a work
or appearing on the
of paragraphs 1.E.1
he work and the
graphs 1.E.8 or

tm electronic work is posted
se and distribution
7 and any additional
terms will be linked
osted with the
inning of this work.

Project Gutenberg- tm
ng a part of this
nberg-tm.

r redistribute this
k, without

ragraph 1.E.1 with
of the Project

in any binary,
y form, including any
provide access to or
tm work in a format other than
fficial version
tm web site (www.gutenberg.org),
the user, provide a
taining a copy upon
ASCII" or other
roject Gutenberg-tm

displaying,
enberg-tm works

of or providing
tm electronic works provided

you derive from
ed using the method
axes. The feeis
trademark, but he
graph to the

Royalty payments

01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\

must be paid within 60 days following each dat
prepare (or are legally required to prepare) y
returns. Royalty payments should be clearly m
sent to the Project Gutenberg Literary Archive
address specified in Section 4, "Information a
the Project Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundat

- You provide a full refund of any money paid by a
you in writing (or by e-mail) within 30 days o
does not agree to the terms of the full Projec
License. You must require such a user to retu
destroy all copies of the works possessed in a
and discontinue all use of and all access to o
Project Gutenberg-tm works.

- You provide, in accordance with paragraph 1.F.3, a
money paid for a work or a replacement copy, i
electronic work is discovered and reported to
of receipt of the work.

- You comply with all other terms of this agreement
distribution of Project Gutenberg-tm works.

1.E.9. If you wish to charge a fee or distribute a
electronic work or group of works on different term
forth in this agreement, you must obtain permission
both the Project Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundat
Hart, the owner of the Project Gutenberg-tm tradema
Foundation as set forth in Section 3 below.

1.F.

1.F.1. Project Gutenberg volunteers and employees
effort to identify, do copyright research on, trans
public domain works in creating the Project Gutenbe
collection. Despite these efforts, Project Gutenbe
works, and the medium on which they may be stored,
"Defects," such as, but not limited to, incomplete,
corrupt data, transcription errors, a copyright or
property infringement, a defective or damaged disk
computer virus, or computer codes that damage or ca
your equipment.

1.F.2. LIMITED WARRANTY, DISCLAIMER OF DAMAGES -

of Replacement or Refund" described in paragraph 1.
Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundation, the owner of
Gutenberg-tm trademark, and any other party distrib

Gutenberg-tm electronic work under this agreement,

liability to you for damages, costs and expenses, i

fees. YOU AGREE THAT YOU HAVE NO REMEDIES FOR NEGL

Pagel3¢ of 141

e on which you
our periodic tax
arked as such and
Foundation at the
bout donations to
ion."

user who notifies
f receipt that s/he
t Gutenberg-tm
rn or

physical medium
ther copies of

full refund of any
f a defect in the
you within 90 days

for free

Project Gutenberg- tl
s than are set

in writing from

ion and Michael

rk. Contact the

expend considerable
cribe and proofread
rg-tm

rg-tm electronic

may contain
inaccurate or

other intellectual

or other medium, a
nnot be read by

Except for the "Right

F.3, the Project
the Project

uting a Project
disclaim all
ncluding legal
IGENCE, STRICT

LIABILITY, BREACH OF WARRANTY OR BREACH OF CONTRACT EXCEPT THOSE
PROVIDED IN PARAGRAPH F3. YOU AGREE THAT THE FOUND ATION, THE
TRADEMARK OWNER, AND ANY DISTRIBUTOR UNDER THIS AGREMENT WILL NOT BE
LIABLE TO YOU FOR ACTUAL, DIRECT, INDIRECT, CONSEQU ENTIAL, PUNITIVE OR
INCIDENTAL DAMAGES EVEN IF YOU GIVE NOTICE OF THE P OSSIBILITY OF SUCH

DAMAGE.

1.F.3. LIMITED RIGHT OF REPLACEMENT OR REFUND - If

defect in this electronic work within 90 days of re
receive a refund of the money (if any) you paid for
written explanation to the person you received the
received the work on a physical medium, you must re
your written explanation. The person or entity tha
the defective work may elect to provide a replaceme
refund. If you received the work electronically, t
providing it to you may choose to give you a second
receive the work electronically in lieu of a refund

is also defective, you may demand a refund in writi
opportunities to fix the problem.

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

you discover a
ceiving it, you can

it by sending a
work from. If you
turn the medium with
t provided you with
nt copy in lieu of a
he person or entity
opportunity to

. If the second copy
ng without further

01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\

1.F.4. Except for the limited right of replacement
in paragraph 1.F.3, this work is provided to you 'A

WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDI

Pagel4( of 141

or refund set forth
S-1S'WITH NO OTHER
NG BUT NOT LIMITED TC

WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTIBILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PU RPOSE.

1.F.5. Some states do not allow disclaimers of cer
warranties or the exclusion or limitation of certai

If any disclaimer or limitation set forth in this a

law of the state applicable to this agreement, the
interpreted to make the maximum disclaimer or limit
the applicable state law. The invalidity or unenfo
provision of this agreement shall not void the rema

tain implied

n types of damages.
greement violates the
agreement shall be
ation permitted by
rceability of any

ining provisions.

