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PREFACE TO THE PELICAN EDITION

THE present abridged version of Clausewitz’s magnum opus follows the text of the New and Revised Edition (edited by Col. F. N. Maude) of Col. J. J. Graham’s translation. This edition first appeared in 1908 and has been reprinted several times, most recently in 1966 (New York: Barnes & Noble; London, Rout-ledge & Kegan Paul.)

Of the original three volumes, the present version includes all of Volume I (except for the last short chapter on night fighting) and six of the nine chapters of Book Eight of Volume III (‘The Plan of War’). The selections were guided by an intention to offer to the contemporary general reader and to the student of international relations those portions of On War which relate most directly to our own time. Clausewitz was concerned both with the role of war in human affairs and with the conduct of military operations. His thoughts on the former subject are a lasting contribution to the treasury of ideas and a source of insight into the terrible problems now confronting humanity. His exposition of technical matters is of interest mostly to the military scholar. For this reason the sections dealing with the philosophical, social, psychological, and political aspects of war have been largely retained, and those dealing with strategic and tactical matters (to which Volume II is almost totally devoted) have been largely omitted. By way of exception, Chapter XXVI of Book Five in Volume II (‘Arming the Nation’), though omitted, deals with the important idea of the ‘People’s War’, developed in the context of defence, and Books Three and Four of Volume I (retained here) deal with strategy and tactics. The omission of the above-mentioned chapter is partly compensated by the fact that similar ideas are developed in the material included; the inclusion of Books Three and Four was for the purpose of illustrating how Clausewitz throughout the work intersperses military–technical considerations with political ones, faithful to his main thesis which asserts that politics and war form an indivisible whole.

The reader interested in the historical framework of Clausewitz’s ideas is referred to the Sixteenth German Edition, based on the original text and richly annotated by Werner Hahlweg (Bonn: Fred. Dümmlers Verlag, 1952). The reader interested in the works of Clausewitz and about Clausewitz is referred to the bibliographical survey of Peter Paret (World Politics, Vol. 17, January 1965).

The foreword and the annotations of the present volume reflect the editor’s emphasis on the relevance of Clausewitz’s thought and influence to present-day international affairs. However, the notes of Col. Maude have been for the most part retained. Written on the eve of the First World War, these notes present an interesting historical perspective.

Clausewitz’s notes are so designated. Col. Maude’s notes are followed by his initials. Notes followed by initials A.R. or no initials are the editor’s.

I am indebted to Professors Karl W. Deutsch and J. David Singer for many helpful comments, criticisms, and suggestions; to Mrs Claire Adler for valuable editorial help, and to Miss Dorothy Williams for the preparation of the manuscript.

I am grateful to Penguin Books for encouraging me to undertake this task.









	Ann Arbor, Michigan
	A.R.


	22 June 1967
	 






INTRODUCTION BY ANATOL RAPOPORT

1. Three Philosophies of War

THE chapter on Clausewitz in Walter Goerlitz’s History of the German General Staff is entitled ‘The Philosopher of War’, as if to say that there is ‘a’ philosophy of war, of which Clausewitz was the author or the discoverer, or, at least, the most important proponent. In the Middle Ages Aristotle was called simply The Philosopher, somewhat in the same spirit.

We now know that there are several philosophies and that Aristotle was the proponent of only one of them, albeit a very important one. Similarly, if we take stock of what has been written on war before and after Clausewitz, we see that several philosophies of war have emerged. Clausewitz was the proponent of one of them, a very important one.

The philosophy of war reflected in the present volume has had a profound influence on European military and political thought in the nineteenth century. Because of this influence, and because the philosophy was formulated with extraordinary clarity, On War is justly called a classic, along with other such works, each an exposition of an important philosophy. Examples are Francis Bacon’s Novum Organum (a philosophy of science), Machiavelli’s The Prince (a philosophy of politics), Hobbes’s Leviathan (a philosophy of society), Hume’s Inquiry into Human Understanding (a philosophy of knowledge), Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations (a philosophy of economics), Marx’s Capital (a philosophy of both economics and society). In all these works the authors sought to impart not merely knowledge of what they thought to be the case, but also an understanding of what underlies it; that is, an understanding of a philosophy.

To understand a philosophy may mean two different things. In one sense, to understand a philosophy may mean to compare it with one’s own view of the subject matter and, on the basis of such comparison, to accept or reject the philosophy in whole or in part. In another, deeper sense, to understand a philosophy means to see its logical structure, that is, the way its concepts and ideas relate to each other and how they are derived from other concepts or ideas. In order to understand a philosophy in the latter sense it is often necessary to compare it with other philosophies. A similar situation exists with regard to understanding a language. One can understand a language directly, that is, with reference to experience. A three-year-old child already understands his mother tongue in this sense. In another sense, to understand a language means to see how it is put together; that is the way a linguist perceives it. To understand the structure of a language it usually helps to compare it with other languages in order to see both the similarities and the differences among structures. With a view of emphasizing the deeper meaning of Clausewitz’s philosophy, we shall compare it with other philosophies.

It is important to compare several philosophies of war for still another reason. The problem of war is universally recognized as one of the most awesome problems with which the human race is presently confronted. To deal with this problem we must understand the nature of war. If different philosophies give different answers to the question ‘What is war?’ we are faced with the problem of resolving the differences. One way is to accept one answer and reject the others. Another way, more sophisticated, is to conclude that war has many facets, and that the various philosophies of war merely reflect the fact that different thinkers have singled out different facets for attention.

There is still a third way of viewing these different conceptions of the nature of war: the nature of war is itself to a large extent determined by how man conceives of it. It is a common peculiarity of man-made phenomena that, unlike natural phenomena, they are influenced (sometimes very strongly) by what we think or say about them. Thus the answer to the all-important questions (no longer philosophical ones) of whether civilization will be destroyed by a global war, or whether war will persist as a chronic or recurring condition in human affairs, or whether war will be eradicated, may depend in no small measure on how people think, talk, and write about war, i.e. on which philosophies of war prevail. We would be well advised to inquire into the way the acceptance or rejection of a particular philosophy of war is likely to influence the role of war in human affairs and so profoundly affect our lives.

The three philosophies of war to be compared we shall call the political, the eschatological, and the cataclysmic. Clausewitz is an outstanding proponent of the political philosophy of war. (An earlier exposition was given by Machiavelli, and we shall be concerned also with its very recent ‘Neo-Clausewitzian’ version.)

*

Clausewitz views war as a rational instrument of national policy. The three words ‘rational’, ‘instrument’, and ‘national’ are the key concepts of his paradigm. In this view, the decision to wage war ‘ought’ to be rational, in the sense that it ought to be based on estimated costs and gains of the war. Next, war ‘ought’ to be instrumental, in the sense that it ought to be waged in order to achieve some goal, never for its own sake; and also in the sense that strategy and tactics ought to be directed towards just one end, namely towards victory. Finally, war ‘ought’ to be national, in the sense that its objective should be to advance the interests of a national state and that the entire effort of the nation ought to be mobilized in the service of the military objective.

