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  Prologue



War is not a failure of politics. It is politics continued in its harshest form. To see war as breakdown, as accident, or as the consequence of miscommunication and error, is to misunderstand the nature of politics itself. Politics is the struggle for power, security, and survival. When these collide, when the fundamental interests of states or peoples prove irreconcilable, politics sheds its softer garments and reveals its hardest face. Diplomacy, law, and morality are the costumes of stability. Strip them away, and what remains is necessity. War is the logic of necessity expressed in force.

Humanity has long clung to the belief that war is an aberration. From philosophers to politicians, the vision persists that peace is the natural state and war the interruption. This illusion comforts, but it deceives. Peace, as commonly imagined, is not the equal condition of adversaries. It is not the coexistence of rival visions. It is the order that follows from victory—the imposition of one will upon another, the settlement dictated by the strong and endured by the weak. Those who imagine peace as compromise fail to see that when survival is at stake, compromise is indistinguishable from defeat. To concede the substance of sovereignty is to relinquish it entirely. Peace, therefore, is never shared; it is always settled. The vanquished may call it peace, but it is the peace of exhaustion, the peace of resignation, the peace imposed by necessity.

The heart of war is necessity. Leaders may speak of ambition, morality, or miscalculation, but beneath their rhetoric lies compulsion. When survival is threatened—whether understood as territory, sovereignty, security, or dignity—states fight not because they wish to but because they must. War, then, is not chosen freely; it erupts from conditions that leave no alternative. This is why wars often appear irrational when judged by cost. Empires have bled themselves dry for the sake of lands they might have abandoned, for principles they might have compromised. Yet to abandon them would have meant something greater than loss: the collapse of identity, the recognition of decline, the surrender of survival itself. Rome did not annihilate Carthage for gain alone but because Carthage’s very existence denied Rome the security it demanded. In the same way, states today march into wars that bankrupt them, not out of folly but out of compulsion. Retreat is sometimes more dangerous than advance.

Across centuries, this pattern repeats. Athens and Sparta destroyed one another because their visions of order could not coexist. Rome and Carthage fought until one was obliterated, because neither could endure while the other lived. In the twentieth century, empires tore the world apart twice because no compromise could reconcile their competing definitions of security and survival. Today, the war between Russia and Ukraine reveals the same law. Russia sees Ukraine not as another state but as shield, depth, and identity. Ukraine sees Russia not as neighbor but as the shadow of empire, the denial of independence. The West sees the outcome as the measure of its own credibility. Each vision excludes the others. There is no shared peace, no middle ground, no compromise that leaves all intact. The war endures not because leaders are obstinate but because necessity allows no resolution short of collapse.

Modernity has wrapped international politics in the garments of law and morality. Treaties, institutions, declarations—all speak of justice, equality, and principle. These have value in regulating disputes where survival is not at stake. But when survival enters, law and morality collapse. A treaty cannot reconcile the irreconcilable; a declaration cannot protect a state that faces annihilation. Morality and law may decorate outcomes, but they do not decide them. They record victories, they sanctify conquests, they provide narratives to ease the conscience of the victors. But their power begins after force has already spoken. The United Nations, NATO, or any international covenant cannot impose peace where survival itself is contested. They may delay, they may restrain, but they cannot decide. The final arbiter is always strength.

Wars end not in dialogue but in exhaustion. Negotiations are pauses, sanctions are pressures, diplomacy is delay. The real decision lies in endurance. Which side can mobilize more, sacrifice more, sustain losses longer? Which side possesses the will to suffer without breaking? In contests where survival is at stake, morality and legality fade into ornaments. Endurance alone renders judgment. This is the lesson of history. The Peloponnesian War lasted decades because neither Athens nor Sparta could retreat without ruin. The world wars ended only when one alliance exhausted the other. The Cold War was waged not through battles but through decades of endurance until one system collapsed. The Ukraine–Russia conflict will follow the same path: it will end not in compromise but when one definition of survival no longer holds.

War is not an interruption of civilization. It is its foundation and its shadow. Civilizations rise through conquest, endure through strength, and fall when they can no longer bear the weight of necessity. Those who forget this truth are doomed to rediscover it on the battlefield. To study war, then, is not to study chaos but to study the essence of politics. War clarifies what is otherwise obscured: the realities of fear, interest, and survival. It strips away illusions and reveals the logic of power in its purest form. To understand politics without war is to understand only its surface; to understand war is to confront politics at its core.

This book seeks to strip away the veils of illusion and confront war as it is: the collision of irreconcilable visions of survival. It will examine history not for anecdotes but for laws, not for accidents but for necessities. It will draw from the wars of the past—from Athens to Carthage, from Napoleon to the world wars—and from the wars of the present—above all, the struggle between Russia and Ukraine—to reveal the universal truths that govern conflict. It will argue that wars erupt not from misunderstanding but from necessity, that peace is not compromise but the victory of one vision of survival over another, that alliances support only within the limits of their own interests, that endurance, not morality, decides, and that history grants nothing to the weak.

Thus we arrive at the general law: when definitions of survival cannot be reconciled, war will not end until one collapses. This is the essence of politics in its harshest form. To ignore it is to live in illusion. To confront it is to see the world as it is. And in that confrontation lies the beginning of wisdom—and the beginning of strategy. War is not anomaly but essence. Peace is not compromise but imposition. Survival belongs only to the strong.
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War is not a failure of politics. It is politics continued in its harshest form. To regard it as breakdown, as mistake, as the failure of leaders or systems, is to misread the nature of politics itself. For politics is not, at its root, the art of compromise, nor the search for harmony. It is the struggle for survival, for dignity, for power in a world where these things cannot be shared equally. When those imperatives clash, when one side’s survival is defined by the denial of the other, politics casts off its softer garments. Words dissolve, promises collapse, and force becomes the only argument left. War is not an exception to politics but its purest expression, stripped of illusion.

