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In
2019 I began a 3 year publishing program that will result in 14
volumes of my fiction, inc 7 novels in most genres, & 21 works
of non-fiction covering cults, politics, conspiracies, religion,
disasters, science, philosophy, warfare, crime, psychology, new
age, green issues & all areas of the unexplained, inc ufology,
lost worlds and the paranormal. Hopefully appearing at the rate of
one a month, check out the latest launch at my bookstore at
http://anthonynorth.com or
buy direct from Smashwords for all devices at: https://www.smashwords.com/profile/view/anthonynorth

In
addition to the above, you may like my ‘I’ Series – 8 volumes of
flash fiction (horror, sci fi, romance, adventure, crime), 4
volumes of poetry & 5 volumes of short essays from politics to
the unexplained. Available from same links as above. Also check out
my bookstore for news of my books out in paperback.


CONTENTS


Introduction - Let Loose the
Dogs

Part One - BY OTHER
MEANS

The Birth of
Warfare

Classical
Warfare

The Navy - First
Watch

Knights In Shining
Armour

Fighting
Dandies

The Navy - Second
Watch

Age of
Revolution

The Navy - Third
Watch

Military
Blunders

From Guerrilla War to
Attrition

Modern
Warfare

Part Two - THE
POSSIBILITY DOESN'T EXIST

Part Three - WITH MY LITTLE
EYE

Conclusion - End
Game

Content By
Subject

Bibliography

About the
Author

Connect With
Anthony


 Introduction -
LET LOOSE THE DOGS


We are
often told that Carl von Clausewitz wrote: 'War is the continuation
of politics by other means.' Actually he didn't. He originally
wrote: 'War is nothing but a continuation of politics with the
admixture of other means.' The difference is subtle, the perversion
suggesting politics stops when war begins. The reality is that war
is simply an addition to the onward march of politics. So why is
the statement misquoted? Because his real words were not such a
good sound bite. What he really said forces us to think more
deeply, and we do little of that in war.

Another
sound bite: History is the plaything of war. This puts war into
perspective. But even though a war has stood around every corner of
history, Enoch Powell could still correctly say that: 'History is
littered with the wars which everybody knew would never happen.’
Why is this? Why has mankind forever shied away from the
inevitability of war? Perhaps because we do not truly understand
what causes war.

Von
Clausewitz may well have put wars down to politics, but is politics
a cause or an effect in itself? For instance, what causes politics
in the first place? Is it a means in itself, or a means to an end?
If we rationalize the point, the most likely answer is that
politics is the means of putting into social interplay a set of
rules and values decided upon by sovereign authority. Whether that
authority is a monarch, a dictator or a democratic parliament, the
role of politics is the same. But if we have this identical process
of social regulation, for the outcome to differ between societies,
then another factor must be involved within a culture above the
nature of politics. And in most cases, this additional factor comes
down to a book.


Consider
the simple facts of history. The Bible led to Christendom and the
Divine Right of Kings to rule. How many wars were caused by that
one? The Koran created Islam and a whole host of wars over the last
1400 years. The Enlightenment caused a whole host of books, such as
Locke's 'Two Treatises of Government' which led to the American War
of Independence, and Rousseau's 'Social Contract' which made the
French Revolution and Napoleon inevitable. And do we need to
mention Germanic philosophers Hegel and Nietzsche, whose books were
perverted to Nazism, or Marx's 'Das Kapital' and the onward march
of communism. The pen is indeed mightier than the sword.

A book
and the idea it expresses is the fuel of politics and the
'justification' of war, and for as long as we do not understand
this simple point, wars will always occur and always be unexpected.
This is because a book can only express the ideal of a particular
culture or particular way of life, leaving many outside the ideal
who will disagree. And because of this difference in cultures, not
all people will accept the authority arising from the book, making
eventual war inevitable.