We have paraphrased Clausewitz’s philosophy in terms of what, according to its precepts, war ought to be. Actually, Clausewitz says what war is. At the same time he is well aware that actual decisions to wage war or to avoid it were often made without due considerations of relevant circumstances; that strategies and tactics were often determined by matters irrelevant to the objectives of war; and that, until his own time, wars had not been national wars. Thus the discrepancy between what Clausewitz says war is, and what many wars actually were, is not to be ascribed to ignorance of facts. Tradition, rooted in the ideas of the ancients and continuing throughout the centuries of European thought, ascribed to philosophy the task of discovering the essences of phenomena. Whether the essence was in the origin of the phenomenon in question (as Plato thought) or became manifest in the unfolding of the phenomenon (as Aristotle thought), it (the essence), rather than the accidental and variable realizations of the phenomenon, was traditionally assumed to be the proper subject of a philosophical investigation. Therefore, for Clausewitz, the difference between ‘what is’ and ‘what ought to be’ was not as sharp as it may appear in our more empirically oriented age. In depicting war as rational, instrumental, and national, Clausewitz thought that he was revealing the ‘true nature’ of war, stripped of nonessentials with which it may have been encumbered in particular historical contexts.

The explicit distinction between what war is and what it ‘ought’ to be is drawn by Clausewitz on another level of abstraction. His ‘ought’ must be understood at the outset in its logical, not its prescriptive sense.1 Clausewitz starts out by defining war: War is an act of violence intended to compel our opponent to fulfil our will. From this definition it follows logically (according to Clausewitz) that every war ought to end in a complete victory of one side over the other, and also that ‘moderation in war is an absurdity’ since failure to utilize all the force at one’s disposal defeats the purpose of war. War conceived in this way Clausewitz calls ‘war in the abstract’ or ‘absolute war’. (Its relation to ‘total war’, of which we had a foretaste in our century, will be discussed below.)

Real wars differ from abstract war, says Clausewitz, because idealized conditions are never realized. Mobilization of forces is not instantaneous; events are governed not only by strict causality but also by chance; psychological factors are important determinants of decisions made by men, etc. Clausewitz subsumes all these perturbing circumstances under the concept of ‘friction’, an obvious allusion to the analogous concept in physics, which is invoked to explain the discrepancy between real and idealized mechanical processes.

It therefore seemed to Clausewitz that having taken ‘friction’ into account, he has grasped the ‘true nature’ of real war and so made the connexion between theory and experience. From the vantage point of a comparative philosophy of war, however, we can see that even Clausewitz’s ‘realistic’ theory is only one of several possible idealized abstractions. It rests on a fundamental assumption, namely, that the actor in a real war is a perfectly defined entity called the State. This assumption is not made in other philosophies of war; consequently war appears in each of them in an entirely different light.

*

The eschatological philosophy of war comprises many variants. The common element in them is the idea that history, or at least some portion of history, will culminate in a ‘final’ war leading to the unfolding of some grand design – divine, natural, or human. Two main variants are to be noted. In one – the messianic – the agency destined to carry out the ‘grand design’ is presumed already to exist, frequently as a functioning military organization. For example, in this view, crusades and holy wars are seen as means of unifying the known world under a single faith or a single ruler. In recent times the American doctrine of Manifest Destiny and the Nazi doctrine of the Master Race were expressions of a messianic philosophy of war. In some versions the victors are assumed to be destined to carry out the mission of imposing a just peace on the world and so of eliminating war from future history. For example, most Americans believed that their entry into the First World War (and later the Second World War) would convert the war into a ‘war to end war’.

In another, ‘global’, variant of eschatological philosophy the agency of the ‘design’ is presumed to arise from the chaos of the ‘final war’. In Christian eschatology this agency is sometimes represented by the forces which will rally around Christ in the Second Coming; in Communist eschatology the ‘world proletariat’ is expected to convert the imperialist war into a class war and, after the victory over the bourgeoisie, to establish a world order in which wars will no longer occur. In a film made in the 1930s called Things to Come, based on the ideas of H. G. Wells, this role is given to a community of scientists who stop the ‘final’ world war by a tranquillizing gas and establish a temporary benevolent dictatorship which ushers in a rational and peaceful world order.

*

The cataclysmic view pictures war as a catastrophe that befalls some portion of humanity or the entire human race. The prophets, for example, who spoke of war as a scourge of God, subscribed to this view. Cataclysmic philosophy, like the es-chatological, also appears in two variants, the ethnocentric and the global. In the ethnocentric version, war is something that is likely to happen to us, specifically something that others threaten to do to us. We see ourselves as deriving no benefit from war. Our own defensive measures appear to us not as means of pursuing goals but merely as means of forestalling disaster or alleviating its effects. (The necessity for contemporary civil defence measures – blast and fall-out shelters, etc. – is usually justified by its proponents on the basis of an ethnocentric–cataclysmic view of war.)

In the global version, on the other hand, war is a cataclysm which afflicts humanity. No one in particular is held to be responsible for war and no one is expected to gain from it. A philosophy of war of this sort is explicitly stated in the concluding chapter of Tolstoy’s War and Peace. Tolstoy attributes wars to the action of hitherto unknown historical forces and declares the decisions of princes and the manoeuvres of generals to be irrelevant to either the outbreaks or the outcomes of wars. Tolstoy’s philosophy of war is thus the polar opposite of Clausewitz’s.

A cataclysmic philosophy of war underlies also some recent attempts to formulate scientific theories of war. In such theories war is usually regarded as related to certain dynamic properties of an ‘international system’ which, like physical systems, may persist at times in a relatively stable equilibrium and at other times ‘break down’ or ‘explode’, because the stresses and strains within the system have passed beyond certain critical limits.

To put it metaphorically, in political philosophy war is compared to a game of strategy (like chess); in eschatological philosophy, to a mission or the dénouement of a drama; in cataclysmic philosophy, to a fire or an epidemic

These do not, of course, exhaust the views of war prevailing at different times and at different places. For example, war has at times been viewed as a pastime or an adventure, as the only proper occupation of a nobleman, as an affair of honour (e.g. in the days of chivalry), as a ceremony (e.g. among the Aztecs), as an outlet of aggressive instincts or a manifestation of a ‘death wish’, as nature’s way of insuring the survival of the fittest, as an absurdity (e.g. among the Eskimos), as a tenacious custom, destined to die out like slavery, and as a crime.

2. The Clausewitzian Century

Vom Kriege first appeared in 1832, in the year following Clause-witz’s death. Clausewitz entered military service in 1792 at the age of twelve. According to Maria von Clausewitz (the widow), who wrote the preface to the first edition, Clausewitz began work on Vom Kriege in 1816. Thus his entire life from the end of childhood to the beginning of work on his magnum opus coincided almost exactly with the era of Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars. The intellectual stature of Clausewitz is manifest in the clarity with which he saw this period as a transition between two historical epochs. On one side was the European international system of 1648–1789, which Clausewitz saw in a remarkably illuminating historical perspective. On the other side was the European international system of 1815–1914, of which Clausewitz became the prophet. Like Beethoven, Clausewitz stood astride two centuries. Building upon the fundamental concepts of the eighteenth, he laid the foundations of the conceptual edifice which dominated the nineteenth.

