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WARNING:

Commentsin[[...]Jar e t he tnotatnasK ert og
and haveABSOLUTELY NOTHING to do with

P.K. whatsoever SO readers can simply skip them or
reject them BUT NOT associate them witlP.K.

Some confusion might arise re: kindand or forms

of war:

The best way to thinkbout it is

ABarbari smo = P bindmooobicidda Boetiebnidd cteor wariMc@ T

inheres in all wars
ACul tureo = real {wblmsiokmds/oims= war ( s
war of annihilation, and, restricted/limited war =woi deat typdeas as fsub
typeso compared to the most bdoUldherteon a,casady-case basiSed war)
there is an enormous multiformity of war combining elements of

up to all three ideal types above...

Clausewitz inthe earlier stages of his thought held Napoleonic War to be
ARabsol ute war o, but gume/unmixesl wandVHICH i t y s ¢
INHERES IN ALL WA RS, from the two basic kinds (war of annihilation,

and, restricted/limited war), and variant forms, of real war...
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The basic contents, separated into chapters, @heory of Warare:

1) I. War and politics (with two digressiofexcursusil. if Po |l i t i ci ans o
A S o | /Militaayr PersonnelOfficersoo, and,lll. iwWar of anmhilation, total

war, nuclear wa)

2) IV. War, economy and society: Marx and Engels (with a digrefgsioarsus

V. i VEr and the Marxiskeninist perception of histooy

3) VI. War and revolution: Lenin (with a digressiercursusVII. i1 e Soviet

military dogmab)

The Chapters below are NOT in the German edition, but only in the Greek

edition:

4) VIII. Hot war after the Cold War
a)Cl assical theory idfarwarr easrod utth e nfon
b) The utopia of purely technological war
c) The multiformity of war and its political aetiology

5) IX. Addendum to the Greek edition: Geopolitical and strategic paess it

a GreceTurkish war

?PBéARASol di er ( officer, military personned, seywicemen, members
of the armed forces, etc..



Prologue

p. 9[of the Greek ® edition of ¥ ¢ 3 U § Ya-gKhndylis, P.U U ¥ j}Ug U
Y g o y = Thaprie des Krieges Theory of Waf

The war phenomemoexists within itdhistorical multtdimensionality.

It has barely beenunderstood how Clausewitz founded his theory of war in

anthropology and the philosophy of culture

Thatfounding of the theory of war by Clausewitz is a unique achievement, and
deservs its place in themportant political understandings of Thucydides,
Machiavelliand Hobbes covering the centr al conce
texture in general whilst also being in harmony with strategic and tactical

analyses.

The positive aspectofMxandEngel s6s views on war ar
sociathistorical and sociological observation much more than Clausewitz, and
they even go into the sociology of the army, whilst examining the theory of

history.

Clausewitz did not only say essentiahings about the relationship between

Asol di erso and Apoliticianso
p.10

which have been widely misunderstobdt he gave us through the concept
of Af rthecthteaddoruderstandover andbeyond the usual confusion

surrounding Awartotaf wamohahdtionol ed@r
Marx and Engels erred re power v. violence.

Clausewitz greatly influenceSoviet military dogma.

Mao Tse Tung etc. was left out because he did not offer anything original as

theory of war(thoughhehas importance reéactics andtrategy re: guerrilla
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warfare) The guerrilla wars of the 2@entury cannot be deduced from

Clausewitz, Marx, Engels, Lenin.

Theory to have any scientific value must relate to empirical reality, but

empirical realityonit s own canoét pstandingce deep unc

p.11

Prologue to the Greek edition

Manypeoplet hi nk that the fall of communi sm

thouglh obsoletd that is not the case.

Weber saidin 1919that without Marx and Nietzsche later social scientists

could never have achiegd all that they achieved re: scientific

understanding.

Marx = key re: forms and mechanisms of ideology.

JustlikeMont esqui eu, Tocqueville or Paretoa
enormously valuablein the neverending and always incomplete attempt to
understand our human and socialworldJ u st as Ari stotl eds
remained valuablepostanci ent sl aver y thought,posto o do e

Soviet communism.
p.12

Many Marxist theoreticians of the 1960980s were theoretically orsded
and spun fashionable ideas ofiéitor no real value, and of coursfer Soviet

communism, all of sudden started to follow other intellectual fashions!!!

They never read Marx asie would read Weber or Simmel, i.e. without
focusing attention on per Sheywmentfroomnd c ol

Sovietism to Americani sm. . . From Acl ac



| f a fAschol aro car essedproajte pteirdcmo,n all e cw

a social scientist worthy of the name.
p. 13

Marx and Engels got the relationship betw#enpolitical and the economic

wrong, and thus also made their errors re: war.

Re: the Eastern questig9ttoman Empire etg.Marx and EBgels were often

right re: the primacy of politics over the economy.

But in terms of theoretical generalisations, thest the political in the

economic and drew all sorts of wrong conclusions.

But Marxist economism was inherited from liberal economisth wolemical

and ideological motives.

And economism continued and intensified even after the fall of Soviet

communism!ii n the Aglobalisto version.

~ ~

Kondylis puts I|iberal in A0 as fAl i ber

opponents of the Soviktnion during the Cold War.
p.14

The Chicago School of Economi[ﬁ&)ut 1 in 3 of thel2 main players were Tribal Warrigraith a much higher
ratio amongst the top 4 or so EconomisSurprise! Surprisg] €VeNn Wentso far as to preach a whole
range ofinanities and absurdities on an economistic basis re: family, friendship,

religion, etc. more vulgar than vulgar Marxism!this obviously has something to do with, or as

preparation for, the broad i deol thgl990gf fAgl obalisationodo which reall

Today = mainly Americainspired capitalistic liberalism which examines war

and peace.

In practice howeverthee ar e fAforces of rapid/ quic
equipment, and the militarisation of Space, incl. zeal to protect straiedgs
or points all over the planet, whilst theory is spun about increasing-wattl
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economic integratiowhichwill produce aunitedi gl obal i st , gl obal

world without(a need foryvar!!! fwhich only a total RETARD or total POWERUNGRY MANIAC would ever

believe]]

The Communist Manifesto stressed the significance of the formation of a world
market, which would then Img about classless society, without military clashes

and national differencés

Today os e c amversalisictlibemralisra gcogies the same fundamental
Communist Manifesto schemal!!lbut without the ethical and humanistic

demands of the Communistanifesto.

Capitalistic liberalism = formal equality of opportunities (not equality of
enjoyment) with enléss social mobility, turning everything upside down,

inCIUding the posSsessors of Weaﬁt-lance, the much observed connection e.g. between Net@uedy or

mostly Tribal Warriorsand Trotskyism etc.]]

p. 15

Like original Marxism, capitalistic liberalis m thinks wars will be abolished

by the absorption of the political element by the economic.

The fact is that the political element very often is ingaben the economic,
notwithstanding economistic dogma, and we can learnalbb ut t oday 6 s

situation and conjunctutey studying Marx and Engels...

Unl i ke t od a-paSes libérahetopa as aeology, at least Marx
and Engels had a more soliddundation to their Utopia of requiring before
the abolition of war, the abolition of classes anthe solution to the problem

of the distribution of goods.

But todayo6s capi t ajustwahtundimited hbrizontal | | deol
and vertical social mobilty without solving the problem of the distribution

of goods.



They think as utopists, that the globalisation of production, communications and

trade will bring about the desired peaceful result!!!