This is
a sad statement of history and mankind. But just because it is sad,
it does not mean it is not true. Truth is relative to what a
particular person wants to believe. But when a particular truth IS
believed, people will die to uphold its validity. Of course, in the
modern world this is partially understood by the fact that we are
becoming too frightened to think, lest we let loose the 'dogs of
war' once more. But this is running away from the problem. Not
thinking is not the answer. The answer is to turn the dogs into
puppies by thinking more and getting to the heart of the mechanisms
that lead to war in order to break the process.


We must
get to grips with war and the processes involved in its actions.
Aristotle said: 'We make war that we may live in peace.'
(Nicomachean Ethics). One easy way of understanding this seemingly
contradictory statement is to say that in making war we are
clearing away the chaff of out of date ideology and imposing
ideology anew. But is this a process that leads to peace, or simply
a cauldron for the growth of new grievances awaiting another
ideology, ad infinitum? Most likely the latter, but regardless, we
can easily agree with early 20th century French statesman Georges
Clemenceau when he said: 'It is easier to make war than to make
peace.' Indeed, it may be so because of the cauldron I mentioned
above.

German
philosopher Georg Hegel believed war to be a struggle between
civilizations. This is bunkum. True civilizations wouldn't make war
- suggesting we've never yet made one. So is war a struggle between
peoples? No. Most members of any culture would rather not go to
war. Indeed, the populace usually consider themselves pawns of war.
The making of war is the preoccupation of politicians, no doubt
based on a book or idea, but politicians nonetheless. Hence, the
popular British pacifist slogan from the 1940s: 'A bayonet is a
weapon with a worker on each end.'

Albert
Einstein was a pacifist, pointing out in an interview in 1931 that:
'Nothing will end war unless the people themselves refuse to go to
war.' Such naivety is on a par with Jesus and turning the other
cheek. The sentiment is beautiful and I wish it could be true. But
the fact is, it can only be true if both sides of the argument
agree. To attack another is undoubtedly wrong. But if attacked, you
fight back or be enslaved.


What is
war like? Churchill gave a hint upon taking office in 1940: 'I have
nothing to offer but blood, toil, tears and sweat.' Once this is
realized, the Comte de Bussy-Rabutin understood the direction to
victory when he wrote: 'As you know, God is usually on the side of
the big squadrons against the small.' The Comte was wrong about one
thing. In war, God is on no side. War is hell, so let's not
civilize it with talk of God. But if we substitute 'Might' for God,
then we approach the factor that, for so long, led to
victory.

Of
course, this was written in the 17th century, and much has changed
since then. Since that time, the notion of freedom has entered war
and given men exceptional courage and morale. Similarly, technology
and guile play an important part, often outwitting mere might. But
such guile and technology should never let an army forget the too
true warning from von Clausewitz: 'Everything is very simple in
war, but the simplest thing is difficult. These difficulties
accumulate and produce a friction which no man can imagine exactly
who has not seen war.' (On War, 1832-4)

With
this truth we understand the fog of war; the uncertainty and the
complication. But we can be certain of one thing. War IS hell, and
we must never forget it. And of course, we cannot as long as we
read the accounts; the impressions. For as John Bright said of the
Crimean War: 'The angel of death has been abroad throughout the
land; you can almost hear the beating of his wings.'

One
train of thought regarding war is that we can reduce the hell of
war by devising less deadly weapons. As regards the death toll of
civilian populations, this is undoubtedly noble. But as for soldier
fighting soldier - never! If soldiers clash it must be clear they
dice with death; and not only this, but also horror and injury and
bloody, painful disablement. For as General Robert Lee is thought
to have pointed out in 1862: 'It is well that war is so terrible.
We should grow too fond of it.'

It is
the hell of war and rivers of blood that prick the conscience and
accumulates to the day when war may be too horrible for civilized
men to contemplate. For as Wellington mused on contemplating the
gore of French defeat at Waterloo: 'Next to a battle lost, the
greatest misery is a battle gained.' And forget not the words of
British statesman Neville Chamberlain: 'In war, whichever side may
call itself the victor, there are no winners, but all are
losers.'