The belief that war is accidental has always been the belief of those secure enough to forget necessity. For them, peace appears as the natural order, as if law, morality, and diplomacy were solid barriers against violence. These ideals are celebrated as achievements of civilization, as proofs that humanity has risen above compulsion. Yet history proves their fragility. They hold only so long as they do not contradict the imperatives of survival. When survival is tested, treaties are broken, laws are ignored, and morality is redefined by victory. Peace rests not on law but on balance, not on morality but on fear, not on diplomacy but on the temporary alignment of necessity. Remove these supports, and war returns as the permanent shadow of politics.

To call war the continuation of politics “by other means” is to suggest that something changes in the transition from peace to war. But what changes is only the form, not the substance. The pursuit of survival remains. The defense of dignity remains. The demands of necessity remain. In councils and conferences these are pursued with words, negotiations, threats, and bargains. On battlefields they are pursued with armies and steel. Politics does not cease when war begins. Politics is clarified. All illusions are discarded, and what is left is compulsion, survival, and will.

That is why war cannot be understood as the collapse of politics. It is politics revealed. In peacetime, states may cloak their aims in law, morality, or ideals. They may claim to act for justice, for humanity, for progress. These claims give legitimacy, but they do not change the reality underneath. When tested by survival, the same states abandon principle without hesitation. Law binds only the weak. Morality serves only those who prevail. And ideals last only as long as they do not threaten necessity. The essence of politics, always present, emerges in war in its most honest and uncompromising form.

The False Comfort of Ideals

Politics in times of calm surrounds itself with words meant to soften its nature. Diplomacy speaks of dialogue and cooperation. Law presents itself as universal, impartial, and binding. Morality appeals to conscience and claims authority above power. These are the ornaments of stability, designed not only to regulate relations among states but also to reassure societies that conflict can be tamed by principle. They create the impression that violence is an exception, that the will of states can be restrained by rule, that agreements can substitute for balance. Yet these ideals are fragile, and their endurance depends entirely on circumstances. They restrain only when restraint is compatible with survival.

The history of international order reveals this clearly. The League of Nations was conceived as the embodiment of a world governed by law. It promised that collective security, moral condemnation, and international agreement would prevent aggression. Within two decades it lay in ruins. Its rules had no force, its guarantees no weight, because the great powers were unwilling to sacrifice themselves for principles when their own interests were not directly at stake. Treaties were broken, sanctions ignored, and wars began despite solemn commitments to peace. Law collapsed, not because states failed to understand it, but because survival and ambition were stronger than legal words. The same lesson was repeated in the United Nations: an institution that claims universality but survives only because its strongest members bend or block its rules at will.

The false comfort of ideals lies in the belief that law and morality stand above power. In truth, they are its instruments. The strong define what is lawful, they declare what is moral, and they enforce both when it serves them. When necessity compels otherwise, they discard these garments without hesitation. The weak may appeal to principle, but if they cannot defend themselves, their appeals echo without effect. Morality follows victory; law codifies the balance of power; diplomacy manages necessity. None of these restrain war when vital interests clash.

Compromise, the highest virtue of diplomacy, is the most fragile of all illusions. It presupposes that both sides can concede without annihilating their core. Yet when survival is the issue, there is nothing to concede. A state cannot give up half its sovereignty, half its security, half its dignity. To demand such surrender is to demand submission. Negotiation can delay, treaties can pause, but they cannot resolve conflicts in which survival is defined in opposite ways. In such contests, peace cannot be built on compromise. It can only be imposed by victory.

Thus the ideals of law, morality, and diplomacy are not false in themselves, but they are dependent. They endure when necessity sleeps, when balance exists, when survival is not at stake. They collapse the moment those foundations are removed. To mistake them for permanent barriers is to misunderstand politics. War exposes their fragility. It shows that beneath every promise lies the possibility of force, and behind every order lies the compulsion of survival.

The Political Nature of War

War does not stand outside politics. It is not a breakdown of order but its continuation by means that admit no disguise. Politics is the struggle to secure survival, to preserve dignity, to expand or defend interests. In times of peace, these aims are pursued with words, negotiations, and bargains. In times of war, they are pursued with armies, weapons, and destruction. The substance is the same. The means differ only in their directness.

This is why war cannot be treated as anomaly. It is the expression of politics when its stakes can no longer be managed within the framework of diplomacy. Every treaty carries within it the possibility of war if violated. Every negotiation rests on the unspoken threat of force should talks fail. The very existence of armies proves this truth: states do not build them for ritual or pageantry, but because they know politics is inseparable from compulsion. Power is always present, even when veiled by law or softened by compromise.

It is a mistake to imagine politics as the pursuit of harmony and war as its negation. Politics is never harmony. It is conflict managed, contained, or disguised. The competition for power, influence, and survival never ceases. What changes is only the form of struggle. When interests are reconcilable, diplomacy manages them. When they are irreconcilable, force decides. War is not the end of politics but its purest form — politics stripped of all illusions, reduced to the hard reality of necessity.

Survival is the first law of politics. No state can trade it, no government can concede it, no people can surrender it without ceasing to exist. Dignity follows close behind, for nations do not live by security alone. Humiliation corrodes as surely as defeat. States denied respect, treated as subordinates, or stripped of their rightful place among others, are compelled to resist even at great cost. History is filled with nations
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