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PREFACE

Origins of the Intellectual Rehabilitation of A. A. Svechin by A. A.
Kokoshin and V. V. Larionov Sixty-five years separate us from the
year of the first edition of the book, Strategy, the most significant
of the works by the Russian and Soviet military historian and

theorist, Aleksandr Andreevich Svechin.

Despite such a great period of time and the many changes in the life of nations
and in military affairs, many truths formulated by this leading author of military-
philosophical thought have not lost their freshness or significance.

Moreover, many elements of the Svechin school of strategic thought
concerning rationalization of distribution of the nation's resources to defensive
goals in peacetime and wartime, principles of mobilization and strategic
planning, the combination of defense and offense, and military-political and
military control, which in their time were subjected to sharp and undeserved
criticism in the Soviet press and at conferences, are only today being recognized
as worthy not only of study, but also of practical consideration in military
development.

Svechin taught: "Each segment of the past is rich in large events and shifts, is
linked one way or another with tasks standing before us, and, therefore, is in no
way only of academic interest to us." !

Svechin's works shared the fate of the books of many personalities who were
repressed at the end of the 1930s. Today his works have become a great
bibliographical rarity, which is at variance with the increasing interest in them.
The personality of the author himself is of no less interest.

Born into the family of a tsarist general who took part in the Russo-Turkish
War, A. A. Svechin followed in the footsteps of his father. He graduated from an
artillery school and commanded an artillery company. As an artillery corps staff
officer he entered the General Staff Academy in 1903. In 1904-1905 he took part
in the Russo-Japanese War as a staff officer of the commander in chief. Then,
until 1914, he served on the General Staff. During World War I for some time he
was an officer assigned to the chief of staff of the supreme commander in chief;
he then commanded a regiment and a division. In 1916, as chief of staff of the
Fifth Army, he attained the rank of major general. In September 1917 Svechin
became chief of staff of the Northern Front.

After the October Revolution, beginning in March 1918, General Svechin
served as military leader of the Smolensk Region (military district, in modern



parlance). In August 1918 Svechin became chief of the republic field staff
(Vseroglavshtab).

Several months later Svechin was forced to leave this post and transfer to
instructional work at the Military Academy of the Workers' and Peasants' Red
Army (RKKA). At the same time he headed the military-historical commission
for investigating the experience of World War I.

Thus, as Svechin himself afterwards ironically spoke about the similar fates of
military men, already in 1919 he "shared the lot of all objectionable but qualified
workers—he was thrown into military-historical work."

In 1924, in a testimonial to Sveehin, the leading professor of the department
of history and strategy, R. A. Muklevich, commissar of the Military Academy of
the RKKA and well-known party and state personality, wrote: A thoroughly
educated military specialist. He has enormous experience [in the Japanese and
imperialist wars]. A very talented man and quick-witted professor. Svechin is
one of the most valuable professors in the Military Academy. His classes in
strategy, thanks to his unfailing originality of thought, are always simple and
clever and are...one of the great achievements in the old course...

Paradoxically his nature is extremely malicious in the
dormitory; he does not miss an opportunity to get his digs in at
any time.

However, his work is very fruitful.

...Being a sensible politician, he took the situation into
account and adapted to it. But not as clumsily as Zaionchkovskii
("sympathetic to the Communist Party"), and not as "sugary" as
Verkhovskii, but with dignity and with a sense of critical attitude
toward political issues.... He is especially valued as a fighter
against the routine and conservatism of his comrades from the old
army, the weak aspects of whom he knows better than anyone.

Svechin is the most distinguished professor of the academy. 2

But Svechin's biographers will be mistaken if they think that their hero, being
an academy professor, completely withdrew from dynamic operational and
reform activities in the Red Army. In the first place, in 1927 Svechin became the
deputy chief leader of the military academies of the RKKA for strategy (the
leader was M. N. Tukhachevskii). In 1935 he was given the military rank of
division commander (komdiv), the equivalent of lieutenant general. In 1936 he
became assistant chief of the department of military history of the General Staff
Academy. In 1938 Svechin was discharged from the RKKA and arrested, and
soon perished. Information concerning the circumstances of his death is
contradictory.



In 1923-1924, Svechin's three-volume work, Istoriia voennogo iskusstva
[History of military art] was published. Later this opus was reworked into the
two-volume Evoliutsiia voennogo iskusstva [Evolution of military art]. In 1926
and 1927, Svechin's magnum opus, Strategiia [Strategy] was published in two
editions; in 1935 his book Clausewitz was published, and in 1937 Strategiia XX
veka na pervom etape [Strategy of the 20th century at the first stage] was
published. Svechin was not only a thorough analyst of the military and military-
political sphere, but also a brilliant stylist (his book Clausewitz, which was
published in a large quantity in the series The Life of Remarkable Men, is
especially distinguished in this respect).

Several articles and analytical notes focused on, among other things, the
higher military command of the country have issued from Svechin's pen. In one
of these articles in particular he initiated a public discussion on Soviet military
doctrine, which in the final analysis led to the formation in subsequent years of
such a doctrine, the form of which, we believe, has no analogues in Western
countries.

Since A. A. Svechin was for many years (until 1935, inclusive) the Soviet
Union's undisputed authority in the field of military history and strategy, had
trained a whole galaxy of pupils to become military leaders and like-minded
military scholars, and had created many works with substantiated views on
matters which did not coincide with what was generally accepted, the leadership
of the communist party at that time and the leadership of the military department
(Voroshilov, Bubnov, Tukhachevskii, et al.) considered it appropriate to discuss
the appearance of Professor Svechin's school of strategic and military-historical
thought.

In fact, many components of Svechin's works did not have a narrow military
focus, but had a military-political nature. Thus to a significant degree Svechin's
works can be considered the forerunners of the formation of military-political
research as a new branch of knowledge, the development of which is necessary
under modern conditions. 2

A number of postulates stated by the father of this school did not subscribe to
views which were dominant at that time. As a result, the school was labeled
reactionary.

In April 1931 a special meeting in the section for problems of war of the
Communist Academy, an adjunct to the USSR Central Executive Committee,
was organized with the agenda, "Criticism of Professor Svechin's Strategic and
Military-Historical Views." 4

According to the standards of "scientific conferences" at that time, and with



such an agenda, the discussion was far from objective. Unfortunately,
Tukhachevskii, who was striving to become the leading military theorist of the
Red Army (and having no little success in this), set the dominant tone in the rout
of Svechin's school.

What, then, were the basic postulates of Svechin's theory ("school"), and of
what did his critics accuse him?

The first group of accusations concerned Svechin's methodology.

The entire essence of the scholar's methodological approach consisted of not
recognizing the monopoly of the ideology of a revolutionary proletariat,
although the author considered himself a dialectician and materialist in the broad
sense of the word. At the same time, Svechin could not acknowledge the
proletarian ideology of a revolutionary rupture of power as the only true one
among other teachings. As he himself said, he did not wish to fit into classical
"restricted,"” "narrow-minded" and "one-sided" thinking.

Svechin wrote, "Theory is capable of benefitting only those who have raised
themselves above the fray and have become completely dispassionate... A
narrow doctrine would probably confuse us more than guide us." 2

Critics called this position "scientific objectivism" and ascribed to the author
an "expert mastery of the bourgeois weapon of class struggle" and "a clever
camouflage of anti-proletarian positions."

It should be noted that Svechin was never an enemy of the ideology of the
proletariat and did not consider himself as such. But he fought his entire life
against routine, one-sidedness and preconception in scientific research. He was
accused of a non-party bent for this.

Svechin expressed common sense about the necessity of studying history
before a person took on the study of the theory of strategy, and he was accused
of empiricism and metaphysics for this.

Svechin wrote, for example, "If we do not furnish our thought with a number
of military-historical facts, we will be subject to the danger of getting lost in the
abstract tenets of the theory of strategic art."

It particularly fell to the theorist to specify the degree of precision of military
theory and objectiveness of the laws of armed struggle. Svechin was completely
justified when he wrote: The conclusions of military theory are not indisputably
exact.... We are inclined to call any system of knowledge which facilitates our
understanding of life and experience a science. The theory of all military art,
including strategy, undoubtedly fits into this broad definition. &

In other words, in the opinion of the theorist, the theory of strategy cannot be
based on precise determined and objective laws, for, in the strict sense of the



word, they do not exist in nature. In military affairs and in the leadership of
wars, operations and battle, there is present a subjective human impulse in a
commander of any rank, but there are also specific principles and rules. Svechin
considered military science to fall between natural and social sciences, and
labeled such sciences "second-class."

This definition was enough to categorize the scholar as a formal objectivist,
eclectic and empiricist.

Svechin's Strategy is a major work which incorporated the best of military
thought from Russia, the young Soviet power, Germany, France and other
foreign countries. This work was the result of Svechin's two years (1923-1924)
of teaching a strategy course at the Military Academy of the RKKA. No other
works on this theme were published in the USSR until 1962, when Voennaia
strategiia [Military strategy] was published under the editorship of Marshal of
the Soviet Union V. D. Sokolovskii. 2

Above all we will turn our attention to how Svechin pictured, respectively, the
function of Strategy: This book has been written for a rather modest purpose.
namely to be a guideline for independent work on strategy and to help the reader
get a start and give him several broad perspectives in order to make it possible
for strategic thinking to get out of back alleys and dead ends and onto the main
road as quickly as possible. 10

Svechin constantly emphasized his negative attitude toward rigid schemes in
scientific research and the statement of its results and toward didacticism. He
emphasized that strategy, according to Clausewitz's testament, should avoid
"shifting from a form of reflection to a rigid channeling of precisely stated
doctrine from rules, deductions, and conclusions."

Svechin wrote: I criticize many of my colleagues in the study of problems of

military history and tsarist Russia, in that they usually strove, immediately
following a factual statement of events, to develop their deductions and
conclusions, which often had rather limited scope and depth.
He wrote with justification that a truly scientific approach consists of, once the
facts have been stated, shifting to a reflection of them. "The difference between
the terms, conclusion [vyvod], on the one hand, and contemplation
[razmyshlenie], on the other, reflects different understandings of the
relationships between theory and real life." 11

Such an understanding of the tasks of scientific research and statements of the
problems of strategy contrasted with the style and spirit of work in the field of
social sciences, asserted in the 1930s, in which there was practically no place at
all for deliberation.



All of Svechin's work is penetrated by the idea of the necessity of the
strategist's continuous deliberation on history: "Isolation from an historical basis
is dangerous for both the strategist and the politician."

Emphasizing the significance of political history for an understanding of
strategic issues, Svechin wrote that "readers interested in strategy will find more
thought-provoking observations in the political history of past wars rather than
in military treatises, particularly so-called 'strategic essays." 2

According to Svechin's definition, "strategy is the art of combining
preparations for war and the grouping of operations for achieving the goal set by
the war for the armed forces." 13

He came out against using such terms as strategy of the air fleet, naval
strategy, colonial strategy, etc., asserting that they were based on a
"misunderstanding.” 14 He considered that one could speak openly about naval
operational art, since the armed forces at sea have an independent operational
goal. The same could be said, in his opinion, about the air fleet, with even
greater reservations.

According to Svechin, strategy is the art of the entire command personnel of
the armed forces, not only of general headquarters [stavka] or front and army
commanders. In his opinion, even a corps commander cannot cope with his
operational missions if he does not have dear strategic thinking.

Any time an operational artist must make a choice between two
alternatives he will be unable to justify a particular operational
method if he stays solely within the realm of operational art, and
he will have to rise to a strategic level of thinking. 12

Svechin considered an understanding and knowledge of strategy necessary not
only for command personnel of the armed forces, but also for political state
leaders: Responsible politicians should be familiar with strategy... Bismarck
would not have been able to guide Prussian politics so authoritatively if he had
not had such a profound understanding of the situation in the theater of war. 1°

Emphasizing that the dominance of politics over strategy is "universal in
nature," Svechin at the same time repeated several times that political decisions
also should conform with strategy and should take into account military
capabilities; i.e., a politician must most attentively listen to the opinions of the
military command and military experts and know how the military organism
operates, what the military-mobilization capabilities of the state are, etc.

Svechin's digressions into examining issues of the correlation between politics
and strategy were by no means purely academic in the 1920s. The views of a
number of Western (above all, German) military leaders and military theorists,



who stood for definite autonomy of strategy from politics, thus modifying in
their own way Clausewitz's famous formula, were well known in the ranks of the
RKKA. These views were by no means simply adopted by the ranks of the
prominent Red Army commanders, including Tukhachevskii. Meanwhile, the
higher political leadership of the country, above all Stalin, barely delved into the
issues of military strategy, and often ignored the opinion of military
professionals. Later such a state of affairs was manifested in the large-scale
military-strategic errors in the war against Finland in 1939-1940, and in the
initial period of the Great Patriotic War of 1941-4945.

Svechin's methodology was especially criticized because, operating from a
position of "pure military science," he classified all wars, former and future, only
according to two forms: destruction or attrition, short-term or protracted, wars
with decisive or limited goals. In connection with this it was argued that he
mechanically applied this division to policy being implemented and to the
behavior of the state leadership in one or another large-scale undertaking.

Svechin's Strategic Views This basic part of Svechin's work was subjected
to the greatest criticism and attacks.

The spectrum of the scholar's strategic predilections was quite broad. But the
principal differences of opinion centered around several fundamental points of
strategic thinking. Among these the following should be particularly singled out:

The mutual relationship between politics and strategy.

The interconnection between defense and offense on a strategic scale.
The nature of the preparation of the country and the armed forces for war.
Strategic deployment of the armed forces.

On all these issues Svechin had his own original views, based on an analysis
of military history, the geostrategic and economic position of the USSR and the
global level of military-technological development.

If one summed up Svechin's various works, the essence of his judgements on
these issues would be as follows: Svechin proceeded from the possibility of
conflict between the USSR and its probable enemies in the immediate future,
i.e., at the beginning of the 1930s. He forecasted the correlation of forces in
these years as a superiority of moral spirit on the side of the Red Army and its
ideological supporters abroad, with a technical and economic superiority for the
joint forces of capitalist encirclement of the USSR. From this it followed that the
best strategy for the USSR should be a course aimed at a protracted, defensive
war in the first stage. Svechin doubted the grounds for the Red Army's dynamic



offensive doctrine, a doctrine of "destruction" and transfer of the "fire of
revolution" abroad.

But we will examine everything in order. Svechin undoubtedly recognized the
superiority of politics over strategy, saying that the goal and methods of
resolving a political problem could not help but affect the nature and forms of
conducting war. The theorist considered that this was especially true when the
creator of policy is a "young class" advancing "toward a broad future," the
"historical health" of which is reflected in its policies. But when an outmoded
class or an unhealthy social group stands at the head of the government, then
their policies will inevitably continue an unhealthy and detrimental strategy.

Svechin held that strategy naturally strives to be emancipated from poor
policies. He wrote, "Mistaken policies will also bear the same pitiful fruit in war
as they do in any other field." 1

But at the same time, Svechin repeated many times that a political decision
must be weighed with strategy, especially in wartime. In his thinking, a politician
must be clearly aware of what can be achieved through strategy and what lies
beyond the limits of its capabilities, and how one can politically influence
change for the best in a strategic situation.

The next important aspect of Svechin's strategic theory is the defense and
offense, attrition and destruction, and the interrelationship between these
concepts in politics and strategy.

Svechin viewed offense and defense broadly, on a historical scale, extending
these two concepts to politics. He considered that the art of directing society—
i.e., politics—and the art of directing war—i.e., strategy—are grouped according
to two trends: destruction (offensive, onslaught, routing) and attrition (defense,
disquieting actions, achievement of success by means of winning a number of
small successes in order to combine them in the long run into a general overall
victory). In our opinion, this schematic, dualistic approach was at the basis of
Svechin's analysis of politics and strategy for all times and nations.

In criticizing Svechin, M. N. Tukhachevskii apparently had justification for
not accepting such an approach, which replaced the gamut of political and
strategic nuances of various epochs, nations and classes.

Nevertheless, Svechin maintained that immobility, a state of equilibrium in the
system of human relations, was an illusion disseminated by pacifists and
outdated specialists in state affairs.

All nations and peoples are in dynamic motion and interaction. Svechin
concluded from this that the different tempo and the direction of development
provide some governments and nations with superiority over others. This
superiority is expressed in everything, including the ability to maintain a larger



and technically better-equipped armed force. Svechin saw this as the reason for
the historical advance of German tribes west of the Elbe in the thirteenth through
the eighteenth centuries, the advance of Slavic tribes from the Volga east in the
sixteenth through nineteenth centuries, and the advance of the Anglo-Saxons
against all lines of weak resistance on the globe.

In the eighteenth century, an acceleration of the tempo of the advance of the
bourgeoisie was observed; in the twentieth century there was an acceleration of
the tempo of the advance of the proletariat. Time will pass, and the poorest
proletariat will cede its position to the technically-armed working intelligentsia.
This was already a class explanation of social processes.

According to Svechin, in a strategy depending on politics, a division of army
activity into capability and inclination for offense or defense, for destruction or
attrition, was also observed.

Svechin also divided wars into two types: wars of destruction and wars of
attrition. Svechin considered that for the Soviet republic at the end of the 1920s,
a war of attrition or a war with limited goals was still practicable. He said that
the time for a proletarian war of destruction had still not arrived.

This assertion resulted in the most vehement attacks on the professor. Critics
tried to prove that the Soviet Union, "with its colossally growing
industrialization, with the enormous growth of the positions of socialism in the
country...not only could, but should prepare for destruction." 18

As for the military-technical backwardness of the Red Army compared to
bourgeois armies of the 1920s, Svechin considered that enthusiasm and a
revolutionary lifting of the masses could not compensate for this. But his
opponents counted precisely on these features.

A discussion of this problem is very instructive for today in many respects,
both from a theoretical and a practical point of view.

In practice, the study of Svechin's views on the nature of preparing the country
and the armed forces for resolving military problems which stand before them is
very important. Svechin tried to demonstrate the necessity of permanent
mobilization. In other words, he came out against putting large assets into the
military budget in the hope of assuring full prewar readiness of the country in the
present, while undermining its capabilities for the future.

We will return to this later. Here we will add that under conditions of a war of
attrition and the possibility of withdrawal, what Svechin forecasted has turned
out to be prophetic.

Svechin as a Military Historian A. A. Svechin's military-historical views
are of interest today in two respects. First, it is worth studying him as a



military historian for an objective illumination, unbiased and not narrowly
confined to party interpretation, of historical events and decisions of the
military and political leadership of the Soviet Union. Second, today, when
passions have more or less flared up concerning an answer to the question of
who is to blame for the failures of the initial period of the Great Patriotic
War, we can objectively assess his insight and the cost of neglecting those
warnings which were made (and not only by Svechin) in 1935-1937.

For the USSR, this is a chronicle of bitter mistakes and costs resulting from
incompetence and political crimes.

Svechin both led the course of study of strategy and military history at the
Academy of the RKKA and gave lectures on the full course of study of the
history of military art in senior courses. With the publication in 1923-1924 of
Istoriia voennogo iskusstva in three volumes, Svechin became the first in the
Soviet era to publish on this subject. In 1927-1928 this was reworked and
published in two volumes entitled Evoliutsiia voennogo iskusstva.

In 1931, when Svechin's theoretical views were subjected to criticism in the
Communist Academy's section on problems of war, special attention was
focused on his military-historical views. From the very beginning it was
emphasized that his errors were especially dangerous because he was a generally
accepted authority in the USSR on the history of military art.

It is sufficient to cite the following evaluations of that time: "Russia's military
society can congratulate itself for this major and clear product of military
thought"; "We will have to wait many years before someone will be able to
approach this issue as seriously and conscientiously as Svechin"; "We have no
one in the Soviet Union..who can replace Svechin, and he will remain
unsurpassed for a long time in the field of military history." 1°

All these assessments, which were made by leading professors of military
history at the Academy of the RKKA and the Military-Political Academy, were
subsequently confirmed. The first Soviet work after Svechin's on the history of
military art, Istoriia voennogo iskusstva s drevneishikh vremen do pervoi mirovoi
imperialisticheskoi voiny 1914-1918 gg. [The history of military art from ancient
times to the first imperialist world war, 1914-1918] by Colonel E. Razin, a
professor in the Frunze Academy, was published in the USSR only in 1939. This
work included abundant citations from Stalin, Engels, Marx and Lenin, and was
beautifully illustrated, but it represented a step not forward, but backward in
comparison with the works of Svechin as well as of Delbrueck. It presented a
quite simplified account of wars of the period of slave-owning society, but the
thorough critical analysis of ancient Greek and ancient Roman sources and
literature done by Delbrueck, and on which Svechin based much of his own



work, was not at all taken into consideration.

Svechin was criticized mainly because he used the views of the German
military writer Hans Delbrueck, and not those of Frunze or Bubnov, as the basis
of his Weltanschauung, Second, he did not disseminate Marxist views or the
foundations of historical materialism in his writing, but observed "scientific
objectivism." In other words, critics perceived, and perhaps not without
justification, Svechin's inclination toward the "truth of feet" rather than the "truth
of history."

Today we do not see this as a great crime since we have already learned to
relate to a pluralism of scientific views with sufficient sangfroid. But at the time
when Svechin was writing, ignoring the authorities and the "classics of historical
materialism" was considered nothing less than the creation of a school of
reactionary thought.

It is true that critics often recognized that following the truth of historical
facts, and not their deliberate distortion for the sake of class interests, often led
the scholar to the correct conclusions. But at that time they solidly stood for the
point of view of the superiority of the truth of history when assessing the place
and role of events in the historical process of social development. Whatever
views were held, one cannot help but agree with the following declaration from
Professor Svechin: "No one method of studying military art, taken by itself,
makes it possible to grasp it as a whole. It is necessary to use the achievements
of all methods in order to investigate this as widely as possible." 2

Another aspect of Svechin's military-historical legacy is not, strictly speaking,
associated with his historical works. His surprisingly insightful prognoses of
events of the forthcoming war in several general aspects and even in details are a
worthy subject for a special detailed work. Although several efforts in this
direction have already been undertaken, a work of this type still awaits its
authors. 21

We will note only briefly some of A. A. Svechin's prognoses. For instance,
already in 1927 Svechin prophetically warned that the first victim in a future
large-scale war in Europe would be Poland, which would be subjected to a
German strike.

As for the nature of a war in which the USSR would have to take part, in
Svechin's opinion this would be of a protracted nature, and would require
enormous mobilization efforts. He considered that it was necessary to prepare
most seriously for a long period of defensive actions and correspondingly
prepare rear defensive lines. Svechin cautioned against placing all new large
industrial objectives in the vicinity of the USSR's western border, considering



that they could be lost as a result of defensive engagements in the initial period
of war. In this connection he came out against "superconcentration" of industry
and population in Leningrad, calling this "the Sevastopol of a future war," since
during the Crimean War in the nineteenth century Sevastopol was relatively
isolated from the primary territory of the Russian empire, and its defense against
Anglo-Franco-Turkish forces was implemented with great difficulty and great
sacrifices for the Russian army and populace.

At that time, a clearly offensive attitude predominated in the Red Army,
dictated by, among other things, offensive motives. Many military commanders
and political workers of the RKKA asserted that an offensive strategy of
destruction was, above all, inherent to the "government of the leading
revolutionary class" by its very nature.

As a result, before the Great Patriotic War the idea of the primacy of offensive
strategic operations, a kind of "meeting strategic blow" according to the well-
turned expression of Soviet military theorist Lieutenant General E. D. Grebish,
prevailed in the Red Army. Correspondingly, as the analysis of various archival
documents and memoirs by authors shows, operational-strategic planning was
also implemented on the eve of the war. For example, large shock groupings
were created on the Lvov and Bialystok axes, and were called up immediately
following the unleashing of war by the Germans to execute powerful strikes into
the depth of their territory. The General Staff of the RKKA planned to
concentrate front efforts above all in first-echelon armies for the purpose of
providing a powerful initial strike in response to the aggression. In its turn, such
a configuration of our forces in the West made them very vulnerable to a deep
envelopment by enemy groupings, which the Germans basically succeeded in
doing after their invasion of USSR territory on June 22,1941. Essentially, in
1941 the Soviet armed forces were not ready for either offense or defense. 22

Unfortunately, for many years the experience of the initial period of the Great
Patriotic War was not duly taken into consideration in Soviet military-historical
and military-political thought, despite attempts by individual authors. The events
of this period of the war clearly showed the higher government-political and
military leadership in an unfavorable light. A clear distortion was made in favor
of using the experience of the successful strategic offensive operations of 1943-
1945, which took place after the course of the war had changed. What occurred
was, in fact, what Svechin in his time had warned against when he came out
against overstating the experience of only the successful offensive operations of
the 1918-1922 Civil War in Russia. To a significant degree, this conditioned the
dominance of the offensive on a strategic scale in Soviet military thought right
up to the second half of the 1980s despite the declared defensive nature of Soviet



military doctrine.

At the end of the 1920s, just as he had made forecasts of a military-political
and military-strategic nature, Svechin also made military-economic predictions
in Strategy, In the 1930s the economic geography of the USSR had changed
considerably. A Ural metallurgical base and fuel bases in the Far East and
eastern Siberia had been created, and industrial centers had been created in
Central Asia. But industry was also growing rapidly in the western regions of the
country. As a result, in 1941 when German forces swiftly advanced into the
depth of the Soviet Union, country, it was necessary to relocate an enormous
number of industrial enterprises, equipment and raw materials to the far reaches
of the country, and to evacuate production personnel in the shortest possible
period of time and with considerable losses. What could not be carried away was
blown up and destroyed.

One can determine, to a certain degree, the quantitative cost of not having
taken into consideration and duly adopting Svechin's forecasts: as a result, above
all, of the evacuation of industrial enterprises from the western USSR to the
eastern parts of the country and losses of a considerable portion of them, the
USSR's gross industrial production fell from June through November 1941 by
2.1 times. Production of rolled steel diminished by 3.1 times, rolled nonferrous
metals by 430 times, and ball bearings, without which it was impossible to
produce airplanes, tanks and artillery, by 21 times. 23

During World War II, this severe shortfall in industrial output persisted for
two years in the Soviet Union. 2* Only by the end of the initial period of the
Great Patriotic War, more specifically by the beginning of the summer-autumn
campaign of 1943, did the Soviet strategic leadership acquire the necessary
experience and demonstrate the ability for the first time in the war to plan an
entire campaign and simultaneously coordinate the actions of several fronts
(from five at the beginning to eight at the end of the campaign) on various
strategic axes.

Here, the fact that a large portion of experienced cadres at the strategic level
of leadership had been victims of Stalin's repressions at the end of the 1930s
undoubtedly played an adverse role. Only by the summer of 1943 did the Stavka
and the General Staff somehow succeed in filling this gap.

