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* * * War is only a part of political intercourse,
therefore by no means an independent thing in
itself.

We know, certainly, that War is only called
forth through the political intercourse of Govern-

~ ments and Nations; but in general it is supposed
that such intercourse is broken off by War, and
that a totally different state of things ensues, sub-
ject to no laws but its own.

We maintain, on the contrary, that War is
nothing but a continuation of political inter-
course, with a mixture of other means. We say
mixed with other means in order thereby to
maintain at the same time that this political
intercourse does not cease by the War itself, is
not changed into something quite different, but
that, in its essence, it continues to exist, what-
ever may be the form of the means which it uses,
and that the chief lines on which the events of
the War progress, and to which they are attached,
are only the general features of policy which run
all through the War uniil peace takes place. And
how can we conceive it to be otherwise? Does the
cessation of diplomatic notes stop the political
relations between different Nations and Govern-
ments? Is not War merely another kind of writ-
ing and language for political thoughts? It has

Accordingly, War can never be separated
from political intercourse, and if, in the consid-
eration of the matter, this is done in any way, all
the threads of the different relations are, to a
certain extent, broken, and we have before us a
senseless thing without an object.

This kind of idea would be indispensable even
if War was perfect War, the perfectly unbridled
element of hostility, for all the circumstances on
which it rests, and which determine its leading
features, viz. our own power, the enemy’s power,
Allies on both sides, the characteristics of the
people and their Governments respectively, etc.—
are they not of a political nature, and are they
not so intimately connected with the whole politi-
cal intercourse that it is impossible to separate
them? But this view is doubly indispensable if we
reflect that real War is no such consistent effort
tending to an extreme, as it should be accord-
ing to the abstract idea, but a half-and-half
thing, a contradiction in itself; that, as such, it
cannot follow its own laws, but must be looked
upon as a part of another whole—and this whole
is policy.

Policy in making use of War avoids all those
rigorous conclusions which proceed from its
nature; it troubles itself little about final possi-
bilities, confining its attention to immediate
probabilities. If such uncertainty in the whole
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hus the contradictions in which man, natu-
ly timid, becomes involved by War may be
ved, if we choose to accept this as a solution,

/If War belongs to policy, it will naturally take
character from thence. If policy is grand and

In this way of viewing the subject, therefore,
e need not shut out of sight the absolute form
[ War, we rather keep it continually in view in
e background.

. Only through this kind of view War recovers
nity; cnly by it can we see all Wars as things of
‘one kind; and it is only through it that the judge-
_ment can obtain the true and perfect basis and
~point of view from which great plans may be

traced out and determined upon.

It is true the political element does not sink
deep into the details of War. Vedettes are not
planted, patrols do not make their rounds from
political considerations; but small as is its influ-
ence in this respect, it is great in the formation
of a plan for a whole War, or a campaign, and
often even for a battle.

For this reason we were in no hurry to
establish this view at the commencement. While
engaged with particulars, it would have given us
little help, and, on the other hand, would have
distracted our attention to a certain extent; in the
plan of a War or campaign it is indispensable,

There is, upon the whole, nothing more
important in life than to find out the right point
of view from which things should be looked at
and judged of, and then to keep to that point; for
We can only apprehend the mass of events in
their unity from one standpoint; and it is only
the keeping to one point of view that guards us

from inconsistency.
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If, therefore, in drawing up a plan of a War, it
is not allowable to have a two-fold or three-fold
point of view, from which things may be looked
at, now with the eve of a soldier, then with that of
an administrator, and then again with that of a
politician, etc., then the next question is, whether
policy is necessarily paramount and everyvthing
else subordinate to it.

That policy unites in itself, and reconciles all
the interests of internal administrations, even
those of humanity, and whatever else are ratio-
nal subjects of consideration is presupposed, for
it is nothing in itself, except a mere representa-
tive and exponent of all these interests towards
other States. That policy may take a false direc-
tion, and may promote unfairly the ambitious
ends, the private interests, the vanity of rulers,
does not concern us here; for, under no circum-

stances can the Art of War be regarded as its
preceptor, and we can only look at policy here as
the representative of the interests generally of
the whole community. .

The only question, therefore, is whether in
framing plans for a War the political point of
view should give way to the purely military (if
such a point is conceivable), that is to say, should
disappear altogether, or subordinate itself to it,
or whether the political is to remain the ruling
point of view and the military to be considered
subordinate to it.