The actors in the Clausewitzian paradigm of international relations are, as has been said, sovereign states which for all practical purposes can be considered as persons. This paradigm (which today is recognized by many political scientists to be a highly abstract idealization) was a moderately realistic model of the international system which Clausewitz knew best, namely the European system prevailing in the century which ended with the French Revolution. Decisions to wage war and to conclude peace were made by sovereigns, whose staffs may have advised them on the expected costs and gains. These were estimated in terms of the sovereign’s interests and ambitions; and the latter were stated fairly simply in terms of territorial gains and losses, alliances honoured or broken, rises or falls in prestige, etc., all measured by standards which were rather uniform among the ‘society’ of sovereigns. In other words, the eighteenth-century sovereign had about as clear a notion of his ‘interests’ as an owner or a manager of a middle-sized business has nowadays about the interests of his firm.

The world, then, which Clausewitz saw through the prism of history, was a ‘society’ of sovereign states, say ten or twenty, each headed by a prince with a set of ‘interests’. The prince pursued these interests by various methods which were by and large accepted by his peers as legitimate; for the peers, too, pursued their interests in a similar fashion. The eighteenth-century methods included bargaining and coalition formation (by means of intricate diplomacy and intrigue); marriage strategies (important because territories might go with dowries and could be enlarged by matrimonial mergers, and because the legitimacy of succession was based primarily on geneological lines); and war.

This international system had been functioning since 1648. The Treaty of Westphalia marked the end of the previous epoch dominated by the religious wars initiated by the Reformation. Central Europe had been devastated by the last (Thirty Years’) war of that epoch, and the issue between the hegemony of the Roman Catholic Church in Central Europe and Protestant decentralization of religious authority remained unsettled. However, aside from the ambiguity of that outcome at the close of the Thirty Years’ War, the idea of the sovereign state under secular authority was firmly established in European political thought. Concurrently, the notion of supra-national authority, which had dominated the Middle Ages, receded into obscurity. For a century and a half no one undertook to bring Europe or even any larger portion of it under a single authority, religious or secular. The princes circumscribed the horizons of their ambitions and looked only towards modest opportunistic objectives. If an occasion arose which promised an increase of holdings, influence, or prestige, they seized it. Otherwise they made the opportunities or waited for them to arise.

The wars of this period were limited in scope and were fought for limited objectives. Not the least important cause of this restraint was the character of the eighteenth-century army. Composed largely of highly trained professionals recruited for long periods of service, the eighteenth-century army was an expensive tool. If it were destroyed it could not be easily replaced. Understandably the princes were reluctant to risk large losses of personnel. The generals, too, had little to gain and much to lose from serious fighting. They were specialists with no internalized permanent loyalty to their sovereigns except to the extent that such loyalty was demanded by the ethics of their profession. Frequently generals left the service of one prince to join that of another, regardless of their nationalities, much in the manner of modern executives and attorneys who serve now one corporation, now another. Since all the generals were in that position, it is not unreasonable to suppose that a tacit understanding among them developed, so that campaigns were conducted with a view of minimizing dangers and even discomfort.2

Pitched battles were generally avoided in the pre-Napoleonic era. The object of the campaign frequently was to reach a situation (by proper manoeuvring) in which it could become clear that one’s own side had a strategic or tactical advantage over the other. Because of a universal acceptance of strategic and tactical principles by the homogeneous military community, such situations were sufficiently clear to all concerned. Hence a ‘decision’ could be awarded to one side or the other, or the situation might be seen as a ‘draw’. Capitulation was not a disgrace. A general could no more entertain the idea of ‘fighting to the last man’, than a good chess player would consider continuing to play an obviously lost game.

The ‘art of war’, as it was conceived in the eighteenth century, was largely an art of manoeuvre. It contained important elements of aesthetics and protocol. An army was judged by its appearance on the battlefield as much as by its skill and prowess. To be sure, some of the ‘aesthetic’ requirements could be defended on pragmatic grounds. The effectiveness of a fighting unit certainly depends on the coordination of its parts. This is especially true if the parts are to move in response to commands given by voice. Such commands can be effective only if the soldiers remain packed close together, whether they are standing or moving. Consequently, intensive training in close-order drill (which makes for attractive parade manoeuvres) also made sense as a preparation for the eighteenth-century battlefield. The one and only soldierly virtue demanded of the man in the ranks was obedience. Indeed, not much more could be demanded of him, since he had no stake in the outcome of the war, nor even any idea of the objectives of a campaign or of a battle.3 His ‘skill’ was the ability to execute automatically each of a repertoire of movements in which he had been trained. The skill of an officer was like that of a conductor of an orchestra – to coordinate the movements of a unit of a specified size (depending on his rank), as required by the ‘well-known’ principles of tactics. The distinction between a well-executed battle and a well-executed parade (or, for that matter, a ballet) was not sharp in the eighteenth century.

This conception of war was challenged in the last decade of the century. In the wars of the French Revolution and in the Napoleonic wars armies took to the field and manoeuvred just as they did in the eighteenth century. But the meaning of these events changed. Failure to realize the change was costly to the opponents of France.

The revolutionary French Army was composed not of professionals, nor of conscripts who had neither a stake nor an understanding of the war they fought, but of ‘patriots’ – a new concept in European politics. These people believed t hat they were fighting for something. At first the wars were fought in defence of the Revolution against the onslaughts of the monarchical powers who sought to crush it. Soon the French passed over to the offensive. Many of them felt that they were carrying the Rights-of-Man on the points of their bayonets across Europe. Their spectacular successes kept their martial elan at a high pitch, and it eventually was carried over into the imperial Grand Armée. Revolutionary ardour was supplanted by the adoration of Napoleon Bonaparte. At any rate, whether the French fought for the Revolution or for France, for liberty or for an empire, the high-pitched morale of the French soldier was an entirely new factor in the war.

Napoleon understood the tremendous importance of this new factor. He nurtured and intensified the enthusiasm of the man in the ranks by dramatic speeches and by postures of solicitude. He was thus enabled to make use of tactics unthinkable in the context of eighteenth-century battle dispositions, in which the initiative of the individual soldier played no role. Having the entire economic and human resources of France behind him, he was not concerned with costs or personnel losses. He used murderous artillery fire. His objective in a battle was nor merely to outmanoeuvre but to annihilate the opposing force. Above all, he demolished the eighteenth-century tradition by destroying old political structures. He redrew the map of Europe to suit his ends and placed his relatives on thrones with no more thought to ‘legitimacy’ than if they were so many police commissioners. In this way, devoid of a shred of dynastic legitimacy himself, he made shambles of dynastic politics which had been the backbone of eighteenth-century international relations. At his coronation he symbolized the demise of both dynastic legitimacy and of the Holy Roman Empire by taking the crown from the hands of Pius VII and placing it on his own head.4

By deeds and words (Napoleon had an impressive gift of eloquence), Napoleon taught one great lesson: the universal currency of politics is power, and power resides in the ability to wreak physical destruction. Clausewitz embodied this lesson in unifying a philosophy of politics with a philosophy of war. What Napoleon expressed in cannonades and aphorisms, Clausewitz presented as a coherent system of thought, remarkably lucid and unencumbered by the ponderous metaphysical speculations which his professorial contemporaries took to be an essential mark of profundity and erudition.