This
sentiment is, of course, always abroad in peacetime.


Ideas
cause politics, and politics causes wars. But wars are the preserve
of the soldier, the 'poor bloody infantry', often despicably
characterized as 'cannon fodder.' There is a popular saying that no
one wants a soldier unless there's a war to fight, and for so long
the soldier has been despised, even though he is often all that
stands between peace and anarchy. Maligned and hated, George
Bernard Shaw highlighted the sentiment of the soldier's morality
when he wrote: 'When the military man approaches, the world locks
up its spoons and packs off its womankind.' (Man and Superman,
1903)

In the
dark days before military discipline, when it was only thugs who
were attracted to the professional army, this may well have been
true. But whilst the army, even today, can be boisterous at play,
the slur is a disgrace. Indeed, military discipline is a vital
aspect of the success of the modern soldier.

At times
the orders, the humiliation, the plainly stupid rules seem irksome.
As a 1940s slogan made clear: 'If it moves, salute it; if it
doesn't move, pick it up; and if you can't pick it up, paint it.'
But it is vital to the life of the soldier that if he is told to
get down, he doesn't think, he gets down, for it may be a comrade
saving him from a bullet or grenade.

Such a
disciplined attitude has itself come in for criticism, fuelled by
the soldier's denial of atrocity in that he was just obeying
orders. This is, of course, a cop out. For the person who thinks
that killing an unarmed Jew in cold blood is war needs to seriously
look at his morality.



Discipline is essential for the soldier, and combined with
courage it makes a soldier great. However, also vital to the
equation of war is good generalship. The soldier may well do the
fighting, but the general is there to make sure the soldier has a
plan, and has everything he needs to carry out the plan. However,
as with the soldier, history has given us some spectacularly bad
generals, prompting First World War soldier Max Hoffman to write
of: 'Lions led by donkeys.'

For too
long generalship was thought of as the game for toffs, exemplified
by Wellington's comment that: 'The Battle of Waterloo was won on
the playing fields of Eton.' And didn't Wellington also say of
Waterloo, it was a close run thing? To far too many generals of the
past we could apply the words of Peter Ustinov, when he wrote: 'At
the age of four with paper hats and wooden swords we're all
Generals. Only some of us never grow out of it.' (Romanoff and
Juliet, 1956) But what of the few great generals of history? What
was their worth in battle? Wellington again; of his adversary,
Napoleon: 'I used to say of him that his presence on the field made
the difference of forty thousand men.'

Napoleon
was, in fact, a most able general, who understood both his soldiers
and their commanders. With the former, he knew that: 'An army
marches on its stomach (attributed).' As for his generals, he asked
one question of importance: 'But is he lucky?' Recent studies have
shown that luck is really an ability to calculate odds. So here is
the beginning of success in war, and an indication that a battle is
lost or won before it is fought. In providing a well fed and
equipped force, morale is high and efficiency improved. And with an
able general in charge, his luck is transformed into informed
abilities to decide which melee can be won and which advantages to
exploit.


Marshal
of France, Ferdinand Foch, was also an able general. Although he
commanded many forces during the disastrous Battle of the Somme in
the First World War, earlier he had been responsible for the Allied
victory at the Marne. His order that led to victory perfectly
highlights the illogic and courage required for field command: 'My
centre is giving way, my right is in retreat; situation excellent,
I am attacking.' (Message sent in battle, September
1914)

Even in
modern times not all generals get it right. Two quotes from
Americans in Vietnam come to mind: 'It became necessary to destroy
the town to save it.' And we must not forget Curtis LeMay’s
intention to: ' … bomb them back into the Stone Age.' This latter
utterance seemed to define US military policy from that time on, US
air power without proper infantry on the ground, leaving a
dangerous status quo, with the adversary in place and a festering
population.