They say NOTHING about the problem of distribution, whefact

globalisation is probably making the problem worse.

But the political element is tightly connected to the question of distribution SO
THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO CHANCE OF OVERCOMING POLITICS
whenthe distribution question remains unsolved and there ampplation

explosions worldwide as well as ecological dmtation.

There are huge dangers for our globalised world of intense anomic phenomena

and wars on a grand scale.

p.16
Lenin, also, is not tbe discarded in theory, just as Marx should not be.

Clausawitz comprehended the relations between war and politicienin,

built on this basic understanding, in the context of the imperialist epoch and the

world economic system, with waesyentuating from the cracks in this system

The future unfortunately is going to prove this idea of Lenin as correct.

Lenin was right that the European colonial empires would be dissolved
through a long series of nationaliberation wars, and this is whatset Asia
free to (potentially) challenge the West.

Just look at the world map in 1914 compared to 1945 or t@995 and one
will understand that the changes c. 1989 were not necessarily the most

dramatic and fundamental.

Without its communist revolution, China would not be todaywhat it is and

what it will be in the 21 century.



Pal

It 6s not a question of MnNnsoc
| t 6s a fundament al guesti o]

Powers capable of displacing other Powers.

Understanding thaheans that the triumphalism c. 1989 does not denote

something fundamental.

p.17
Justasnai ve are those who believe 1 n Afr e
t hose who once believed in Acommuni s mc

The answers tadhistorical problems are not to be found in constructed
theories of Aprofessi oonadfwhamnthitkehai cs/ t |

Is the Salt of the Earth!!!

The answers to theoretical problems are found in history.

In this book | provide the reader wisgstematic and conceptually clear
cogitation, and thus, the Soviet military dogma, its formation and lsghg
less didactic in 1997 than in 1977 for the theory of war, nor even less didactic

than the two world wars.

There is a more permanent interestirthe perspective of history than from the

perspective of journalism.

Genuine historical interest can bgin to be developed with the exhausting of

journalistic interest.
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. War and Politics: Clausewitz

(the edition of Vom Kriege(= On War) referred to is: by W.
Hahlweg, Bonn 198Qwhen reference is made to other works by
Clausewitz | also give its titlein abbreviated form 1 if there are
only page numbers within parentheses then reference is being

made toVom Kriegg

[[...]]=mycomments and have nothing to

text or Cl aus®swiutangh@etivemandi ng s

place no weight on tlem... though someof my comments at

least will definitely be helpful tosomereaders...

p. 19

1. Preliminary observation

Clausewitz belongs to no,n®irde-oomwRact.i
monger, bellicose sabreat tnl eirtstber t ot 6l ibat,aocbeal i 8

to Amilitaristso.

Clausewitz thought historically and was a strictly descriptivetheoretician

of war.

In his magnum opus, Clausewitz ascertains that wars occur and that they take

different forms.

He did not advise or expect the abdlon of wars, nor did he advise

someone to wage war at the first opportunity.

Neither did he consider ¢hhyperintensificaiton of forces or the as far as

possible least effort to be desirable ends in themselves.
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Clausewitz wasised bythe German Generd&taff after 187 Wwithout people

understanding what Clausewitz was really about.

Some German generaeven insisted on the strategic primacy of attack
offenceover defence (which was military orthodoxy in France as well)

against Cl aus e wi TtheResnch warhoping onsdisdoverng

the fikeyo to German victory in 1871 ar
p.20
After WW1, when Germany was seen as #r

out of vogue and was even accused of being responsible for the carnae!!! in
Liddell HartandJ.F.C.Fuller.

National-socialist propaganda in Metzsch and Hierl simply reinforced that

wrong view of Clausewitz as war monger etc..

The first systematic liberal interpretation of Clausewitz re: the primacy of
politics is equated witthe command of moderation was put forward by
German military officers and political opponents of National SocialBetk,

Rothfels against Liddell Hartral other AngleSaxon writers.

[[Liberal is not what is understood in the USAand elsewhergoday!!! L iberal

means oligarchic bourgeois society and life stances off1&entury Europe (and

at most up to WW1 and the Interwar period)i it has nothing to do with western

mass democracy seen in tofd.e. sociologicallyhistorically, but as ideology and

inpolemi cs Al i beral 6 the word is obviously s

incl. non-liberal/mass-democratic content as occursmmediately below]]

The liberal interpretation of Clausewitzally took off after WW2, with the
victorious forces claiming Gmany lost due to its increasing militarisation of
politics and its aims. Ritter emphasised that Clausewitz had foreseen the
military calamities for Germany... both Leftists of the victorious forces and

former nationalists of the Right enforced such a vi€le latter blamed Hitler
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for not showing moderation, and that is why a Greater Germany could not be

formed.
p. 21

Apart from vctorious AngleSaxons and Frenchmen, even the Soviets saw

Clausewitz in a positive |ighwvegowith s

However, postWW?2 interpretations remained tied to the old ethizaimative
way of looking at the problem of war, notivstanding progress in philological

research re: Cl ausewitz>os texts.

How can Arational 0 pol idtieseachdrsiimoi t or ¢
Clausewitz asked themselves. How can political government control

soldiess/generals and secure peace?

But what was central for Clausewitz was the
anthropological, cultural and historical depth of the
relationship between politics and wanot the ethical

surface.

2 . A/lihmikedd a n d ins fFoanlthé pevgpective of anthropoloqy

and the philosophy of culture

[NOTE: "~ @ & 5 Yim Greek means both culture and

civilisation, whilst German like EnglishasKultur = culture

(but can alsanean civilisation) and Zivilisation = civilisation
(Zivilisation, as far as | can tell is not used by P.K. in the
German text, or i f iitandwhentised,
transl ate t he booa.kthepdnhigthat we 61 |

Cl a u s analysizobwar makessaciologicathistorical
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distinction between raw/uncultivated/uncivilised peoples and
cultured/civilised/educated etc. peoples, to illustrate the
anthropological, not ethical, grounding of war, and is not

concerned that STRICTLY &AKING in terms ofsocial

ontology so-called savag/wild/primitive/raw peoples have

culture and are cultured too. That is an issue for P.Khan

Political and Man and not here.Of course, in viewing so

called Aprimitiveo penadhel es as 0
sociologicailhistorical sense, Clausewitz making a social
ontological/anthropological point of the phenomenon of war

existing in all societies arising from societal confaad the
drives/urges/ i mpulsefiidhati or €0r
sociatontological theoretical schemelates to the FrienBoe

spectrum of the social relation etdg]...

The first major mistake made of current dominant interpretations of
Clausewitz is that Clausewitzat the beginning of his major workdepicts
war beyond reality as a kind of purely theoretical formulation or fictitious

construct/ion (Rothfels, Kessel, Weil, Schmitt, Aron).

~

There Ii's confusion r-eti mdoVeaokcenaed ac

and rational, moderate politicaltaan.
p. 22.

It is seen that in politics if there moderate action by nemilitary politicians
who are cleaheaded and responsiptbenviolence, war can be avoidesince

war has a political character.
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We shall prove however, against such a view,thata u s e wi eptofévar ¢ o n c

does not refer to some lastract entity or ens rationis separate and apart

form reality, but contains an intensified reality which is comprehended as

an abstraction from the rest of reality.

The moderation of extreme, conceptually purkinmixed/raw violenceis due
to factors completely different to political or military authority, but rather
Is due to anthropological and cultural constantswhose effect is independent

re: the will and knowledge of governments and subjégid.that is why

ethicathormative statements have nlagqe.