Clausewitz was able to grasp the full significance of the lessons taught by Napoleon, because his was a military mind and an open one. A military mind is one which embraces war as an essential, productive, and inspiring component of human existence, quite in the same way as a scientific mind embraces science, an artistic mind embraces art, and a religious mind embraces religion. One is tempted to say that for a military mind war needs no justification (in terms of extraneous goals) any more than art or science need such justification for the artist or scientist. However, this is not always the case. Not every artist espouses ‘art for art’s sake’ (though many do), and many outstanding scientists have derived inspiration from other than the purely cognitive functions of science. In his constant emphasis on war as an instrument of politics, Clausewitz expressly rejected the idea of ‘war for war’s sake’. However, if we examine Clausewitz’s conception of politics, we find that it does not differ from his conception of war. His famous dictum stated in reverse would express his philosophy with equal accuracy: ‘Peace is the continuation of struggle only by other means’.5 Thus the rejection of ‘war for war’s sake’ is no more than a recognition that war has two equally important components, the military and the political. In quite the same way a scientist dismisses ‘theory for theory’s sake’ or ‘experiment for experiment’s sake’. Each must justify the other. Science is the fusion of the two.

In this extended sense, i.e. the combination of the military and political aspects, war (that is, a struggle for power) needed no further justification in Clausewitz’s mind. He assumed it to be a fundamental condition of human existence. Incidentally, he also thought of war as a prerequisite of his personal happiness. In a letter to his fiancée, Countess von Brühl, we read:

My fatherland needs the war and – frankly speaking – only war can bring me to the happy goal. In whichever way I might like to relate my life to the rest of the world, my way takes me always across a great battlefield; unless I enter upon it, no permanent happiness can be mine.6

Clausewitz’s open mind was no less important in facilitating his acceptance of the lessons derived from the Napoleonic wars. Despite Clausewitz’s modest disclaimers of competence in philosophy, he was actually a very able philosopher. He grasped the relationship of the idealized model to the reality it purports to represent; he understood the continual interaction between theory and practice in the development of a science, the vast complexity of causal relations in human affairs, the dilemma posed by the role of genius in the unfolding of the historical process. Above all, he despised dogmatism7 and at the same time realized the importance for productive thought of abstract conceptual schemes. In short, Clausewitz thought like a philosopher–scientist in the broadest sense of this term: he sought simplicity and he distrusted it.

‘Everything is very simple in war,’ he wrote, ‘but the simplest thing is difficult.’

When Napoleon broke the ‘rules of civilized warfare’, Clausewitz hailed him as a genius, not only because Napoleon exposed the sterility of eighteenth-century formalized military dogmas but also because he revealed (as Clausewitz thought) the essential principles of war and at the same time demonstrated the importance of intangibles (morale, intuitive grasp of the total situation, chance), so that war appeared as an amalgam of a science and an art. This is indeed how science as a whole (as distinguished from special sciences) appears to a scientist with a broad outlook: not as a code of standardized procedures but as a creative process.

A lesson is learned most firmly when the application of what has been learned turns failure into success. The failure, in Clausewitz’s estimation, was the humiliating defeat suffered by Prussia in 1806. He attributes this failure to Prussia’s adherence to eighteenth-century methods of warfare against an opponent emancipated from the limitations of those methods. The success, as Clausewitz saw it, was the resurgence of Prussia as a military power and the victory over Napoleon in 1813–15. Clausewitz attributes this resurgence to the replacement of the small professional (eighteenth-century model) army by a mass (citizen) army; that is, by recourse to the weapon with which France dominated Europe for almost two decades. In other words, Prussia achieved full nationhood by accepting the principle of the national war.

The power of Clausewitz’s ideas derives (somewhat ironically, in view of their later social meaning) from their consistency with the new political climate engendered in Europe by the French Revolution. In urging the replacement of cabinet wars by national wars, Clausewitz was saying in effect, ‘Give the War to the People! The State is the People! ‘The task of completely ‘democratizing’ war was to be carried out a century later by the Nazis.

The change in outlook did not come easily. Opposition came from both military and political sources. Career soldiers often resist innovations, because innovations tend to make their special competence obsolete and to sharpen competition. Political opposition came from those who feared an armed citizenry more than they feared foreign invasions. A peasant with a gun may get ideas about his own place in society. In fact, the most energetic proponents of the mass army were the liberals who envisaged far-reaching social reforms as prerequisites of strengthening the nation. Such reforms were actually initiated in 1807 and continued until Napoleon’s defeat.8 The danger having passed, the reins of absolute rule were re-tightened. Nevertheless, the mass army came to stay and to dominate the European international system for the next hundred years.

Clausewitz himself was politically conservative and was probably aware of the potential danger which a mass army presented to absolutism. Nevertheless he favoured it, because foremost in his mind was the concept of the monolithic militarized national state, ready and willing at all times to exert its national will by a total mobilization of its destructive power.

As has been said, if Clausewitz’s conception of the relation between war and politics is examined with reference to the ends and means of each, it appears that the two are interchangeable. The function of the military is to implement the will of the state; the will of the state is tacitly assumed to be directed towards continually increasing its power vis-à-vis other states, hence to seek and seize opportunities to gain strategic advantages for future struggles. In short, the interests of the state and of the army coincide in Clausewitz’s conception of the state. Nevertheless, in his philosophy of war Clausewitz gives priority to civilian authority over the military. The military is supposed to serve the state, not vice versa. The reason for this distinction in Clausewitz’s mind is his estimate of the perspectives open to the military and to the civilian leadership respectively. The military leader is a specialist. His horizon may not stretch beyond what appears as necessary for carrying out military tasks. The statesman (or monarch) encompasses the whole gamut of power relations, both political and military. In this way the statesman appears in Clausewitz’s paradigm as a super-general who must possess the final authority over the general, in the same way as the general (who views the war as a whole) must possess supreme authority over his colonels and captains (who see only portions of the war).

In nineteenth-century Europe the relations between civilian and military authority were much more complex than the simple hierarchical structure envisaged by Clausewitz. However, the international system did gradually assume the form envisaged by him.

The nineteenth century was dominated by an unprecedented rise of science and technology and with it the emergence of a new dominant social class, the bourgeoisie, which derived its wealth, prestige, and eventually political power from being directly associated with the sciences and with technology and its by-products (industrialization, expanded trade, education, etc.). In the early nineteenth century the bourgeoisie was not primarily interested in war. It was not averse to wars, provided they did not cost too much and brought in profits (e.g. colonial conquests). But the bourgeoisie had no professional stake in war and did not relish the idea of donating their sons to fight for the glory of the state at a time when the nobility was still very much in evidence and largely in control of the military establishments. Consequently, in spite of the fact that the mass (conscripted) army remained as a fixture in Europe after the Napoleonic wars, the military profession continued as a special-interest group. The concerns of the military, like those of any professional group, were with promotions, social prestige, self-esteem, etc. Particularly in Prussia, the military remained the profession of the nobility. Hence professional and class interests coincided in that group.9

In the first decades after the Napoleonic wars the bourgeoisie, being engrossed in peaceful and profitable pursuits, was not favourably disposed towards the military. After the suppression of the revolutions of 1848–9, however, the military appeared to them in a more favourable light, namely as a bulwark against the ever growing threat of revolution.10 At the same time the middle classes became more interested in commercial and political goals, such as national sea-ports, canals, trade privileges, and prestige, which could be attained and kept only with the help of the military.