The Theory of Gradual Mobilization We would like to linger on this
theory more extensively. What is its essence, and what lessons can be
extracted today from Svechin's views on this problem and from the heated
discussions of the 1930s?

Above all, it must be said that Svechin's views on this issue, unlike the views



of other theorists, were partially realized. The essence of the theory consisted of
the following: Svechin reduced everything to the question, What kind of a war
awaited us and, depending on this, how could we prepare for it economically? In
other words, what percentage of assets should be allocated for prewar
preparation of the country and the armed forces, what requirements would have
to be reckoned with in the course of the war, and in what period of time.

Svechin forecasted a protracted war entailing a large expenditure of resources,
financial assets, equipment and ammunition, and the inevitability of prolonged
defensive engagements and withdrawals on a number of axes for the sake of a
future offensive and victory. Svechin's opponents basically counted on a swift
and easy victory, a shift of the war to foreign territory and the achievement of
victory "with little blood and a powerful blow." The principal differences of
opinion in the RKKA leadership stemmed from this divergence. Svechin wrote,
"We indicate the need to extend several aspects of preparation far into the war
(for example, the need to mobilize in phases)." 22

This recommendation was based on Svechin's assessment that the war's
culmination or highest period of tension would occur not at the beginning, but
several months after the primary mass of forces had been drawn into battle (as is
known, the actual beginning of the turning point of the Great Patriotic War was
autumn 1942). The beginning of the war was envisioned as a time for conducting
covering operations.

From this in turn, according to Svechin, the growth of military production had
to be determined by the requirements of the most intensive operations of the
"peak of the war," and not conversely—i.e., the intensity of military actions
should not be dictated by military-economic "surplus."

Svechin asserted that before a war it is not necessary to implement a military
"assimilation" of civilian industry. As might be said now, a broad conversion of
enterprises with a military profile is needed. However, it is necessary to
constantly maintain a small portion of professional military factories and to
transfer civilian factories to military production in the course of the war—but
only in accordance with the actual requirements of the war: what and how much
is necessary.

The theory of permanent, or three-echelon, mobilization in its generalized
form envisioned the following:

¢ minimum mobilization reserves gathered by the beginning of the war—the
first echelon of material support of the army;

e second echelon—special military industry capable of supporting the army
until the final mobilization of all remaining industry; and



o third mobilization echelon—civilian industry supporting the army and the
country until the end of the war, after exhausting mobilization reserves.

All this, naturally, was not suggested separately, but as a cumulative whole.

These are the fundamental views of Professor Aleksandr Andreevich Svechin,
major general of the Russian army and division commander of the Red Army,
which are displayed in his numerous works.
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The Significance of Svechin's
Military-Theoretical Legacy Today by V. N. Lobov We rightly
consider Professor A. A. Svechin our prominent contemporary. If
his works had only a purely historical value, then however
brilliant they might be in form and content, interest in them
would not be so considerable as it is today.

Nevertheless, we cannot unconditionally accept all his legacy, and not all of it
is uniformly relevant in our time.

To search for an analogy and for commentaries, I selected from the richest
legacy of the scholar only those premises of his strategic school which can be of
help in making responsible decisions in military development at the present time,
and which, most of all, personally impress me.

Among those premises I refer to the following:

¢ the interrelationship of politics and strategy and personalities personifying
one and the other in the government;

o the basis of the development of the armed forces (principles of outfitting,
correlation of men and military equipment, determination of criteria of
sufficiency for defense, rational distribution of the military budget); and

e military doctrine: correlation of defense and offense, combination of ground
and naval strategy, and principles of military leadership and troop control.

I propose to examine all these premises in the plan "Svechin and
Contemporaneity."”

On the Interrelationship of Politics and Strategy In all his works,
Professor Svechin came out as a consistent advocate of the primacy of
politics over strategy, but at the same time he advocated the idea of the
reasonable sovereignty of each in the sphere of their competency.

He subjected to devastating criticism the views of those military leaders and
military theorists who advocated the independence of military strategy from
politics. He wrote that from this resulted all the "bitter misfortunes" of those who
view war "as a gigantic duel between two nations." The theorist noted that it was
necessary to distinguish the spheres: rulers should specialize in politics, generals
in strategy.

In this respect he supported Bismarck's point of view: The purpose of the high
command is to destroy hostile military forces, while the purpose of war is to win
a peace which meets the political conditions set forth by the state. The



establishment and delineation of the goals to be achieved by the war and the
provision of advice to the monarch in this regard during the course of the war is
a political task, and the methods of accomplishing this political task cannot help
but affect the conduct of a war. 1

Svechin did not simply refute the views of those who did not acknowledge the
superiority of politics over strategy; he explained the reasons according to which
strategy could strive to come out from under the subordination of politics and
even turn politics into its own servant.

In our opinion, the claim that politics is superior to strategy is
universal in nature... It is natural for strategy to try to gain
emancipation from bad politics, but strategy cannot exist in a
vacuum without politics and is condemned to pay for all the sins
of politics. 2
But here, "one should not confuse protests against political errors with refusal to
acknowledge the right and obligation of politics to determine the basic directions
of a war." 2

Thus wrote a military theorist who was not a communist and not a Marxist,
convinced of what we today are convinced. In reality, political solutions require
strict accord with strategy and with military capabilities. The politician is simply
obliged to listen attentively to the opinion of military professionals, to know how
the military machine operates, what is within its powers and what lies beyond
the limits of its capabilities, what is the military-mobilization mechanism of the
state, etc.

We will cite one more excerpt which hits the mark: Responsible politicians
should be familiar with strategy... [T]he politician who sets a political goal for
military operations must have an idea of what is feasible for strategy given the
resources available and how politics may affect the situation for better or worse.
Strategy is one of the most important tools of politics, and even in peacetime
political calculations must to a great degree be based on the military capabilities
of friendly and hostile nations. #

We recall the strategic lessons of the war between the USSR and Finland in
1939-1940, and of the initial period of the Great Patriotic War. The fact that
Stalin and his close, incompetent circle (Beria, Voroshilov, Budennyi, Mekhlis)
inadequately understood new (for that time) military-strategic and operational
issues significantly exacerbated the difficult position of the Red Army in 1941
and 1942. Stalin did not duly use the General Staff and military professionals to
work out and make decisions in the first months of the war.

Under contemporary conditions, when the thesis that war cannot serve as a



rational means of politics (at least in its most radical form—general nuclear
war), it is recognized that the higher government and political leadership must be
familiar with the theory and practice of military strategy, and the forms and
methods of implementing political decisions by means of a military mechanism.
It seems that politicians must especially be familiar with the actual capabilities
of systems and means of control, both their own and those of their opponent,
communications and intelligence, and systems which warn of a rocket attack.
The general public should also understand basic military-strategic categories, so
that openness [glasnost'] is necessary here and now. Otherwise politics will not
be able to implement real, rather than merely declared, control over military
strategy, and there will be no correspondence between the political and military-
technological components of a state's military doctrine. It seems to me that it is
namely a deficit of such knowledge that the Soviet political leadership and
parliamentary figures who are in charge of or members of commissions and
committees associated with resolving issues of defense and security are
experiencing.

This is why the study of the works of Professor Svechin concerning the
interrelationship of politics and strategy makes one think.

Svechin's Opinions on the Foundations of Development of the Armed
Forces and Contemporaneity A. A. Svechin placed at the foundation of the
development of the armed forces a definition of the nature of future war
based on a thorough knowledge and understanding of the history and
prospects of military affairs. One also cannot silently bypass the theorist's
requirement to take into account the "nature of the historical moment" and
economic potentials of the country at each individual moment.

In 1924-1925, when the Red Army was experiencing an era of military
reforms under conditions of stabilization of capitalism, Svechin demonstrated
models of analyzing principles of outfitting the army and wrote a number of
articles on the combination of the militia and cadre system.

Even today his conclusions still sound topical.

Of course, times have changed. Weapons and equipment have become so
complex and expensive that even conscript soldiers, not to mention militia
reservists, cannot exploit them effectively.

It is still necessary to take into account that in the future there will be a
reduction in the duration of the period of service in the Soviet army and navy.

How, then, are we to fulfill the requirement of improving the quality of
personnel under these conditions?

In my opinion, there can be only one solution: staffing primary specialties



such as commanders of crews, teams and combat posts, mechanic-drivers of
combat vehicles and weapons systems adjuster-operators on the basis of a
contract system.

With the general trend of personnel reductions and a qualitative development
of weapons and military equipment, not only equality with a probable enemy,
but also superiority over him must be assured.

Here it is appropriate to remember the words of the Military Commissar of the
Tank Industry during the war, V. A. Malyshev: "It is impossible to make military
equipment to last forever. These are not tractors. And one cannot 'take a count'
and rely on quantitative superiority. The resources of the country are not
limitless." 2

This well-aimed statement has a direct relationship to the subject of our
discussion on the legacy of A. A. Svechin. As is known, Svechin in his time
underestimated the prospects of the development of technology; because of this,
he argued for the predominance of "close battle" for Red Army tactics. Life and
World War II disproved these views of the scholar. But this did not make some
of his other penetrating forecasts any less significant. In particular, Svechin's
ideas about the rationalism of distributing resources for peaceful and military
development are of great value. Today we associate this with determining
sufficiency in allotting resources to resolving issues of guaranteeing the USSR's
military security.

But what does rationalism mean in this matter, and how is it determined?

In my opinion, the problem of establishing quantitative criteria of sufficiency
for defense advances to the foreground here. This is necessary for the reason that
determining the optimum composition of armed forces only for defense will be
unrealistic if this is implemented, as we have accepted, by a simple arithmetic
comparison of the tanks, artillery and airplanes of the two sides. What is needed
here is a comparison of combat capabilities of the force groupings of both sides.

In contemporary times, defense must, under conditions of wide use of
radioelectronic warfare assets, be capable of repelling an unexpected attack from
the air by aviation and rockets, and to counter a ground forces strike, particularly
one by tanks and mechanized formations and units.

It is also still necessary to take into account the possible nature and methods
of actions of the navy in a war. It is not at all the same if a navy will be operating
on the ocean and conducting dynamic operations in fighting against enemy naval
forces, if it will be fighting against lines of communication, or if it will be
restricted to actions within the limits of an economic zone in support of ground
forces conducting an anti-assault defense.

The effectiveness of the functioning of the control system and the anticipated



degree of its disruption and regeneration capabilities must be added to all this in
the criteria of sufficiency.

In all his fundamental works, Svechin called on not only government and
political leaders, but also military leaders to consider carefully economic factors
and the industrial-economic resources of the country, emphasizing here the
importance of optimal distribution of the nation's resources. In particular, he
questioned the expediency of creating a large surface fleet in the USSR.
Structures of a line fleet under conditions of an extremely disadvantageous
distribution of Russian ports in the depth of, as Svechin wrote, "the operational
back seat of the seas," bereft of an appropriate foundation, would be doomed to
inaction.

Svechin understood that the construction of the newest battleships for the
Baltic and Black Sea fleets was being determined, to a considerable degree, by
the desire to reestablish the naval prestige of the Russian Empire, lost after the
Russo-Japanese War, and not by thorough operational-strategic considerations.

Svechin evaluated the "blue-water navy" concept similarly, with which
Germany, under the Kaiser, challenged the naval might of Great Britain after
such a fleet had been created. He wrote that the German army was very
negatively affected by the attempt on the part of the country's political leadership
to prepare the grounds for a fight against England for domination of the seas:
from the sums allotted by the budget for military purposes, the ground forces
received two-thirds and one-third went for the creation of a navy.

Here Svechin's views coincided with the views of People's Commissar of the
Navy M. V. Frunze, who was for the reestablishment of the navy, but who
stressed that the scale of its construction had to be strictly regulated "by
budgetary limitations and a program of small ships of a defensive nature.”
Frunze's conclusion was supported by the following considerations: first, "the
navy is a very expensive weapon,” and under conditions of a general
insufficiency of assets, they would be better used for keener and more immediate
needs having specific significance for the country's defense; second, the fate of a
future war would be decided in continental theaters of military actions, and the
main mission of the navy would be to support actions of ground forces
groupings on maritime directions; and third, Russian fleets did not have a direct
outlet to large water expanses.

Frunze's line with respect to the Red Fleet was not held for long. Already in
1937 an extensive shipbuilding program was undertaken, envisioning the
creation of expensive, metal-consuming battleships and heavy cruisers. The
planning and making of ships was done on an ever increasing scale at an
extremely rapid tempo, especially after Hitler's attack on Poland in September



1939. This required colossal expenditures for the creation of naval bases, docks,
factories, etc. The production of all types of ground weapons—cannons, tanks,
etc.—intensified in this period. There was not enough metal or power.

The program for building large ships began to be curtailed in the spring of
1940, and it was reviewed in October. Now they began to build only submarines
and small surface ships—destroyers, mine sweepers, etc.—and the battleships
which had not been fully built remained on the stocks. At the beginning of the
war an acute lack of minesweepers, sweeping assets and special assault-landing
assets was noticed; ship assets of air defense were very poor, and ships were
inadequately equipped with radar and hydroacoustic instruments. All this
resulted in great losses from mines and enemy aviation. During the war there
were no combat engagements between our battleships and cruisers and the
enemy's large surface ships. Such was the bitter result of incompetency and
vainly spent resources, which could have gone to strengthen the ground forces or
for more optimally developing the navy itself. Frunze's and Svechin's ideas on
the place and functions of the navy in supporting the interests of the state are
very current today as well, taking into account, of course, all new realities and
the growing role of a number of ocean areas for the USSR's national security.

Much of what Svechin wrote in noting the weakness of technical outfitting of
the Red Army for a future war turned out to be substantiated, despite the fact that
scales of industrialization were much more considerable than he speculated. At
the beginning of the Great Patriotic War the Red Army was inadequately
provided with the most important assets for a maneuver war and offensive
operations, i.e., motor vehicle transport, light automatic weapons, artillery on
mechanical traction and radio communications. Even the latest assets such as the
T-34 medium tank and the KV heavy tank, the II-2 low-flying aircraft, and Pe-2
dive bombers, which at that time had no equal in the world, were very poorly
equipped with radio stations, just as were headquarters at all levels. The network
of highways and railroad lines in the border regions were poorly developed. And
although at the commencement of Hitler's aggression there were more airplanes
and tanks in the armaments of the Workers' and Peasants' Red Army than,
apparently, Svechin could have imagined, the quality and material-technical
support of a considerable portion of this equipment did not correspond to the
demands made by the military-political situation.

Correlation Between Offense and Defense The theoretical considerations
and conclusions of A. A. Svechin on the correlation between the offense and
defense on a strategic scale derive from his views on future war, the material
capabilities of the USSR, and the external political course of the Soviet



Union. The majority of his contemporaries focused their primary attention
on strategic offensive actions. Svechin was an advocate of combining
defense and offense. And he gave preference to defense in the first stage of
the war.

He wrote that in the first stage, defense has the possibility of using the lines
and depth of the theater, which compels the attacking side to expend forces and
time to fortify an expanse and to pass through it; and gaining any amount of time
is a new plus for the defense. The defense reaps where it sows, since the
offensive often is stopped by false reconnaissance data, false fears and inertness.

Regardless of accusations, which in his time were plentiful, of his putting
unwarranted reliance on the defense, Svechin examined it in a dialectical unity
with the offense—as a means for providing conditions for going over to an
effective counteroffensive, leading to the defeat of an enemy.

Svechin's conclusions were confirmed in many operations of World War II,
and have not lost their significance even under contemporary conditions (of
course, with all corrections for the development of military technology and new
tactical and operational forms of conducting military actions). Svechin's
statements to the effect that the defense is the strongest form of combat actions
are relevant as well, in light of the concept of reasonable (defensive) sufficiency
for the USSR. It is noteworthy that well-known military specialists and political
and social figures in the West, who are attempting to respond to the ideas of new
thinking advanced by the Soviet Union on issues of strengthening international
security, are turning more and more to these statements.

Attempting to thoroughly examine the sources of the unpopularity of strategic
defense, Svechin wrote about a stable category of military art such as dynamism.

Using events of World War I, he convincingly demonstrated that in the name
of dynamism and seizing and holding the initiative, the most prominent military
figures made mistakes which, in the final analysis, led to defeat. In works on
military history and military strategy, and in service memoirs, Svechin, using
historical examples, illustrated how strategic defense, while being the only true
method for defeating an enemy, was unjustly rejected by both the political
leadership and the military command, and was not supported by the public.

Svechin in no way suggested that the size of the USSR, the lack of roads and
the severe winters supported a strategic defense, as was ascribed to him. He saw
strategic defense as, above all, the totality of operations, including counterstrikes
and counterattacks on various lines which had been prepared beforehand. He
warned against relying on the possibilities which the territory and climate
presented to the USSR. His foresight was completely confirmed on all fronts of
World War II. Moreover, it is correct under contemporary conditions, when



transport assets and assets for delivering ammunition to targets have rapidly
developed.

Works by the General Staff Academy on the theme "The Army and Defense,"
implemented in 1938 (for the first time in the history of such academies), have
remained practically unnoticed. The thesis on the supremacy of the offense over
the defense, advocated by both the political leadership and the leadership of the
People's Commissariat of Defense, was an obstacle to the understanding of these
works. The dialectic of the correlation of the defense and offense was not taken
into account. Ideas concerning shifting the war without fail at its very beginning
to enemy territory took root with the state leaders of the USSR.

Groupings of Soviet forces, oriented on a swift counteroffensive turning into a
general offensive, and not covered by a deeply echeloned defense, were
themselves very vulnerable to powerful sudden strikes. The control and
communications system, the disruption of which was almost the primary factor
which sharply changed the correlation of real combat capabilities to the
aggressor's advantage, especially suffered. It is thought that this factor, even
today, is not sufficiently taken into account [in Soviet military science—Ed.].

With a bitter feeling of resentment in the soul, it must be mentioned that in
Soviet works on strategy and operational art of the Great Patriotic War, until
recently it was predominantly the experience of successful strategic offensive
operations, beginning with the second half of 1943, which were examined. It
was often not mentioned that they were possible only after a series of strategic
defensive operations, and that the strategic initiative was torn away from a most
dangerous enemy at a cost of enormous sacrifices.

Only recently, especially after the proclamation of the strictly defensive nature
of the USSR's military doctrine, has the situation begun to change.

Significant changes have been introduced into the content of the military-
technical aspect of Soviet military doctrine (in strategy, operational art and
tactics). Since summer 1987 a position was announced that the primary method
of action of the armed forces of the USSR in repelling aggression would not be
offensive but defensive operations and combat actions, as well as the
counteroffensive.

One of the main principles of the development of the Soviet armed forces
under contemporary conditions was the principle of reasonable defensive
sufficiency. Practically speaking, this means imparting to them a nonoffensive
structure, maximally restricting strike systems in their overall composition,
changing deployment with a view to carrying out strictly defensive missions and
reducing parameters of mobilization deployment of the armed forces and the
volume of military production.



Of course, with this we have not exhausted all major problems which A. A.
Svechin's military-theoretical legacy has stimulated us to consider.

Now, when these problems of the theory of strategy and military art as a
whole and of restriction and reduction of armed forces and armaments are being
widely discussed and implemented, it is important in practice to examine them in
a historical context and to turn to forgotten or semi-forgotten works of Soviet
political and military theorists of the 1920s and early 1930s, among whom a
significant place belongs to A. A. Svechin.

1a Svechin, Strategiia [Strategy], 2nd edition (Moscow: Voennyi Vestnik, 1927), p. 30, n.3.
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3 V. A. Chakmaev, Malyshev, 2nd edition (Moscow: Molodaia Gvardiia, 1981), p. 106.



General-Major A. A. Svechin and Modern Warfare:

Military History and Military Theory*
by Jacob W. Kipp Peter dines. Proud and lucid,
And glories fill his gaze,
His royal banquet is excellent.
To the cheers of his troops,
In his own tent he hosts
his own leaders, foreign ones, And flatters his glorious prisoners,
To his teachers, his cup,
in toast he raises.

But where is our first, invited guest?
Where is our first, dread teacher,
whose lasting fury,

Poltava's victor has subdued? L

While in the process of preparing this essay for publication, especially when
"Operation Desert Storm" had culminated in a decisive victory, the author
discussed the influence of Soviet military theory on U.S. Army " AirLand
Battle" doctrine. These lines from Pushkin's poem "Poltava" kept returning. In
the aftermath of the Cold War it seems not at all strange to seek this linkage
between a Russian "teacher-theorist" and an American practitioner-victor of
modern war. When General H. Norman Schwarzkopf in his post-campaign
briefing spoke of "operational art" the very term he chose to use made that tie
more explicit, for it was General-Major Alexander Andreevich Svechin (1878-
1938), who first applied the term "operational art" [operativnoe iskusstvo] to
refer to a third category of military art between strategy and tactics. 2 The very
nature of the Coalition's campaign, its limited political objectives and the strict
congruence between these objectives and the military means chosen, the initial
defensive posture, economic sanctions, the gradual buildup of forces in theater,
the subsequent initial air campaign aimed at the attrition of Iraqi military
potential, and, finally, the decisive blow aimed at achieving the destruction of the
enemy forces in theater and the termination of the war with limited political
gains, the liberation of Kuwait, fit the strategic model which Svechin described
as attrition. Therefore, it is altogether fitting and proper that Svechin's major
study, Strategy, be made accessible to Western military analysts, officer-students
and military historians.

As the other introductory essays to this volume suggest, the legacy of
General-Major Svechin has become a topic of much debate in the Soviet Union.



Civil analysts, military theorists and officers of the General Staff have found
much of merit in Svechin's views on alternative strategies. These have been well
presented by my colleagues, A. A. Kokoshin,V. V. Larionov and V. N. Lobov in
their essays. The focus of this essay will be Svechin's views on the relationship
between military history and military theory. Svechin's contributions to these
fields are best understood in the context of his times and the challenges facing
military art and science in the early twentieth century. Many of Svechin's
insights are, however, still relevant to those who must deal with the problem of
finding a place for military history in officer education.

Svechin served, fought, studied and wrote in a time of momentous changes in
the nature of war. His career as an officer of the Imperial General Staff
[genshtabist] and military specialist in service of Soviet power [voenspets]
underscores the themes of continuity and change in the Russian/Soviet military.
If there is one theme that unites all of his studies, it is imperative to understand
those trends which were guiding the evolution of military art under the impact of
the industrialization of warfare.

The great commanders, as with all successful practioners, were
first of all sons of their age. In the epoch of Napoleon the
techniques of Frederick the Great were utterly defeated and now
the application of the techniques for the Napoleonic epoch lead
only to failure. Successful action most of all must be proper to its
place and time, and therefore it must agree with the contemporary
situation. 2

His own approach to military art and theory could be described in the same
fashion as he characterized that of the German military historian Hans Delbrueck
a combination of the Hegelian dialectic and historical materialism. 4 Introducing
such a dialectical approach to an evolving military art had the same impact on
military theory that Einstein had on Newtonian physics. In place of certainty and
eternal laws in military affairs there appeared the principle of "relativity"
[otnositel'nost'] negating the very "decisiveness, absence of vacillation, and
goal-directedness," which had so much importance. ®> Svechin emphasized the
evolution of military art and warned against any effort to create closed systems
on the basis of past combat experience. The proper topic of military history was
the study of those tendencies shaping future war. °

In 1903 when Svechin entered the Nikolaevsk Academy of the General Staff,
the Napoleonic paradigm of strategic deployment, march-maneuver and tactical
engagement in a grand battle still dominated military thought Evidence to the
contrary, such as Moltke's campaigns or the American Civil War, were either cut



to fit the existing theory or ignored. The lessons of Russia's own experience in
the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 were still unassimilated. The Imperial
Russian Army lacked the leadership and mechanisms to grasp the central lessons
of the Russo-Turkish War. On the one hand, this was the result of court-
command politics, involving members of the imperial family, who did not want
their reputations sullied. 7 In such a climate the myth of General Mikhail
Dmitrievich Skobelev on his white stallion at Sheinovo cast aside any concern
over the implications of Plevna first, second and third. & On the other hand, it
was also a result of a particular mindset among the army's most important
military thinkers, especially General H. A. Leer (1829-1904) who taught strategy
at the Nikolaevsk Academy of the General Staff. Leer believed in eternal
principles and laws, interpreted Moltke as a mid-century Napoleon, and had a
disdain for the recent unpleasantness in the Balkans. Neither his book on
strategy, which dominated the field until his death, nor the guide to his lectures
at the Academy, which was published in 1887, addressed the lessons of 1877-
1878. Some civilian critics, notably the Warsaw financier and railroad magnate
Jan Bloch, had already concluded that a future war would be shaped by the
destructive power of new weapons, by million-man armies, and by the economic
mobilization of society by the belligerent states. 2 Leer and his generation of
officers looked for didactic tools rather than evolutionary concepts. In a time of
radical change in the instruments of war they sought a firm doctrine. Leer
emphasized and reemphasized the role and function of the operational line in
determining the strategic direction of a campaign which would culminate in a
decisive engagement 1 Technological change might reshape tactics, an applied
art, but they could not negate strategic principles, which were unchanging.
Strategy presented in this manner slowly ossified into dogma. Such was
Svechin's critical judgment of the army's theory on the eve of the Russo-
Japanese War.

Svechin and the Russo-Japanese War: The Impulse for Reform When
Russia went to war in 1904, Svechin went too. By the summer of 1904 he
was commanding an infantry company in the mountains of Manchuria.
Later, he served as a staff officer in General Kuropatkin's headquarters. In
Manchuria he got a first-hand appreciation of the problems of industrial
war, which haunted General Kuropatkin and his staff. Much later, he would
write that the central problem for Kuropatkin was his failure to understand
that in a given theater of war there could only be one military strategy.
While Japanese strategy had subordinated continental and maritime
operations to a single strategic vision, Kuropatkin ignored the maritime



dimension of warfare. 1! In the war's aftermath Svechin authored a major
strategic survey of the Manchurian campaign with the intention of
addressing the central lessons that the Russian army should master to avoid
another such defeat. And for Svechin the key strategic issue was the fact
that while the Japanese had concentrated their military power to achieve
victory in the theater, for Russia war in Manchuria began as and remained
a war of an advanced guard against the enemy's main force. His second
focus was the art of conducting operations in theater. 12

Two decades before the term operational art was coined reform-minded tsarist
officers had noted that modern war had destroyed the symmetry of the
Napoleonic paradigm in which tactics were the management of forces on the
field of battle and strategy the maneuver of forces to the field of battle. For these
officers of the Imperial General Staff Manchuria had been the classroom and the
Japanese army the harsh teacher. The Battle of Mukden in January 1905 dwarfed
Borodino in firepower, area and time and posed a host of new problems relating
to the control of troops. At Mukden in 1905 three Russian armies, numbering
300,000 men, 1,475 field guns and 56 machine guns, faced five Japanese armies,
numbering 270,000 men, 1,063 guns and about 200 machine guns. The fighting
lasted for six days and covered a front of 155 km and a depth of 80 km. 13 The
battlefield had become more vast, less dense, but more lethal. Railroads could
move greater masses of troops over greater distances and sustain the flow of men
and materiel into the theater. Troop control on this expanded battlefield had
become far more difficult as multiple armies operated over broader frontages,
raising a host of issues associated with the evolving nature of the application of
combined arms to achieve success. The magazine rifle, quick-firing field gun
and the machine gun had altered the relationship between offense and defense
and called into question the means by which commanders sought to onduct
maneuver, fire and shock. Mass armies, industrialization of society and the
acquisition of new weapons had brought these changes in the scale, physical
dimensions and temporal character of modern combat, replacing the great
culminating battle with a series of tactical engagements united by a commander's
concept to form a single operation. Successive operations in a theater according
to a unified theater conception became a campaign strategy. Successive
operations recast the problem of logistical support in the theater of military
actions and raised but did not resolve the problem of pursuit and exhaustion.