That the political point of view should end
completely when War begins is only conceivable
in contests which are Wars of life and death,
from pure hatred: as Wars are in reality, they
are, as we before said, only the expressions or
manifestations of policy itself. The subordina-
tion of the political point of view to the military
would be contrary to common sense, for policy
has declared the War; it is the intelligent faculty,
War only the instrument, and not the reverse,
The subordination of the military point of view
to the political is, therefore, the only thing which
is possible. .

If we reflect on the nature of real War, and
call to mind what has been said, thar every War
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should be viewed above all things according to the
probability of its character, and its leading features
as they are to be deduced from the political forces
and proportions, and that often—indeed we may
safely affirm, in our days, almost always —War is
to be regarded as an organic whole, from which
the single branches are not to be separated, in
which therefore every individual activity flows
into the whole, and also has its origin in the idea
of this whole, then it becomes certain and palpa-
ble to us that the superior standpoint for the
conduct of the War, from which its leading lines
must proceed, can be no other than that of
policy.

From this point of view the plans come, as
it were, out of a cast; the apprehension of them
and the judgement upon them become easier and
more natural, our convictions respecting them
gain in force, motives are more satisfying and
history more intelligible.

At all events from this point of view there is
no longer in the nature of things a necessary
conflict between the political and military inter-
ests, and where it appears it is therefore to be
regarded as imperfect knowledge only. That
policy makes demands on the War which it can-
not respond to, would be contrary to the sup-
position that it knows the instrument which it
is going to use, therefore, contrary to a natural
and indispensable supposition. But if policy
Judges correctly of the march of military events,
it is entirely its affair to determine what are the
events and what the direction of events most
favourable to the ultimate and great end of the
War.

In one word, the Art of War in its highest
point of view is policy, but, no doubt, a policy
which fights battles instead of writing notes.

According to this view, to leave a great mili-
tary enterprise or the plan for one, to ¢ purely
military judgement and decision is a distinction
which cannot be allowed, and is even prejudicial;
indeed, it is an irrational proceeding to consult
professional soldiers on the plan of a War, that
they may give a purely military opinion upon what

the Cabinet ought to do; but still more absurg
is the demand of Theorists that a statement of th
available means of War should be laid before the
General, that he may draw out a purely military
plan for the War or for a campaign in accordance
with those means. Experience in general algg
teaches us that notwithstanding the multifarioys
branches and scientific character of military ap
in the present day, stll the leading outlines of 5
War are always determined by the Cabinet, that
is, if we would use technical language, by a polit;.
cal not a military organ.

This is perfectly natural. None of the princi-
pal plans which are required for a War can be
made without an insight into the political re|a-
tions; and, in reality, when people speak, as they
often do, of the prejudicial influence of policy
on the conduct of a War, they say in reality some-
thing very different to what they intend. It is not
this influence but the policy itself which should
be found fault with. If policy is right, that is, if it
succeeds in hitting the object, then it can only
act with advantage on the War. If this influence
of policy causes a divergence from the abject,
the cause is only to be looked for in a mistaken
policy.

It is only when policy promises itself a wrong
effect from certain military means and mea-
sures, an effect opposed to their nature, that it can
exercise a prejudicial effect on War by the course
it prescribes. Just as a person in a language with
which he is not conversant sometimes says what
he does not intend, so policy, when intending
right, may often order things which do not tally
with its own views,

This has happened times without end, and it
shows that a certain knowledge of the nature of
War is essential to the management of political
intercourse.

But before going further, we must guard
ourselves against a false interpretation of which
this is very susceptible. We are far from holding
the opinion that a War Minister smothered in
official papers, a scientific engineer, or even a
soldier who has been well tried in the field,




: but still more absyy,
s that a statemeng of th
1uld be laid befoe th
v out a purely miljg,

rpaign in accordaney
rience in genera] alsg
nding the multifario,g
aracter of military g
= leading outlineg of 3
d by the Cabinet, that
llanguage, by a politj.

any of them, necessarily make the best
r of State where the Sovereign does not
:himself; or, in other words, we do not
Q say that this acquaintance with the

inister; elevation, superiority of mind,
th of character, these are the principal
cations which he must possess; a knowi-
f War may be supplied in one way or the

1. None of the Prinej
ed for a War cap be :
1to the political relg
people speak, as they
I influence of policy
y say in reality some.
they intend. It is not
 itself which should
7 is right, that is, if i
ct, then it can only
/ar. If this influence

ce from the object,

d for in a mistaken

mises itself a wrong
" means and mea-
ir nature, that it can
t War by the course
in a language with
metimes says what
¥, when intending
which do not tally

irom the influence of policy on the War, or from
_ a_'wrong policy itself :

The prodigious effects of the French Revoly-
tion abroad were evidently brought about much
less through new methods and views intro-
duced by the French in the conduct of War than
through the changes which it wrought in state-
craft and civil administration, in the character
of Governments, in the condition of the people,
etc. That other Governments took » mistaken

view of all these things; that they endeavoured,

with their ordinary means, 1o hold their own
against forces of a novel kind and overwhelm-
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ing in strength—all that was a blunder in
policy.