Militarization of the national state progressed especially rapidly in Prussia, and with it the crystallization of the Clausewitzian model of the national state. Bismarck, the greatest of the Junkers, was keen enough to perceive that concessions to liberalism were one sure way to consolidate nationalist sentiments. The other sure way was to win easy military victories. These were reaped in the short decisive wars against Denmark (1864), Austria (1866), and France (1870). With the establishment of the German Empire in 1871 the Clausewitzian state almost became a reality in the shape of imperial Germany.

Of all Europeans, the Germans learned best the Clausewitzian prescripts (this time from victories), namely that boldness, an integrated diplo-military policy, a campaign strategy aimed directly towards the destruction of the opposing forces, an army based on mass conscription – that all of these spell power; and that the fruits of power used at the right moment against the right adversary bring more power.

France, too, learned – this time from her defeat. After crushing the short-lived Paris Commune and consolidating its political power, the French bourgeoisie, like the German, entered on the road to militarization. Defeated by a mass army, France staked her future on a mass army. The goal was revanche. About that time Clausewitz was discovered by the French military and was avidly read and quoted by the officers. It is interesting to note, however, that the French were most attracted to Clausewitz’s emphasis on the ‘spiritual’ rather than the material components of military might. In view of France’s inferiority in men and material vis-à-vis Germany, this was understandable. The offensive (pictured as an irresistible shock of a massed attack) became the French military dogma. We now know the price paid for this confidence, in the vast French losses in the battles of Verdun and at the river Somme in the First World War. It is difficult for us, who have seen the ‘martial spirit’ replaced by the mechanized juggernaut, to believe that even the famous red pantaloons of the French infantry were not discarded for something more modest and less conspicuous until the First World War was well under way.

The British, too, learned. As the showdown with Germany approached, the British military bemoaned what they thought was a naïve reliance on the efficacy of international law and the inhibitions placed on the military caste by certain notions of gentlemanly conduct. Paraphrasing Clausewitz’s democratization of war in terms easily understood in a commercial culture, Col. F. N. Maude wrote in 1908:

Most of our present-day politicians have made their money in business – a ‘form of human competition greatly resembling war’, to paraphrase Clausewitz. Did they, when in the throes of such competition, send formal notice to their rivals of their plans to get the better of them in commerce? Did Mr Carnegie, the archpriest of Peace at any price, when he built up the Steel Trust, notify his competitors when and how he proposed to strike the blows, which successively made him master of millions? Surely the Directors of a Great Nation may consider the interests of their shareholders – i.e. the people they govern – as sufficiently serious not to be endangered by the deliberate sacrifice of the preponderant position of readiness which generations of self-devotion, patriotism and wise forethought have won for them?11

*

The century 1815–1914 is conventionally (and at times nostalgically) pictured as a century of comparative peace, stability, and progress in Europe. Another way of seeing it, grimmer but perhaps more instructive, is as an incubation period. There have been other such periods. The pre-Napoleonic era (1648–1789), because of the comparatively limited magnitude of the wars, also appeared to be a stable period. But this era too was pregnant with the seed of its own destruction, which blossomed in the French Revolution. Several centuries earlier there was a quiescent era in Italy, when the wars between the mercantile city states (fought entirely by mercenaries) were almost totally bloodless. Machiavelli mentions, as an example, the battle of Zagonara (1424), a ‘defeat renowned throughout all Italy [in which] there died only Lodovico degli Obizzi, with two of his men-at-arms, who falling from horseback, were smothered in the mire’.12

That era ended when the French invaded Italy in 1494 and made short work of the ‘system’, much in the same way as Napoleon did exactly three centuries later. A few years after the French invasion Machiavelli was expounding the same ‘lessons’ that Clausewitz was to expound three centuries later.13 Machiavelli denounced the mercenaries, criticized harshly the hesitant and ineffectual methods of Italian warfare, and demanded the inoculation of the soldiers with the spirit of pugnacity, self-sacrifice, discipline, and loyalty to their land of birth.

A similar reaction followed the end of the League of Nations era, to which the Nazi Blitzkrieg put an end. Again the ‘lesson’ learned was put in an almost exact paraphrase of Clausewitz. Edward Mead Earle of the United States wrote in 1943:

Strategy… is not merely a concept of wartime, but is an inherent element of statecraft at all times…. In the present day world, then, strategy is the art of controlling and utilizing the resources of a nation – or a coalition of nations – including its armed forces, to the end that its vital interests shall be effectively promoted and secured against enemies, actual, potential, or merely presumed.… The very existence of a nation depends upon its concept of the national interest and the means by which the national interest is promoted; therefore it is imperative that the citizens understand the fundamentals of strategy. We do not have and do not wish to have a military class to whom these matters will be delegated with plenary powers. Our armed forces, including our officer corps, are recruited on a democratic basis. This is as it should be, since there is only one safe repository of the national security of democratic state: the whole people.14

It is, of course, impossible to defend the thesis that Clausewitz set once and for all the direction to be followed by the diplo-military history of Europe. Clausewitz merely gave clarity to ideas and tendencies which were already shaping up. In this respect Clausewitz was more a prophet than an innovator. In particular, Clausewitz’s concept of ‘absolute war’ (the sort which, in his opinion, would be the rule if it were not for ‘friction’, i.e. limitations of time, space, chance, and human frailty) began to turn into reality in 1914. Battles then became massacres which transcended Napoleon’s boldest dreams. The formidable bloodiness of the First World War can be ascribed to many causes: the murderous technology; the magnitude of the engagements; the replacement of the war of movement (in which disengagement was possible) by trench warfare, in which opposing masses were locked in a firm grip. Victory always seemed within grasp if only a sufficient mass could be hurled against the positions of the enemy to achieve a breakthrough, as for example, in the five-month battle of Verdun. Actually the decisive victories of the Germans on the Eastern Front in the first months of the First World War were the last such to occur in that war. Thereafter the war, although approaching the Clausewitzian ‘absolute war’, lost a vital ingredient of the Clausewitzian model – decisiveness. There was no decision. The nations were bled white.

3. A Temporary Eclipse of Clausewitzian Philosophy

In the paroxysms of the revolutions that followed the First World War the Clausewitzian conception of the state as the ultima ratio, the keystone of the political philosophy of war, suffered irreparable damage. Thereafter all war had to be justified by other than ‘reasons of state’. As is known, such justifications were not lacking in the half-century to follow; but the conception of war as a normal and perpetual state of affairs (assuming all politics to be a variant of war) was never again to dominate political thought as completely as it did in Europe in the era 1648–1914, which spawned Clausewitz and learned from him.