Colonel Svechin's interest in the conduct of operations evolved out of a
systematic critique of the failure of tactics to address the problem of troop
control in modern theater warfare, first observed during the Russo-Japanese War.



This operational focus became a means of drawing the attention of senior
officers to the need to provide effective leadership over a battlefield, which had
been recast in terms of time, space and scale of combat assets engaged. This
battlefield required that control be exercised through a modern headquarters and
staff, linked with the front and rear by telegraphic and telephonic ties. Effective
troop control called for an effort to link together a succession of tactical bounds
under a unified campaign plan designed to achieve strategic success in a theater.

Svechin's analysis addressed those problems which went beyond the "genius"
or lack of genius of a particular commander, in this case the defeated Russian
commander, General Aleksei Nikolaevich Kuropatkin. Kuropatkin had been an
excellent chief of staff to General Skobelev in the Balkans, had written
extensively on that experience and had later campaigned effectively in Central
Asia. 14 As minister of war he had directed Russia's rearmament in the years
before the outbreak of war and proved a talented logistician. Russia mobilized a
half million men and sent them over 5,000 miles by rail.

Kuropatkin was also a devoted disciple of Leer. His initial deployments and
the slow buildup of his operations on the Mukden-Port Arthur axis were clear
proof that he understood and was applying the concept of the operational line.
What he and his staff could not do was provide effective command and control
of his forces in the field. The Russian High Command spent the entire war in
Manchuria seeking the single set-piece battle which would decide the campaign.
Its elaborate march-maneuvers to position forces favorably for a general
engagement were frustrated by Japanese preemptive meeting engagement.
Svechin warned against any cavalier assessment of the lessons of the war in
which the failures are explained exclusively either by the inabilities of individual
commanders or the super-natural combat capabilities of the enemy, or illiteracy
of the Russian peoples, or the unrest within the state. We do not need criminals
or idols; they only interfere with the assessment of our mistakes and a rational
correction of them. 12

The Japanese, using the German mission-oriented tactics of Sigismund von
Schlichting, seized the initiative, threatened Kuropatkin's flanks and repeatedly
forced him to abandon the field after a spirited but inconclusive defense. The
Japanese commander, rather than waiting to deploy his forces and then enter into
a general engagement, allowed his troops to engage the enemy from the march,
thereby seizing the initiative and frustrating Kuropatkin's elaborate plans. 1°
Japanese junior officers understood their commander's intent, responded to
unexpected developments by exercising their own initiative and accomplished
their tactical missions. That spirit was too often lacking in Russian officers,



including officers of the General Staff, who fell back upon school solutions and
became "operational lawyers" and bureaucrats, not soldiers. Their first concern
was to make sure that no one could question their decisions.

In Manchuria the battlefield had assumed a breadth and depth that were
unthinkable only a half century before. It required a new sort of commander who
could conquer space and time to bring about concentration of combat power at
the decisive point and time to press the combat to culmination. Repeatedly,
Japanese commanders achieved such results against numerically superior
Russian forces. At Mukden Russian reserves found themselves marching from
one side of the battlefield to the other and either taking no decisive part in the
action or being so exhausted by the process that they had lost their effectiveness.
Having lost the initiative to the Japanese, Kuropatkin repeatedly found himself
on the tactical defense and forced to withdrawal under strong enemy pressure.

Critics, such as Svechin, concluded that the impact of technology on the scale
of battle was in the process of working a radical change in the conduct of war.
Russian officers began to speak of a new focal point in military art between
strategy and tactics, war and battle. They sought a new terminology to give
expression to this intermediary level of combat and employed engagement
[srazhenie] to define the scale of combat above battle, and operation
[operatsiia], to describe the linking together of maneuver and combat into a
series of "individual bounds of the attacker forward and the defender backward."
18 For Lieutenant Colonel A. Neznamov, the Russian defeats in the Far East had
one basic cause: "We did not understand modern war." 12 Already in 1909
Neznamov had used a public lecture to identify the central changes in the art of
military leadership which were arising from the demands of mass, industrial war.
Much of what Neznamov said was taken from German writings, especially
Schlichting, but they were presented within a very Russian context. Neznamov
redefined control [upravlenie] and initiative [pochin] so as to stress the role of
the commander in imposing order from above in the form of his plan of action.
Initiative among junior commanders became subject to the limits imposed by
their understanding of each of their units' role in that plan and the subordination
of their actions to its needs. Initiative no longer meant shouting hurrah and
leading the troops forward into battle but the application of professional skills to
the persistent development of the attack in the necessary direction. Control
embraced a feedback loop as well, for the commander could only develop his
operational plan on the basis of timely intelligence and situation reports. 2 The
available technical means of control and communication were not, however,
equal to the demands of time and space that the new weapons imposed.



This attention to the operation as the keystone of modern war stirred
considerable controversy within Russian military circles and within the imperial
government. On the one hand, critics were accused of presenting foreign, i.e.,
German or French, military theory without regard for Russian traditions. B. M.
Shaposhnikov, then a student at the Academy of the General Staff, reports in his
memoirs that when a Russian translation of Schlichting's work became available
in 1910 it was apparent that his professor, Lieutenant Colonel Neznamov, "had
been bringing us German views on operational art." 21 Much later A. Svechin
openly acknowledged the influence that Schlichting had on his wn concepts of
strategy. A close reading of Svechin's presentation suggests that the German's
ideas also influenced the views of I.I. Mikhnevich, the officer who succeeded
Leer in the chair of Strategy at the Academy. 22

Some senior faculty members were particularly concerned that such foreign
ideas would evolve into an undigested dogma, stifling critical thought and
promoting stereotyped solutions among junior officers. 22 On the other hand, the
competing conceptions quickly degenerated into intrigue and back-stabbing
among the teaching staff of the General Staff Academy. B. A. Gerua, who taught
there during that period, reports in his memoirs that he and his fellow "Young
Turks" associated with the Francophile approach to the teaching of applied
tactics which N. N. Golovin championed were removed thanks to the
denunciations carried to the suspicious V. A. Sukhomlinov, then the minister of
war. The "informer," according to Gerua, was Colonel M. D. Bonch-Bruevich,
an intimate of Sukhomlinov's during the later's tenure in the Kiev Military
District as Chief of Staff. 24 At the same time Shaposhnikov, then a student at the
Academy, complained about the total domination of French ideas and concepts
at the institution. For that reason the war game [Kriegspiel] did not figure in the
educational program. 2> The subtext to much of this intrigue and animosity at the
Academy was the hostility between the professional officers, drawn from the
poor nobility and service estates of the empire, and the higher aristocracy with
its access to the Court, the Corps of Pages and the Guard.

Colonel Neznamov's advocacy of a unified military doctrine to prepare the
entire state for the conduct of modern war brought the young professor into
conflict with Nicholas IT himself, who ordered the colonel to cease his writings
on that topic. 2° Neznamov's views were in no way radical or subversive of the
autocracy. As General Mikhnevich stated in his book on strategy, Russian
military theorists had concluded that modern war required a centralized,
coordinated effort that would mobilize the nation's total resources for war. The
ideal state structure for such an effort was, according to Mikhnevich, "a powerful



monarchy" which could maintain internal political unity and sustain the war
effort to make maximum use of time and space in the conduct of the struggle. 22
The fumbling, disjointed and ineffective national leadership provided by
Nicholas II's government during the war years hardly fit what Mikhnevich or
Neznamov had in mind. The polemics over unified military doctrine was
renewed a decade later in the Trotsky-Frunze debates of the early 1920s. By this
time, however, they had a new ideological content, militant Marxism, and a new
venue, the communist party. But it was the same debate. 2

These interwar debates did, however, have some impact upon the way in
which Russia went to war in 1914. On the one hand, the critics were able to get
the concept of a unified supreme headquarters [Stavka] accepted and were able
to introduce the intermediary command instance of front to control the
operations of a group of armies in a given sector of the theater. New Russian
field regulations placed greater emphasis upon effective combined arms, and the
meeting engagement replaced the march-maneuver. In addition, thanks in part to
changing diplomatic circumstances and bureaucratic politics, Russian war plans
shifted from General Mikhnevich's covering force strategy to one of initial
offensive action, a position in keeping with the requirements of the Franco-
Russian military alliance. Some reform-minded officers accepted the need for
initial offensive operations as the only way in which decisive victory could
rapidly be achieved. Others were concerned with the fact that a Russian
offensive against Germany in East Prussia would have to be mounted before the
Russian armies could complete their mobilization. 22

Such a course of action was dictated by French strategic assumptions, which
required an immediate Russian offensive to tie down German forces in the East
and thereby provide a more favorable balance of forces to assure the success of
the French offensive. Already in August 1913 Svechin doubted the wisdom of
tying Russian war plans and allied strategy to the success of the initial French
offensive. The French army was gambling on "an extraordinarily short and
decisive campaign." 2

Writing at the time when the Russian armament program of 1912 was
beginning to impact upon the strategic calculus of Europe, Svechin proposed that
the allies shift their offensive priorities and have Russia launch the first allied
offensive, while France stood on the defensive. In this fashion the Russian army
could attack when it had completed mobilization and not before. France, with the
opportunity to stand on the defense, could avoid heavy losses in the initial period
and thereby sustain its war effort. Svechin argued that these implications of
Russia's armament program were connected to France's increased vulnerability



in case of the failure of France's initial offensive. Svechin stated that Russia
would have to mount and conduct decisive offensive operations within two
months of the outbreak of hostilities, and linked this delayed Russian offensive
to a French shift from an immediate offensive to the strategic defense. His
rationale was that "the Russian front has for Germany become the most
important theater of operations. And first-class theater of operations refers to the
Russian preparations for war which are on a completely unique scale." 3!

Evident in Svechin's proposal were two features of his strategic thought which
were shaped by Manchuria and would remain cornerstones of his analysis. A
major war would be protracted, and gambling on initial successes to bring about
war termination ran the risk of undermining the ability to sustain combat actions.
Svechin believed that the study of military history could be fruitfully applied to
the solution of current military problems. One cardinal lesson was that
commanders started each war with plans for the decisive destruction of the
enemy, but that most wars did not end that way. The most pressing problem for
modern strategy and operations had become the control of troops in large-scale
operations.

Applied Military History During World War I Svechin served at Stavka,
then commanded a regiment and division, and from September 1917 was
chief of staff of the Northern Front. Following the October Revolution and
the disbandment of the Imperial army Svechin joined the Workers' and
Peasants' Red Army [RKKA] in March 1918 and held a series of posts
connected with the defensive "screens" which the Soviet regime attempted
to maintain along the front while it negotiated peace with the Central
Powers. In August 1918, as the Civil War was intensifying, Svechin was
appointed chief of the All-Russian Main Staff and held that post until
October of that year. Thereafter, he took up his teaching duties in the newly
established Academy of the General Staff of the RKKA.

Intellectual speculation about the nature of operations took second place to the
praxis of war for Svechin, like most other Russian officers, over the next few
years. World war and civil war tore apart the fabric of Russian society and with
it the old army. Russian officers had, however, built up a rich fund of experience
in modern war, and some of these officers, especially those who joined the Red
Army as military specialists [voenspetsy], had an opportunity to develop a
theory of operational art on the basis of the prewar speculations and experience
in World War I and the Civil War. This opportunity was to some measure the
product of the Bolsheviks' and Lenin's attitude toward the expertise of the
professional soldier. 32 In part, it was a product of ideological commitment to a



transcendent Russian nationalism of the type which moved General Brusilov to
offer his services to the Soviet state during the Polish attack in the spring of
1920. Finally, it was partly a matter of chance and luck.

However, as the war dragged on and the need to train more general staff
officers became evident the Academy was reopened in late 1916. During the
next turbulent year the Academy resumed its mission under the most difficult
circumstances. 22 Following the October Revolution and the German advance on
Pskov toward Petrograd, the commandant of the Academy ordered most of the
faculty and students and the library moved to safety. In this case safety was
Kazan, where most of those who went joined Kolchak. The minority of faculty
and students moved to Moscow, where the Soviet government set about
organizing its own Academy of the General Staff. 3 As I. A. Korotkov has
acknowledged, the first steps taken by Soviet military science during the Civil
War were carried out by voenspetsy associated with the tsarist general staff and
its academy. The first Soviet professional military journal, Voennoe delo, carried
articles on military doctrine by Neznamov, Svechin and P. I. Izmest'ev—the last
being the author of a major, wartime study on the significance of the estimate in
the working out and conduct of military operations. 22

Lenin's government found the tsarist General Staff's post-1905 approach to the
study and use of military history worthy of emulation. One of the first acts of the
Soviet Republic in 1918 was the creation of the Commission for the Study and
Use of the Experience of the War, 1914-1918. 2 This effort drew upon the
talents of many former officers of the Russian General Staff, including Svechin,
who headed and provided editorial direction to the project. Svechin used the
introduction to the first volume of essays published by the Commission to call
for further study of changes in strategy and tactics made evident by the World
War. 37 Regarding the deeper political and socioeconomic changes wrought by
World War I, Svechin consigned their study to the realm of the Socialist
Academy and identified the Commission's work as narrowly military and
immediately practical. He recognized the twin problems of masses of
information and the need for an operational focus. 28

Svechin's treatment of the war was noteworthy for the absence of a Marxist
analytical framework and the presence of an integral Russian nationalism, which
even in 1919 linked together the past accomplishments of Russian arms and
national military valor, which Svechin described as "a cement, uniting us into
one whole." 32 At the same time Svechin promised an objectivity which
transcended even that of Moltke the Elder's injunction to his General Staff in
writing up the history of the Franco-Prussian War: "the truth, only the truth, but



not all the truth." Instead, Svechin said that the Commission's motto would be
Clausewitz's: "the truth, only the truth, the whole truth." The reputations of
commanders from an army overthrown by social revolution did not need the
same special care as those linked to an ancient dynasty. “C Later when the
Commission's task was extended to the study and use of Civil War experience it
proved difficult for Soviet military authors to live up to this standard when
studying the RKKA's own experience. A little over a decade later Stalinism made
a mockery of even Moltke's formula by substituting outright lies for historical
judgment to create its own mythical past and by applying terror to transform
historical actors into non-persons and historical events into non-events.
Nonetheless, for a decade Svechin's standard did remain the criteria for judgment
of RKKA studies over a wide range of topics. Their high caliber and professional
quality owed very much to the example which he set.

Svechin's approach to military history was anything but dogmatic. He
understood that his views had been shaped by the experiences of his own
generation of General Staff officers. He was sympathetic to the young Red
commanders, who upon arriving from the fronts of the Civil War, questioned the
applicability of school solutions and textbook military science to their war.
Svechin noted that these students were soldier-revolutionaries and not traditional
student-officers. These young men were already hardened veterans, having seen
combat in World War I and the bloody and bitter Civil War. Full of enthusiasm
for a cause but distrustful of the professors from the tsarist Nikolaevsk Academy
of the General Staff, who were suspected as "class enemies," they refused to be
intimidated by classical authorities or to accept the "school" solutions. Their test
of instruction was its relevance to their own practical experience in the field.
Svechin could see in the face of each man "... an idea which is blasphemous to
the temple of science, i.e., to bring in something of his own—to criticize
thoroughly the ideas presented to them. Their enthusiasm merged with a scorn
for the old forms of military science." 4!

These extraordinary circumstances created a unique climate for the serious
study of military art. Vigorous debate and sharp polemics were the order of the
day. According to Marshal M. V. Zakharov, who was one of Svechin's students,
"They [his lectures] inculcated a love for military history, widened the scale of
their knowledge, raised the level of general culture, and what is especially
important, stimulated students to think creatively and to approach historical
phenomena critically." 42

Svechin's colleague, General A. I. Verkhovskii (1886-1938), Professor of
Tactics at the Military Academy and former Minister of War of the provisional



government, saw the voenspets-professors, such as Svechin and himself, as
military "realists," engaged in "a war on two fronts." The realists had to contend
with conservatives, on the one hand, who wanted to maintain past views because
they were sanctioned by history and the unchanging laws of military science,
and the futurists, on the other, who, on the basis of their experience in the
Revolution and Civil War, put their faith in crude military means and political
agitation and trusted in class struggle to ignite revolution behind the enemy's
lines. On occasion the conservatives and futurists made common cause against
the realists. In assessing this struggle during the Academy's first decade, 1918-
1928, Verkhovskii concluded that it had been one full of vitality. The Red Army
had made significant progress in the study of military science and military art. 42

In such heady times a rough-and-tumble theory conditioned by practical
experience and guided by a militant ideology became the basis for a new
military science. Its demand for a unity of theory and praxis was fulfilled in the
"scientific" analysis of the new Soviet state's own combat experience as reflected
in the activities of the Military Academy's Military-Scientific-Society. 44
Svechin played a prominent role in promoting the study of military classics and
in digesting the core of military strategy for the students of the Military
Academy of the RKKA. His goal was to make accessible to his students his own
teachers—i.e., the military theorists who had contributed most to military
science—and thereby provide the students with some context in which to study
the evolution of military art and to place in context the salient features of the
World War and Civil War, which would shape its further evolution. This
included a major translation program of classic foreign military works, such as
Clausewitz's recently published letters on Principles of Strategic Decision,
memoirs of senior commanders from World War I (i.e., Ludendorff, Conrad and
Falkenhayn) and theoretical works, such as von Schlieffen's Cannae. Svechin's
own contributions to this endeavor were broad and profound and included
editing and providing commentary on the selected essays on strategy by leading
military theorists from the eighteenth through the twentieth centuries. 4>

A professional soldier, Svechin appreciated the need for a rigorous and
structured approach to the study of combat experience. The key to success in
military-historical study lay not in the number of primary sources used or the
time spent in archives but in the application of a professional soldier's insights to
sound methodology in the examination of issues of current military importance.
Svechin was very dubious about any attempt to get past events to fit current
military or political dogma. In a review of General A. Zaionchkovskii's Russia's
Preparation for War Svechin critiqued the author for failing to appreciate the



real problems associated with Russian war plans and deployments on the eve of
World War 1. Zaionchkovskii blamed the initial failures of Russian strategic
deployment on the decision to redeploy many units in the Polish salient deep
within Russia. In the introduction to Zaionchkovskii's volume M. N.
Tukhachevskii had speculated that this redeployment had been the result of
conservative fears of social revolution, i.e., a need to reposition units to deal
with armed rebellion rather than the external threat. Svechin rejected both
interpretations, pointing out that reform-minded officers, and not conservatives,
had pushed the redeployment to escape the dilemma of placing too many units
forward where they would be vulnerable to an initial German offensive before
mobilization had been completed. Military prudence, as Svechin had pointed out
before the war, imposed the conclusion that Germany would win any
mobilization race because of significant advantages in rail networks and
transport capacity. The evolution of operational deployment under modern
conditions demanded dispositions that would minimize enemy opportunities to
disrupt deployment. Moreover, the problem for tsarist Russia had been
premature offensive operations in the initial period of war when mobilization
had not yet been completed. That had been the primary cause of disaster in East
Prussia. 4

Military history was not lifeless monuments but a weapon for struggle in the
present, the key to understanding. Each generation must itself forge a new
historical weapon no matter how difficult that might be and master it in order to
have the possibility of freely setting off on its own road and not be stuck at the
tail of the column behind others." 4
Svechin stressed the role of a general staff in cultivating applied historical
studies to the problems of operational art. Such studies were one foundation for
mastery of troop control of large formations. # Military history was the solid
foundation for theoretic speculation on strategy: The history of military art is the
absolutely necessary introduction to the present work [Strategy], Without it we
risk making ourselves quite unintelligible. Not keeping our attention focused on
the most important military phenomena of history and not furnishing our
reflections with a series of military-historical facts, we run the risk of drifting
into confusion in abstract propositions from the theory of strategic art. The
benefit we derive from it will be proportionate to the experience and military-
historical baggage we have at our disposal upon beginning our study of strategy.
49

Svechin warned in his introduction to Strategy, that the brain itself had to be
educated to grasp the connections between the theory and practice of strategy; no
amount of tactical experience would ever suffice to prepare commanders to



conduct operations using large formations in keeping with strategic
requirements. Modern war required of statesmen and soldiers a common
appreciation of the complex relationship between war and the economy, war and
society. 2 Svechin claimed no special political expertise, no profound
knowledge of Marxism, but he did assert that the military specialist was the best
source of information on military-technical issues.

One of the gravest problems confronting military education was the dangerous
tendency for senior military schools to stifle original thought and promote
dogma as doctrine. Writing about Sigismund von Schlichting's contribution to
military strategy, Svechin noted that Schlichting represented a new breed of
military theorist. Having received a fine university education and then serving
with the General Staff during the Franco-Prussian War, Schlichting learned about
strategy and the conduct of war by reading Moltke's reports. Whereas the
General Staff Academy sought to turn Moltke into an epigone of Napoleon,
Schlichting studied the Napoleonic art of war not as dogma taught at the
Academy but as an intellectual measure against which to judge Moltkian
practice. In this fashion Schlichting added a new term, "contemporary," to
military art. The study of military history became one means of guaging the
impact of changes in civil and military affairs on military art. 2!

Svechin wanted the education of senior officers to be structured so that their
critical skills would be developed. In the strategic dialogue between senior
officers and civilian statesmen, Svechin stressed the need for the soldiers to be
conversant with diplomatic, political and economic realities shaping strategy. At
the same time the military officers also had to master their own craft, the
military-technical questions associated with the conduct of war (i.e., operational
art) and be able to convey its realities to the civilian leadership. 22

For advocating such a role for a general staff in preparing for war and
planning operations, Svechin was attacked by a host of politically-minded
opponents, who accused him of promoting a "narrow-cast group," the class
essence of which was hostile to socialism. V. Levichev saw a distinct challenge
to the young Red commanders' authority in Svechin's claims for operational art:
The knowledge of the "General Staff" invested it with a special privileged trust
in operational art and the knowledge of the secrets of victories. This special
position of officers of the General Staff in the army created much internal hatred
and open hostility from the side of rank-and-file commanders, who because of a
lack of family connections (and this was the main line of promotion to general in
the old army) and the titles of officers of the General Staff, had no advantages in

promotion. 23



According to Levichev, the Soviet state had the party to guide its preparations
for war and thus had no requirement for such a narrow cast of specialists.
Instead, it needed commander-generalists, who were trained to lead regiments
and above, not a "narrow group of red military specialists" calling themselves
the General Staff. >

Yet the issue was not simply one of an old cast institution being inevitably
hostile to a workers' state or even party guidance. A general staff was critical to
the further development of operational art in practice since it would possess
those skills necessary to answer the most pressing military-technical questions
associated with planning and preparing for war. Using Conrad von Hotzendorf's
memoirs as a vehicle to explore the role of the general staff in modern war and
preparations for war, the voenspets-genshtabist Boris Mikhailovich
Shaposhnikov characterized that role as "the brain of the army." 2> Shaposhnikov
acknowledged his debt to Svechin and stressed the linkages between the political
and military sides of doctrine in the process of war planning. Central to this
point was Svechin's invocation of Clausewitz to stress the concept of "war as a
continuation of politics by other means" and to assert the centrality of fitting war
plans and mobilization to political requirements and not the reverse, as had
happened in 1914. Indeed, mobilization was a political act, the very gateway to
war. For Shaposhnikov, politics embraced the international class struggle as well
as the class struggle within each belligerent. Whereas Svechin clung to the idea
of the general staff as the apolitical agents of a supra-class state, Shaposhnikov,
himself a voenspets and still not a member of the communist party, embraced the

idea of a politically-literate general staff, operating under the party's guidance. 2

Operational Art Only in 1923-1924 did Svechin tackle the problem of
redefining the content of military art. In a cycle of lectures on strategy given
at the Military Academy of the RKKA, Svechin introduced the term
"operational art" as the bridge between tactics and strategy, i.e., the means
by which the senior commander transformed a series of tactical successes
into operational "bounds" linked together by the commander's intent and
plan and contributing to strategic success in a given theater of military
actions. 7 In his lectures Svechin defined operational art as the "totality of
maneuvers and battles in a given part of a theater of military action
directed toward the achievement of the common goal, set as final in the
given period of the campaign.” > Svechin's rationale for this redefinition
was based on his observation that the former division had been based on the
integral concept of "the general engagement" which had disappeared in
practice. In its place had emerged a series of successive operations. >° These



lectures served as the basis for Svechin's Strategiia, which appeared in 1926.
Here Svechin for the first time wrote about the nature of "operational art"
and its relationship to strategy and tactics: We define an operation as such
as an act of war in the course of which, without any pauses, the efforts of the
forces in a particular area of a theater of military actions are directed
toward the achievement of a specific, intermediary goal. 5

As Svechin formulated their relationship, politics shaped strategy in all its
dimensions, strategy set the parameters of operational art, and operational art
shaped tactics to the demands of the theater campaign. Varfolomeev presented
the same relationship in terms of means and ends: Thus, combat is the means of
the operation. Tactics are the material of operational art. The operation is the
means of strategy, and operational art is the material of strategy. Such is the
essence of this three-part formula. &

Svechin's conceptualization of operational art coincided with Mikhail Frunze's
appointment as chief of staff of the RKKA and chief of the Military Academy.
The Red Army, in the aftermath of a rapid demobilization following the Civil
War, was in the process of enacting major reforms and adapting itself to the
requirements of Lenin's New Economic Policy (NEP). At Frunze's initiative, a
Chair of Army Operations was established at the Academy of the RKKA in 1924,
but it did not survive for long. %2 The content of that part of the Academy's
curriculum was directed at the techniques required to conduct operations. Herein
was the art or "know-how" [umenie]. Initially, however, emphasis was placed
more upon general commentary than practical preparation of staff officers for
conducting operations. Typical of this literature was M. Bonch-Bruevich's essay
on principles of operational leadership in modern war which laid out the content
of an operational plan, outlining its features: mission statement, intelligence on
enemy forces and their probable courses of action, information on the status of
one's own forces, the specific missions of subordinated units, the structure of
rear services, the organization of supply and the support of the operation. Bonch-
Bruevich emphasized the role of the organs of troop control in turning the
commander's intent to an operational plan and outlined the various areas where
the staff had to conduct its estimates of the situation. His list of such activities
was extensive and encompassed all aspects of operational planning. Bonch-
Bruevich emphasized the art of troop control as critical to operational leadership
and pointed out the role of the struggle for time in "all preparatory actions and
during execution." %2

N. Varfolomeev, the deputy head of the Department of Strategy during the
same period, noted the fact that objective changes in the nature of warfare



associated with the appearance of million-man armies and technological
innovations had recast the face of battle, increased its spacial and temporal
dimensions, broken down the conventional forms of combined arms, forced a
rethinking of problems of command and control and laid the foundation for the
emergence of the operation as the bridge between strategy and tactics. Tactics
became the conduct of battle/combat [boi]; the engagement [srazhenie], which
in the Napoleonic era had been conducted as a series of combats on a single
battlefield under the observation of the commander, now took place over a much
broader front and at much greater depths well beyond the ability of any
commander to exercise direct control In this manner the operation emerged as
the bridge to strategy. Varfolomeev described the modern operation as: the
totality of maneuvers and battles in a given sector of a theater of military actions
[TVD] which are directed toward the achievement of a common objective, which
has been set as final in a given period of the campaign. The conduct of an
operation is not a matter of tactics. It has become the lot of operational art. %

Under Svechin's leadership the Commission for the Study and Use of War
Experience had been particularly critical of the prewar tsarist war games, which
had downplayed logistics and failed to provide effective guidance for the
reformulation of war plans. % Military education for senior commanders and
staff had to combine military science and military art, "knowledge" [znanie]
with "knowhow" [umenie], to be effective. 86 In 1923 Svechin recommended
that wargaming take on the task of assessing operational and tactical concepts
under active, informed exercise directors. Participants should not feel that they
are being judged. Rather, the focus should be on testing the applicability and
effectiveness of various concepts and ideas. &

Frunze played a leading role in promoting such an approach by invigorating
the Military Academy's Higher Military-Academic Courses [ VVAK] or senior
Red Army commanders, which focused on the further education of brigade and
higher commanders. ® Frunze's commitment to this program brought more
attention to the Chair of Strategy and its further development. He emphasized
the need to change the content of the course on the conduct of operations by
shifting from general observations to working out the practical details and
techniques for the conduct of operations. %2 Over the next several years this led
to the development of a program of operational war-gaming in which students
were expected to do the necessary calculations and estimates necessary to
prepare for an army operation. This "applied" approach to training future
commanders and staff officers was a major break with past Russian tradition and
placed primary stress on finding means in the educational process of unifying



theory and practice. The leaders in the development of operational war-gaming
at the Academy were V. K. Triandafillov, K. Berends and Varfolomeev. 70 The
summer campaign of 1920 against Pilsudski's Poland served as both a model and
a case-study for such operational gaming since it embraced a major operational
axis in a war against one of the most probable future opponents of the Soviet
state.