This
seems to be the central military error today. Air power alone can
never achieve military objectives, which makes present US policy
wrong. It seems too many of our politicians have failed to realize
that, no matter what the technology, in the end, wars are won by
courageous men and exceptional generals on the ground.

As to
why this has been forgotten, we seem to want wars, but when we
fight them they have to be sanitized and safe for our boys to come
home. With the latter, I agree, but if wars are still to be fought,
we cannot ignore the lessons of history. And the biggest lesson of
all is that victory always comes at a price. And it is usually a
bloody one.


This
book is about war in all its aspects. We begin with a general
history of warfare before delving deep into what is wrong with the
ways we fight war, and offering a new strategy and technologies to
change the nature of warfare forever. Indeed, the central aim of
this book is to attempt to find a way to fight war that would
inevitably make it redundant.

From
here, we look towards society and its motivations for war. This is
best done by a true understanding of a vital element of war known
as intelligence. What are intelligence services really for? And in
the final analysis, what is really behind the motivation for war?
Whether I provide the answers, or offer sensible alternatives -
that is up to you, good reader.


 Part One -
BY OTHER MEANS


The Birth
of Warfare


Homer's
'Iliad' gives us the archetypal war. Believed to have been written
by the 7th century BC, it speaks of the beautiful Helen being
'carried off' by Paris, son of King Priam of Troy. Helen's
brother-in-law thus raises a coalition force of ancient Greeks to
get her back. But little does Agamemnon know how long the Trojan
War will last. With over a thousand ships assembled to carry the
Greek heroes, the siege of Troy goes on for nine years. A complete
stalemate, eventually the Greek warrior, Achilles, withdraws. This
gives Paris's brother, Hector, the chance he needs, and he attacks.
The Greeks are pushed back, but then Achilles rejoins the war, the
Trojans flocking back, once more, behind their city
walls.

The war
going nowhere, the Greeks eventually hatch a little plot. Thus, one
day the Greeks disappear, as if they have abandoned the siege,
leaving only a wooden horse as tribute outside the city gates. That
night the Trojans pull the wooden horse into the city and, as they
sleep, Greek special forces climb out of the hollow body of the
horse and open the gates. The Greeks storm in and the war is
won.

Whether
the Trojan War is truth or fiction has been debated for millennia.
The Greeks accepted it as truth, deciding Troy was a hill called
Hisarlik in north-west Turkey, overlooking the strait of the
Dardanelles. In 1871 the archaeologist Heinrich Schliemann began
excavating the hill and discovered nine consecutive cities built
atop each other, dating back to the Bronze Age. However, the site
of Troy is still unproved. But whether truth or not, the Trojan War
tells us most of what we need to know about war.

In going
to war over Helen, the often ridiculous reason for war is
highlighted. Once war is embarked upon, the long haul with no
reward is exemplified in a nine year siege. With Achilles
temporarily leaving the Greeks, the importance of coalitions
becomes obvious. And in the Trojan Horse itself, the story shows
the importance of stealth and surprise in gaining
victory.


We
needn't stop here. We are all aware of the labyrinth, or maze. Yet
for some unknown reason, throughout Europe they are often known as
Troys. People become disorientated in mazes - lost and bewildered -
and the name Troy has come to represent any scene of disorder or
confusion. Was Homer an early von Clausewitz, very familiar with
the ‘fog of war'?

The maze
itself is thought to be a physical representation of the deep
recesses of the mind. Originally coming from the 'spiral', this
itself, can be traced back to the 'mandala', an early
representation of the journey to the God-head and spirituality
within. Yet in allying the spiritual symbolism which evolved in the
maze, and the above symbolism of the fog of war, we could also see
warfare and spirituality going hand in hand.

This is,
indeed, what happened in early warfare. People fought for their
gods. In a real sense, this was their ideal of war being politics
by other means.


The maze
could well be our earliest understanding of war, giving warfare a
deep history indeed. Just when warfare began, we have no idea. But
we can see the time where population
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