After the First World War, the eschatological and the cataclysmic philosophies of war were in ascendance. Embittered public opinion was quick to ascribe the disaster of 1914 to the plottings in the chancelleries, to German militarism, to French revanchism, to British imperialism, to the munitions cartels, etc. There was a fundamental change of attitude towards war and towards the elites (the two were strongly linked in the minds of war-weary populations). In 1919 the slogan Nie wieder Krieg (no more war) found as much response in the German masses as Gott strafe England (God punish England) did in 1914. In Russia the Bolsheviks hammered away at the foundation of the old order with a quadruple slogan: Doloi voinu! Zemlia krestianaml Fabriki rabochim! Vsia vlast’ sovietam! (Down with war; land to the peasants; factories to the workers; all power to the councils [of workers’ peasants’ and soldiers’ deputies].) The Bolsheviks were successful in gaining a mass following precisely because their opponents, including socialist parties, still clung to the notion of ‘carrying the war to a victorious finish’ before deciding on Russia’s political future. Indeed, whatever rationale the counter-revolution (led by the officers corps) could muster was only that of ‘national interest’. The White Guardists insisted that they were not fighting for the restoration of the monarchy, nor even for any specific social order, but only for ‘Russia’. They failed. Evidently, whatever ‘national feeling’ may have been mobilized at the start of the First World War had dissipated in the trenches. The image of the well-fed, well-dressed, well-mannered burzhuy, not of the German, became the principal target of mass hatred.

Similar but lesser shifts of mood occurred in Western Europe; but they were not sufficient to ignite social revolutions or, in the case of Germany, to carry the revolution to completion. The old German military establishment was badly wounded but not killed. It retired into temporary obscurity to recuperate.

In short, while many features of the old order survived in Europe, the ‘Proud Tower’15 collapsed. The international system would no longer be represented by a ‘society’ of sovereigns and function as a game of strategy played by chancelleries and general staffs. Revolutionary ideologies (of Right and Left), public opinion, internal political strife, unrest in the colonial world, and global concepts (embodied in the League of Nations, the World Court, the Locarno Treaty, the Briand Pact) muddied the classical Clausewitzian picture of international relations.

The rival philosophies of war, the eschatological and the cataclysmic, never attained the clarity of the Clausewitzian system. They appear mostly as ingredients of mixed philosophies. International institutions of conflict resolution reflected the view that war is something that happens to nations (i.e. an aggravation of conflict in the absence of conflict-reducing institutions) rather than something used by nations to attain goals not otherwise attainable. To be sure, since ‘self-defence’ was still recognized as an unalienable right of sovereign states and entrusted to their individual military establishments, these remained, flourished, and grew, augmented by the technologies developed during the First World War. Still the rationale in support of the military machines became almost exclusively defensive. In France this rationale permeated military strategy itself (the Maginot doctrine); in the Soviet Union it was reflected in the invariable portrayal of the next war as an attack on the U.S.S.R. by a coalition of capitalist states. We have subsumed these attitudes under the ethnocentric–cataclysmic philosophy of war. Later, when conquest once again became a frankly avowed instrument of policy (specifically of totalitarian states), it was rationalized in terms of ideologies with strong eschatological overtones; e.g. as a civilizing mission (the Japanese doctrine of the Greater East Asia Co-prosperity Sphere), as the renaissance of the Roman Empire (proclaimed by Mussolini), or as the prerogative of a Master Race (in Hitler’s Mein Kampf).

Therefore, in pursuing our aim of comparing the political philosophy of war with other philosophies, we cannot match the classically ‘pure’ Clausewitzian system with other equally representative examples. The best we can do is select an example from each broad category, keeping in mind that eschatological and cataclysmic philosophies never found a soil as fertile as that which nurtured Clausewitzian thought from 1815 to 1914.

4. An Eschatological Philosophy and Its Transformation

In Lenin’s paradigm of international relations the actors are no longer monolithic states whose wills are limited only by those of other states. The main seams of the power struggle are not along national boundaries but along chasms separating the interests of social classes. In each state there are two principal classes, the exploited and the exploiters. The latter control the state apparatus and use it to advance their class interests. Note the fundamental difference: in the Clausewitzian image, the state is an autonomous entity; it has interests. In the Leninist image, the classes have interests, and the ruling class uses ‘it’ (the state) to promote its own.

The dynamics of capitalist economy are such (according to Marx, in whose theories Lenin’s philosophy of war is rooted) that the needs for new sources of materials, new markets, new supplies of cheap labour are constantly growing.16 As the industrialization of Europe progressed, these supplies and markets were sought in the underdeveloped continents where the European powers staked out possessions and spheres of influence. There the several competing – or, as Lenin saw them, marauding – groups clashed. Already in the eighteenth century, England and France fought over the control of American territory and over India. Germany, having entered the race for colonies late, found England and France already in control of enormous colonial empires; and so the pressure of German expansion was directed to the Balkans and the Middle East. This pressure (der Drang nach Osten) was a threat to Russia’s ambitions. Military alliances, linking France with Russia, Austria with Germany, and directed against each other, polarized the system. Thus when a clash was triggered by the assassination at Sarajevo, all the major powers were drawn into the struggle. This is the classical economic interpretation of the First World War, the prototype of an ‘imperialist’ war in Lenin’s terminology. The main thrust of this interpretation was aimed at one of the pillars of Clausewitzian philosophy, namely that of ‘national interest’, conceived entirely in terms of an organically unified state. What was proclaimed as ‘national interest’ appears in Lenin’s paradigm as only the interest of the ruling class and in no way the interest of the exploited class. Thus Lenin’s philosophy depicts the ‘true nature of war’ in terms of concepts which do not occur in Clausewitz’s framework of thought at all.

As has been said, the actors in Lenin’s image of international war are the ruling (capitalist) classes of Europe. These actors must contend with their own populations, in particular the working classes, most of whom have everything to lose and nothing to gain from international wars.17 Nevertheless, the actors are still identifiable; hence war is still conceived in instrumental terms,’ in the sense that it is instigated by the ruling classes in pursuit of economic gains or, at times, for the purpose of diverting the attention of the populations away from revolutionary tendencies. But war is no longer rational in Lenin’s philosophy, for two reasons. First, the outbreak of any particular war is no longer necessarily a deliberate act of a clearly defined actor. Nations may be impelled towards war. That is to say there are forces acting on the system of class interests. These forces may set events in motion over which individual decision makers may have little or no control. Second, wars may have consequences completely unforeseen by the classes in whose interest the wars are presumably waged. For example, the First World War resulted in the dissolution of three empires. It set off revolutions throughout Europe, one of which ‘went to completion’, that is, resulted in the complete demise of the old elite. Certainly these events were not foreseen by the initiators of the First World War. Moreover, when it appeared that the war was deadlocked and was draining the life blood of the participant nations, none of the belligerents was able to stop it. Such a state of affairs had never been imagined by Clausewitz.