Clausewitz formulates practical principlgmlitics as subjective acts and
intentions)re: war of annihilatiorv. restrictedimited warfare, but not with

ethical intent.

When Clausewitdd e f i nes war a setafarceiha apponentfto v i o |
car ry out (MomKriegep.191ffphe is taking into consideration
existential magnitudes such as violence, opponent, will/volition, forcing

others,...which areconstantsand found in all societies.
p. 23.

There is alwayssome kind of psychicabperation in peoplere: war such as

hate, enmity, rawness, the unloaddigchargingof enmity, hate etc..ven

when there is no dinimical feelingo bt
know the enemy personalfitondylis cites pp192, 410, 213, 991, 952, 659,

468).

Also, feelings of ambition,passion for dominance,every kind of
enthusiasm, violence begettigprevenge etc. are all human and animal

aspects in all humangp. 285ff.).

There is always the voice of raw, naked natureniwar.
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All war -like phenomena can be reduced to the direct and ultimate
existential contrasting between two men fighting body tdbody, man to man
(p. 269).

Of coursewar between advanced cultun hidesuch elemental aspects of

war but cannot eliminatsuch aspects.

Even when political decisions etc. have to be made about when to go to war and
battl e etc., tvhees ftnhea vheiog hwenri cvhi IAlmo i s
combat(p. 449).

p. 24

Once any battle is pulled apaatl that remains is the baor naked meaning of

the battle, i.e. an amorphous struggle (p. 374).

Cl ausewitz0~os sy s tthersfardthe existentiahsourceang poi nt

dimensionof war, which some of his contemporaries and theoreticians today

avad or downgrade as not beingally important!!!

WITHOUT ENMITY , war is neither conceivable or possible. Once can

subtract weaponry, organisation etc. from war BUT NOT ENMITY.

To be war, the enmity must be prepared for the use of extreme violence in

the killing of another.
WITHOUT killing because of enmity, there can be no war.

Private murder due to private, personal enmity is not war.

[t seems to me that War = violence involving killing othes arising from the political not the

plain personalprivate-socialBUT Kondylis does notsay it in those terms.. so | presume that

gang violence is a kind ofjangktriminal war of controlling turf/territory... though P.K. DOES

NOT go into this...SEE p. 41of these NOTESf or Cl ausewitzos dégfeatni ti on o
interests..+p45d t hese Notes = AViolence that i s war mus

criminal gang violence CANNOT = civil war]]
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For Clausewitzt he Aphil osophyo of war = the t

of war irrespective of wardés various f

There is no moderationhen it comes to war as war (whether war of

annihilation orestricted/limited w3y, for Clausewitz, war = enmity and

extreme violence culminating in the killing of the other by definition.

It is not a matter of extent of violengéut its intensity for the definition of

war (i . e. | t Of sheanemyisklillezl or thausands)f o n e
p. 25

Without the extreme violence of killing another, there is no war.

Clausewitz emphasises the need to think of the whole along with the parts (p.
191).

The whde or the essence/substance exists in every patrt, i.e. in every

historical form.

Clausewitz is not thinking of a ficitious construct(ion) or of an abstraction

as an ens rationis.

So what does Cl ausewitz mean whren he ¢
Ai deational 0 war? (pp. 196, 216, 199) .

He uses such t er niisp danhameddogh i wiii,demsadfsoi mp | e ¢

war.
p. 26

His terminology does waver, but it seems he strove to find the differentiae

specificae and pufenmixedelements of the realitgf war.

The definition of war is abstract not because something abstract is being
referred to, but because one mustderstand war as to its specific features of

enmity and extreme violence in all forms of war.
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The abstraction shows the existential coref the wa phenomenon just as in

~

the case ofanideat vy pi c al under standing of an n

remember Max Weber.

[ _cannot but express how

mind must have been to pr@ate Weberian

sociology by about 100 years]]!

The ided type synopssedsummarisesthe authentic reality of watr, it is the

reality of various wars in their uniqueness and individuality.
SO the ideal type is not a fictitious construct/ion
p.27

Reality as a whole is comprehended only through the idwaicd abstraction

if it can be comprehended at all.

The enmity and extreme violence of war of course are nevgoinig,

continuous and general/catholic/univer§#.course, peace has never been

continuous and general/universal either. But our topic is war.

Why then is there a mix dafifferent levels of human and historiesdcial

reality?

Clausewitz saw that in the first phases of human history, fiundawy i | i s e d
uncultured/uncultivated p e o p (P&KsGerman text p. 16 = roh& tlkern =
raw/crude/brute/béarous peopleshhe real waging of war and the concept

of war (as the continual and catholic/general exercising of extreme violence

until the annihilation of the enemyyere identical

Hitherto it has not been noticed in the literatire on Clausewitz thatfor

Clausewitz the contrast /laedt weeeonp Itehse awe
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t hat of /ciitivatedp ¢ o 5(EddsGerman text pp. 1617 =
Airoheno and figebildeterd Volkern = firaw/crude/bruted and

Acul ti vat feultured/dearced/tefmetc  p lesd(mp. 192ff.,209,
232, 422)s key to understanding that

p. 28

we are dealing with different human situations to which the ideal type of

war refers because such an ideal type encompass®th thesekinds of war

(of enmity and extreme violenge)e.whether we have matio-man

confrontationor wars betweefi u n ¢ i Maw'tride/leute peopl es or w

we have humansituations where the whole of the existentilnpower/force

cannot be concérated because of insurmountable objective obstatlie

cas e of /clticatedbducated edeopl es

I n the circumst anc dwedaultivated/etiueated f fAci vi |
p e o p,lthers is, along with the mixing with other elemeats,
deconcentration of existential factors which are synopsised/summarén

the pure/unmixed concept of war

And it is precisely this deconcentration which makes in retrospect

indispensable the abstcdidealtypical comprehension of the act of war.

We should not forget that the abovenentionedexistential factors continue
to constitute the Anerveo of war in ¢t
as well,because without such factors, war in general would be

inconceivable.

The main feature of culture isthat society is differentiated and becomes all

the more complicatedsuch thai under the influence of the many varying and

constant subjective and objective factors which define and set the cultural whole
continually in motiori whatever constitutes war in its conceptual purity is

thwarted/intercepted, channeled, broken p into pieces or in part covered
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(over)and disguisedT he fAdi vi ding wall 6 which ob:
di schargingo rests on Athe great numbe
war touches in theindfef ofiidfsth@alhlieas @t /S@in
keep culture within the confines of pure/unmixedr-like/military, will/

volition as in culture there is so much differentiation as to heterogeneous

rational bearers, who cannot or do not want to do the same tt@dinally the

Ai ntoefr ttihae mass as a wholeoO cannot be
That 6s how Acomposed circumstances ancd
cultured/ cultivated/ educat eFéldzigewn ned

1799.Ofcous e, war O0s sitisexpiessednat ur e as
p. 29

in its definition, is not erased/effaced, nor does it paralyseever from the
time ofthe arrival/adventof ul t ur e i1t i s covered by t

texture of waro (p. 214).

What is the difference in the waging of war btween the primitiveraw/
crude and developededucated/cultivatedphase of culture?( P. K. 6 s Ger m
text saydeim rohen und beim gebildetZnstand der Kultue raw/crude/brute

andcultivatedéducatedtate of culture, pl8).