Svechin's Strategic Paradigm The core of Svechin's Strategy and its most
controversial element to both his contemporaries and present-day analysts
was a dualistic strategic paradigm, which Svechin borrowed from Hans
Delbrueck, the eminent German military historian and theorist. The two
poles of this paradigm, attrition (Delbrueck's Ermattungsstrategie, or
Svechin's izmor ["starvation"] in Russian) and destruction (Delbrueck's
Niederwerfiungsstrategie, or Svechin's sokrushenie in Russian), were
conditioned by the circumstances of war itself. A belligerent power,
depending on its war aims, the military potential of its society and economy,
its military capabilities, the nature of the theater and the nature of its
opponent, could employ either model. Like Delbrueck, Svechin thought that
soldiers were all too eager to take the strategy of destruction as the only
appropriate course to seize and exploit the initiative and bring about a
decision in a one-sided reading of Clausewitz's assessment of the legacy of
Napoleon. 71

As had also happened with Delbrueck, whose comparison of Frederick the
Great and Napoleon as examples of two different strategic models had sparked
intense polemics between the author and the German General Staff, Svechin's
presentation set off an intense debate within the Red Army. In keeping with the
economic realities of the NEP, the social character of the Soviet regime, the
geostrategic features of the probable main theater of a future war and the nature
of the forces of probable opponents, Svechin advocated a strategy of attrition for
Soviet Russia. 22 The NEP as the political-economic framework of Soviet
strategy represented a welcome departure from what Svechin called "dangerous
illusions: "

One must welcome the rejection by Soviet power of any sort
of chauvinism, from the pressure to use the Red Army for
promoting revolution by force of arms. But should such
manifestations of chauvinism appear, then look at a map, reflect
on modern technology and give up any sort of pleasant but even
more so dangerous illusions." 22
In advocating a strategy of attrition Svechin could invoke the support of many



prominent figures in the Red Army, including Mikhail Frunze, who until his
death in October 1925 advocated preparations for protracted war. Svechin's most
vehement opponents were those who viewed class war and a strategy of
destruction as the only appropriate course of action for the Red Army. Most
vocal in promoting a strategy of destruction was M. N. Tukhachevskii, a young
Red commander, hero of the Civil War and the advocate of using the Red Army
as an instrument of "revolution from without" [revoliutsiia izvne].

In early 1926 at a special conference held to debate the merits of strategies of
attrition [izmor] and destruction [sokrushenie] faculty members from the
Military Academy and officers of the Main Staff of the RKKA took opposing
sides. The intensity of the debate over the issue of the advantages of a strategy of
attrition influenced Svechin to recast the second edition of Strategy, which
appeared in 1927. In the introduction to the second edition he acknowledged his
debt to Delbrueck's concepts and defended them as "tools of historical research
needed to give meaning to the military-historical past." He concluded: "For us
these phenomena are alive in the present and have come together in a single era,
and we would consider it impossible to construct any theory of strategy without
appropriate concepts and terms." 74

In his section devoted to a typology of operations in the first edition of
Strategy and in subsequent defense of a strategy of attrition it is apparent that
Svechin's views on the advantages of a strategy of attrition were much
influenced by his assumptions about the protracted nature of a future war and the
relative inability of Soviet Russia to mount a decisive initial blow against a
major opponent. Moreover, Soviet Russia, like tsarist Russia, was not vulnerable
to the sort of lightning blow which could annihilate a smaller state. A strategy of
attrition was not to be favored at all times. 22 In the second edition, Svechin did
note that specific conditions could create opportunities for the application of a
strategy of destruction. These conditions he identified as a national military
posture ensuring maximum military preparedness to such a degree that a state
could commit the maximum amount of its military potential as fielded
capabilities in the initial period of war; a theater dominated by a land frontier
served by a dense rail and road network; a significant superiority of combat
power over the opponent; and a weak state and social system wracked by
conflict and vulnerable to an external blow. Z® Neither the Soviet state nor its
probable opponents in a coalition war in Eastern Europe fit such a situation.

This focus on attrition strategy led Svechin to turn his attention to the problem
of linking national strategy to the problem of prewar preparation for war. Here
he emphasized the need to address the political and economic preparation of the



nation for war. In his formulation of the alternative strategic concepts, i.e.,
destruction [sokrushenie] and attrition [izmor], a host of issues regarding the
relationship between operational art and the paradigm of future war quickly
emerged as topics for debate. Drawing upon the work of Delbrueck, Svechin was
critical of the German General Staff's one-sided emphasis on the conduct of
decisive operations in the initial period of war. ZZ Svechin recognized the seeds
of disaster in such short-war illusions. He stressed the need to prepare for a long
war, given the geostrategic and political situation confronting the USSR. For
Svechin, modern war was by definition total war, a drama in three acts:
prologue, initial period, and second part. The second part was, in its essence, a
people's war. Svechin identified several classic models of the second act,
including Napoleon's Russian campaign after the capture of Moscow, the
guerilla war in Spain and the German national insurrection of 1813. Finally,
Svechin agreed with Clausewitz that the objective in this act of war was the
destabilization of the enemy government. 8 Gambling on decisive victory in the
first act and ignoring the second was an invitation to disaster. Hubris invited
nemesis.

Svechin emphasized political and economic objectives for strategy at the
expense of any immediate attempt to annihilate the enemy's armed forces. He
defended the Russian General Staff's assessment in 1912-1914 of the problems
of deploying its fronts and armies in the initial period of war against Germany
and Austria-Hungary. Where it had gone wrong was in tying Russian war plans
to French requirements for immediate offensive operations, even if mobilization,
concentration and deployment of forces could not be completed in a timely
manner. Svechin noted that the Russian reformers of 1908-1909 had been intent
upon moving the weight of the army away from the frontier to provide greater
depth of deployment. For him the most central and conspicuous problem was the
commitment to the initial forward deployment of Russian forces in Poland. With
the center of gravity away from the frontier, the Russian army ceased to be
vulnerable to an initial German offensive intent upon annihilating its first
strategic echelon in Poland. France's requirement for an immediate Russian
offensive against Germany was not dictated by defensive considerations but by
French offensive requirements. With such deeper deployments and a complete
mobilization, the German High Command might, at best, achieve some success
against covering forces, but hardly force a strategic decision. Svechin concluded
that the second act of the war with Germany had just begun with the French
occupation of the Ruhr. The political content of that act would be a German
national resistance to Versailles.



The proper response to the Schlieffen Plan was neither plan "A" nor plan "G"
with their immediate offensive objectives in East Prussia or Galicia. A "Russian
Schlieffen Plan" was an invitation to disaster: Plans of deployment are two-sided
affairs, affecting each side. This the author seems to forget. The Russian General
Staff was not running away from an "apparition" but provoked the
transformation of German power along the Russian border into an apparition. By
doing that, did it betray Russian interests? 72
For Svechin the answer to this dilemma was to pull the forward armies' points of
concentration back from the border, trading time for space in order to complete
deployments. In the end, he maintained, the very nature of the Russian state
suited it for a strategy of protracted war and attrition.

The development of the Russian state, as of other states, moved
in the direction of preparing it for a protracted war, for attrition,
and not destruction. This process took place unnoticed even by
the very leaders of reform in the army... But a cruel evolution led
change of preparation of Russian deployment toward attrition.
Russia's force for destruction had not increased during those 14
years [1900-1914]. In this direction, which the evolution of
Russian military power took, the single correct decision would be
not an immediate campaign against Berlin, but a struggle for a
further stage of deployment on the Danzig-Peremyshl' front. &

This focus led Svechin and others into a consideration of the problem of the
relationship between the civilian and military leadership in the conduct of war
and preparations for war. He argued that Russia traditionally and the Soviet
Union then faced special conditions that made a strategy of attrition particularly
attractive. 8! At the same time, however, Russia's military experience had
concealed that fact. Svechin argued that one of the legacies of Russia's heritage
of frontier warfare was the tendency of military commanders to turn their own
rear areas into satrapies, where immediate supply requirements of front
commands took precedence over a rational mobilization of the entire state
economy. He criticized such a narrow perception of military logistics and
emphasized the need for a unification of front and rear through the planned
mobilization of the entire "state rear," by which he meant the national economy,
for the purpose of supporting front operations. The state rear in this context
defined the strategic and operational capabilities of Soviet forces in a given
theater and set limits on what was militarily feasible. 8 The strategic realities of
Soviet Russia's state rear were determined by its territorial extent population
size, agrarian base, NEP economy and political order (i.e., a party-dominated



system based upon an alliance between workers and peasants). National strategy
could not be recut to fit revolutionary romanticism and a cult of the offensive.

Svechin's argument for a national strategy based on attrition had its roots in
his own vision of Russian society and the historical experience of the World War.
His fellow professor and colleague A. Verkhovskii, in defending an "attrition"
strategy, enraged the offensive-minded young Red commanders when he
asserted that it might be better in the initial period of a future Polish-Soviet war
"to give up Minsk and Kiev than to take Bialystok and Brest." To those who
identified Marxism-Leninism with a strictly offensive style of war, such retreats
were quite unthinkable. 8

As the Red Army's leading author on tactics, Verkhovskii championed
preparing the Red Army for battle with a concrete enemy in specific
circumstances. The features which marked this "new school" of tactics from the
old were:

o the features of one's own weapons;

o the influence of class and national conflict within which a future war would
be fought;

o the quantity of troops available to the enemy and the Red Army, the size of
the theater, density of forces and depth of deployments;

e how the opponents will act "not with our weapons but with his and
according to his own regulations which are in keeping with his weapons
and his troops";

o the decisive influence of locality in the sense of both theater of war and
within the confines of the field of battle; and finally

o the closest and most intense scrutiny had to be given to calculating the
influence of the element of time on the forms of struggle and on the degree
of its organization, not only on the enemy side but also on the Soviet side,
i.e., a search for an advantage in staff procedures which would permit one
army to decide, plan and execute more rapidly than the opponent. &

All these points, while touching on strategic topics in one way or another,
addressed operational issues. Density and depth of forces expressed as number
of troops and guns on a given front could be reduced to calculations of density of
forces per kilometer of front. "Without calculations all these forms lack content.
Furthermore, it is very important to know the density of forces in a given front at
which the saturation point is reached in those cases when we wish to set the form
of a march-maneuver in a future war." 8

Svechin had observed that war plans and operational considerations regarding



future war were exercises in foresight. He was uncomfortable with any claim
that foresight involved prediction, a guide to a commander in a real war in all its
complexity. Instead he discussed the problem of articulating a general strategic
line of conduct, i.e., a broad design for successive operations leading to victory.
Such a design would provide the "key" to the interpretation of the demands of
constantly changing conditions and permit the commander to adjust to new
circumstances. Great commanders were not "prophets."”

In strategy prophecy may only be charlatanism, and even a genius

is incapable of seeing how a war will unfold. But he must put

together a perspective in which he will evaluate the phenomena

of war. A military leader needs a working hypothesis. ¢
The wrong hypothesis, a set of incorrect assumptions about political ends and
military means or about combat capabilities and logistical support, could and
would lead to disaster. Thus, in criticizing Tukhachevskii's "March Beyond the
Vistula" in 1920, V. Melikov noted the asymmetry between the commander's
operational concepts and his logistics. The risks of a strategy of destruction
under such circumstances were great. 8/

A much more narrow critique of attrition strategy built on Svechin's own
observation that in the initial period of war the attacker—i.e., the side adapted to
decisive initial operations—could impose its style of warfare on the defender.
Vasilii Novitskii noted that a strategy based on attrition stood on totally different
principles than one based upon destruction. Destruction required the ability to
conduct large-scale, immediate, decisive, lightning operations. In place of
mobilizing the civilian economy for war, a strategy of destruction required an in-
place war industry which would in peacetime provide all the weapons and
materiel necessary to conduct decisive operations. Svechin had assumed that the
side which adopted a strategy of destruction would be able to impose its war on
the other side by seizing the initiative and mounting initial offensive operations.
Counting on victory in a short war, the side adopting a strategy of destruction
could avoid a host of difficult peacetime sacrifices necessary to create a unity of
front and rear in a protracted war. However, failure in those initial operations
would expose the adventurism at the heart of such a policy by underscoring the
disconnection between military strategy and political-economic preparations.
Novitskii reformulated Svechin's assumption that the initiative always goes to
the side following a strategy of destruction by focusing on the problem of the
struggle for mobilization and deployment. In the age of air power, he
emphasized the possibility of a covering force army conducting initial operations
so as to disrupt enemy mobilization and deployment and thereby to win the



"struggle for the nature of future war." 88 Novitskii's work on this aspect of
future war contributed to the development of a specific line of Soviet military
writings devoted to the nature, form, content and law-governed patterns
[zakonnomernosti] of the development of the "initial period of war." &2

As V. K. Triandafillov would point out in 1929, the pace of economic and
technological change in Europe was creating two different military worlds. In
Western Europe and America economic development had created the
preconditions for he mechanization of warfare. When they went to war those
states would draw upon the full potential of an industrial rear. In Eastern Europe,
including the Soviet Union, the economic and technological bases of military
power were a peasant rear [krest'ianskii tyl]. Large-scale mechanization was
beyond any possibility. 22

By the time Svechin had revised Strategy Soviet Russia was already moving
into crisis because of a breakdown of the NEP. The outcome of that crisis was
Stalin's revolution from above: industrialization, collectivization, totalitarian
controls and militarization of Soviet society. If izmor was the expression of the
NEP in strategic terms, then sokrushenie would become the expression of
Stalin's revolution. In their advocacy of a strategy of destruction, Tukhachevskii
and his supporters combined revolutionary enthusiasm with a technological
determinism, which Svechin rejected on both counts. Regarding the impact of
technology, he warned against any attempt to achieve technological surprise on
an operational scale. The historical record suggested that the development of
advanced technology, its mass production, integration into the armed forces and
articulation of new combat forms which would optimize its advantages were, in
fact, protracted processes. Prudent state policy sought to seize and maintain the
technological initiative, which could be exploited tactically and have operational
consequences. The key to maintaining the technological initiative was the
systematic study of the scientific and technological achievements of other
powers while concealing one's own efforts. 2!

Tukhachevskii and the Strategy of Destruction Svechin's opponents had
argued that technological developments and the nature of the external
threat made it absolutely essential to carry out a total "machinization" of
the Red Army and Soviet rear. One of the leading proponents of such views
was M. V. Tukhachevskii, who served as Chief of the RKKA Staff from 1925
to 1928. Tukhachevskii argued that what was required to make the new
operational art into a sound strategic posture was nothing less than
"complete militarization" of the national economy to provide the new
instruments of mechanized warfare. Committed to an operational art that



would end in the total destruction of the enemy, Tukhachevskii crossed pens
with Svechin, whom he accused of being an advocate of attrition. 22
According to G. S. Isserson, one of Tukhachevskii's closest collaborators in
the 1930s, during the war scare of 1927 when the party leadership feared
conflict with Great Britain, Tukhachevskii came forward with a master plan
for the mechanization of the Red Army in December 1927, only to have it
turned down by the party leadership under Stalin. 2
Tukhachevskii's views won favor several years later in 1930, after Stalin had
broken with Bukharin's thesis on the stabilization of capitalism and began to
associate the Depression with a rising threat of war to the Soviet Union. The
party leadership openly used this threat to justify the brutal processes of
industrialization and forced collectivization by linking them with an
improvement in the level of national defense. In 1931 Stalin employed a basic
calculus to justify the drive for modernization in which he linked backwardness
and defeat: Those who fall behind, get beaten. . . . Such is jungle law of
capitalism. You are backward, you are weak—therefore, you are wrong. Hence
you can be beaten and enslaved. You are mighty; therefore, you are right. Hence,
we must be wary of you....
We are 50 to 100 years behind the leading countries. We must
make up this distance in ten years. Either we do that or they will
suppress us. 24
During the intervening two years Tukhachevskii had left the RKKA Staff to
take over as commander of the Leningrad Military District, where he conducted
a number of experiments relating to mechanization. These experiments came at a
time when motorization versus mechanization had emerged in Western Europe
as alternative solutions to the problem of integrating the internal combustion
engine into the armed forces. The former implied grafting automobile transport
on to existing combat arms, while the latter called for the creation of "self-
propelled combat means" with an emphasis on armor, especially tanks, armored
cars and self-propelled artillery. Soviet officers who followed developments in
France, England and the United States noted that all armies were exploring both
paths but that, owing to strategic, operational, tactical, political and financial
circumstances, the French army was more sympathetic to motorization and the
British to mechanization. 2> In his comments on the training exercises of the
troops of the Leningrad Military District Tukhachevskii emphasized the need to
increase their mobility as a combined-arms force which could engage in a multi-
echeloned offensive- His interest in the development of tank, aviation and
airborne forces during this period marked him as an advocate of mechanization.
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At the 16th Party Congress and 9th Congress of the Komsomol in 1930-1931
K. E. Voroshilov, the Commissar of War and Stalin's closest collaborator, spoke
out regarding the mechanization of warfare as bringing about a qualitative
change in the nature of future wars. But in Voroshilov's case mechanization
would in the future bring about the possibility of a short, bloodless war, carried
quickly on to the territory of the attacking enemy. 22 Such views emerged at a
time when it appeared that world capitalism had gone back into a profound
political-economic crisis which was creating greater instability and increased
risks of war. This in turn, it was feared, had created the bases for the formation
of a broad anti-Soviet alliance, which threatened war on every frontier. At home
the strains of the first five-year plan were also underscoring the possibilities of
an alliance etween the external threat and the so-called internal enemy, i.e. the
forces of counterrevolution.

Stalin himself had put that face on the so-called "Shakhty Affair," already at
the April plenum of the Central Committee of the party in 1928. His "facts" were
that there was an "economic counterrevolution,” led by "spetsy” and funded by
capitalist organizations in the West to sabotage the Soviet coal industry. Stalin
linked this "economic intervention of West European, anti-Soviet capitalist
organizations" with the earlier military-political intervention of the Civil War. In
both cases the appropriate answer was to liquidate the threat, and in both cases
the threat came from class enemies, i.e., bourgeois specialists, who put their
talents in the service of the encircling capitalist powers. Stalin warned: "We have
internal enemies. We have external enemies. Comrades, we cannot forget about
this for even one minute." From spetsy to kulaks, to wreckers within the very
highest reaches of the party itself—that was the terrible logic of Stalin's
campaign against wreckers and enemies of the people. %

In 1930 Tukhachevskii presented his own powerful arguments for a mass,
mechanized army as the means to execute the new operational art. He used many
forums to present this argument. One was the foreword to the Russian translation
of Hans Delbrueck's Geschichte der Kriegskunst im Rahmen der politischen
Geschichte, which provided a forum in which to attack Svechin's concept of
attrition as the appropriate strategy for the USSR. 22 This work was conspicuous
for the tenor of the political-ideological assault mounted by Tukhachevskii
against the old genshtabist. In a time of heightened suspicions toward all
specialists as wreckers, Tukhachevskii called his colleague an "idealist" in
Marxist dress.

Worse attacks followed within the confines of the Section for the Study of the
Problems of War in the Communist Academy, which was organized in 1929 as



part of an effort to infuse Marxism-Leninism into military science. Within the
Section, as within the Communist Academy, the notion of a struggle between an
old, bourgeois past and a young, dynamic, communist future was given free rein.
The Trotsky-Frunze debates of 1921-1922 over "unified military doctrine" were
recalled but now within the context of a struggle over the issue of where the
center for the study of military problems in the USSR should be. The leaders of
the Section were promoting their institution as a rival to the Military Academy
and hoped to enhance their position through Party ties and by building "strong
ties with the Institute of Red Professorship and those young Marxist-Leninist
forces which now move our Bolshevik science." 120

There, armed with the appropriate citations from Lenin, Stalin and Voroshilov,
Tukhachevskii attacked Professors Svechin and Verkhovskii. He described their
writings as infested with bourgeois ideology. In Svechin's case, the fault was that
he did not believe in the possibility of decisive operations but defended the idea
of limited war. Verkhovskii was charged with favoring a professional army at the
expense of mass. Tukhachevskii spoke positively of Triandafillov's book, which
had critiqued Verkhovskii's concept of cadre-mechanized forces, but noted some
shortcomings. %! His line of criticism fit that offered in a review of
Triandafillov's book, published in the spring of 1930, in which the reviewer took
the author to task for talking of a peasant rear without noting the possibility of
transforming that rear through industrialization. That industrialization, the
reviewer pointed out, would make it possible to speed up the massing of forces
and their maneuver, creating opportunities for decisive operations, if the political
—i.e., revolutionary—possibilities were exploited. 1%

Tukhachevskii not only endorsed the Stalinist program of industrialization and
collectivization as the necessary prerequisite for a strategy of "destruction," but
sought to stigmatize those favoring a strategy of "attrition" as class enemies,
bourgeois theorists and idealists. In seeking to establish his own credibility by
invoking ideological purity and party loyalty, Tukhachevskii contributed to the
end of professional debate within the Red Army. In his attack on a strategy of
attrition he marshalled a Clausewitz strikingly similar to that invoked by the
German General Staff against Delbrueck, i.e., one in keeping with total war. 192

That same year Tukhachevskii became deputy commissar of military and
naval affairs, a member of the Revvoensovet, and director of armaments for the
RKKA. Over the next six years he directed the mechanization of the Red Army,
laying the foundations for the creation of mass, mechanized forces designed to
conduct successive deep operations in a war of destruction. The Stalinist
industrialization did make the USSR into a major industrial power with the



capacity to mechanize its armed forces to an extent undreamed of by
Triandafillov. During that same period the nature of the military threat
confronting the USSR became more complex and serious. To his credit
Tukhachevskii never fell into the trap of assuming that mechanization would
negate mass war. He was an informed critic of "blitzkrieg theory," and his
criticism of the works of Fuller, Liddell Hart and others deserves serious
attention as it contains good clues to the emerging Soviet way of war. In 1931
Tukhachevskii wrote regarding the professional mechanized army: Let's imagine
a war between Great Britain and the USA, a war, for example, which breaks out
along the Canadian border. Both armies are mechanized, but the English have,
let's say Fuller's cadres of 18 divisions, and the US Army has 180 divisions. The
first has 5,000 tanks and 3,000 aircraft, but the second has 50,000 tanks and
30,000 planes. The small English army would be simply crushed. Is it not
already clear that talk about small, but mobile, mechanized armies in major wars
is a cock-and-bull story. Only frivolous people can take them seriously. 1%

Thus, in Tukhachevskii's writings, Soviet military theory, building on the
work of the tsarist general staff and the combat experience of four industrial
wars (the Russo-Turkish, Russo-Japanese, World War 1 and the Civil War),
focused on the mechanization of the mass army as the means to conduct decisive
operations in a total war. For Tukhachevskii, independent tank and mechanized
formations were the keystone to such deep operations. The "long-range tanks,"
which would make up such mobile groups, had to be high-speed, rugged,
reliable and, most important, armed with a heavy cannon to fight and defeat
enemy tanks. 102

The Vremennyi polevoi ustav RKKA 1936 [Provisional Field Regulations of
the Red Army, 1936], with its emphasis on the "decisive offensive on the main
axis, completed by relentless pursuit" as the only means to bring about the total
destruction of the enemy's men and equipment, underscored Tukhachevskii's
twin themes of combined arms and mechanized forces. Tanks were to be used in
mass, and mechanized formations, composed of tank, motorized infantry, and
self-propelled guns, were expected to strike deep into the enemy's rear, using
their mobility to outflank and encircle enemy forces. Aviation formations, apart
from independent air operations, were expected to act in close operational-
tactical cooperation with combined-arms formations. At the same time, airborne
units were to be used to disorganize enemy command and control and rear

services. 106



Epilogue

Tukhachevskii won the strategic debate of the late 1920s and early 1930s. The
Red Army adopted the strategy of destruction as it set out to create a mass,
mechanized army. Svechin continued to write but his voice did not have the
weight that it had enjoyed in the preceding decade. In 1934 he completed the
editing of the first complete and accurate Russian translation of Clausewitz's On
War. 197 Shortly thereafter, he published an interesting biography of Clausewitz.
Svechin set out to place Gausewitz within the intellectual, political and military
context of his times, and demonstrated his skills as a writer who could combine
narrative with analysis.