A philosophy, like a plant species, flourishes where the soil and the climate are right for it. We have seen how the conditions in nineteenth-century Europe were just right for the Clause-witzian philosophy of war. Lenin’s eschatological philosophy had a much more limited habitat and a shorter life span. It found the most fertile soil in revolutionary Russia, where the concept of ‘national interest’ became meaningless to the vast majority of the people, if, indeed, it ever had any meaning. Bolshevik propaganda declared ‘patriotism’ to be a fraud perpetrated by the bourgeoisie in order to divert the masses from the pursuit of their own class interests, which were international in scope. The war-weary masses responded promptly. They overthrew Kerensky’s Provincial Government (committed to ‘war to a victorious finish’) and voted against the war with their feet, as Lenin observed with grim humour. The army disintegrated; the front was opened to the Germans, and the new Soviet government immediately sued for peace. To Lenin’s way of thinking the peace terms did not matter, for Lenin expected them to be annulled as soon as the proletarian revolution (which he believed to be inevitable) occurred in Germany.

Lenin was only partially right. The separate peace treaty (of Brest-Litovsk) was indeed annulled, but not by a victorious proletariat. It was annulled at Versailles by the victorious Allies, who promptly proceeded to build a cordon sanitaire, a chain of states hostile to Bolshevism, around the borders of Russia. The European patchwork of nation states was reestablished and with it a semblance of stability. The situation was reminiscent of 1648 and 1815, but the basis of ‘order’ was no longer a ‘balance of power’. It was now a system of ‘collective security’ embodied in the League of Nations, from which Russia was excluded. With the ‘final imperialist war’ and its sequel, the world proletarian revolution, the dénouement of Communist eschatology receded into an indefinite future. In the meantime Soviet power was to depend on its own resources. Since the nation state was the only known form of consolidated power, the Soviet State was established on that principle. Consequently threats to Soviet power were identified with threats to the Soviet State, and the only conceivable way to meet these threats (in the minds of the revolutionaries who became its rulers) was with military power. The imminence of a world social revolution may have remained as an article of faith, but it ceased to nurture the Leninist outlook on war.

Actually the Soviet leaders’ outlook on war had already begun to undergo an essential change during the civil war of 1918–21. The realities of war demanded the creation of an organized war machine. The dilemma faced by the Soviet leaders was how to reconstruct an army after the old army had been deliberately destroyed by Bolshevik propaganda (pacifism, anti-patriotism, singling out the officers corps as the class enemy, etc.). In theory the problem seemed solvable. The army was to consist of workers and peasants; loyalty to tsar and country was to be replaced by loyalty to Soviet power and the world working class; discipline, formerly based on blind obedience, was to be replaced by the discipline of class consciousness; the hierarchical chain of command was to be replaced by a democratic organization. But events did not wait for the transformation to take place. Men had to be sent into battle at once, and they had to be led by men who knew something about tactics and the use of weapons. Nor was it practicable to make military decisions in open meetings.

The organization of the new (Red) army was entrusted to Leon Trotsky, who envisaged it as a complete rehabilitation of the armed forces of the Russian Republic. Trotsky saw no way of accomplishing this task other than by undoing the anti-military indoctrination which had destroyed the old army. This meant the restoration of stringent military discipline bordering on terror (death-penalty for failure), infusion of truly martial (not merely revolutionary) attitudes and, above all, the installation of former tsarist officers (almost the only available ones) in positions of leadership. To watch over the loyalty of these officers, Communist party members of unquestioned reliability were installed as commissars. The extent of militarization (in the established sense of the word) of the Red Army can be seen in Trotsky’s reference to these commissars as ‘a new Communist Order of Samurai – without caste privileges – who are able to die and to teach others to die for the cause of the working class’. 18

There was violent opposition to Trotsky’s policy of employing former tsarist officers. It may have stemmed partly from ideological shock. Guerrilla units operating deep in enemy territory, not a centralized army, an adjunct of a capitalist state, were the proper military arm of a revolution, Trotsky’s opponents declared. There is no doubt, however, that the opposition to Trotsky’s methods was also a reflection of a power struggle between Trotsky and his enemies, Stalin, Frunze, and Voroshilov.

The debate touched on all aspects of military doctrine – the relative merits of offensive and defensive operations, of a professional standing army versus a decentralized militia, etc. As is well known, the political struggle ended in the consolidation of absolute power in the person of J. V. Stalin. However, Stalin, regardless of his military views during the civil war, eventually embarked on the task begun by Trotsky, namely that of building a war machine in many ways not different from the war machines of other militarized nation states, for that is what the Soviet Union became.

Along with the restoration of officers’ ranks (with corresponding caste privileges), decorations, epaulettes, etc., came the resurgence of military–nationalist traditions. Kutuzov and Suvorov, who had fought Napoleon, were promoted the heroes of Russian History. The veneration of Suvorov was especially noteworthy, because one of his accomplishments was the crushing of the largest peasant revolt in pre-revolutionary Russia (the Pugachev Insurrection of 1773–5).

After the failure of Litvinov’s attempt to weld an anti-Axis coalition, Stalin decided to rely exclusively on the military might of the Soviet Union in the pursuit of now frankly ‘national interests’. The German–Soviet pact of 1939, the partition of Poland, the war against Finland, the annexation of Lithuania, Latvia, Esthonia, and Bessarabia were all ‘seized opportunities’ in the pure Clausewitzian tradition of ‘continuing a national policy by other means’. This policy of seized opportunities was apparently resumed immediately after the end of the Second World War.

Those who see the Soviet Union as a military threat to the non-Communist world perceive Soviet foreign policy as a messianic eschatological one, tempered only by shrewd calculations of risks. In this view the world revolution has remained the ultimate goal of the Communist leaders, and they are expected to use military power whenever the proper opportunity arises in order to extend the Communist Empire. This view is usually supported by the fact that Communist regimes were established in Eastern Europe under the cover of Soviet military forces.

Those who tend to discount the importance of ideological determinants of international relations see the foreign policy of the Soviet Union in purely Clausewitzian terms. To them the Soviet Union appears simply as a ‘great power’, intent on resisting encroachments on its sphere of influence by whatever means are available, and committed to augmenting this sphere by whatever means seem feasible.

This view finds strong support in the Soviet–German accord of 1939 and in the favourable allusions to Clausewitz in Soviet military writings. It must be noted that in all Soviet writings a theoretical or philosophical bent, evaluations of theories, of philosophies, and of individual thinkers must conform (or at least must appear to conform) with whatever had been said on the subject by the Founding Fathers (formerly four, now three) of Marxism–Leninism. Thus, since Marx repudiated Malthus, Malthusian ideas are either excluded or labelled differently in discussions of population dynamics. Ernst Mach remains the archvillain of ‘bourgeois’ philosophy of science, because Lenin so presented him.19 Similarly Lenin’s favourable references to Clausewitz find repeated echoes in Soviet military thought. For example, Marshal V. D. Sokolovsky writes:

In describing the essence of war, Marxism–Leninism takes as its point of departure the premise that war is not an aim in itself, but rather a tool of politics.