Would it have been possible to perceive and
mend this ervor by a scheme for the War from
a purely military point of view? Impassible. For
if there had been a philosophical strategist, who
merely from the nature of the hostile elements
had foreseen aj] the consequences, and prophe-
sied remote possibilities, stil] jt would have been
practically impossible to have turned such wis-
dom to account.

If policy had risen to a just appreciation of
the forces which had SPrung up in France, and
of the new relations in the political state of
Europe, it might have foreseen the consequences
which must follow in Tespect to the great feg-
tures of War, and it was only in this way that it
could arrive at 4 correct view of the extent of {he
means required as well as of the best use to make
of those means.

We may therefore say, that the twenty vears’
victories of the Revolution are chiefly to be
ascribed to the erroneous policy of the Govern-
ments by which it wag opposed.

It is true these errors first displayed them.
selves in the War, and the events of the War
completely disappointed the expectations which
policy entertained. Byt this did not take place
because policy neglected to consult its military
advisers. That Art of War in which the politi-

cian of the day could be
derived from the reality of War ar thar time,
that which belonged to the policy of the day,
that familiar instrument which policy had hith-
erto used—rhat Art of War, I say, was naturally
involved in the error of policy, and therefore
could not teach it anything better. 1t is (rue that
War itself underwent important alterations
both in its hature and forms, which brought it
hearer to its absolute form; but these changes
were not brought about because the French
Government had, to a certain extent, delivered

ngs of policy: they

lieve, namely, that

y in France, but over
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the rest of Furope as well. This policy had
called forth other means and other powers, by
which it became possible to conduct War with a
degree of energy which could not have been
thought of otherwise.

Therefore, the actual changes in the Art of
War are a consequence of alterations in policy;
and, so far frem being an argument for the pos-
sible separation of the two, they are, on the con-

trary, very strong evidence of the intim;
their connexion.

Therefore, once more: War is an instry
of policy; it must necessarily bear its charaig
it must measure with its scale: the condifsis
War, in its great features, is therefore policy
which takes up the sword in place of the per
does not on that account cease to think aces
ing to its own laws.

The usual distinction between diplomacy and
force is not merely in the instruments, words or
hullets, but in the relation between adversaries—
in the interplay of motives and the role of com-
munication, understandings, compromise, and
restraint. Diplomacy is bargaining: it seeks out-
comes that, though not ideal for either party, are
betier for both than some of the alternatives.
In diplomacy each party somewhat controls what
the other wants, and can get more by compro-
mise, exchange, or collaboration than by taking
things in his own hands and ignoring the other’s
wishes. The bargaining can be polite or rude,
entail threats as well as offers, assume a status
quo or ignore all rights and privileges, and
assume mistrust rather than trust. But whether
polite or impolite, constructive or aggressive,
respectful or vicious, whether it occurs among
friends or antagonists and whether or not there
is a basis for trust and goodwill, there must be
some common interest, if only in the avoidance of

From Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1966), Chap. 1.
Some of the author’s notes have been omitted.

mutual damage, and an awareness of the need
make the other party prefer an outcome accept
able to oneself.

With enough military force a country may not :
need to bargain. Some things a country wants
it can take, and some things it has it can keep,
by sheer strength, skill and ingenuity. It can do
this forcibly, accommodating only to opposing
strength, skill, and ingenuity and without trying
to appeal to an enemy’s wishes. Forcibly a country
can repel and expel, peneirate and accupy, seize,
exterminate, disarm and disable, confine, deny
access, and directly frustrate intrusion or attack.
It can, that is, if it has enough strength. “Enough”
depends on how much an opponent has.

There is something else, though, that force can
do. 1t is less military, less heroic, less impersonal,
and less unilateral: it is uglier, and has received
less attemtion in Western military strategy. In

‘addition to seizing and holding, disarming and

confining, penetrating and obstructing, and all
that, military force can be used fo hurt. In addi-
tion to taking and protecting things of value it can
destroy value. In addition to weakening an enemy
militarily it can cause an enemy plain suffering.