For Clausewitzi n t h ee ciicgmstangds of the life of savage/wild
p e o p (Gersan text by P.K. p. 18 = wilder \blker =

wild/savage/fierce/ferocious peoplestate and armed forces are a unityso

that war is a one and only great batt]
batlesand t hi s Afragmentation of the act.i
isolated acts is due to the great multiformity of the circumstances, which

gi ve r i sHerethepdiical goal.is not united because there a

number or many wills/volitions, but even ifit were, what is sought is

attempted in a number of different acts(p. 422).
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ForClausewitzi t 1 s cruci al t hlaltivatedbdecated i s f or
p e o ph abjective weaknesa achievingit ot a l mobilisationo
term rather misuseahd abused in the 2@entury) for the purpose of

annihilatingthe enemy in one and only mélry act/act of war.

A duel as in the case of existences who hate each other can be repeated in
magno between savageld peopleqwilden Vélken p. 18 German téoy P.K.)

but not to the extent at which Aour o j

The command of a truly total and extreme military effort is for Clausewitz a
Adream of Isinag in developepuitured tBeée)isno monolithic
cohesionwhich isnecessargo that a gigantic endless duel between two

peopleswarriors can take place.

[[1t seems to me that the extreme test of social cohesion is war, and whilst with
highly advancedtechnology and professional armies a country/nation etc. is not
neces ar i |y nfeptnerhet tec ttoh e t h e-cuttueahmuakeru@agh dng. ¢
China today could, though not necessarilygive it some advantages over todéy

We st er n-c & mu bnuld-tadal,idi ver seo]Jcountries. ..

Culture (p. 18 P.K. German text Kul) when it advances not only multiplies
forces, but also fragments thénif it is not based on weakness and if it does

not produce weakness.

Any attempted total mobilisation in circumstances of more advanced

cuturewoul d be for Clapeawi ng #HIPGH.orr ctels e

Clausewitz also says that if war is not born all of a sudden (p. 196ff..), but rather

the inimical intentions of both sides appeaeatty for some time
p. 30.

that is due tahe organised society of peoplegshose members canunicate
either politically or otherwise with a code of understandut one another,

even if only symbolially, which precludes war as one strike/hit (p. 1971f.
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In such circumstances, the opponents are organised and ready, abbeplan
and act over the long run, and there is not just enmity and violencasan
existential source of wamwhich motivates peoplebut also other

intellectual-spiritual factors, incl. weighing things up and foreseeing things.

This suggests the existence of a dichotomy betwekureand man whose
analysis wil/l | ead us to the focal p oI
philosophy(German text by P.K. = Kulturphilosophie = philosophy of culture,

p. 19)

In the transition from pufanmixedto real war(German text by K. p. 19 vom
reinen zum wirklichen Krieg = from pure to real wamlitics as subjective
effort for the moderation of violence by the government or other pgoétics

plays no role.

What is decisive is the contrastingtbétwo types of society, thag,
Aunci haw/tride/lmude a n d iicaltivated/eduated (b. 19 German
text by P.K. Ar)edciegn o v. fAgebil deteno

[ [If one forgets todayodés i1ideological unde
points to reality: i.e. rural and pgoeindustrial based relatively stationary civiliged
culturedsociety, v., nomadic/mobile unciviliskdw and savage society (something

which is makingsomethingoh comeback i n t odaferdsssiigl obal
movement and Ao.pgfenPbKrdersboeghbts at t he
before tle Addendum to the Greek editigh

[ 1t should be kept in mind that all human societies
whet her Asavage/ primitivelr

cultivatedle duc at ed/ adv ashareakrfam i1 v i |

attributes such asculture, rationality, understanding,

intellect, meaning,.. whichrelate to power/identity,
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the political and the friend-foe spectrum as well as

the mechanism of the social relatiorwhich Kondylis

outlines in The Political and Man and was obviasly

not the business of Clausewitz in his theory of waOf

course strictly speaking, even wild/savage peoples

obviously display culture and intellectand are

i cul twithandnéellectin that sense, as well as

having or sharing at an elanental/fundamental level

at leastin the political/politics/political

communi c

ation et cculturgdost |
peoples, but NOT IN THE WAY the sccalled

civilised peoples do with their Insititutions andor

Political FactionsParties and Greater Saietal

Complexitiesi at least in terms of quantity if not

qgual ity

compared

t o ,whera e

differentiation re: culture and the political is not so

extensive and deep... SO for the purposes of

Cl ausewil

different i at i

t z6s t hesocialggcalt i on

I Kk

np

0

on b/agudewe eamdinmawvi |

cultivated/ culturedo peopl es

stands,

not take into account the full notion of thesocial

ontologicaland anthropological commonalities of the

23
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two basic kinds of peoples Clausewitz deals with...
Kondyl i s DOES NOT comment at
lack of knowledge of the sociabntological dimension,

simply because the subject matter of the book ié/ar,

and Clausewitz, to put it mildly, displays

ABSOLUTELY BRILLIANT ANALYSES of the

human condition which | personally never cease to be
amazed by and in relation to which | stand in awe...

as obviously P.K. did too...

Further more, when Cl ausewit
natur eo he is referring, 1Inte
the socialontological and anthropologica, i.e. those

factors and forces and constants discernible in all

human societies and the humans that constitute such
societies suchtheandelledtthhe pass

friend-foe spectrum of the social relation, etc.]].

Clausewitz says therecanbepoi t i cs only where there

men/people

The t er m intpabAristoteliac sertse means the entirety of the
social life ofcivilised/cultured/educatedpeoples(P.K. German text p. 19 =
Kulturvolkern), and war conducted politicallg every war between such

peoples.

24



The contrast between war of annihilation andestricted/limited war is
important only inside the state ofculture/civilisation where politics plays a

part in the sense of subjective intentions and goals.

THE CONTRAST BETWEEN purdunmixedand real war SHOULD NOT BE
CONFUSED with the contrast between war of annihilationrastticted/

limited war!!

What then induces the transition from purenixedto real way since the
transition does not take place based on a subjemtigtighilanthropic effort at

achievingthe moderation of violence?

Cl ausewitz~os ans warris mage inauch shwaytipohe o gi ¢ al
cannot remove himself from extreme violence, i.¢he killing of another,
whereas at the same time man cannot liveoatinually with extreme

violence.

[Why are e.g. Kubrick, and many otherartists, great?
Because apart from artistic -technical brilliance, fihe got it
wi thout being aedAp@ockwors opher o.

Orange.]
p. 31.

APhilosophical logic cannotget over/surpass the dichotomy which takes

root i n m&genddi msel foO

[ [ That 6s why edgKantteRawlsand st s f r on
Habermas et al., ultimately GET IT WRONG...]]

Clausewitz was not however interested in the opposition between normative
Reason and d& impulses/drives/urges as in the case of traditional ethical/moral
philosophy BECAUSE Clausewitz saw that man is leatidaiven and guided
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by feelings/sentiments/emotions anywad not by strict logical consistency
(pp. 252, 953).

For Clausewitz,thee ar e two groups of feelings
pure/unmixedpr i nci pl e of enmityo and attend
enthusiasm for this and that etc, which bring about competition and

rivalry (pp. 286, 239)

On the other handhereisma nds fHiiemeomp gani sati ono ar
Ai nconsi stency, | ack of «clsgriirtit /amd ellze
along with his Adi mperfect/incompitete e
making huge effortso, and tohhehumanat ur al

spirit/intellecto etc. (pp. 197, 988,

Two qualities in general obstruct the aHout and active unfolding of enmity

and
p. 32.

competitive disposition or the Ainner

They are: the finite character of the spirit/intellect, and,
fear.