As befitting the Stalinist intellectual climate, this work was published with an
introduction outlining the mistaken notions of Delbrueck and Svechin and
promoting Comrade Stalin as the architect of the Red Army's strategy of
destruction. Attrition was a strategy imposed by an unfavorable correlation of
forces, nothing more or less. If it embraced limited war aims, the occupation of a
part of enemy territory, this had nothing to do with a "moderate mission/' It came
about because the military instrument was unequal to the task of striking "at the
center of gravity of the enemy state." 108

In the text, however, Svechin found ways to present his interpretation of
Clausewitz and to defend a strategy of attrition from his critics. His biography,
which demonstrated both his knowledge of German military history and
Napoleonic warfare and displayed his skills as a writer of talent, contained a fine
review of On War. 122 Moreover, in that review he called attention to the implicit
tactical focus of the preference for strategies of destruction as embodied in the
example of Cannae, the decisive general engagement leading to the encirclement
and destruction of the opposing army. This was for Svechin the domain of
operational art and not strategy proper. Indeed, Svechin asserted: "This area of
strategy does not lie at the center of Clausewitz's attention and does not represent
the strongest part of his work." 112 Svechin implied that the alternative strategic
form, what Delbrueck had called "attrition," was connected with the political
aims of war itself, which, in turn, was connected to "the creation of the means by
which to conduct war." 12 Moreover, Svechin noted that Clausewitz himself
considered the sixth section of On War devoted to defense as a promising
"experiment" which required revision. Here Svechin noted what Clausewitz
termed the twin aspects of defense, "awaiting and action" in slightly different
form to replace "action" i.e., timely offensive action by the defender, with



counter-blow [kontrudar]. "The idea of retribution as the means of an answering
blow lies at the basis of every defense; the way of waiting—this is the road of a
more secure victory over the enemy, but only the answering blow establishes
equality in the dynamic of offense and defense." 112

Svechin noted that although On War itself contained "no concrete plan of a
defensive war," Clausewitz did develop such ideas in connection with the
defense of the revolutionary government of Naples in 1821. In that plan
Clausewitz proposed that the defenders avoid a battle on the frontier against the
Austrian army sent to put down the revolt. Instead, relying on the Apennine
Mountains to force the Austrians to divide their forces into isolated columns,
Clausewitz proposed the use of partisan detachments to attack Austrian
communications to lead to the attrition of the attacking force, and then "the
concentrated revolutionary army should suddenly fall upon the most important
of the Austrian columns, destroy it and mount a pursuit with maximum energy."
This was no matter of playing for time and hoping for opportunities but a
campaign plan in which a powerful counterblow could decide the entire
campaign. 113 The Neapolitan commander had thrown away such advantages by
trying to invade the Papal states, failing, and then accepting an engagement at
the Neapolitan frontier, where he suffered a major defeat which decided the fate
of the revolution. The implications of this lesson for Soviet Russia remained
implicit.

Svechin's last published work, which appeared in early 1937, marked a return
to old themes in a very new context. His topic, "Principles of Modern Japanese
Strategy and Tactics," linked together his own experiences in warfare against
Japan in the Far East with a brilliant analysis of contemporary Japanese military
capabilities and intentions. Svechin set out to demonstrate that national strategy,
in this case Japanese strategy, operates under a set of constraints that dictate the
nature of the forces created, the strategy chosen, the development of operational
art and even the details of tactics. 114 Japanese military art was not a
stereotypical copy of European military art, but a national art adapted to
Japanese conditions.

Svechin identified the Japanese navy as the dominant arm of the Japanese
military. Its requirements for oceanic warfare took first priority for the island
empire. The navy was a small, elite, volunteer force. Its primary focus was on
the threat posed by the U.S. Navy. In seeking external models and training the
Japanese navy had looked and still looked to the Royal Navy. The army, in
contrast, was much more deeply involved in domestic politics. It depended on
peasant recruits to fill its ranks as conscripts and was thus connected with the



social crisis of rural Japan, which created the preconditions for Japanese fascism
and contributed to the leading role of junior military officers in such events as
the February 1936 "Putsch." In seeking foreign advice the Japanese army had
looked to Germany before World War I and in the interwar period had turned to
France. 112

Svechin analyzed the rivalry between the two services, which led to a navy
with its own amphibious assault divisions, equipped with tanks and artillery, and
the army's control of its own naval transports and the authority to mobilize the
Japanese merchant marine during wartime. Both navy and army had their own
air forces. This rivalry, however, did not preclude cooperation on key issues.
Svechin argued that Japan's expansion in Asia was conditioned by maritime
concerns, which shaped strategy and operational art in theater. Strategic impact
could be seen in the importance which Japan attached to control of ports during
the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-1895, the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 and
the Siberian intervention. Operational impact could be seen in the priority given
to the capture of Port Arthur during the Russo-Japanese War even at the expense
of reducing the size of the field army in Manchuria. 11°

The army's strategic orientation was continental, with the focus being on
control of Manchuria. However, the realities of strategic logistics has placed the
Japanese army in the position of being dependent upon available maritime
transport to bring troops and reinforcements to the Asian theater of military
actions. Thus Japan had a relatively small army. Svechin noted the failure of
various Japanese efforts to employ local populations to provide supplemental
forces in Korea, Manchuria and Outer Mongolia. Attempts to encourage the
immigration of Japanese peasants to Manchuria had also failed and led to
"disillusionment" regarding the possibility of creating a continental base for the
Japanese army. 17

These circumstances created the conditions under which the Japanese military
had to address the issues of force posture and force modernization. Svechin
noted the strength of Japanese infantry, the recent modernization of their
weaponry and their tactical virtues, especially their endurance and mobility. At
the same time he pointed out that their focus on the Manchuria led to an
emphasis on forces adapted to warfare in an underdeveloped [malokul'turnyi]
theater of military actions. The ruggedness of the terrain and an underdeveloped
communications network led the Japanese army to emphasize direct-support
artillery at the regimental and divisional levels and a disregard for corps and
army artillery. 118

In other areas of technological modernization Japan's level of economic



development and its strategic position as a maritime power greatly circumscribed
the motorization and mechanization. In the first case, a weak Japanese
automobile industry precluded motorization of the infantry and artillery. In the
latter case, a weak Japanese steel industry, confronted by the serious potential
demands for replacement of merchant ships in case of unrestricted submarine
warfare, precluded the development of substantial armored forces. 112 The one
area of technology that both the army and navy had made a substantial
investment in modernizing was tactical aviation, which recommended itself as a
highly flexible resource which could be shifted from continental to oceanic
theater and back. 12

Turning to the Japanese assessment of the initial period of war, Svechin noted
that in Japan's case it would be a matter of months, not weeks, as was the case in
Europe. The Japanese military leadership sought by various means to overcome
this situation. One way to maintain a high degree of combat readiness was with
first echelon forces. Svechin focused on continental warfare and saw the navy's
role in such a struggle limited to demonstrations and secondary objectives. He
did note, however, that the Navy could attempt to use a surprise attack before an
official declaration of war, a la Port Arthur, to change the correlation of forces in
the oceanic theater, 12!

Finally, Svechin examined Japanese military art and doctrine in the context of
the Manchurian TVD and concluded that operational art, i.e., maneuver warfare
in theater, took precedence over tactical considerations. In the absence of
superior numbers and technological superiority, Japanese ground forces
depended on a developed rear to support their maneuver capabilities. In
comparison with the West European TVD, strategic mobility was, however,
considerably smaller in Manchuria. 122 The tendency to maintain a relatively
even combat density across the entire front gave Japanese encirclement
operations a single-echelon character. "Success of the manuever can be achieved
only by especially energetic conduct of the frontal battle by Japanese troops." In
this fashion enemy reserves must be drawn into action so that they cannot
regroup to counter the Japanese envelopment. Pressure all along the front must
rob the enemy of the initiative. Even in the face of an opponent with greater
numbers and superior weapons Japanese military art calls for pressing the
offensive. 122 The key to success in such operations lies in a superior infantry
conducting numerous attacks across an entire front, relying on small unit tactics
to achieve numerous penetrations of the defense. Striving to achieve
encirclements, Japanese military art put very little emphasis upon pursuit. 124
Addressing the further development of Japanese military art in the face of the



challenges of motorization and mechanization, Svechin concluded that the
Japanese would give preference to the motorization of their artillery. This would,
however, take its own particular form in keeping with the special features of the
Far Eastern theater of military actions.

Svechin's observations on Japanese military art were, of course, timely. Within
six months of the appearance of this article, Japan attacked China, beginning a
protracted war of attrition, in which repeated operational successes failed to
bring about war termination. As the Soviet Union clandestinely offered military
assistance to China, Soviet-Japanese relations deteriorated over the next several
years, leading to a border confrontation at Lake Khasan in 1938 and large-scale
fighting at Khalkhin-Gol in the summer of 1939. Svechin would have approved
of this campaign on several grounds. The willingness to delay counter-offensive
operations until a buildup in theater had been completed; the nature of Zhukov's
mechanized counter-attack which leveraged the Japanese deployment in a single
echelon to create opportunities for envelopment; and the congruence of limited
political objectives within limited military means to bring about war termination
on favorable terms in theater.

By that time, however, Svechin was dead, a victim, along with his rival, M. N.
Tukhachevskii, of Stalin's blood purge of the Soviet military. Tukhachevskii did
not live to see the fate of his mass mechanized army during the initial period of
war, when it was all but annihilated. Following those initial defeats, another
Soviet army, as was befitting Svechin's "second act," arose. This people's army
lost battle after battle, was surrounded, smashed, and phoenix-like arose from its
own ashes to confound the architects of blitzkrieg. With its blood, the blood of
millions, it bought time for a new generation of military leaders to master
operational art and for the nation to forge the new weapons of war. This was the
army of attrition, the army of izmor, the army of people's war, the army of
Russia, the army of Svechin. Moscow and Stalingrad were its victories.

Conclusion Svechin's major contributions to military theory can be
summarized as an explicit attack on the old strategy-tactics dichotomy and
the articulation of a new and very different approach in which operational
art assumed central importance. His historical insights were drawn from
practical experience and emphasized the need to understand contemporary
military art, i.e., those trends which were in the process of reshaping
warfare. The key elements of the system he elaborated in Strategy can be
enumerated as the following:

o the establishment of a political-economic foundation beneath strategy;



e a division of strategy into two ideal types: attrition [izmor] and destruction
[sokrushenie];

o the delineation of operational art and the assertion of a radically new
understanding of the concept of operations;

o areduction of the role of tactical combat in shaping force structure;

o denial of the importance of the single decisive engagement and the
transformation of combat into an ongoing, episodic process;

e radical reduction of the role of march-maneuver as a major strategic factor
and the emerging importance of the meeting engagement;

o emphasizing the role of transportation and communications in strategy and
the significance of military-technical superiority; and

o the emphasis on theater-specific conditions in shaping the appropriate
strategy and operational art

This system itself is much less important than Svechin's method. Svechin was
a firm opponent of military dogmatism. He championed open debate over key
issues of military art and theory. If Lenin adapted Clausewitz to the needs of
revolutionary Marxism, then Svechin deserves credit as the most important
popularizer and adapter of Clausewitz for the Red Army. Finally, his strategic
system emphasized the enduring features of national military strategy. Because
of such features, soldiers and statesmen operated in a world of necessity, limiting
their strategic choices and shaping their military system. Trying to understand
Russian/Soviet military thought in the first half of the twentieth century without
reference to Svechin leads to a bifurcated approach in which the tsarist and
Soviet military experiences are seen as simply the latter being a negation of the
former. Nevertheless, as Svechin's career and thought confirm the need to
examine the continuities as well.

Following his death, Svechin became a non-person. His books and articles
were placed in closed collections available only to those with special access.
Outside the Soviet Union he was all but unknown to Western military historians
and analysts until the recent revival of interest in the Soviet Union. 122 This
status is proof of both the terrible power of modern totalitarianism, which not
only can terminate potential enemies physically but also has the tools to create
its own mythic past, turning historical figures into non-persons, and inducing a
party-fostered amnesia. The fact that glasnost' and perestroika have sparked a
revival of interest in Svechin and his ideas is one more testimony to the power of
the word once it has been nailed to the page. At the present time, when it is very
fashionable in Soviet military circles to call into question the analysis of civilian
scholars on defense and security questions because they lack competence, one



would do well to remember Svechin's defense of the inclusion of Delbrueck
among the classical military thinkers as both an eminent military historian and
military thinker with a "dialectical-evolutionary point of view."
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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

The last practical example of Moltke's strategy, namely the Franco-Prussian
War, and Napoleon's last operation, which was decided near Waterloo, were 55
years apart. And there are 55 years between us and the Sedan operation.

There is no way that we can say that the evolution of the art of war has slowed
down. While Moltke had reasons to revise the strategic and operational thinking
he inherited from Napoleon, we have even more reasons to revise the strategic
thinking we inherited from Moltke. We could refer to a number of new material
factors which have compelled us to take a new look at the art of strategy. For
example, we could talk about railroads, which in Moltke's day played an
essential role only in initial operational deployment, while at present railroad
maneuvers are involved in every operation and constitute an essential part of
them; we could point out the greater significance of logistics, economics and
politics in warfare, and the permanence of mobilization for war, which has
moved the moment of greatest strategic intensity from the twentieth day of a war
to several months ahead, and so forth.

A whole series of truths which were still valid in Moltke's day have now
become outworn.

To a large extent, Napoleon's splendid military art made Jomini and
Clausewitz's theoretical work on strategy much easier: Jomini's works are
merely a theoretical codification of Napoleon's practice. Moltke left his junior
Schlichting no less a wealth of material, with a number of masterly solutions,
albeit not as complete. The contemporary student of strategy, relying on the
experience of the World War and Civil War, of course could not complain of a
lack of new historical material, but his tasks are much more difficult than the
tasks that befell Jomini and Schlichting, because neither the World War nor the
Civil War had practitioners who were fully up to all the requirements presented
by the new conditions and who could have confirmed a new strategic theory by
the authority of their masterful solutions crowned by victory. Neither
Ludendorff, Foch nor the military men of the civil war dominated events, but
were rather carried away by the maelstrom.

This is where the greater freedom of the modern strategic writer comes from,
but he has to pay for his freedom with a great deal of hard work and perhaps
even greater difficulty in getting his views acknowledged. We attack a large
number of strategic prejudices, which, perhaps, in the eyes of many, have not yet
suffered a final defeat in life and the theater of war. New phenomena have
compelled us to make new definitions and establish new terminology; 1 we have
tried to avoid abusing novelties, and given this cautious approach, no matter how




confused the obsolete terms are, they will find their defenders. Marshall de
Marmont, who was scolded for the fact that he used the terms "operational line"
instead of "defensive line," which had a completely different meaning, was
nevertheless discombobulated enough to call people who tried to get military
terminology in agreement with military reality "charlatans"!

The nature of our work makes it impossible for us to cite authorities to
confirm our views. When strategists are reproached for "mere military
politeness," which conceals emptiness, in the old barracks saying, a major role in
discrediting strategy has been played by pure compilations, which contain a
wealth of aphorisms borrowed from great men and writers of different eras. We
don't rely on any authorities; we have tried to encourage critical thought, and our
references refer to either a source of factual material which we have used or cite
the primary source of certain well-worn ideas which have taken root in our
theory. Our initial plan was to write a treatise on strategy without any citations;
that's how hateful these collections of aphorisms had become. We have tried to
doubt everything and construct a theory of war solely on the basis of the reality
of modern wars, but we have not succeeded in doing it. We also did not want to
get into polemics, and that is why we did not emphasize the contradictions
between the definitions and explanations which are ours and the opinions of very
many remarkable writers. To our disappointment, our work contains many more
contradictions than would be required to consider it original. This is unfortunate,
because this could make the book difficult to understand if one were just to skim
through it.

We hope that these difficulties will be partially alleviated by the reader's
familiarity with our work on the history of the art of war and several courses of
lectures on strategy which we have delivered in the last two years and which
have somewhat popularized our views on several topics.

We are looking at modern war with all its possibilities, and we have not tried
to narrow our theory to an outline of Soviet strategic doctrine. It is extremely
difficult to predict a war situation in which the Soviet Union could become
involved, and we must handle any restrictions on the overall science of war with
extreme caution. A particular strategic policy must be devised for every war;
each war is a special case, which requires its own particular logic rather than any
kind of stereotype or pattern, no matter how splendid it may be. The more our
theory encompasses the entire content of modern war, the quicker it will assist us
in analyzing a given situation. A narrow doctrine would probably confuse us
more than guide us. And we must not forget that only maneuvers are one-sided,
while wars are always two-sided. We must be able to get a grasp of war as it is
perceived by the opposing side and clarify the other side's desires and goals.



Theory is capable of benefitting only those who have raised themselves above
the fray and have become completely dispassionate; we have chosen this path,
despite the dissatisfaction with which several of our young critics have
encountered the excess of objectivity, "the posture of an American observer," in
military questions. Any change in scientific objectivity will at the same time be a
change in the dialectic method to which we have firmly decided to adhere.
Within the broad framework of the overall science of modern war, dialectics
allow a much more vivid characterization of the strategic line of conduct which
must be chosen for a given case than could be done by means of a theory, even
one which only has this particular case in mind. Knowledge is made possible
only by distinction.

But we had no intention of writing something like a strategic Baedeker which
would cover all the finest details of strategy. We do not deny the utility of
putting such a guidebook together, which at best would probably be some kind
of strategic explanatory dictionary that would elaborate all strategic concepts
with logical consistency. Our treatise is a more practical attempt. We have only
covered about 190 topics and grouped them into 18 chapters. Our exposition,
which at times is more profound and well thought out, may at times be
incomplete and superficial and at times seem to be a defense and advocation of a
certain understanding of war and a guideline to preparations for war and military
operations and methods of strategic command. Our treatise is far from
encyclopedic in nature.

Our exposition of political topics, which are covered quite frequently and play
a major role in this treatise, may seem to be particularly one-sided. A more
profound study would probably have led us to a weak and banal repetition of the
strong and vivid ideas developed very authoritatively and persuasively in Lenin
and Radek's writings devoted to war and imperialism. Unfortunately our
authority in the contemporary interpretation of Marxism is so negligible and so
dubious that it would be useless to attempt such an interpretation. Hence, in
analyzing the relationship between the superstructure of war and its economic
basis, we have decided to examine political topics solely from the vantage point
of the military expert; on one hand, we have reminded ourselves and warned the
reader that our conclusions on political topics such as the price of grain, the city
and countryside, covering the expenses of warfare and so forth are only some of
the many guidelines a politician should follow in resolving these questions. It is
no mistake if a cobbler criticizes the painting of a famous artist from the point of
view of the shoe drawn in it. This kind of criticism may be instructive even for
the artist.

We have succeeded in keeping our treatise comparatively short by avoiding a



detailed presentation of military history. We have no intention of having the
reader accept our conclusions on blind faith: let the reader get familiar with them
and perhaps make certain corrections after analyzing it himself. We could get a
true laboratory study of strategic theory if a circle of readers were to take on the
job of repeating our work, dividing the references to different operations among
themselves, and after pondering them, compare their thoughts and conclusions
with those given in this book. A theoretical treatise on strategy should merely
provide the framework for the independent work of the person studying it.
History should be material for independent study rather than a set of illustrative,
often garbled examples to be learned by rote.

It is likely that many people will not approve of the book's lack of any
agitation in favor of the offensive or even a victory by destruction. This book
approaches the subjects of the offensive and defensive, victory by destruction
and victory by attrition, maneuver warfare and positional warfare quite
objectively because its purpose is to pick the fruit from the tree of knowledge of
good and evil and to broaden the reader's view as much as possible rather than
train him to think in any particular direction. This book does not advocate some
kind of strategic heaven. At one time Victor Cousin advocated the subordination
of philosophical truth to moral utility. Many strategic doctrinaires, who have
formed a sort of cult of the offensive, have avoided an objective approach to the
phenomena of war, and have believed this point of view and have even garbled
the facts in order to get their views across. But we are quite remote from these
views. We do not think that strategic theory is responsible in the slightest for the
offensive impulse of an army. This offensive impulse originates from completely
different sources. Clausewitz, who considered defense the most powerful form
of warfare, did not pervert the German army.

We have avoided chasing details and giving rules. The study of details is the
task of disciplines related to strategy which dwell on the details of characteristics
of particular countries. Rules are inappropriate in strategy. It is true that the
Chinese proverb said that wisdom was created for wise men and laws were
created for fools. However, strategic theory has tried in vain to create rules and
has tried to popularize its thinking in the form of rules for people who are unable
to immerse themselves in the study of strategic topics and get to the heart of the
matter. Theory is incapable of making a hard and fast decision in any question of
strategy and should appeal to the wisdom of the person making the decision.

From the above the reader should avoid the conclusion that the author sees the
peak of perfection in his work. The author could have worked on these topics for
decades more. That is the way it was with Clausewitz, who never managed to
complete his study of war and only made a final edition of the first chapter, but



nevertheless managed to write a book which is still significant in part in the
second century of its existence. This kind of overarching fundamental analysis is
inappropriate for our time. Ideas are evolving at such a pace that if one were to
work on making a book more profound for decades and decades he would be
more likely to lag behind developments rather than catch up to them. It seems to
us that this book meets current requirements for strategic generalization of a
certain extent and that even with all its imperfections it may still prove useful in
explaining the contemporary features of warfare and be suitable to persons
preparing for practical work in the field of strategy.

These were the only considerations which impelled the author to publish this
book. Of course, far from all of it is original. In many places the reader will
encounter ideas which he knows from the works of Clausewitz, von der Goltz,
Blume, Delbrueck, Raguéneau and a number of the most recent military and
political thinkers. The author believed that it would be useless to fill the book
with endless references to the primary sources of the ideas which are at the root
of this book and are a part of it as a logical whole.

L This is the inalienable right of any author. In mathematics numbers and formulas have a very exact
meaning, while in strategy the terms represent the same kind of formulas, which, however, often have
completely different contents.



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

In 1923 and 1924 the author was given the assignment of teaching a course on
strategy. This book was the result of these two years of work. The author was
faced with two tasks. The first, which was the book's center of gravity, was to
make a careful study of recent wars and observe the way in which strategic art
has evolved in the last 65 years and study the material preconditions which have
determined this evolution. The second task was to fit the reality of our time into
a certain theoretical framework and make a number of generalizations which
would help make practical strategic questions more profound and meaningful.

In this second edition the author has elaborated many points and has
developed the military historical bases of his conclusions to a certain extent. He
has conscientiously reviewed all the numerous critical comments he has received
either in published form or in letters written by certain obscure military men and
politicians. Because he was able to understand and grasp the point of view of the
critics, he made use of these criticisms and is grateful for the attention which has
been given to this book. In general, the author's ideas on the evolution of strategy
encountered practically no argument at all, but his terminology, particularly his
definition of the categories of a victory by destruction and victory by attrition,
have encountered different interpretations and counterdefinitions.

In this edition the author has developed and supplemented his previous
thinking on topics of dispute. He cannot agree with other boundaries between a
victory by destruction and victory by attrition: the most highly developed critical
view is that a war is a war of attrition if its center of gravity lies on the economic
and political fronts, while a war becomes a war of victory by destruction if its
center of gravity lies on the military front. This is false, because one should look
for the boundary between a victory by destruction and a victory by attrition
within rather than outside the military front. The concepts of a victory by
destruction and a victory by attrition apply not only to strategy, but to politics,
economics and boxing, to any form of conflict, and should be explained in terms
of the dynamics of the conflict themselves.

Several difficulties have arisen from the fact that we did not invent these
terms. Professor Delbrueck, who developed the concepts behind them, saw in
them a tool of historical research needed to give meaning to the military
historical past, which cannot be understood in a single cross section but requires
the application of the scale of destruction or the scale of attrition in evaluating
the facts of war, depending on the era. For us these phenomena are alive in the
present and have come together in a single era, and we would consider it
impossible to construct any theory of strategy without appropriate concepts and




terms. We are not responsible for someone else's interpretation of a victory by
destruction and victory by attrition.

We consider ourselves bound to Clausewitz's splendid definition of
destruction, and it would be pitiful to attempt to replace his vivid, rich definition
of destruction with some watered down concept of a half-destruction or an
attritional destruction, which yields no corollaries or inferences, under the
pretext that destruction in pure form is inapplicable today. We are more eager to
go in the opposite direction and take the concept of destruction to the limit,
which would hardly be fulfilled even by a real Napoleonic strategy, but rather is
its idealization. The thinking of previous strategic theoreticians was almost
exclusively tied to the idea of maximum destruction, and in order to adhere to
the logic of destruction they set forth the principle of a partial victory, looked for
turning points, denied the existence of strategic reserves, ignored the resurrection
of military power in the course of a war and so forth. This has made the strategy
of destruction seem to be a strategy of the past, and because of the contrast has
made the author, who has striven for objectivity but has made an abrupt break
with his predecessors, seem like some kind of lover of attrition. In our opinion,
this division into destruction and attrition is not a tool for classifying wars. This
topic has been debated in different ways for three millennia. These abstract
concepts lie outside the realm of evolution. The colors of the spectrum have not
evolved, but the colors of objects have faded and changed. And it is reasonable
for us to leave certain general concepts outside the realm of evolution itself. We
do not see the slightest sense in making war by destruction evolve into war by
attrition instead of recognizing that the evolution has been running from
destruction to attrition.



INTRODUCTION

STRATEGY IN A NUMBER OF
MILITARY DISCIPLINES

A Classification of Military Disciplines The art of war, in the broad sense,
encompasses all aspects of the military profession, including: 1) studying
weapons and other equipment used in warfare and studying defensive
fortifications; 2) studying military geography and evaluating the resources
at the disposal of different countries for waging war, studying social
tendencies and analyzing possible theaters of military operations; 3)
studying of military administration, which analyzes aspects of the
organization of the armed forces, their administration and logistics, and
finally 4) studying of the conduct of military operations.

As late as the era of the great French Revolution the military technical topics
included in the first category represented the basic content of the concept of the
art of war. The art of conducting military operations was a field which only a
few military historians had studied, primarily concerning themselves with formal
and elementary topics such as formations, reformations and battle formations,
and was analyzed in courses on tactics as a subject of daily military exercises.

Recently topics related to the conduct of military operations have become
much more complex and profound. Now it would be impossible to count on
waging any kind of successful war against a prepared enemy if one's
commanders were not prepared ahead of time to solve the problems which
would face them once military operations began. This aspect of the art of war
has now become so broad and so significant that currently we consider the
conduct of military operations to be the art of war in the narrow sense of the
word.