In his remarks on Clausewitz’s On War, Lenin stressed that ‘politics is the reason, and war is only the tool, not the other way around. Consequently, it remains only to subordinate the military point of view to the political.’20

We must also be aware that for the military mind the Clausewitzian outlook is the most comfortable one. The professional military man is preoccupied with the problem of using military power effectively. Such power is used most effectively (and moreover is sanctioned by tradition) when it is at the disposal of a politically stable nation state and directed against other states. This is the Clausewitzian paradigm of war. Thus the Soviet Military professional finds two mutually reinforcing sources of support in accepting the Clausewitzian view: his profession and the pronouncement of the Highest Authority.

As for Lenin’s approval of Clausewitz, it probably stems from his obsession with the struggle for power. The whole Marxist conception of history is that of successive struggles for power, primarily between social classes. This was constantly applied by Lenin in a variety of contexts. Thus the entire history of philosophy appears in Lenin’s writings as a vast struggle between ‘idealism’ and ‘materialism’. The fate of the socialist movement was to be decided by a struggle between the revolutionists and the reformers. Clausewitz’s acceptance of the struggle for power as the essence of international politics must have impressed Lenin as starkly realistic.21

However, Lenin did not project the Clausewitzian paradigm beyond the ‘world proletarian revolution’, which he believed to be imminent. Nor did he envisage the Soviet Union as a participant in a Clausewitzian system of very similar nation states. Nor did this come about. Instead the Soviet Union found itself first in a position of a pariah among the ‘society of nations’, then in that of a leader of an ideologically united bloc, then in that of a rival in the struggle for ideological leadership. None of these situations are envisaged in the Clausewitzian system.

The avowed foreign policy of the Soviet Union has remained from its incipience that of insuring world peace. In the light of the all-too-frequent discrepancies between proclaimed and actual aims of foreign policies, the avowal need not, of course, be taken seriously. It must, however, be taken into account in evaluating a philosophy of war.

The Clausewitzian state, in its heyday, did not insist that the aim of its foreign policy was to insure world peace. Nor did it indoctrinate its population with the idea that peace is the most precious condition and that all efforts must be directed towards its preservation. On the contrary, the Clausewitzian state held war in great esteem and the abhorrence of war in contempt. It goaded public opinion with standing grievances against specific enemy states, grievances which would some day be rectified by force of arms. Lost territories were to be recovered; new territories gained, etc. The legitimacy of war as an instrument of national policy, and its efficacy as a means of winning prestige and the respect of other states, is an essential feature of the Clausewitzian philosophy.

The disavowal of aggressive war as an instrument of policy by the Soviet Union can perhaps be partly attributed to a change of climate in world public opinion: almost everyone is for peace. However, there is evidence that the disavowal represents a genuine orientation of the Soviet leadership, a reflection of the profound aversion to war of their population and of an intense standing commitment to build a great civilization on Communist principles. Actually, except for the brief period 1939–41 and possibly 1945–8, Soviet leaders did not subscribe to the Clausewitzian philosophy of international relations. Lenin’s philosophy was, as has been noted, an eschatological one. When this conceptualization was dissipated (in the sense of ceasing to influence actual policy) it was supplanted by what was called above the ethnocentric–cataclysmic view of war. War was then seen as a disaster that threatened to befall the Soviet Union, and herculean efforts – economic, military, and diplomatic – were expended to meet this disaster. But with few exceptions – such as the attempt to build a system of collective security against the states which were openly planning or already actually engaged in aggressive wars (Germany, Italy, and Japan), and the short-lived ‘non-Aggression Pact’ of 1939–41 with Nazi Germany – the Soviet Union has not sought allies among capitalist states. The expectation of war was based on the polarization of the world into ideologically opposed camps, not at all on the way war was conceived in Clausewitzian philosophy, namely as an instrument for promoting the interests of a single state essentially an equal in a ‘society’ of states.

In summary, whatever the reason, whether the absence of martial inclinations in the Russian people, or the peculiar position of the Soviet Union in the international system, or the ideological underpinnings of Soviet foreign policy, or the preoccupation of the Soviet leaders with peaceful economic development, the Clausewitzian philosophy was never firmly established in. the U.S.S.R. After a brief period of dominance the eschatological philosophy, in which the Soviet state was conceived, gave way to the ethnocentric–cataclysmic: now that the Communist state is stable and powerful, war is a disaster to be guarded against.22

The habitat of the genuine global eschatological philosophy shifted to China, where it now has the status of an official doctrine.

5. Peace Research and Conflict Resolution

The global cataclysmic philosophy differs from the others in that it views war in relation to humanity as a whole, not in relation to an actor, be it a state, a class, or any other power-oriented system. In this perspective, war (especially the sort of war waged in our era) loses the rationales ascribed to it by other philosophies; for whatever advantage war may seem to confer on some, the total effect is certainly negative, if one perceives it from the point of view of humanity. In principle any arrangement resulting from a struggle could have been effected by agreement (if the results of the struggle could have been foreseen) without the losses incurred by the participants. Consequently the global philosophy places at the centre of attention not the possible uses to which war can be put, but the prevention of war. The emphasis is on uncovering the causes of war and on inventing institutionalized methods of conflict resolution.

This orientation leads to the idea of peace research, a programme of investigation aimed at understanding the conditions conducive to war and to peace. This tacit assumption which usually underlies such a programme is that, once these conditions are understood, war can be attacked as a problem similar to other global problems, such as disease, poverty, natural disasters, over-population, etc. We shall examine this assumption in the next section. For the moment we shall examine some approaches to peace research in which the global–cataclysmic view is reflected.

*

Peace research proceeds along two parallel lines. One is represented by the system–theoretic approach, the other by the empirical.

The system–theoretic approach begins with some postulated properties of a system, that is, a collection of entities having a structural and functional relation to each other. The state of a system is described by a set of instantaneous values of certain variable quantities, selected as being somehow fundamental for understanding the behaviour of the system. These variables are interdependent: changes in the values of some bring about changes in the values of others. The theoretical problem is to derive the behaviour of the system (as reflected in the states through which it passes) from the postulated interdependence of the variables.

A relatively simple example of a complete theory of this sort is the dynamic theory of the solar system. The state of this system is described by the instantaneous positions and velocities of all of its elements (the sun, the planets, the asteroids, and the satellites). These variables and their rates of change are in constant interaction (through mutual gravitational attraction). Taking this interaction into account, astronomers are able to chart the ‘time course’ of the system; that is, the positions and velocities of the planets at any specified time.23 The accuracy of these predictions is very impressive. For example, eclipses of the sun and the moon can be predicted centuries in advance.

Some systems are so complex that the predictions of dynamic theory can be made only roughly. The atmosphere is an example. The variables of interest in this system are those which comprise the weather: velocities of air currents, gradients of temperature and humidity, quantities and time of precipitation, etc. All of these variables interact in ways which are well known, since the interactions are governed by established physical laws. Nevertheless weather prediction is difficult, simply because of the immense amounts of information that must be processed to ‘read’ the state of the system at a given time and to calculate the succeeding states.

Another example of a
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