From early on, Clausewitz knew that tF
et hical / mor al f Belddige soa 1709mnd inhi8 Bagturitga | s o 1
knewthatit heory must take the du(mma.n 208&)mea
there was al waysnaan fisp dle(pti8dy aMarand hu

AThe natur al fear of commonStrptegep.l e f or
53).

Clausewitz opposediB owds fAcl ean/ pure strategyo

strat egy 0 formblatecphinciples wHicd a r e foo equattye d
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general circumstances, as e.q. the general character a$ foanmded on such

general circumstance$ i Be mer kungeno, p. 14ff. .)

Clausewitz even observedtHate e | i ngs o f hhate and rev

badly or wrongly connected absolutely

in times of great dangerthey provide man with courage and enerqgy to act

(Epistletohidiancél 1. 9. 1807 and AAufzeichnungen
and 1 ®dipsche Schriteppp. 21, 66, 75 + ABekenn
Schriftenp. 739).

[[Being the great observer of human affairs that

Clausewitz was, he knew or sedseh at Mfndhat eo a
N | o ete lelong to all peoplandwe could add that
todayods sl ogans iotfh ofultmatyat neeo
PURE IDEOLOGICAL BULLSHIT so certain groups

can wieldgrossly disproportionateforms of

Powerwhichitij ust Ilodetpecastad they
fail to point out etc. eteetc.]]

Clausewitz was convinced thiie majority of the populadgs t ood i n bet \

p. 33

the extremes of hOQlaosewitzAnhangp. 24re:(1806t hf el
text). Man between fear and couragzfiriften p.707).

Fear for Cl ausewit z 0whack leasaneffead bothi n mar
inwarande.g.ina@me of cards for fAhuman natur

even I n the most di fferent circumst anc
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Hencewar as seen fr om h gepdrabtermscsalitle e x per i ¢

passi o0n atnsuchya caniedt, €Clausewitz ghee brief history of the

wagingo f wa rrawfcrudedmn dii vi | i sed peopleso to t
(AUeber das Fortschreiteno, pp.ve233, ¢
|l ucidity and coherence to strategyo it

Gneisenau 4.3.1817).

War CANNOT therefore be confined to its pure/unmixed meaning because it is

waged out of enmity AND with fear.

[[Of course fear (and e contrario enmity) are what feature in Thucydides re: the

generalorigins/causefwar( see | ater P. K. 6s oftands cussi on

reasons for war... matters are not so cleacut...)..]]

AMan seeks and creates the danger whi c
as inseparable from human nature inclfrom fear, human frailty and

weaknessand enmity and passions etdp. 407 465.

Clausewitz on this basis also sought to interprepthesegbreaksin acts of

war which he saw as related to fAthe nce

spirit/intellecto i1 n ntdieetardijudyementarelct i or
p. 34
onlyaste t hird factor the Asuperior power

The roots of the war phenomenon are in the whole of socieynd when
Clausewitz understood the distinction bedw pure/amixed war andeal war,
he included the notion of pauda®aksn war within the wider societal context
regarding anthropological perceptions (pp. 205/6).

It is not a coincidence that Clausewi z 60 s obeé&r vhei 6di choto
taking root in man himself o appears i
time he systematicallypresents the teaching of war as the continuation of
political communication with the mixing of other means..the contradstory
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elements in man find unity in the aforesaid teaching as such elements in part

neutralise themselves (p. 990).

tisnocoinck nce that the Ai mperfections or
Aprinciple of moderati on oelumrhixedv.redl enc e
war (p. 197).

Cl ausewitzdos phiinlcdtgreo(B.K. Germain texd o P3t=u r e :

Kultur) (as obijectificationof divided human nature), there is a sufficient in

practice balancing mechanism so that there can be peace, but there is also

enough tension so that war cannot be excludeldut rather is being

prepared for.

[[THIS IS UNBELIEVABLE STUFF. CLAUSEWITZ = TOTA LEGEND...]]
This meanshat war and peace are mixed with each other in
man and when there is peacear is being prepared for, and
wheaulturedc i vi |l i sedo peoples go t

and pausefbreaksin acts d war are always (potentially)

pl‘eSEElttOO.

Thequestion is what Ainterestsod hold sw
occasion

Thus,the state o€ulturee i vi | i sati on, t he fAsoci al u

war and peace take place, is formed re: the two basic aspects of human nature

and seves differenhuman interests (p. 990).
p. 35

| f there ever was a Asoci al uni ono of

war, then we could say that itwas based solely on feelings of fear and
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weaknesslt would be a pure/unmixedculture/civilisation as theexact

opposite of pure/unmixed war.

But just as war as the representative of violence cannot be pure/unmixed in
circumstances of cultur®.K. German text reine Kultur = pure culture p.,23)

S0 toq culture as moderation of pure/unmixed war can bring afach

moderation by it itself losing its pure/unmixed character as it gives birth to war

from its own womb asulture (Kultur p. 23 German text)

The theoretical distinction between pure/unmixelduce, and pure/unmixed
war (reinen Krieges = P.K. Germaaxt p. 23) does not apply to reality in

which both ceexist and interweave with each othest as the dichotomy in

man (the capacity for violence but also the inability to just be violentdoes

not prevent him from presenting himself as a united persoor as a united

people.

One couldoresumethatt he fAmoder ati ondo of pure/ unn
transition to culture/civilisation (P.K. German text p. 24 = Kultsue to
progress in ethics and humanitarianism which go with culture/more advanced

civilisation.

Clausewitz would not have approved of such an interpretation of his

thought.

For one, he does not believe that the
Acisved/icul turedod peoples is accompani e

of I a WHIw®cSgSril@nts that...1]]

Hence the contrasting of barbarism and culture/

civilisation, intellect and feelings/emaotions, loses any
moral/ethical connotation. SO THERE IS NO
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POSSIBILITY OF ANY MORAL/ETHICAL
PROGRESS!!I

[[THIS MEANS, RETARDSTHAT EVEN IF YOUR SOCIETY HAS
MORE RIGHTS, BETTER MATERIAL STANDARDS OF LIVING,
ETC. ETC.ETC., PEOPLE WILL STILL USE ETHICS/IDEOLOGY
TO DOMINATE OTHERS, WHETHER PSYCHOLOGICALLY AND
OR PHYSICALLY, BUT MOSTLY PSYCHOLOGICALLY

| DEOLOGI CALLY. .. YOU CANOT RVER GET
AND ITS FORMS, NORTHE FACT THAT E.G. A GROUPCAN
PRETEND THEY A RHETHEYERYGNE ELSEWHEN

| TS MEMBERS fAJUSGRGSEIFPENO TO
DISPROPOTIONATELY FIND THEMSELVES IN POSITIONS OF
SOME FORM(S) OF POWERAND THENTHEYDONO T
UNDERSTAND WHY SO MANYPEOPLE AREDISGUSTEDBY
THEM OR EVENHATE THEM... WELL DONE,RETARDS.]]

Clausewitz writes that the primacy of emotions/feelings in barbarian

peoples and the primacy of the intellect amongstivilised/cultured peoples

fi' s not due t o arbbamsm anal cuburefcieilisatian,rbet too f b

theconcomitantc i rcumst ances,baenasuwsd¢ uie oamrs teh «

civilised/cultured peoples can break out into passai one againsthe
ot h @ri93).