The art of conducting military operations cannot be divided by any clear
boundaries into completely independent and delineated sections. It is a single
whole which includes the assignment of missions to fronts and armies and
leading a small reconnaissance patrol. However, it is very difficult to study it as
a whole. This kind of study would run the risk of not giving all topics the
appropriate attention: on one hand, we could approach the fundamental issues of
warfare from the point of view of trivial requirements, or on the other hand, we
could approach the study of small unit operations in an excessively generalized



manner and ignore very essential details. Hence it would be quite reasonable to
divide the art of conducting military operations into several individual parts on
the condition that we do not ignore the close relationship between them and do
not forget the arbitrary nature of this division. We should make this division in
order to avoid fragmenting the issues which must be resolved on the basis of
similar conditions among the different sections. We should mention that is is
most natural to divide the art of conducting military operations into the art of
waging war, the art of conducting an operation and the art of conducting combat
operations. The requirements of the modern battle, the modern operation and
warfare as a whole constitute three comparatively definite stages, which form the
most natural basis for classifying military disciplines.



Tactics

Tactical art is more closely related to battle requirements than the other
components of military art. Battle requirements, given a specific kind of
equipment, specific national cultural conditions, and a specific theater of military
operations and a specific intensity of the war, constitute a certain entity; on the
basis of the reality of the modern battlefield, tactics orchestrate specific technical
operations into an integrated kind of battle, and tactics try to rationalize all
military equipment, establish criteria for organizing, arming and indoctrinating
troops, for troop movements and for rest, reconnaissance and security in
accordance with combat requirements. Tactical theory is nothing more than
technical topics (meaning troop movement techniques and so forth) which are
examined together rather than separately from the perspective of the modern
battle conditions they engender as a whole. 1

If we define the essence of tactics as adapting equipment to battle conditions,
we greatly narrow the limits of tactics by comparison with previous definitions.
The old definitions of tactics were based on the notion of the major battle, and
the art of waging such a battle was classified as tactics. But now there are
practically no major battles: combat operations are fragmented in time and space
into a number of separate battles which constitute an operation, which cannot be
a subject of study for tactics. Tactics should focus their attention solely on an
individual battle which follows from the deployment of troops moving on the
same road, and thus tactics cannot focus on the study of organized formations
larger than a division. Nevertheless it is necessary to study operations within a
division, because the division is the smallest organization formation in which the
different branches of the armed services and equipment are fully represented. In
studying the operations of smaller units such as infantry regiments, we are still
concerned with tactics because we should not forget that a battle is not single
combat between infantry units but the combined operation of all our men and
equipment against all the enemy's.

Operational Art In turn, tactical creativity is governed by operational art.
Combat operations are not self-contained, they are only the basic material
from which an operation is formed. Only in very infrequent cases can one
rely on achieving the ultimate goal of combat operations in a single battle.
Normally this path to the ultimate goal is broken down into a series of
operations separated by more or less lengthy pauses, which take place in
different areas in a theater and differ significantly from one another due to
the differences between the immediate goals one's forces temporarily strive
for. We call an operation an act of war if the efforts of troops are directed



toward the achievement of a certain intermediate goal in a certain theater of
military operations without any interruptions. An operation is a
conglomerate of quite different actions: namely, drawing up the plan of the
operation; logistical preparations; concentrating one's forces at the starting
position; building defensive fortifications; marching; fighting battles which
lead to the encirclement or destruction of a portion of the hostile forces and
the forced withdrawal of other hostile forces, either as a result of a direct
envelopment or as a result of a preliminary breakthrough, and to the
capture or holding of a certain line or geographical area. Tactics and
administration are the material of operational art and the success of the
development of an operation depends on both the successful solution of
individual tactical problems by the forces and the provision of all the
material they need to conduct an operation without interruption until the
ultimate goal is achieved. On the basis of the goal of an operation,
operational art sets forth a whole series of tactical missions and a number of
logistical requirements. Operational art also dictates the basic line of
conduct of an operation, depending on the material available, the time
which may be allotted to the handling of different tactical missions, the
forces which may be deployed for battle on a certain front, and finally on
the nature of the operation itself. We cannot acknowledge the full
superiority of objective battlefield conditions over our will. Combat
operations are only one aspect of the greater whole represented by an
operation, and the nature of the planned operation. Nivelle in April 1917
and Ludendorff in March 1918, who had decided to make a breakthrough
on the Western Front in order to rout the enemy's positional front, tried to
vary the tactics of their forces quite drastically in accordance with he nature
of the planned operations.

Strategy as an Art The success of an individual operation is not the
ultimate goal pursued in conducting military operations however. The
Germans won many operations in the World War but lost the last one, and
with it the entire war. Ludendorff, who had made outstanding achievements
in operational art, was unable to combine a series of operational successes
to gain even the slightest advantages when Germany concluded peace, and
ultimately all his successes did not do Germany the slightest bit of good.

Strategy is the art of combining preparations for war and the grouping of
operations for achieving the goal set by the war for the armed forces. Strategy
decides issues associated with the employment of the armed forces and all the
resources of a country for achieving ultimate war aims. While operational art



must take into account the possibilities presented by the immediate rear (front
logistics), the strategist must take into account the entire rear, both his own and
the enemy's, represented by the state with all its economic and political
capabilities. A strategist will be successful if he correctly evaluates the nature of
a war, which depends on different economic, social, geographic, administrative
and technical factors.

Strategy cannot be indifferent to operational art. The nature of the war with
which a strategist deals should not be an abstract concept separate from military
activity. The strategist should subordinate the actual kinds of operations
undertaken, their scale and intensity, their sequence and the relative importance
assigned to them to his understanding of the possible nature of the war. This
makes it necessary for the strategist to dictate basic policies to operational art
and, if a particular operation is extremely important, even concentrate the direct
leadership of the operation in his own hands.

However, like the tactician and operations specialist, a strategist is not
completely independent in his field. Just as tactics is an extension of operational
art and operational art is an extension of strategy, strategy is an extension of
politics. A special portion of our study is devoted to the relationships between
politics and strategy which follow from this.

Quite often we encounter the terms naval strategy, air force strategy, colonial
war strategy and so forth. This terminology is obviously based on a
misunderstanding. We can only speak of naval operational art when naval forces
are given separate operational goals, and we could speak of air force operational
art, but with even greater hedging. Because of the close relationship between the
operations of air forces, land armies and navies, air force operational art is solely
concerned with the separate bombing operations the air force may undertake, but
because such operations are still not significant in and of themselves but are only
one, albeit quite important, component of an overall operation, we should
examine the bombing, reconnaissance and combat operations of the air force as
only a part of overall operational art. There is no need to speak of strategy in this
case at all, because it would be a clear misuse of the term. In the same way, there
could never be a strategy of colonial warfare, because we can only talk about the
aspects of strategic art in the war of an imperialist state against an inferior,
technically and culturally backward enemy in a colonial theater of war.

Strategy as a Theory of Art Strategy as a practical art, which is a very
important component of military leadership, has existed since prehistoric
times when human societies began to wage war. But a theory of strategy
began to develop only 150 years ago, at the same time when political



economy became scientific in nature. On the basis of the Seven Years' War,
a contemporary of Adam Smith, the Englishman Lloyd, who received the
same education as Adam Smith and who served in the Austrian, Prussian
and Russian armies, began to work on topics which were far beyond the
realm of ordinary military tactics. His work inaugurated the modern era of
the development of military thought, which had already yielded a number
of profound studies of strategy, which were, however, either incomplete or
one-sided. A great deal of time and effort was wasted on the subject of
whether strategy was a science or theory of art. The answer is highly
dependent on the extent of the requirements of science which characterize
one's notion of a science. Clausewitz, Willisen and Blume, who considered
strategy an art, proceeded from the requirement of adopictic (indisputable)
exactness which Kant had made of "science proper." However, the
conclusions of military theory are not indisputably exact. But Kant had
already allowed for the possibility of calling any systematic theory
encompassing a particular field whose knowledge is ordered on the basis of
certain fundamentals and principles a science. These theories were
supposedly sciences of the second rank. In order to count strategy as a
science of the second rank, many outstanding writers on strategy gave
particular attention to demonstrating the presence of eternal and
unshakable strategic principles on which they constructed their theories.
But now our views on science have become much broader. We are inclined
to call any system of knowledge which facilitates our understanding of life
and experience a science. The theory of all military art, including strategy,
undoubtedly fits into this broad definition.

The Relationship of Theory to Practice There is no doubt that strategic
practice is not a branch of scientific activity but is a field of application of
an art. Strategic theory should consist of systematized knowledge which
makes it easier for us to understand the phenomena of war.

But while human societies were able to implement strategic art in practice
without any conception of strategic theory and strategic science for millennia,
doesn't this indicate that strategic science is superfluous, artificial and fruitless
ballast, the fruit of the intellectual pastimes of our era? We do not think so. If in
general being determines consciousness, then in several complex practical fields
consciousness has lagged entire centuries behind practical accomplishments.
There are rules and laws of speech from which the science of grammar has taken
shape, there are certain economic relationships from which the science of
political economy has taken shape, a sort of economic grammar, and finally there



are certain laws of thinking from which its grammar, namely logic, has taken
shape. But can't we see that correct speech preceded the study of grammar, can't
we see economic policies in the historical past which corresponded to certain
economic interests long before the birth of political economy, and haven't we
encountered good thinkers who never took a course in logic? The same applies
to warfare — not only in the remote past, but in the very recent times of the civil
war we could observe solutions of very difficult problems of strategic art having
no connection with any preliminary study of the theory of strategy. But from this
we do not conclude that it is desirable to leave grammar out of a program of
general education. We find that every responsible statesman should at least have
a rudimentary knowledge of political economy. Without denying the right of
persons who have not studied logic to think on their own, we invariably include
logic in educational programs for persons attempting to make an independent
criticism of philosophical and economic doctrines. Familiarity with grammar,
political economy, logic and strategy may protect us from many errors in
working in any of these fields and make it possible for us to get a quick grasp of
relationships whose understanding would otherwise require a great deal of effort
from us or perhaps even be impossible.

It would be wrong to interpret these ideas as a comparison of strategy with
something like a theory of eloquence about which even the most eloquent orators
do not have the slightest idea. True knowledge cannot be neutral: if it is
incapable of changing anything in our system of actions, then it is deprived of
any content whatsoever. If when we go to practice we must forget about theory
in order to make a practical decision rather than a decision by the book, then this
kind of thinking is fruitful only by virtue of points of view assimilated by
preceding reflections and theoretical studies.

Already in the era of Napoleon we could see that his marshals were
inadequately prepared from a theoretical point of view, particularly given the
scale which the war took on in 1813. Napoleon's marshals, who were often of
humble origins, had not all received an adequate education, but, as they moved
from one battlefield to another for 20 years, they had received splendid tactical
training. They skillfully got their bearing in difficult situations, were able to
think under hostile fire and knew how to organize the efforts of 20,000 to 30,000
soldiers to achieve the goals set forth by Napoleon. However, in the same way
that political wisdom is not studied by a bureaucrat working for decades in the
same department from 9:00 to 5:00, strategic art is not mastered either by taking
part in many campaigns or looking at a lot of battle pictures. When Napoleon's
marshals had to act as independent leaders of operations, with a few exceptions
they seemed like persons wandering around in the dark who had no clear



understanding of their mission and possible ways of accomplishing it, and
therefore they acted indecisively. The better educated generals of the coalition
fighting Napoleon, who were greatly inferior to Napoleon's marshals in tactics,
were superior to them in strategy. One of the most talented revolutionary
generals, Clebert, whom Napoleon considered the most naturally talented,
predicted the collapse of many revolutionary careers, saying, "It's harder to keep
a military reputation than to earn it, and theory, which always wants to go hand
in hand with experience, will sooner or later take its revenge if it is not given the
proper attention." 2

Waging war has become much more complicated in the last century, and the
effects of inadequate theoretical training will now be much more perceptible.
The example of the most outstanding strategist of the post-Napoleonic era,
Moltke, is very instructive. He received a very miserly primary education in the
Danish Corps of Cadets which barely gave him any more knowledge than a first
grader now receives. After serving as a company commander he never served in
the rank and file again. His curiosity, it seemed, was totally directed away from
issues directly related to war. When Moltke was appointed the chief of the
Prussian general staff, he was an officer who was quite distant from military life
but was a true scholar, who was very competent in geography, the history of
ancient Rome, philosophy and politics and was familiar with the cultural and
economic evolution of Europe. Even though he was practically a civilian, once
he was placed at the head of the Prussian general staff, he was able to figure out
the spirit of a new strategy. Of course it was not Moltke who started a revolution
in the art of war; his creativity was limited to recognizing the requirements of the
evolution of the art of war which had developed despite the will of individuals
and to comprehending the resources required at a given moment. But it was
Moltke's new approach to strategic problems that constituted a major step toward
the victories of 1866 and 1870. If you study the career of the elder Moltke you
get the idea that his position as an observer of the army from off to the side,
which made it possible for him to delve into many issues and grow mentally,
opportunities which overworked practical men are often deprived of, also was
the reason for his superior thinking once he reached the age of 60. It is true that
Moltke was an exceptional man. In 1866 Dragomirov characterized him as
follows: "General Moltke is one of those strong and exceptional people for
which theoretical study of the military profession has almost completely
replaced practice." 2

We have referred to M. I. Dragomirov because he was far from being a
particular proponent of theory to the detriment of practice. Dragomirov's view of



theory is even clearer in his characterization of Benedek, an outstanding
practitioner.

His personal energy is unmistakable; he is an indispensable
man for getting men into battle for the purpose of accomplishing
their mission, but he is hardly capable of stating it himself. In
short, while he is a remarkable tactician, Benedek is in no way a
strategist He went off to Bohemia involuntarily, because he had
no idea, as he said, of the theater of war or the enemy he would
have to fight. This makes me think that Benedek had hardly
received any theoretical training for the military preparation at
all, and his strength lay in the practical training which he
acquired in the Italian theater. He had probably proven himself in
this campaign also. Inadequate theoretical training most probably
explains his indecisiveness and weakness in strategic
combinations, because in practical knowledge of his business and
personal resoluteness he had no shortcomings. #

Strategy is the Art of Military Leaders Strategy is the art of military
leaders, primarily the art of those persons called on to resolve the basic
problems set forth by a wartime situation and to transmit their strategic
decisions for execution by operational artists. Strategy is the art of the
entire high command of an army, because not only front commanders and
army commanders, but also corp commanders, would be incapable of
accomplishing their operational missions if they are incapable of clear
strategic thinking. Any time an operational artist must make a choice
between two alternatives he will be unable to justify a particular operational
method if he stays solely within the realm of operational art, and he will
have to rise to a strategic level of thinking.

While tactics live by decisions required by the moment, and all tactical work
is extremely urgent, strategy begins when we see a series of successive goals, or
stages, toward the achievement of the ultimate goal of the war. Strategy must
look forward and take the very long term into consideration. The strategist
advances by operations, and these strategic steps extend several weeks or even
months in time. The strategist must make a profound accounting of the situation
and possible changes in it in order to avoid changing the fundamentals of its
directives when an operation is merely beginning to unfold. The strategist must
be farsighted in order for operational and tactical art to operate smoothly. Prior
to the World War the Germans believed that, thanks to Clausewitz, who was still
not understood by the other armies, they possessed a monopoly on strategic



foresight. But farsightedness is possible only with a broad ideological view; it is
easy to point out a large number of tacticians who were mentally limited people,
but we cannot find any outstanding strategists among such people. Each leader
who points the way is at least some kind of prophet.

The importance of a correctly indicated and clearly outlined goal for the
activity of human masses is immeasurable. The chaos of uncoordinated actions,
the general confusion which results from incoherence, intentions working at
cross purposes and goals which cancel one another out will all disappear once a
general slant is given to the goal indicated by the leader. Actions will become
ordered and coalesce into small streams flowing down to the goal and will form
one broad stream as a result, and the efforts of each and every one in all
questions will automatically and naturally run in the same direction. Indicating a
proper goal will lead to afeverish stream of ideas and will.

Responsible Politicians Should Be Familiar with Strategy Not only the
high command of an army must study strategy. A strategist issuing
directives to the echelons which are the direct leaders of operations should
have a clear idea of the limits which are feasible for operational art with the
available resources and have a keen operational and tactical eye in order for
his forces to operate under the most favorable possible conditions. In
exactly the same way a politician who sets a political goal for military
operations must have an idea of what is feasible for strategy given the
resources available and how politics may affect the situation for better or
for worse. Strategy is one of the most important tools of politics, and even in
peacetime political calculations must to a great extent be based on the
military capabilities of friendly and hostile nations. Bismarck would not
have been able to guide Prussian politics so authoritatively if he had not had

such a profound understanding of the situation in the theater of war. °

All Commanders Must Be Familiar with Strategy Individual leaders must
receive serious strategic training to enable the cooperation of large masses
of men on fronts stretching hundreds of miles. This truth was somewhat
forgotten during the positional period of the World War, which favored the
extreme centralization of command. In a war of maneuver, corps
commanders always have to make critical decisions that will give an
operation one strategic slant or another.

On August 16, 1870, the Third Prussian Corps commanded by General
d'Alvensleben reached the Metz-Verdun Highway, and the army command
directing the Third Corps had assumed that it would reach the road after
Bazaine's army had withdrawn to Verdun from Metz and would follow its tail. In



reality, General d' Alvensleben was in front of the head of the French army
rather than behind its tail and had blocked off the road. Despite the fact that
during the day he could only get support from corps (the Tenth), d' Alvensleben
decided to engage the entire French army (which included five strong corps) at
Mars-la-Tour. This critical decision, which subsequently resulted in the capture
of Bazaine's army at Metz, could have been made only on the basis of a strategic
evaluation of the situation.

Let us give an even more convincing example. In the interval between the
border battle and the operation on the Marne, a strong detachment headed by
Captain Lepic was moved forward from the combined cavalry division of
Manoury's army and gradually withdrew in front of the attacking right flank
columns of Kluck's German army. At 11:30 on August 31,1914, Captain Lepic,
who was northwest of Compiégne, observed with surprise that large German
columns, instead of continuing to move south toward Estre-St.-Denis, were
turning toward Compiégne. This surprise apparently was not reflected in the
nature of his report or in his fate: the report was transmitted through normal
channels and was included in the scouting reports. Incidentally, if we ascribe a
strategic meaning to what the captain observed in very simple terms, it becomes
quite clear that the Germans had avoided including Paris in their envelopment
and were rushing with all their forces to the Verdun-Paris gap, exposing their
right flank to attacks from Paris. However, the French high command realized
this truth only after 80 hours, by the evening of September 2, but it was of
colossal importance, engendering all the preconditions for victory at the Marne.
If Captain Lepic and all the echelons through which his report was transmitted
had been better prepared strategically, then the French command could possibly
have begun to make systematic preparations for an operation on the Marne two
days earlier, on the evening of September 1, for after all, the loss of ten hours of
valuable time is not always without consequence. Just think of all the valuable
reports by aviators and patrols we did not take advantage of during the World
War because of the strategic stupidity of our commanders and staffs! Just
remember the wealth of reconnaissance information we had at our disposal
during the Samsonov Operation, if only on the concentration of the German First
Corps, which was not taken into consideration either by the army or front
command.

In the Civil War, sometimes when means of communication were inadequate,
and often when the authority of command was inadequate, the decisions of
individual leaders could play a major role in strategy. A lack of strategic ability
played a major role in the failure of the Warsaw Operation of 1920. Strategic
errors were evident in the work of all echelons of command. All we have to do is



compare the actions of the 16th Red Army on August 15-18,1920, with the
actions of Kluck's Germany army on September 5-7,1914, to establish the clear
strategic inferiority of the Red command as opposed to the Germans. Kluck's
actions were far from perfect, but we can see two armies threatened by flank
attacks, and Kluck's vast and massive army took a big step backward, even with
a bit too much delicacy, turned all its forces and repelled the French attack, while
our 16th Army watched passively as one division after another taken by the
flank was destroyed by the enemy, whose actions could have been predicted
quite clearly as early as August 13,1920.

We will still have occasion to emphasize that the Red Army needs to devote
serious attention to strategic questions more than any other army. Meanwhile,
foreign armies have recognized the need to publicize good strategic ideas widely
among their men. As early as 1805 Viscount Charles considered it necessary to
publish a strategic manual for Austrian generals. ¢ Moltke followed his example
in 1869. Before the World War the German and French armies had manuals for
high commanders, and in 1920 the British published Part IT of a Field Manual
for the same purpose, and at present similar work is underway in the Red Army.
It is true that these manuals are primarily operational rather than strategic in
nature and that strategy, by its very nature resists codification in field manuals.
But the need for efforts to raise the level of strategic thinking is recognized
everywhere.

The study of strategy by just a small circle of commanders, such as the
general staff, leads to the creation of a "strategic caste," and when strategy is
isolated, it becomes scholarly pedantry, divorced from practice, and it creates an
undesirable gap between strategists and tacticians among commanders and
destroys mutual understanding between staffs and line units. Strategy should not
become a kind of Latin which separates the believers and the nonbelievers!

Strategy should Be Studied at the Beginning of Serious Study on the Art
of War The need for all commanders to study strategy follows from the fact
that it should not be put off until the time a person is assigned to a critical
leadership position. Strategy is a discipline in which success depends very
little on the memorization of precepts issued by a school or the assimilation
of logical constructs contained in textbooks on strategy. A unity of doctrine
based on the unity of strategic guidelines is illusory. In strategy the center of
gravity lies in developing an independent point of view which primarily
requires careful homework. Familiarization with strategic topics must begin
at the start of military service, and one must study the military historical
past from the vantage point of these topics, evaluate the military events one



has personally experienced and examine the current evolution of the
military profession. 7 Significant efforts must be made in military history in
order to move from so-called "strategic essays,” which are very broad
descriptions of the external course of events, to truly profound criticisms of
the most important decisions made in a war.

The Purpose of a Course on Strategy The purpose of a course on strategy
is not to exhaust the unlimited scope of this discipline but to lay the
groundwork for subsequent independent thought, indicate the directions in
which it should be developed and engender the conditions for coordinating
individual efforts. Instruction on strategy at military higher educational
institutions has become particularly important in our transitional era, in
which not only Europe but the entire globe is becoming a completely
strategic landscape and in which the art of war is in many respects
switching to new methods and techniques of waging war and is acquiring
new forms in a situation of increasing social upheaval.

This book has been written for a rather modest purpose, namely to be a
guideline for independent work on strategy and to help the reader get a start and
give him several broad perspectives in order to make it possible for strategic
thinking to get out of back alleys and dead ends and onto the main road as
quickly as possible. We have tried to point out the basic landmarks of the
strategic present and we have assumed that the reader is familiar with the past
evolution of the art of war.

Military History The history of the art of war is a completely necessary
introduction to this book, because without it we would risk becoming
completely incomprehensible. Without first dwelling on the most important
military historical facts, we run the risk of getting lost in the abstract
theoretical principles of strategic art, and the benefits we derive from it will
be proportional to the experience and military historical baggage we possess
as we begin to study strategy.

Criticism and experience should go hand in hand. The study of strategy is of
little use without military historical knowledge, but in turn conscientious
thinking on military history is possible only on the basis of a certain strategic
view. After all, in military history, simply memorizing facts is capable at best of
giving us an idea only of known patterns which existed at one time in the
conduct of military operations. And in military history independent work is most
valuable. No matter how difficult it is to make a serious independent strategic
evaluation of any important moment in military history which would encompass
reality as a whole, this is easier to do in the historical past than it is in wartime,



in present conditions. In essence, all of strategy is basically a contemplation of
military history. And strategy, according to Clausewitz, should avoid going from
a form of contemplation to the hard and fast doctrine of rules, inferences and
conclusions. Russian military historians have usually tried to develop inferences
and conclusions of a quite limited depth and scope after a factual accounting of
events. A Clausewitzian historian, after presenting a fact, proceeds to
contemplate it (Betrachtung). The difference between the terms, conclusions, on
the one hand, and contemplation, on the other, reflects different understandings
of the relationships between theory and real life.

Issues of military history are particularly pertinent to persons involved in the
study of strategy, because by its very methods strategy is merely a systematic
contemplation of military history. A divorce from history is just as dangerous for
the strategist as it is for the politician, because in view of the multiplicity of
factors and the complexity of the relationships between them, a theoretical,
speculative approach which does not grasp all the information necessary for a
correct decision may often lead to very gross errors. In strategy, as in politics,
hens often hatch ducklings and consequences may prove to be quite unlike to the
causes which gave rise to them. For example, all strategic writers before the
World War believed that railroads were a factor that would accelerate the
development of military operations, make them decisive in nature from the very
beginning and lead to the exclusive use of strategy of destruction. In practice
everyone ignored the equalizing effect of railroads, which help the defenses
delay an attacker moving away from them, make it possible to plug
breakthroughs on the front and make it easier to use all the nation's manpower on
the front. As a result, quicker movements on railroads laid a duckling, namely a
stationary positional front and a strategy of attrition.

Unfortunately, the current state of military history does not satisfy the most
modest desires of strategy. The disproportionately strong development of the
first part of this book, namely the part on the relationship between politics and
strategy, is due to the scientific prostration of our military history. 8 Since
military history was divided into the history of the art of war and the history of
wars, the broad view became the merit of the first, while the second became
more trivial, ignoring the role of politics and merely studying the course of
operations. The causal connection of military conditions is only sought in terms
of purely military considerations, which is undoubtedly mistaken. Instructional
value has been lost, and a great many illusions have taken root: strategy has
suffered from the distortion of the logic of events by military historians and not
only cannot rely on their works but is forced to expend excessive efforts on
dispelling the prejudices they have sown. Readers interested in strategy will find



more thought-provoking observations in the political histories of past wars rather
than in military treatises, particularly so-called "strategic essays."

Maneuvers But the study of strategy should also include contemplation of
the present. Any experience in the field of human relationships applies to
the past, but strategy must make a comprehensive effort to predict the
future. Many of the conditions which determined the strategic course of
events in past wars have now disappeared and their place has been taken by
new conditions. Only in rare instances can we conduct an experiment in
order to establish their reality before a war breaks out. For example, the
French General Laval experimentally demonstrated the possibility of a
strategic concentration of up to 15,000 to 20,000 soldiers per kilometer of
front on the German border, which required the movement of all infantry,
cavalry and field artillery without roads and in columns so as to leave the
roads for supplies and the delivery of heavy artillery. For operational art
large-scale maneuvers may play the role, in a highly imperfect form, of an
experiment. They may be used to study the movement of large units with
modern equipment and the organization of communications and command
over wide fronts, but it is impossible to use maneuvers to make a complete
test of logistics and aerial reconnaissance because of the impossibility of
setting up in peacetime the complete logistical system which would operate
in wartime. Even very important operational issues related to combat
operations such as frontages, the durations of battles, munitions
expenditure rates and numerical superiority on attack sectors cannot be
taken into consideration in any way even by means of the most extensive
and expensive peacetime experiments. Our opinion of strategic maneuvers
is even lower. Large-scale maneuvers, which at one time were given a great
deal of importance in training the armed forces, are now increasingly
becoming a kind of gigantic tactical parade and demonstration of the
coordination and combat-readiness of an army.