1.F.6. INDEMNITY - You agree to indemnify and hold the Foundation, th €

trademark owner, any agent or employee of the Found
tm electronic works in accordance

providing copies of Project Gutenberg-

with this agreement, and any volunteers associated
promotion and distribution of Project Gutenberg-tm
harmless from all liability, costs and expenses, in
that arise directly or indirectly from any of the f

or cause to occur: (a) distribution of this or any
work, (b) alteration, modification, or additions or
Project Gutenberg-tm work, and (c) any Defect you ¢

Section 2. Information about the Mission of Proje

Project Gutenberg-tm is synonymous with the free di
electronic works in formats readable by the widest
including obsolete, old, middle-aged and new comput
because of the efforts of hundreds of volunteers an
people in all walks of life.

Volunteers and financial support to provide volunte
assistance they need, is critical to reaching Proje
goals and ensuring that the Project Gutenberg-tm co
remain freely available for generations to come. |
Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundation was created t
and permanent future for Project Gutenberg-tm and f
To learn more about the Project Gutenberg Literary
and how your efforts and donations can help, see Se
and the Foundation web page at http://www.pglaf.org

Section 3. Information about the Project Gutenberg
Foundation

The Project Gutenberg Literary Archive Foundation i
501(c)(3) educational corporation organized under t
state of Mississippi and granted tax exempt status
Revenue Service. The Foundation's EIN or federal t
number is 64-6221541. Its 501(c)(3) letter is post
http://pglaf.org/fundraising. Contributions to the
Literary Archive Foundation are tax deductible to t
permitted by U.S. federal laws and your state's law

The Foundation's principal office is located at 455
Fairbanks, AK, 99712., but its volunteers and emplo
throughout numerous locations. Its business office
809 North 1500 West, Salt Lake City, UT 84116, (801
business@pglaf.org. Email contact links and up to
information can be found at the Foundation's web si
page at http://pglaf.org

For additional contact information:
Dr. Gregory B. Newby
Chief Executive and Director
gbnewby@pglaf.org

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

ation, anyone

with the production,
electronic works,

cluding legal fees,
ollowing which you do
Project Gutenberg- tm
deletions to any

ause.

ct Gutenberg-tm

stribution of

variety of computers
ers. It exists

d donations from

ers with the

ct Gutenberg-tm's
llection will

n 2001, the Project
0 provide a secure
uture generations.
Archive Foundation
ctions 3 and 4

Literary Archive

s a non profit

he laws of the

by the Internal

ax identification

ed at

Project Gutenberg
he full extent

s.

7 Melan Dr. S.
yees are scattered
is located at

) 596-1887, email
date contact

te and official

01.06.201



On War, by General Carl von Clause\

Section 4. Information about Donations to the Proj
Literary Archive Foundation

Project Gutenberg-tm depends upon and cannot surviv
spread public support and donations to carry out it
increasing the number of public domain and licensed
freely distributed in machine readable form accessi
array of equipment including outdated equipment. M
(%1 to $5,000) are particularly important to mainta
status with the IRS.

The Foundation is committed to complying with the |
charities and charitable donations in all 50 states
States. Compliance requirements are not uniform an
considerable effort, much paperwork and many fees t
with these requirements. We do not solicit donatio
where we have not received written confirmation of

SEND DONATIONS or determine the status of complianc

particular state visit http://pglaf.org

While we cannot and do not solicit contributions fr
have not met the solicitation requirements, we know
against accepting unsolicited donations from donors
approach us with offers to donate.

International donations are gratefully accepted, bu
any statements concerning tax treatment of donation
outside the United States. U.S. laws alone swamp o

Please check the Project Gutenberg Web pages for cu
methods and addresses. Donations are accepted in a
ways including checks, online payments and credit ¢
To donate, please visit: http://pglaf.org/donate

Section 5. General Information About Project Guten
works.

Professor Michael S. Hart is the originator of the
concept of a library of electronic works that could
with anyone. For thirty years, he produced and dis
Gutenberg-tm eBooks with only a loose network of vo

Project Gutenberg-tm eBooks are often created from
editions, all of which are confirmed as Public Doma
unless a copyright notice is included. Thus, we do
keep eBooks in compliance with any particular paper

Most people start at our Web site which has the mai
http://www.gutenberg.org

This Web site includes information about Project Gu

including how to make donations to the Project Gute

Archive Foundation, how to help produce our new eBo
subscribe to our email newsletter to hear about new

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1946/1¢-h/194¢h.htr

Pagel4lof 141

ect Gutenberg

e without wide

s mission of

works that can be
ble by the widest
any small donations
ining tax exempt

aws regulating

of the United

d it takes a

0 meet and keep up
ns in locations
compliance. To

e for any

om states where we
of no prohibition
in such states who

t we cannot make
s received from
ur small staff.

rrent donation
number of other
ard donations.

berg-tm electronic

Project Gutenberg- tm
be freely shared

tributed Project

lunteer support.

several printed
in in the U.S.
not necessarily
edition.

n PG search facility:

tenberg-tm,
nberg Literary
oks, and how to
eBooks.

01.06.201