Clausewitz even not i cagdaitnhsatt aMeldo efivsatlo
not because people gradydilecame lesswdri ke o0 but due to th
of theabsolute monarchyPplitische Schriftenp. 54).

[[This is very interesting: sq one can foresee Western mass democracy

increasinglybreak ng down under the strain of Adiwv
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cul turalismd so that a kind of di ctator sh

choice to maintain social order until it finally breaks down alltogether..]]

Progress in education has nothing to do wistopping the discovery of
gunpowderor firearmsin order to annihilate the opponerdnd.. there areall-
powerful passionswhich influence people in civilised peoples and amongst

educated socialasses togpp. 194, 243)
p. 36

Culture (Kultur P.K. Germ an text p. 24) does not mean the end of the
existential source of war but brings about the perfection of the art of war,
the art of killing another. Pr eci sely i n epochs of HAhi

stand famous for their art of war!!l.

All that the r efinement of the intellect does is to replace
t he Awar sisavagewiot mft hdenwar ge
the fcivilisedo person (p. 232).

So, culture does not weaken the war inclinations of man, but for concrete,

specific reasons does not allow for pure/unixedwar,and hence nAi nt ¢

which comes from neducationodo cannot h ¢

character, but just an instrumental character in rationally finding means to

achieve a goal/end, irrespective of the ethics involved.

[[Oh my!!l Poor old(Tribal warrior)Hor k hei mer wi th his Aobj ec

HAHAHAH A!!1]|
The intellect however does influence the course of eventsiisce r utheg | e i s
counting of spiritual nt el | ect ual and bodily force

For Cl ausnetwiltlze,ctid and nel ement of raw

like war and culture/civilisation are by no means mutually exclusive.
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Infactt Avi ol ence i s armed with the iIinvent
sci e(P.d®p

The intellect can moderate violace, but it does so
not because of ethics per se residing in the intellect
etc., but because it weighs up the means in relation
to the ends[[= ABSOLUTELY BRILLIANT]]

Pure/unmixed violenceasih he ¢ a@sngin o f 1

blindo and showing how braveyouaresa a s av aog

can turn out to be totally counteproductive when

situations are multifarious and multdimensional

p. 37

and require the combatant to weigh things up,

calculate and make various unexpected moves to avoid

defed etc.

AThe avoi datnxzel @efi ;ana olws@aAdolisnst i nct o
Feldzige p. 77)and the intellect is the refinement of such an instinct in
circumstances of culture/civilisation as it allows for a surveying of matters

and for orientation re: what action to take.

For Clausewitz the intellect has nothing to do with abolishing war, but

makes action more effective by reining in uncontrolled violencé | f W e

therefore see that civilised/cultured/cultivate/educated peoples do not kill

captives and do not destroy cities and the c@aitiewHAT on earth DID the UsA, Russia and
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otherPowers do in Vietnam, Afghanistan, etc.jifhe reason is that the intellect is involved more in

the waging of war and has taught them more drastic means for the exercising

of violence than the raw maiifestations of theinstin@@ (p. 226) .
[[Inotethat i n Cl ausewitzdds day the term I nst.i
German text) when nowadayhgmananmalganthct 6 i s

Adrive/urge/ i mglul seo for humans

Ther e shoul ddaitackoffebced beaause intélledt now allows for

figr eater more drasti c ac tsisubordnatédpo.the2 2 6 )
political goal of warwith the intellectnow operating more so ithe context of
civilisation/culturebut still with an nstrumental goal/purpose/end in mind and

thus defines how great the sacrifices will be (p. 217).

[ [ All these distinctions between fAsavageo
the extent that they appiyand they do apply to ste extent at a samogical levelas

| have previously explaine@ven if the terminology is not fully appropriate, have

enormous implications for e.gnean/averagi) differences and levels of impulse

control between racesd other groupis our societis, and of course #se matters

are TABOO in Western mass democracies. But science is not interested in serving
TABOOS and those who (grossly disproportionately) WIELD forms of POWER

through ideology etc.. Science describes and explains whgut$ as te GREAT

CLAUSEWITZ DID and which P.K. shows he did...]]

Al | t hat the i1 ntell ect can do I s rein

~

Ansoci al uni ono of people as a kind of

nel ement of rawnessao.

The reining in happensincl. through socid and military institutions etc..
p. 38

Clausewitz views inventiondor the purpose) ofvar, arms, organisation,
tactics, principles of using troops in battle, etc. as limits and restrictions on the

Anatur al i nstincto, t hneaegsdryahdmeedios y c hi ¢

34



have some margin to operate (nVomi tf ade
Kriege, p. 1108).

So enmity becomes more impersonal, more intellectual

wonder how and under what circumstances certain people can grossly dispropéytiamatiee positions of power etctijjif ONne

will permit the phrase, and the same result arises from the perfection of

weapons whereas the savagenanto-man, bodyto-body combahas weapons

like thedaggerknife and war hatchet whilst the weaponssed to fight the foe
fromadistancear more so the Atools of the in:

forces and fighting iInMs1l9nct in near|l

War cannot be ever conceived of withéabmityo , Awi t hout the ir
attacoffenea nd anni hi | aorincincumstgnpesof 1 1 07 )
culture/civilisation can war be waged without the guidance and planning of the
intellect. The intellect has as its motive force the will/volition to defeat outright

the foe (without the nerve of willplition, ideas just float in the soul/psyche,

Feldziige von 179%. 264).

At the highest military level, where the talented General displays a military
genius, there is a Aharmonic joining ¢
courage angrudence/thoughtfulness which provides a genuine, \agtied

decisiveness (pp. 232, 236f¢ldziige von 18(conduct war not just with the

mind/intellect but as a whole man)).
ACultured/cultivated/educated c i v ipkaplesdightovarsbased on
1) hate andenmity, along with

2) fAfree psychical activityo as an i nt

with courage, and finally
3) the intellect.

Clausewitz calls this the #fAidiosyncrat
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element 1) (hate, enmity) more so to the people,

2) (intermediate enmity mixed with courage etc.) more to the General and his

army,
and 3) (the intellect) more to the governm@nt213).
p. 39

All 3 elements above exist in all combatants but in different doses. This means

that governments e.g. usittte intellect alone cannot abolish wars gbc.193).

[[SO, ALL THE STUPID FEMINISTS and other D@@OODERS, who think women represent
Afpeaced are in their usual STUPI D I DEOLOGI CAL FAN

The said triad cannot hierarchise thel@ments or magnitudesnd is not a new

definition of war but counts the variables which act in all wars between

Aci Vili s@Ede@emgre 0op [cBaSsewitzos sociological typology fs
through institutions i ke fAcivilised/ cul;and&law st e W pdindnGeerdng 4@ |

these variables not to show the essence of wawt to indicate the many forms

of war(see Hepp who critiqued Aron, causing Aron to modify his initial

position/te s es. Arondés mistake was to renew
Clausewitzbés thought was fAidealistico
belief in the power of Reasono).

With the formulation of the said triaClausewitz then refers to

war a sr uteh ec hnat,EheviewEthe thfeddelements of his

formula like 3 poles of attraction (p. 213). All three elements operate in wars
between civilised peoples and their internétiens are not a matter for norms,
but for specific, concrete weighing wphich can vary a great deal from case to

case.
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3. War and politics or violence and power

From Ainstincto v. Al ntell ecto 1 n rel e

Violence and powerintersect in the same sense of war and politics in the

context of nbeofispepbpal esani o
p. 40

which is two-sided like human nature, since it is the objectification of

human nature.