The War Game If the simulation of combat operations in maneuvers is
too remote from the reality of war, we could try to move our exercises from
the ground to a map. The method of solving tactical problems on a map is
the basic method used in tactics. It is equally useful for studying operational
art. However, the main value of this method does not lie in studying new
topics but in enabling the transmission of practical skills from a teacher to a
student, because the problems basically make it possible to study the purely
technical aspect of art, leaving the fundamental questions in the
background. That is why the value of solving problems on a map is quite



relative, because strategic techniques are not very complicated.

In order to make fundamental questions more important, war games are
employed, meaning conducting two-sided exercises on a map. In this case
techniques become less important, and the entire exercise should be considered
to be the choice of a certain amount of material in interesting geographical
conditions with contemporary organizational and technical information for a
final discussion. The value of this discussion is exclusively determined by the
competence of the leadership, and the war game is a powerful tool for
publicizing certain strategic and operational views but is doubtful as a method of
analyzing a problem. The leaders of war games only play their roles when the
assignment itself and the scenarios they give stack the deck for the final
discussion. Fair war games with dispassionate umpires are incapable of
producing any results.

In essence, field exercises and field excursions are essentially the same as map
problems and war games 2 and are merely transferred to more instructive venues.
If field excursions are organized with sufficient communications equipment, they
are capable of providing good practice for staff officers and familiarizing the
participants with important areas of a theater of operations. But for strategy, they
only make it possible to organize a discussion whose significance is proportional
to the similarity between the assignment for the excursion and the actual
assumptions of our operational deployment.

Thus, the applied method in strategy may primarily be significant for
popularizing certain strategic ideas among commanders and clarifying existing
views of burning strategic issues.

Studying the Classics If one has received adequate general military
training, contemplating classical treatises on strategy is a way of obtaining a
more profound understanding of modern strategic reality. No matter how
strong the thinking of their outstanding authors was and no matter how
strong the history of strategic theory has been (only a century and a half),
strategic evolution has proceeded at such a pace that all these treatises are
now a part of history and mark the stages through which human thought
has passed. Even Clausewitz, for whom the duration of a battle was only a
strategic instant and the extent of a battlefront was only a strategic point,
has undoubtedly become obsolete in many respects. He had no knowledge of
operational art, because for him an operation did not present either spatial
or temporal dimensions. Hence studying the classics will be of value if we
focus our attention not only on the principles that are still completely
relevant but also on the principles that do not totally satisfy us, which have



either become completely obsolete or should be subjected to extensive
modifications. If we measure our experience of the civil and imperialist wars
against the principles of the most important writers on strategy who wrote
before these wars, we will be able to perceive the new principles which
characterize contemporary strategy.

We recommend approaching the authorities of the past and avoid memorizing
as many quotes and aphorisms as possible, but with a critical attitude. We will be
able to get a great deal from the great strategic thinkers only after we discard
false modesty and adopt the apparent shamelessness of a student of the truth. We
must not only read them, we must make serious critical studies of them, which
could probably be better made by means of group seminars or discussions than
by independent studies.

By their very nature strategic decisions are radical, and strategic evaluations
should get to the heart of an issue, and there is nowhere else where one's
thinking must be more independent, consistent, and free than in strategy or
where pedantic thinking will yield more pitiful results. And it seems to us that
the piety of the dogmatists, who see strategic scriptures in Napoleon's heritage,
the ideal of the strategic bureaucrats, is a cruel mockery of strategic wisdom.

1 While strategy pursues goals, tactics solve problems. A goal means a comparatively major objective from
which we are separated by a certain distance; the achievement of one goal requires the solution of several
problems; the problems facing us grow in immediate proximity to us and become very urgent in nature. By
this we would like to emphasize that strategy is essentially future-oriented, while tactics are practically
immeasurable in time: while tactics may divide the conduct of a battle into certain phases, these phases are
very close to one another and follow one another very quickly.

2 Revue d'Histoire, vol. 8, no. 1 (1911), p. 197.

3M. Dragomirov, Ocherki Austro-Prusskoi voiny v 1866 g. [Essays on the Austro-Prussian War of 1866]
Saint Petersburg: 1867), p. 67.

4 1bid,, p. 86.

5 For example, in the peace negotiations with Austria in August 1866, when there was the danger that
France would enter the war.

6 Strategiia v trudakh voennykh klasstkov [Strategy in the Works of the Military Classics] (Moscow:
Gosvoenizdat, 1926), vol. 2, pp. 69-84.

7 Fashions come from Paris, and that is why practically everywhere, particularly after France's ultimate
success, there are adherents of the French system of higher military education and the programs of the
Parisian Military Academy, in which strategy is practically absent. We recommend that anyone who is
interested become familiar with Cordonnier's work La métkode dans l'étude de stratégic, and in particular,
Raguéneau's Les études militaires en France (1913). Raguéneau considers the French Academy to be an
elementary school because of its inadequate strategic preparation. In 1910 Foch made a fruitless attempt to
change it by introducing, following the Russian pattern, a third additional year specially devoted to strategy.
Raguéneau eloquently demonstrates the impossibility of developing strategic training solely on the basis of
advanced officer's training. Bonnal (Méthodes de commandement, d'éducation et d'instruction) also
demonstrates the impossibility of providing completely different training for midlevel and high



commanders. The study of strategy should be the task of everyone planning on playing a critical part in a
war. An army trying to overcome its characteristic inflexibility should not make the study of strategy a
matter for a few military thinkers. Strategic thinking should be given major attention at field exercises, in
military literature and in the reports of military science societies.

8 Military historians often have not moved very far away from Napoleon III, who did not understand the
causes of the shattering defeats suffered by the French armies of the Second Empire: he was not stupid, but
he was ill, with reduced strength of will and wit. Napoleon III travelled in the rear of the French armies
moving toward Sedan and observed soldiers straggling, numerous carts slowing up the columns and a
certain air of disorder and slackness in the rear. Hence when on September 2, 1870 the King of Prussia
asked Napoleon III, who had been taken prisoner, what he thought the cause of the defeat was, he answered:
"a lack of discipline, a lack of cooperation, a lack of order, overburdened soldiers, officer trains too large"
(M. Welschinger, La guerre de 1870. Causes el responsabilités, vol. 1, p. 315). It's hard to see the forest for
the trees.

9 The war game, or Kriegespiel, considered as a tool of positive analysis, is in fact deserving of the ironic
sense given to the term by French writers, who always put it in quotation marks.



STRATEGY AND POLITICS

1. POLITICS AND ECONOMICS

Offense and Defense on a Historical Scale Immobility and a state of
equilibrium in a system of human factions seem to be an illusion which is
shared only by pacifists and backward political scientists. The different
paces and trends in the development of economic life give some nations and
states an advantage over others. This advantage can be expressed in very
different ways, including: an expansion of economic activity; the
accumulation of material resources; more rapid population growth; better
infrastructure; the capability of maintaining larger and better equipped
military forces; the organization of a stronger central authority and greater
national unity; the broadening of the dependence of other states on a given
state; and the increase in the number of ideological adherents or a kind of
citizen with dual loyalties abroad. This advantage is expressed in a process
of a historical advance by those factions which are gradually conquering the
future, and in a process of historical defense by other factions forced to
defend their positions under conditions of an increasingly unfavorable
balance of forces. For example, we could mention the historical advance of
the German tribes west of the Elbe River from the 8th to the 17th centuries,
the advance of the Russian tribe east of the Volga River from the 17th to the
19th centuries, and the advance of the Anglo-Saxon race, which is still going
on, on all lines of weak resistance on the globe. In the 18th century we
witnessed a faster rate of advance by the bourgeoisie, which led to the great
French Revolution. In the early 19th century a historical advance of nations
developed which took on the nature of a struggle for the establishment of
integrated nation-states such as Germany and Italy, while a similar process
among the Slavs forced the Turks to renounce gradually all their conquests
on the European continent and forced Austria to go on the historical
defensive, which it did not abandon until it disintegrated in 1918.

Against the background of this political and economic process different
factions have acquired their own class, national, local and colonial interests and
have found it necessary to struggle for the purpose of defending them. The ruling
class in a state is inclined to regard its own interests as state interests and resorts
to the aid of the state apparatus to defend them.



The Art of Politics Any struggle for one's interests can only become
sufficiently conscious and consistent when its goals have been clarified.
Once they have been systematized, these goals form the program or idea of
a given faction. These programs can sometimes be reconstructed only by a
historian, while sometimes they exist in written form but are never
proclaimed openly. Often they are proclaimed in an intentionally distorted
form in order to make it possible to draw as many people as possible into a
faction.

Organizations of individual factions for the purpose of struggling for a
particular program are called political parties, because politics is the art of
orienting a struggle for the purpose of carrying out the program of a certain
faction. Because every program is based on economic interests and economics is
the basis for a developing historical advance, we can see politics as a
"concentrated expression of economics." Only movements which are based on
real interests can acquire a major significance. Even such a nationalistic writer as
General von der Goltz has admitted that pure patriotism is wet powder which is
incapable of igniting the masses.

But politics is also the art of manipulating millions of people, and in fact, in a
situation of opposition by other factions, politics will get the opportunity to take
a direct route to its goal only under exceptionally favorable conditions, and quite
often politics must wait it out, retreat and take roundabout paths and lead the
masses in the process. The art of politics, which operates on the basis of a
program which has already been developed, lies in pointing out immediate goals
for specific work. Any politics which ignored these immediate goals and focused
all its attention on the ultimate idea would be a pitiful degeneration of practical
art into a sociology or philosophy of history. The imaginary logical line which
connects the successive stages we are trying to reach and is oriented toward the
ideal of the program is called a political line of conduct.

The ruling class in a state not only is required to struggle within the state for a
particular program, that is, carry out a domestic policy determined by its
interests, but is also required to defend its interests in relations with other states,
that is, carry out a foreign policy. The latter is obviously determined by the
domestic interests of the ruling class and is a logical extension of domestic
policy. But it also depends on the directions of the policies of other states. The
domination of a ruling class is strong only when it does not interpret its interests
too narrowly: the hegemony which guides foreign policy cannot sacrifice the
interests of the common historical whole without causing a fatal crisis.

Politics, both foreign and domestic, constitute the guiding reasons for
historical decisions.



Violence The political conflict that pervades all human existence is
usually conducted within the framework of conditions set by ruling classes,
that is, within a legal framework. However, there are times when a situation
is created in which this conflict turns into violence.

If we are discussing foreign policy, this means that standards of international
law have been violated, and the offended party, if it possesses sufficient strength,
is not always limited to a mere protest, and political conflict takes the form of
war. If we are discussing domestic politics, then the resort to violence by a
nonruling class or nonruling nationality becomes a civil war. We are not talking
about the violence of the ruling class, because it takes place every minute of the
existence of a state and constitutes the essence of its existence.

The pacifist slant of 18th-century philosophy, because of its lack of
comprehension of the historical process, led to a situation in which wars were
examined within a legal framework where they were considered the unjustifiable
attack of the strong on the weak, and the ideal of the 18th century lay in
maintaining the existing political balance. !

Today, however, peace itself is primarily the result of violence and is
maintained by violence. Every state border is the result of a war, the outlines of
states on the map make us familiar with the strategic and political thinking of the
victories, and political geography and peace treaties constitute a lesson in
strategy. In every corner of Central Europe there are irredentas, that is,
conquered territories which have not been returned to their rightful owners and
contradict the desires of nations for self-determination.

In the 20th century, even the hypocritical League of Nations has been unable
to maintain the point of view of preserving the existing equilibrium and has been
compelled to acknowledge the need for evolution: Paragraph 19 of its Charter
gives a plenary session of the League the right to invite members of the League's
council to review treaties which cannot be carried out and to review international
relations which constitute a threat to peace. It would be wrong to ascribe the
origins of war to the shortcomings of different governments, be they monarchies
or republics. The causes of war lie in economic inequality, in the contradictions
between the interests of individual factions, in all the conditions of the historical
process and primarily in private property in the means of production. And both
civil and foreign wars are still the inevitable costs of history. 2

War is a Component of Political Conflict Thus foreign and civil wars are
not self-contained but form only a portion of the continuous political
interaction among human factions. During a war the political life of the
countries waging it continues rather than grinds to a halt.



War is only a part of political conflict. The art of politics lies in defending the
interests of a certain faction among all other factions. It operates in an
atmosphere of the clash of many forces, and although economics primarily
determines whether they are hostile, cooperative or neutral, at different times not
only the intensity of opposition or cooperation may change, but an ally may
become an enemy, and vice versa. In principle, the art of war has recognized
only two sides at the barricades raised by the war, namely our side and the
enemy. But during military operations one must seriously consider the interests
of third political factions which have not yet taken definite positions on our side
or that of the enemy, and make sure that unity is maintained in one's camp and
that the enemy camp disintegrates. These are purely political tasks and must be
handled by politics and because the leaders of military operations are responsible
for only a part, albeit an essential part, of this political solution, they must be
subordinate to political requirements.

War is waged not only on an armed front; it is also waged on the class and
economic fronts. Operations on all fronts must be coordinated by politics. In the
process, of course, one must consider the characteristics of the resources which
must be employed on each front and not switch operational methods from one
front to another without considering these characteristics. For example, the
concentration of efforts is very important on the armed front. Because of this,
political agitators employ similar techniques in their work; namely, if they have
10,000 propaganda leaflets, they will distribute 9,000 at the point to be attacked
and the other 1,000 elsewhere. But after all, the characteristics of the leaflets on
which we are concentrating are quite different from the characteristics of shells
and bullets. Propaganda leaflets make no impression at all on a class enemy and
a very weak impression on enemy soldiers who are not prepared to heed their
call to intensify class conflict. The fruits are far from proportional to the seeds
we sow. Good farmers sow fewer seeds than bad ones.

It is obvious that political agitation cannot be random but should be carried
out where the groundwork has been laid. Any political agitator who would
follow on the heels of tacticians rather than determine his own line of least
resistance would be making a mistake. It would be just as mistaken to require
from strategy actions which would conflict with the characteristics of the
resources at its disposal.

Strategists should not complain about political interference in the leadership
of military operations because strategy itself is a projection of politics, 2 and it
stands to reason that mistaken policies will also bear the same pitiful fruit in war
as they do in any other field, but one should not confuse protests against political
errors with refusal to acknowledge the right and obligation of politics to



determine the basic direction of a war. 4

In our opinion, the claim that politics is superior to strategy is universal in
nature. There is no doubt that it is true when the creators of policy constitute a
young class advancing to a bright future and whose historical health is reflected
in the form of a sound policy. But it always leads to doubts in states which
represent the organized dominance of an obsolete class, which are on the
historical defensive and whose regimes have become decadent and have been
compelled to follow unsound policies and sacrifice the interests of the whole to
maintain their domination. And in this case, unsound politics are inevitably
followed by unsound strategy. This is why the protests of bourgeoisie military
writers, particularly the French writers impressed by the fatal effects of the rotten
politics of the Second Empire on strategy, are quite understandable. It is natural
for strategy to try to gain emancipation from bad politics, but strategy cannot
exist in a vacuum without politics and is condemned to pay for all the sins of
politics. Only the September Revolution which toppled the Second Empire was
capable of saving French strategy in 1870 from the fatal continuation of the
political line of the government of the Second Empire.

The Struggle for Economic Readiness for War The above means that all
international life in peacetime is a continuous clash of interests among
individual states conducting a continuous economic struggle. We are
interested in that aspect of the struggle which has in mind military interests.
Strategy is quite concerned with different solutions to economic problems.
The current political wisdom is "If you want peace, prepare for war." Every
state, in order to avoid being caught unawares, tries to establish a certain
correspondence between its economic development and the economic
conditions for successfully waging war in peacetime. This leads to a
situation in which an economy, as it develops, is consistently adapted to the
tasks it will have to face once a war begins. The mere anticipation of war
and preparations for it deforms an economy, changes the balance between
individual components of the economy and forces the use of different
methods. This tendency of a peacetime economy to approach wartime forms
is a general and inevitable law, but the overenergetic distortion of the
natural form of economic development has a quite negative effect and
hinders the overall economic success of a country.

A strategic approach to economic phenomena should establish a point of view
on the economic foundations of a state's military might and yield an assessment
which would make it possible to judge the actual forces and nature of a future
war. This is the goal we pursue over the entire course of our work.



Foreign Trade Small states, because of the comparative lack of diversity
of the goods they produce, are highly dependent on foreign markets. During
the World War, Romania suffered from surpluses of oil and wheat and was
forced to get military equipment from France by way of Arkhangelsk. The
size of small countries makes it impossible for them to find areas where
military industry could operate unhindered during wartime. In most cases
this compels them to avoid attempts to prepare for waging war on their own
by means of setting up an independent military industry and keep to more
natural paths of economic development. That is why the economies of small
countries outdistance the economies of large continental powers who have
already made major advances in developing war economies.

A large continental state is much less dependent on foreign markets because
its industry primarily utilizes domestic raw materials and mainly produces for
the domestic market. However, the trend toward specialization into a separate
economic entity quite often leads to a rise in production costs because many
industrial sectors must be organized under economic conditions which are less
favorable than at other spots on the globe. These sectors must be protected by
tariffs and freight subsidies.

A protective tariff policy is desirable from the vantage point of the war
economy for any country which would be incapable of guaranteeing freedom of
the seas during wartime, because it prepares the state for any forthcoming
blockade. Until recently only Great Britain has been able to maintain the
principle of free trade, but this was a result of its domination of the seas and the
possibility of maintaining free access to its ports during wartime. By the second
half of the war the submarine blockade had compelled Britain to switch to a
temporary policy of subsidies and protective tariffs for agriculture (guaranteeing
high grain prices to farmers, buying 5,000 tractors and so forth). If Britain's
extremely favorable situation with respect to freedom of the seas had been
disrupted by the successes of the U-boats and the air force, then Great Britain
would also have been compelled to radically restructure its economic system.

In 1902 Germany implemented a policy of high grain subsidies. The German
farmers had argued that high grain prices, by satisfying their class interests,
would also significantly improve the country's economic capacity for war.
Perhaps the statistics ° they cited were not completely objective, but nevertheless
they do give evidence of a relationship between grain prices and yields. In 12
years (1895-1907), due to higher prices, the number of cattle in Germany had
increase to 3 million head, the number of pigs had increased to 5.3 million head,
the rye harvest had increased from 6.6 million tons to 12.2 million tons, the
wheat harvest had increased from 2.8 million to 4.65 million tons, the barley



harvest had increased from 2.4 million tons to 2.67 million tons, the oats harvest
had increased from 5.2 million tons to 9.7 million and the potato harvest had
increased form 31.7 million to 54.1 million tons. Despite the rapid growth of the
urban population, in 1900 Germany imported 16 percent of its total food needs,
while in 1906 this figure had dropped to 10 percent. Ultimately the blockade
broke Germany in the World War, but if the tariff policy had not doubled its
agricultural output, Germany would have been forced to surrender before the
harvest of 1915.

The Development of Industry The mobilization of industry is greatly
facilitated by preliminary economic preparations. ¢ Any state going to war
with Great Britain will be cut off from the Chilean and Indian saltpeter
needed to make powder and any sort of explosives. This is the reason for the
enormous significance of the production of nitrogen from air for any state
conducting an independent policy.

The dye industry has also become more important, because its equipment and
semifinished products are quite suitable for making chemical weapons. Of
course, all states in the world are now trying to produce aniline dyes at home and
are more or less following the example Great Britain set in 1920 (the Dyestuffs
Act), which requires special authorization for any dye imports. War swallows up
enormous amounts of copper, which is why one should not examine copper
production at copper smelting plants solely from the perspective of simple
economic gain or loss.

We shall not dwell on the completely obvious issue of the significance of
military exports in peacetime, which makes it possible to keep major industrial
facilities going.

Timely stockpiling of foreign raw materials (if one does not have one's own)
presents major difficulties because of the need to tie up a great deal of capital,
which presents difficulties to even the wealthiest country. However, sometimes
one can avoid the difficulties by subsidizing private imports and storage of
particular materials. For example, before the World War Germany set up a
project for building huge elevators for subsidized import and storage of Russian
grain in the anticipation of good prices at Koenigsberg and Danzig. This project
could have somewhat alleviated Germany's food situation in the war, but it was
never carried out because of the resistance of German farmers, who were
worried by the constant pressure on prices of large visible supplies of grain. In
the future the idea of free ports may do a great deal to alleviate commodity
shortages.

Economic Positions Abroad In the era of imperialism capitalist relations



have outgrown the boundaries of individual states and capital has captured
positions far from the borders of its own country. Economic activity is a
characteristic of economic prosperity. The exploitation of colonies,
steamship lines between foreign ports, participation in profitable foreign
enterprises such as railroads, banks, industry and plantations, the
organization of large stores of commodities on foreign soil and the
investment of capital in foreign loans are all typical manifestations of
imperialism.

Economic activity helps a state greatly extend its political influence in
peacetime and even make economically weak states its vassals (e.g., Great
Britain and Portugal). But extensive economic positions abroad have their flip
side, because they cannot be defended by military force and undermine a state's
economic readiness for war.

The Geographical Distribution of Industry Essentially we are now faced
with the same question we would be faced with if we were to go from the
legal concept of a border between two countries to the military notion of a
line which more or less reliably protects the territory behind it with the
armed forces available in the country and its distance from the enemy
protects it from bombings and other hostile attacks.

It is important to try to locate all military industry and develop industrial
centers in areas which are well protected by their geographical locations and
which are as close as possible to sources of fuel and raw materials. Threatened
border areas with high industrial concentrations make it extremely difficult to
maneuver, require the allocation of major forces and expensive permanent
fortifications to defend them, and despite this will often fall into enemy hands.
The concentration of French industry, particularly the metallurgical industry, in
the north of France, had an extremely unfavorable effect on the French conduct
of the war. Fortunately for France its most important war plants, namely the
Schneider plants, were located in the center of the country (Creseau) outside the
area occupied by the Germans, and the large appetite for steel was met by
imports from the United States. Perhaps it was the presence of the Saar coal field
that inclined the Germans to reject the elder Moltke's reasonable plan of limiting
themselves to a defense against France in fighting on two fronts.

Concentrating an entire industry at one point is just as dangerous.

The entire French aviation industry, the entire optical industry, all the
precision mechanics shops and practically three fourths of the automotive
industry were concentrated in Paris. A certain amount of dispersal would have
improved France's defensive capabilities. The threat posed to the Silesian



industrial region by the Russians in early November 1914 compelled Ludendorff
to begin the Lodz Operation two weeks early, prior to the arrival of major
reinforcements from the Western Front, which perhaps saved two or three
Russian armies from total disaster. The concentration of industry in the western
provinces (Lodz, Warsaw, Bialystok, Szawli, Riga) presented the same
disadvantage for tsarist Russia: some plants had to be surrendered to the enemy;
some were evacuated on time, but this tied up freight cars at a time when they
were particularly important for military purposes. The fact that before the war
Petrograd was supplied with coal from Great Britain while the western provinces
were supplied with coal from the Dombrowo pits, which were located at the
Silesian border and were lost on the very first day of the war, was also very
disadvantageous. The Donetsk coal fields were not prepared to handle this and it
also placed additional burdens on transportation.

Now Leningrad's industry has raised certain doubts. The tsarist government
decided to crowd many plants into Leningrad without being bothered by the fact
that it conflicted with nature. In 1925 Leningrad had 11.6 percent of all Soviet
industry, including 56 percent of the rubber industry, 48 percent of the electrical
industry and more than 13 percent of the metal industry, which is so important
for building engines, machine tools and equipment.

Leningrad is now the same kind of border city that Nancy was in prewar
France. The location of this ancient capital of Lorraine greatly hindered the
freedom of action of the French armies in August and September 1914. The
disadvantages of Leningrad's strategic location are made even greater by its
distance from sources of fuel, grain and raw materials. In peacetime this distance
is reflected only in the higher costs of Leningrad's products, which are partially
cancelled out by its good factory equipment, industrial traditions, skilled workers
and housing. But in wartime we would not only have to deal with overhead, we
would also have to deal with the disruption of transportation by long-distance
deliveries of raw materials, fuel and food which will create very undesirable
complications in the war economy.

Radical changes in economic policies entail grave and painful consequences.
But a wise economic policy consistently carried out over a number of decades
could gradually shift the center of gravity of industry to areas which are better
located in terms of the economic conditions of waging war. However, extreme
caution in altering the natural course of economic development is not equivalent
to giving it the opportunity to grow in stages. A policy of setting prices and
freight rates, the allocation of orders and credit and the construction of new lines
of communication, housing and factories should gradually but steadily lead to
the aforementioned goal.



Oil from Baku and Grozny could be refined locally, which would fully meet
strategic requirements, but economically it would seem advantageous to ship a
large amount of this oil to Black Sea ports by pipeline and refine it there.
However, the production of such militarily vital products as gasoline,
semifinished products for explosives and so forth would be threatened by hostile
naval forces. Obviously, the issue of the most suitable sites for petroleum
refineries can be resolved only by means of a careful accounting of both
economic and military pluses and minuses.

In the same way the construction of powerful sources of electrical power, such
as the Dneprostroi and Svirstroi, which in the future will be used to industrialize
entire regions, will also require competent strategic analysis as well as technical
and economic analysis.

1 However, Montesquieu, in his Dukh zakonov [The Spirit of Laws], also examined the progressive
significance of violence, which was the subject of chapter 4, book 10, entitled "O nekotorykh vyvodakh
pobezhdennykh harodov" [On Several Advantages of Con quered Nations].

2 Moltke's opinion that property rather than the kind of political regime is the source of war is set forth in
his speech before the Reichstag in 1890. See Strategia v trudakh voennykh klassikov, vol. 2, pp. 179-181.
And from the experience of the millennia even Montesquieu concluded that the triumphs of democracies are
always more costly to the defeated than the triumphs of monarchies, and that the fate of those defeated by a
democracy is harsher (Dukh zakonov, book 10, chapter 7). The creators of the Peace of Versailles have taken
on the task of confirming this truth one more time.

3 Bismarck (Erinnerungen, vol. 2, pp. 94-95) defends the right of politics to interfere in strategy in the
following, quite moderate terms: "The purpose of the high command is to destroy hostile military forces,
while the purpose of war is to win a peace which meets the political conditions set forth by the state. The
establishment and delineation of the goals to be achieved by the war and the provision of advice to the
monarch in this regard during the course of the war is a political task, and the methods of accomplishing
this political task cannot help but affect the conduct of a war. The ways and means of waging war will
always depend on the greater or lesser results which are trying to be achieved, on whether we must annex
territory or not, and on whether we wish to capture a certain objective as a bargaining chip, and on how
much time we have available." Germany's lack of political direction in the 20th century has in part been
characterized by the emancipation of German strategy from political directives. The triumph of strategy
over politics can be partially explained by the weakness of the German bourgeoisie and the triumph of the
Junkers over it.