The Amoderationo undertake:
pure/unmixed war to real wars has nothing to do

with Ahumane or rbatssgoetos i bl
a nNnpoliticso which = Asoci
political totality or political community.

APol iticso does -axgedientradianbut peans publee f u |
political communi cation of people within t]|

extent in the Aristotelian sensewhich was common in the beginning of the

19"century when the | iberal and democr a
politicso had not yet been i mposed.
Clausewitz i1s clear about the purely ¢

of pure/unmixed war, where the social situation both within and between
states of civilised/cultivatedéultured/learned/educated peoples is very

different to wild, savage peoplegp. 192).

However, the reduction in savagery et
don6t engage i n wldordo subjéctivainteniiohsiaffeatt i o n .

nfr i ¢tohediscossed later.
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We could say that the fimoderationodo of
friction which pure/unmixed war under

uni ofrpeople

Seen i n this way, Apol i ti-podtidal i n t he ot

communication within political community, always has a moderating effect.

l nterpreters such as Ri tthebenefieialaad wr on g

expedient activityf a nonmilitary authority anddo not understand

Cl ausewi t z 0 seir ¢trecal/moralidtic zadl | . | n th
p. 41
they commit a | ogi cal |l eap and view ¢t

uni ono of people as the conscious achi

normatively.

For us far more interesting than subjective political goals, ithe

intersection of anthropological observation, the philosophy of culture and

the theory of war.

Just as we earlier explained Cl ausewi:t
tendencies within man and within culture, we can now outline the same unity

in the relations between politics and war.

Generally, politics relates to war like man to violence. The former cannot
renounce and go without the latter, nor can the former live coimuously

with the latter.

The Asoci al uni ono ofofpemetunl, e cannot b e

catholic/general violencebut its structure and functioning necessarily give

birth to violence from time to time.

The necessity of peace between two wars is natedto ethical/moral, but to

anthropological and cultural factors. Th at 6 s w hpgusdgdneaks e ar e
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duringand within hostilities/battles/fightingnd there is also the politicisation
of war as the subjection of war to the generdhw-like necessities wlgh
dominate in the social union of people as the objectificatioof human

nature.

Every conductinfyagingof war in the complicated situation of

civilisation/culture is of necessity politics in so far as it deviates from

pure/unmixed walby reining in blnd violence and aggressive rabidity in order

to take into consideration the multiformity of subjective and objective factors

and act
p. 42

accordingly, i.eby determining with cold logithe means which its ends

demand.

The mainissueisnotifthisisdme Acorrectl yo or,bwith e
it is obligated to do it. To the extent that the political waging of war deviates

from pure/unmixed war, the Ainimical f
I nt.eventbough the forméi i n i mi ¢ g dontihuesdd openate in the

latter (pp. 193, 286).

The blind violence of pure war had asts only aim the subjugation of the

enemy, which is a very abstract aim in a specific and complicated situation.

Calculating possibilities, i.e. the politicabging of war means flexibility of
behaviour and of the aim in accordance with the circumstditaesg into

account theeculiarity of thestatesact i ngo (p. 201) .

War of its nature is enmity and attempt to subjugate,

political wagingof war = rational suspesion, channeling and exploitation of

essential elements of wanthin/into the framework of the calculation of
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possibilities and on the basis of knowledge of the complicated characser of

peculiar network of relations on each awéry respective occasi.

The political waging of war is war conducted in circumstances of culture.

Warcomed r om fipol i t i c araking thewgeneral itextuaet of wam 0O

have an even deeper interweaving with politics.

Clausewitz writes thatw a r Nnand 1| nde evliseWaltured et we e n

cul tivat ed/ e dcuocnaetse di apl enoapylse sfof r om] a po

and i s induced nHonlivorlyy abw otlhe ipcaalli tmc

communication of goveolnimeinds f#aidy @8 ompil
to war (pp. 209, 990993).

p. 43

The fpolitical goal o is not for Cl ause
subjective will/volition, but just the formal magnitude, which means that

political communication must be expressed with subjective political géa

and decisions in order tabring about war, but the content of the choice is

still open at the said formal level. In the circumstanceof

culture/civilisation, there cannot be a decision to wage pure/unmixed war

but there can be a decision re: any kind of real warfrom war of

annihilation to simple armed ?observation? of the fof?not sure of the exact

wording here?][p. 201).

Politics is no normative intllct b u t an intellect whi ch o

achieve its goals/ends withonbgingwar. War is the continuation, the

spawn/offspring of politicsand not something strange to politios an abrupt

and inexplicable break from politics.

For Clausewitz war cannot ever be an entirely different

situation compared to politics, for politics gives rise to
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war, and war is not swject to laws different to politics(p.
990).

p. 44

Clausewitz focuses on the essential interrelation between political
communication (as objectification of all facets of human nature) angvitrar

its causesn the light of the texture of political comuication.

Clausewitz avoids every comparison bet
war, nor does he demand the former put a stop to the latter.

= War could not constitute the continuation of political communication if such
political communication were notade to begenecessarily, or at least be

capable of begetting, war.

The esence of political communication continues to exist in war (p. 991), so

the essence of political communication is not pure/unmixed peddoeh

cannot beget or give rise to war.

War is a part of politics, politics is not separate to wafp. 991).

War is a particular field in the broader field of politics, and war is thus a

variation of the essential texture of politics, a cemaorm of political

communication.

The peculiarityofwar 1 s 1 n the npecdid.ari ty

For Clausewitzwar NS a clash of large/qreat interests

which is solved bloodily, and only as to this

[[shedding of blood]] does war differ from other

clashegconflictso (p. 303).
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Both politcsandwarcame j oi ntly c¢cl assified under

confdnatwol i tics is Athe womb, from wh
p. 45

Shering is wrong to think that politics and war haméy goals/ends in common
whilst differing as to mean®ecause both polds and wahave in common a
contradictory and muHiimensional structure of conflict/clashes, regardless of
the form of the conflict Clausewitz compares conflict in legal give and take
war (p.614).

It is wrong however toconsider that all aspects opolitics are war and that

all aspects of war are politicsOne must examine every specific, concrete

situation to ascertain what aspect/s are paramount or ascendant at any

given moment.

Clausewitz pragmatically saw the European balanckquilibrium of Great

or Major Powers as an expedientcorrelation of forces, and dd not connect

such balancéequilibrium with the definition of war from the point of view

of international law and reining in war.

[[ATTENTION: this means that there can be no such thing as thiidicrous

Al i beral wor | db aosredde rwo rolrdaribanybtszssuche t ¢ .
absurdities, because all correlations of forces in international politics are macro
historically temporary and are always related to distributions of forms of power
(as ae all human interactions for that matter, though within a state one can have
more of a rulesbased ader over the long run, though never forever and ever

and ever, because eventually a new social formation (perhaps even more
relatively chaotic, though notnecessarily) will eventuate, one way or another
etc..]]

Clausewitz refers to the appeasing influere of international law rather

disparagingly, in that for him the mores of international law do not weaken
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In essence the strength of force and violengen international relationsjp.
192).

The differentia specifica of war for
Clausewitz is in theexercising of violence,

l.e. with the use of violent means.

I t6s not enough to say there 1 s differ

the key.

Causewi tz regarded that the dAprimary d

of heteroge@em®us thingso

p. 46

without meaning that the ascertainment of heterogeneity excludes the

existence of similarities and closeness etc.