4 The elder Moltke, Ludendorff and Laval are the most important authorities who have refused to
acknowledge fully the principle established by Buelow and Clausewitz that strategy is subordinate to
politics. A protest against the supremacy of politics permeates Moltke's article "On Strategy" (Strategiia v
trudakh voennykh Massikov, vol. 2, pp. 176-179). Moltke finds that primarily military considerations are
decisive for the course of a war (which he toned down in the 1882 edition): that strategy is independent of
politics in resolving its problems. In trying to achieve better results with the resources at its disposal,
strategy is best able to fulfill the hopes placed on it. Hindenburg held the same view. Ludendorff made a
similar protest in his not too successful book Kriegsfuehrung und Politik. Ludendorff arrived at the
conclusion that war is an extension of (only) foreign policy by other means, while all other policies should
be subordinate to war. Laval, who was affected by the intervention of the "rotten" regime of the Second
Empire in leading the French armies in 1870, was the most vivid in objecting to political intervention in
strategy. In his introduction to positive strategy Laval stated the following: Clausewitz, in analyzing only



the monarch military leaders, Frederick the Great and Napoleon, confused the political and strategic aspects
of their activity. A war should be examined in isolation as a gigantic duel between two nations. Rulers
should specialize in politics while generals should specialize in strategy. Politics is related to war only to the
extent it determines the extent of the sacrifices made by the nation in peacetime to organize the armed
forces. In wartime politics continues to operate without regard to military plans. Once war is declared
everyone should shut up. Strategy requires secrecy and unanimity. Discussions with politicians lead to
anemia and a loss of will and energy. Politics is an opium for strategy and leads to weakness. All power to
the chosen military leader! A politician who understands anything about the military profession is a
chimera. One should not distract a military leader from his main business with politics. A general should
answer a politician who wishes to interfere in his business in the same way that Pelissier, who besieged
Sevastopol, answered the French Minister of War: "If you want to command the Army, take my place." We
have cited Laval's statements because they still represent the views of many French generals and it would be
useful to get acquainted with them in order to clarify the train of thought of many leaders of the bourgeois
armies.

2 We have taken these statistics from Fuerst Buelow, Deutsche Politik (Berlin: 1916), p. 269. We should
keep in mind that German agriculture had developed on a footing which was not completely sound: while
the average wage of an unskilled industrial worker had reached 1 mark for a 10-hour day in 1921,
agriculture was based primarily on millions of seasonal workers from Russian Poland and Austria rather
than on expensive German labor, and because war had been declared in the summer, the Russian Poles
could be detained and made serfs by the landowners for the entire war, while some of the remaining
requirements for manpower could be met by prisoners of war.

Here we should mention a basic contradiction of German policy: its construction of a large battleship
fleet expressed Germany's desire to compete with Britain for domination of the seas and for free trade,
while the grain tariffs marked a continental trend in German policy and its preparations for war with Russia.
This lack of consistency in German policy made it easier for Great Britain to encircle Germany politically
and ultimately led to Germany's defeat. Germany could fight a war with Great Britain only if it had Russian
grain at its disposal, while in a continental war the presence of a large navy, which scared Great Britain,
could only have been a hindrance. Alexander the Great, in planning to conquer Persia did not fragment his
resources by building a navy and organizing a land army.

8 We shall not dwell on the obvious question of the strengthening of the economic readiness of a state for
war in connection with the overall health of its industrial development A. Gulevich's treatise, Voina i
narodnoe khoziaistvo [War and the Economy] (1898), which compares the Russian economy and the main
European economies from the military perspective, is full of falsehoods: the author, clearly possessed by a
chauvinistic servility, attempted to prove Russia's superiority over Germany by supposedly demonstrating
the greater adaptability of peasant farming to wartime as opposed to commercial farming. Gulevich
borrowed this ridiculous idea from I. S. Bliukh's (J. S. Bloch) five-volume work, Budushchaia voina [The
Future War].



2. THE POLITICAL GOAL OF WARFARE

Economic War Aims The World War was a vast and complex collision of
economic interests. While the direct pretext for it was provided by the
collision of Austro-Hungary and Serbia, in which economic motives were
not so clear, the entire nature and scope of the war were closely tied to the
fact that in the 25 years before the war Germany had increased its exports
228 percent and was thus catching up to Great Britain, which had only
succeeded in increasing its exports by 87 percent. War has economic causes,
it is conducted on a certain economic base, it is a feverish economic process
which sometimes turns into an economic revolution and it leads to certain
economic results. "The Entente's military victory must be complemented by
an economic victory, because if not it will soon become a glorious but vain
memory," proclaimed one of the bulletins of French headquarters.

We should recognize the legitimacy of economic aims even in a war involving
a power representing the interests of the international workers' movement against
the bourgeois world. The need to pursue negative economic goals in a conflict
could only be denied by Tolstoyans. But this is not enough. As a matter of fact,
any phase of the conflict for world revolution that did not involve the
achievement of certain economic goals accompanied by the expansion of the
economic basis of the side opposing the bourgeoisie and weakening the
economic position of capitalism could not be considered a major success.

War is not only an arena for the armed forces. The economic aims of a war are
achieved at the same time that the armed forces fight for their military goals and
in conjunction with fierce fighting on the political front. If the enemy offers stiff
resistance, victory will require efforts on all three fronts to destroy the very
material conditions which make it possible for him to resist.

The political goal of a war, ! which guides the struggle on the armed, class
(and in economically backward countries, national) and economic fronts, is
determined on the basis of the interests affected by the war, the anticipated
enemy resistance, the participation of unarmed forces in the conflict and one's
conception of the nature of the coming war and military capabilities.

Formulation of the Political Goal The first duty of the art of politics with
respect to strategy is to formulate the political goal of a war. Any goal
should be strictly coordinated with the resources available to achieve it. The
political goal should be appropriate to one's war-waging capabilities.

To meet this requirement, a politician must have a correct conception of the
relations of friendly to hostile forces, which requires extremely mature and
profound judgment; a knowledge of the history, politics and statistics of both



hostile states; and a certain amount of competence in basic military matters. 2

The final statement of the goal would be made by the politician after an
appropriate exchange of views with strategists, and it should help rather than
hinder strategic decisions.

The Political Base In a civil war the political goal of the side starting a
rebellion will involve the creation of an inadequate political base, that is, in
seizing power in the capital or a particularly important provincial center.
Julius Caesar did not aim his first attacks at Pompey's legions in Spain;
leaving the manpower of the Senate and Pompey off to the side, he crossed
the Rubicon and captured Rome with negligible forces. Gaul, where his
legions were and whence he drew the necessary resources for the civil war,
was his economic base, but he needed the political support Rome could give
him. After capturing Rome, Julius Caesar was already acting as the
defender of national interests rather than factional interests. The Senate had
lost its political base, because after it fled from Rome it had already lost its
state authority and became a private collection of emigres.

The Political Offensive and Defensive The statement of a political goal
should include an indication of whether a war is pursued for politically
offensive or defensive purposes. As early as the 14th century the feudal lord
de Coucy reported to the French King Charles V that "The English are
weakest at home, and there is no easier place to beat them than in their
homeland." Montesquieu agreed with this 2 and acknowledged that
imperialist nations such as the Carthaginians, Romans and English
deployed all their might in offensive undertakings, where their forces are
unified by martial authority and discipline, while at home these forces are
divided by political and social interests. Napoleon shared these illusions and
claimed that the world would sometimes be very astonished after finding
out how easy England could be defeated by an army landing on its shores.
This is where many people have gotten the notion of the saving grace of the
political offensive which would cover up one's own internal disputes and
make it possible to deal with individual political parties rather than a hostile
state as a whole. To us this view of war as a mold into which a political
offensive is cast seems to be fundamentally incorrect. One cannot
overestimate the purely external effect of the cessation of strikes and attacks
by the opposition and the apparent unanimity which is established once a
war begins. War is not a medicine to cure the internal illnesses of a state;
rather, it is a very serious test of the health of domestic politics. Only the
firm domination of certain classes within a country makes it possible to



carry out prolonged political and strategic offensives. Coucy, Montesquieu
and Napoleon were all mistaken concerning the resistance that would be
encountered by a landing party on English shores. A political offensive flows
out of a historical offensive, it is a consequence of a complex political and
economic process and cannot merely be considered a more advanced
technique of political conflict. The internal weakness of a state is evident
more quickly in an offensive than a defensive. The tragedy of the Germans'
conduct of the war from 1914 to 1918 lies in the fact that under the
conditions Germany could have won this war only as a politically defensive
war. Incidentally, the Germans realized this only in August 1918 after all
their forces had been exhausted and they were faced with capitulation.
German strategy had gone beyond the bounds of the political defensive
when they violated Belgian neutrality in August 1914; when they penetrated
too deep into Russia in 1915 (Ludendorff's dreams of capturing the Baltic
states); when they declared a submarine blockade of Britain in early 1917
(bringing the United States into the war); when they took an insufficiently
conciliatory position toward the Russian Revolution (the offensive of the
summer of 1917, the Brest-Litovsk Treaty); when their stubbornness made
it difficult to negotiate; and when they turned to a strategy of total victory
in March-July 1918. ¢ Because they were inappropriate for a political
defensive, Ludendorffs partial successes were only a step toward ultimate
defeat. With respect to the advantage the Germans gained from waging the
war by occupying new territories and moving the action away from the
German fatherland, we must look at this quite skeptically. Long ago
Rousseau observed: "I have broken the Romans,' Hannibal wrote, 'Send me
men; I have extracted tribute throughout all of Italy...Send me money.’
That's what all the Te Deums, fireworks, and delight of the nation means
when its rulers triumph." °

The Development of the Idea of the Political Offensive The mission of a
political offensive should be outlined in as great detail as possible in the
political goal. A strategist must know whether he will have to uproot a
hostile regime and shed the last drop of enemy blood (saigner au blanc
[bleed him white], in Bismarck's expression) or whether a compromise is
possible.

The statement of an offensive political goal should assist the strategist faced
with operating against a large state or a large coalition of small states. If an
enemy of this kind stays unified, he is practically impossible to defeat
overwhelmingly. But if a very close examination is made one can always find



political weak points in the enemy which make it easier to triumph over him.
Sometimes these are political boundaries: an attack on the political boundary
between the Savoyan and Austrian armies inaugurated Bonaparte's brilliant
career in 1796. Napoleon I, Napoleon III and Foch all planned to attack the
boundary between southern and northern Germany, which had grown up under
different historical, political and economic conditions.

This political goal, namely splitting a hostile state into individual political
fragments, involves a study of the domestic political situation. ® On the other
hand, sometimes the political goal will involve the political encirclement of the
foe, to which the efforts of the British government were obviously leading with
respect to Germany after the Russo-Japanese War.

If the enemy constitutes a unified state entity, such as France, its capital is of
major significance as a political base where all the political life and conflicting
political factions are concentrated. Paris is such a place. All the political will of
the French state is concentrated in Paris. And Paris has always been the goal of
invasions of France, because the capture of Paris has emasculated the ruling
class and opened up space for the forces operating against it. Power over Paris
has made it possible to conclude a peace with a France rendered unable to resist
any further. A period of intensified political conflict greatly enhances the
political and thus the military significance of a capital.

Victory by Destruction and Attrition We shall subsequently give a
detailed characterization of these categories of military operations in our
chapter on the forms of conducting military operations. But we should
already mention that these categories are not simply characteristic of armed
struggle or of our era alone. Attrition and destruction flow directly from the
dynamics of any conflict, because we can observe them in boxing just as we
can in the very complicated conditions of national and class struggle. The
thinking of outstanding politicians has undoubtedly had these categories in
mind. Didn't Karl Marx have destruction in mind in his speech of
November 29, 1847 on the Polish question when he examined it as part of a
theater of the overall struggle for liberation, albeit a secondary one?

The contradictions between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie are more highly developed in England than in any
other country, herefore the victory of the English proletariat over
the English bourgeoisie is of decisive importance for the victory
of all the oppressed over their oppressors. Because of this Poland
will be liberated in England, not in Poland. ?
Therefore there is no reason for you Chartists to express your honorable wishes



for the liberation of oppressed nations. Destroy your own domestic enemies, and
you will then be proud to know that in the process you have defeated all of the
old society.

In different periods of Lenin's career we can find different kinds of political
maneuvering depending on the requirements of the situation. In the spring of
1920 Lenin advocated a policy of attrition and in his brochure entitled The
Infantile Disorder of Leftism in Communism he attacked the doctrinaires who
blindly insisted on political destruction. He characterized this leftist dogmatism
as an attempt to ignore limited intermediate goals and achieve the ultimate goal
in a single bound and as the naive desire to turn their own impatience into a
theoretical argument that if we have the desire to skip the intermediate stages,
this means that the cat is in the bag. The slogan "Forward, without compromises,
straight ahead" is a blind, imitative, uncritical application of one kind of
experience to different conditions and a different situation: namely they wanted
to make a difficult climb up an unexplored mountain with everything planned
beforehand, never zigzag, never turn back, once you have chosen one direction
don't try another; it means falling in love with one particular form, turning it into
a panacea, failing to understand its one-sidedness, fearing to see the drastic turn
which has become inevitable due to objective conditions and repeating simple
schoolboy adages such as "three is greater than two." This is the infantile fear of
the slightest difficulty facing us today and the failure to comprehend the
immeasurably greater difficulties which we will have to overcome tomorrow;
this is an unprepared attack.

Lenin contrasted the "battering ram" policy of his opponents to a clear
statement of the ultimate goal and constant efforts to solve limited practical
problems; to conquer one industry, one region after another; to maintain
maximum flexibility in selecting a path to our ultimate destination;
compromises, conciliation, zigzags, concessions and avoiding fighting under
unfavorable conditions. Lenin proceeded from a recognition of the impossibility
of defeating the bourgeoisie without a long, stubborn, desperate war to the death,
a war which would require restraint, discipline, firmness and unwavering
willpower. Political activity is not a sidewalk on Nevsky Prospect, general
prescriptions are ridiculous, we must think for ourselves in order to understand
any specific case, and we must master all the ways and means of struggle which
the enemy has or could have at his disposal. Lenin foresaw not only the last
decisive battle, he also shifted the center of gravity of politics to the struggle for
the most advantageous balance of all class forces and to occupy a good position
for the final attack.

We think that this characterization 8 is sufficient to illustrate the significance



of the questions of victory by destruction and attrition in evaluating a phase of a
political struggle. These issues constitute an essential component of the ideas
which guide political leaders.

It would be mistaken to understand victory by destruction and victory by
attrition as moments which can exist in a struggle simultaneously, in the way that
one side is on the offensive and the other side is on the defensive. If a destructive
strike is feasible and is attempted by one side, the opposing side is compelled to
organize his counteractions in accordance with the logic of destruction. If
destruction is not feasible, then, even if both sides were to swear by Napoleon
and draw up only destruction plans, the struggle will fall into the rut of attrition,
despite the mass of efforts wasted in vain. That's the way it was in the World
War, in which all the general staffs, who thought solely in terms of destruction,
suffered a cruel fiasco.

But armed struggle is only a part of the overall political struggle. Politics and
strategy must be strictly coordinated. This was not the case in 1920, when Lenin
made a drastic shift to a policy of attrition, while we strategists continued to
develop the very same leftist doctrinaire slants which Lenin had attacked on the
diplomatic, trade union, party and economic fronts.

Thus the task of politics is to define a future war not only as a defensive war
or an offensive war but as a war of attrition or a war of victory by destruction.

In 1870 Bismarck was quite afraid that other powers would intervene in the
Franco-Prussian War, and believing that the favorable political conditions
Prussia was in would only be temporary, he advocated a quick destructive strike
to France by an attack on Paris rather than a blockade.

Strategists of the old school usually said that any delay in war would be to the
detriment of the attacker. This is valid if we have in mind only the strategy of
destruction and limit the concept of an offensive only to the military front.
However, if an offensive means the pursuit of positive goals in contrast to a
defensive, which pursues negative goals, we can see the possibility of a political
and economic offensive which would require a long time to have an effect on the
enemy and for which prolonging a war could be beneficial. All the attempts of
the Russians to inflict a destructive strike blow on Dagestan were unsuccessful,
but once the Russians organized a systematic war of attrition and cut off
Chechenia, which supplied Dagestan with grain, Shamil was defeated, and
Dagestan was conquered. During the World War the Entente pursued very active
goals against Germany, trying to disarm Germany completely in the military and
economic sense, but employed methods of attrition, and time worked in favor of
the Entente's political offensive rather than in favor of Germany.

The fact that a war of attrition may lead to the achievement of the most



decisive ultimate goals and to the complete physical exhaustion of the enemy
never makes it possible for us to agree with the term "a war with limited aims."
As a matter of fact, the strategy of attrition, in contrast to a strategy of
destruction, involves operations with limited goals up to the moment of the final
crisis, but the goals of the war itself may be far from modest. °

Elaborating one's choice of destruction or attrition in stating the political goal
is of huge importance for guiding all military activity, but it is even more
important for the correct choice of a political line of conduct and organizing
economic preparations, because the latter may be directed in completely
opposite ways depending on whether we are preparing for quick developments
of maximum intensity or the development of prolonged, successive operations. A
war of destruction may be conducted primarily by means of supplies stockpiled
in peacetime, and foreign purchases made prior to the war may be extremely
appropriate in this case. A large state can base a war of attrition exclusively on
the work of its own industry during the war: because a military industry may
develop exclusively by means of military procurements and keeping it idle
during peacetime while making procurements abroad is more a crime than a
mistake. Preparations for a war of attrition should primarily demonstrate concern
for the overall proportional development and health of the nation's economy,
because naturally a sick economy will not be able to withstand the severe tests of
attrition.

Although the statement of a political goal may not seem so tricky at first
glance, in fact it constitutes a very difficult test of a politician's thinking. The
gravest mistakes are possible. Just remember Napoleon's statement of an
offensive goal for the Franco-Prussian War or the destruction goals formulated
by all the general staff at the beginning of the World War. The choice between
destruction and attrition is particularly difficult. The overwhelming majority of
military men and economists before the World War were sadly mistaken when
they assumed that it would last about three and no more than twelve months, and
only the elder Moltke and Kitchener did not make this mistake. Their mistake
lay in their application of formal logic, namely that an exceptionally expensive
and destructive war should end quickly. However, historical dialectics teaches us
that if a war is destructive and consumes a great deal of resources, then after a
certain duration one side will be destroyed while the other will remain standing,
and the last sack of grain is the means of victory, and it is the costliness of war
and its disintegrating effect on governments that makes a war of attrition
sensible. That is the way it was in the early 16th century, when mercenaries and
artillery made war much more expensive, and that is the way it was in the second
half of the 19th century, when weapons again became much more complicated,



and the number of men involved grew rapidly. In practice, the difficulty of
clarifying the nature of a coming war will probably lead to a compromise
between a quick destructive strike and a prolonged war of attrition in the
political statement establishing the political goal of the war, and the preparations
for war will also contain a compromise between preparations for quick
operations by a portion of one's forces and the opposite tendency to enable
prolonged conflict.

The nature and duration of a war are a result of the conditions on all three
fronts of the war. An enemy suffering from major class contradictions could be
defeated by destroying his armed forces, but perhaps the line of least resistance
runs through prolonging the war, which would cause the enemy to collapse
politically. A large enemy not characterized by significant class conflicts could
hardly be defeated by a destructive strike without prolonged preparations for a
war of attrition. When a state is poorly prepared for land war (Great Britain, the
United States), its peak of strategic intensity obviously could not coincide with
the first weeks of the war but would rather be postponed one, two or three years.
States which have weak armies in peacetime wage long wars. Shifting the center
of gravity to mobilizing military industry leads to the same situation. The
military dissimilarity of two opponents, namely sea and land powers, leads to
wars of attrition (Great Britain and Russia), while the distance between two
states which may enter into a conflict only in a remote theater of war separated
by seas or distance from the most important centers of the hostile states (Japan
and Russia) would obviously prevent a war of destruction. Military parity also
leads to the renunciation of a destructive strike.

Military preparations made for the purpose of maximizing strategic intensity
as quickly as possible and extensive land boundaries crossed by good lines of
communication, a significant superiority in forces and a hostile state whose
political structure resembles a giant with feet of clay are conditions which favor
a destructive strike and make it possible to end a war very quickly with minimal
expenditures of material and human lives. Inasmuch as military budgets, despite
their growth, have lagged behind economic growth, and maximum strategic
intensity is feasible only half a year after the end of economic mobilization, that
is, no earlier than the second year of the war, the wars of the future will probably
be prolonged.

If one's policy were to avoid calling for any kind of destructive strike, then
economic preparations, which are primarily determined by considerations of the
economic front of the conflict, would naturally tend toward a war of attrition.
But this omission would be incorrect, despite the high probability of a prolonged
conflict in the future. Perhaps preparing an economy for a war of attrition would



not be completely appropriate for purely military preparations and would
probably make it necessary to renounce the opportunity to resolve the conflict
with a single strike and take the shortest path to the ultimate goal, following the
example of the great military leaders. Decisions that do not consider the
conditions of a given war are unacceptable. What is the point of preparing for a
ten-year war if the preparations are so detrimental to our initial military efforts
that an enemy employing destruction techniques is able to achieve his political
aims in two or three months? If politics should require a lightning attack on one's
neighbor, then the appropriate economic decisions should be made.

The Political Goal and the Peace Program War is not an end in itself but
is waged for the purpose of concluding a peace on certain terms. In
determining the political goal of a war, a politician should keep in mind the
positions on the military, social and economic fronts whose capture would
put him in a favorable position for conducting peace talks. At peace talks it
is extremely important to try to avoid gaining any new advantages; one
should act like the side which already has what it needs or has a valuable
pawn which may be traded for what it needs. If the World War had ended
without a catastrophe for Germany, Germany could have counted on
getting all or part of its colonies in exchange for German-occupied Belgium.

The practical importance of the program of accomplishments required from a
war is very great in the case of a war of attrition. In the World War Great Britain
expended hundreds of thousands of soldiers and vast material resources on the
direct conquest of all the German colonies. This decision was more appropriate
to purely British interests than if it had avoided expenditures of billions on
colonial wars and directed the same resources to the European theaters thinking
that the fate of the colonies would be resolved by victory over the German
metropolis and that the colonies could have been obtained without any effort,
like a ripe fruit from a tree. The Russian imperialists, who dreamed of the
Bosporus, were hardly on the right track when they assumed that the keys to the
Bosporus were in Berlin, when they were satisfied with the promises of their
allies and when they avoided undertaking direct operations against the Bosporus.
Every time the forces allocated for this operation were thrown into the common
kitty of the Entente and sent to the German-Austrian front. One could only agree
with the logic of Russia's actions if the war was heading for destruction.
However in the actual conditions of the World War this logic merely indicated
that the Russians did not have a sufficiently clear idea of the goals they were
pursuing and lacked the will to pursue them, which was characteristic of Russia's
dependent political posture in the World War.



Preventive War Preventive wars have played a major role in history.
Preventive wars are wars provoked by one state because it fears that the
growing strength of its neighbor will threaten it in a future war which would
have to be conducted under more adverse conditions than those of the
present. Thus a preventive war is characterized by a situation of political
defense and strategic offense. The weakening Austrian state entity waged a
preventive war against the Piedmont in 1859 in order to interfere with the
unification of Italy, and in 1911 against Serbia in order to overcome the
disintegrative force of the Great Serbian movement. After the defeat of
France in 1870 the Prussian general staff proposed attacking France more
than once (in the mid-1870s and 1880s) in order to keep France from getting
back on its feet. In 1905 Count von Schlieffen insisted on such a preventive
war in order to defeat France and take advantage of the weakness of Russia,
which was tied down by the war in the Far East and the revolutionary
movement. Thus the roots of war lie not only in the strengthening of some
political factions, but also in the lack of growth or weakening of other
factions. The growing strength of the workers' movement, and in particular,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, could easily make the bourgeoisie
consider a preventive war.

Preventive wars are particularly significant for the strategy of destruction,
whose lightning attacks make it possible to change the situation quickly before
other states have a chance to intervene. In 1756 Frederick the Great began the
Seven Years' War as a preventive war because of the information he had received
on the formation of a large coalition. But by using a strategy of attrition he was
only able to occupy Saxony and destroy the Saxon army. If he could have
employed a strategy of destruction, he would have been able to deal a fatal blow
to his main enemy, Austria, before Russia and France could have intervened.

Politics Determine the Most Important Theater of a War Political goals
are not some kind of abstract digression for the strategist; they defined the
main directions of the war. Everyone knows, for example, that in the Soviet-
Polish War, the center of gravity of the operations in the west could have
been shifted from Belorussia to the Ukraine, or vice versa, depending on
political aims. In this respect political considerations are incomparably
more important than military-technical ones.

The statement of a definite political goal not only constitutes a mission for the
armed forces but a directive for political preparations for a war, preparations
which cover broad issues of domestic and foreign policy.

The Integral Military Leader War is waged by the supreme authorities of



a state, because the decisions which must be made by the leaders of a war
are too important and critical to be entrusted to any agent of executive
authority.

Our notions of leadership have been perverted by the use of the term "supreme
commander in chief," because we associate it with a person to whom the active
armies and navy are subordinate and who has supreme authority in a theater of
operations. In fact, this kind of commander in chief is not supreme, because he
does not direct foreign and domestic policy or the entire rear of the active
armies, because he does not have all power over the entire state. A strategist and
commander in chief is only part of the leadership of a war, and sometimes
decisions are made without his knowledge and sometimes completely against his
will. Giving full power to a chosen military leader is an obsolete formula which
never reflected any kind of reality. It was never possible to subordinate the
minister of war and high civilian authorities to the commanding general in a
theater of operations if the general himself was not a monarch.

Leadership on the political, economic and military fronts must be integrated.
Preparations for war on all these fronts must be coordinated. Only the ruling
head of the ruling class who personifies the highest political competence in the
state and who exercises supreme power and draws on the most professionally
and politically trustworthy strategists is up to this task. The collective of this
head constitutes an integral military leader. Under the current conditions of
increasingly complex military leadership it would be difficult to think of
combining the required political, economic and strategic competence in a single
person. Hence even in monarchies the integral military leader is a collective
rather than just the monarch himself.

In 1870 this integral military leader was a triumvirate consisting of a monarch,
Kaiser Wilhelm, a politician, Bismarck, and a strategist, Moltke. 1? In the World
War, the French Cabinet took on the task of deciding the basic questions of the
war, and th