For Clausewitz, there is no rleehatsoever to look at international law to
define war and peace because they are conagpth do not accept gradations,

l.e. they are distinct (p. 988).

In peace, regardless of whether preparations are being made for wdric et

nunc no violence is baiq exercised.

Peace is NOT free from conflict and clashes but it does not
contain the violence that characterises waas (armed)

violence

[[Needless to sayt is implied that we are not talking about personal violence or
criminal violenoé¢enctcleouglouf gaibderineBnalen as a

warviolenced( p. 45 of t\hokercethaNi®waensust scoméfrom the social
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wholed s o ¢ rng violemceCANN@ & = civil wan), but here the discussion is
about countries as statesandeadigrout pr i mi ti ve thecaselpes or |

Apure war o] ]

Clausewitz in thinking that war = the exercising of

violence,held that war is started first of all by the

side defending itselfsince the attackindoffensive

side would prefer to conquer smething without

fighting/going to war (p. 644)i something Carrias saw as sophistry,

and Lenin as witticism.

Cl ausewitz0>0s ¢siios alsomplied thabpraeedis p
definitely not without conflict i there are always forms of conflict

in peacetime

For Clausewitzthe[military] undertakingventurefor the purpose of occupation

Is planned outside of wabeing in part executed before war

and the manufacture of weapons is peacetime actsitgethe use of weapons

happens in wartime (p. 269).
p.47

War can only be a temporaiyistorically seen, continuation of politics because

war cannot be a permanent state of affairs. Politics cannot be the continuation of

war,
Endless and generalised violence cannot be a modus vivendi of a society.

For Clausewitz, one can classify both political communication and war

under conflict/clashes.
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Politics cannot be the continuation of war because war is not permanent

and war i S exercising Vviolence, wher ecé

[[This raises the issue of whether all forofsnternal/domestipolitical violence
come under t he ciatweudseem sodSEE BELOW!] I war o

If the formal distinction Clausewitz makes of
war = exercising violengand
peace = not exercising violence

IS not accepted, thenndire ctly the difference between peace and war must

be the absence of conflict, which is absurd as peace incl. conflict.

Raymond Aror{[as great as he was overaliflakes this mistake of not
accepting that both peace and war conseuconflict. Aron also erne: Soviet

war dogmaand Sokolowski
p. 48

The question remains: what is that which is not violence and indeed often

bridles violence, but which can beget violence?

Conflict is a situation in which violence is possilidat not necessary.
The common caus# conflict in general and was

striving for power

APower o permeates political ¢

can therefore give rise to violence as watr.

Only politics can beget war.
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Every other[[kind of]] violence which is nosparked off by politics, lt by the
narrower personal communication between individuals = a personal duel,

which barely shakes the organised social whole.

Violence that is war must come from the social

whole.

The absolute formofwar Af |l oats endl essly rmn the
(p. 992).

p. 49
whether it comes to the forefront or not.

Now, behind politics the image of violence floatas
well as that of war, since violencd[from the social
whole and re: great interests]]= war, just as behind
every restricted violence there angs or floats the

Image of extreme violence.

There is for Clausewita succession of calm and intensity in war itself until the

decisive confrontation (p. 414).

Ethical-normative thought has always confused

powerand violenceby equating striving for power

with violence, by trying to convince itself and others

that by renouncing violence it does not strive for

powerl!!l
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[[On the other hand, you get EXTREMELY RETAED FEMINISTS(IN CIRCUMSTANCES OF

MASSIFIED AND ATOMISEDHEDONISTIC MASS CONSUMPTION BASED ® THE

UNRECOGNIZED OR FORGOTTEN (HISTORICAL) LABOUR OF MILLIONS AND MILLIONS

AND MILLION SOF MEN AND WOMEN OF ALL RACES$, WHO HAVE AN EXTREME LUST
FORPOWERBYEQUATI NG VI OLENCE WI TH AVERBAL VI OLENCEDO®
RETARDED THEY ARE ( t hatthe differenfatspecifitadoéviokercaisitie t h
physical targeting of another), AND HOW MUCH THEY
PROGRAMME BASED ON UNCONTROLLED UST FOR POWER, TO CONTROL PEOPLE...

and contribute to the potential autogenocide of the Westéatively white ethne/(sulraces incl.

throughhistoricallyvery low birth rates etc...]]

But precisely because politics is striving for power, it must often

bridle or rein in violence and war to achieve its goals.

The end of barbarism and the start ofiture/civilisation (see above) = the
end of Apure/ unmixed war o and blind ac
feeling, we have inimical intentand the intellect controls the instinctaind

channels the latter according to its goals.

The bridling/curbing/r estraining of violence dosnot in the least constitute

an achievement of peactoving and philanthropic prudence.

The intellect, by rationally pursuing its goals,
understands that in a complex society, the
direct and unreflected striving for what is
desred can, or as a rule break(s) up or

undermineg(sfone 6s own power

Sostriving after power which is cautious and blind

violence which thirsts for immmediate satisfaction
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become two different things for the intellect that

understands...

[[THIS is exactly the starting point as tohow a tiny, potentially much
less powerful group can exert GROSSLY DISPROPOTIONATE

power over a much larger, potentially much more powerful groug

i.e. by getting the larger group to agree to live in the way it does, or at

leastnot see as a wholeany need to resst, or change things..SEE
NEXT PAGE!!!]]

p. 50

Striving after power sets limits on violence, knows
when to expediently use violence, and can also

iIntroduce pauseforeaks during an act of war.

There is thus no contraion between the origin of war from politics and the

Amoderationo of war by politics.

The distance between power and violence, between
politics and physical superiority, grows with the
iIncreasing complexity of culture, and what vas
Inconceivable amongsfi u n ¢ | Ywmnculturede d
savageso i .e. war between
becomes a reality in culture/civilisation when there

can be armed conflict between two states of unequal

DOWET (p. 216).
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The combinatory nature of power with its

Innumerable variations and ways out

presents many more shades than the crude

mechanics of violence, and next to the

struggle between foes, it gives rise the

game between friends, which makes the

weak able to makeclaims against the

stronger.

[[This is another absolutelybrilliant passage by P.K.i no wondernowadayse.g.
elite women elite homosexualsand elitefi ¢ h 0 s e n frgmewdthinltheio
primitive secret societyo r i metd. carachieve,haveand wield GROSSLY
DISPROPORTIONATE form s of power in conditions of massification and

atomi sation and A a dhis aso keatiog us ALLZ aslpaoglest i on . .

of the West straight (within another 50 or 100 or 200 or... years?) to self
annihilation incl. through their collective madness, shorsightedness, stupid

Greed re: international affairs, etc...]]

To understand the relations between politics and walone must clearly
distinguish between striving for power and violence, whose textures are

different even if they have common goals.

Power is the genuinanore comprehensive, more visionary
and more demandingproduct of the state of

civilisation/culture compared to the state of barbarismin
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which power and violence basically coincidednd so politics

excels, surpasses and outweighs war, in fact war must be conthketeginto

account all of dApolitical communi cati c

Raymond Aron [[as great as has]] makes the mistake of thinking that
Clausewitzin subjugating war to politicsvants to subordinate politics to peace
and totherenunciation and abandonment of powaerd that the strengthening

of military powerin itselfis not a goal of politics.

The latter notion isof coursecorrect, however one CANNOT derive the
inherent peaceableness of politics fritma statemenithe strengthening of
military powerin itselfis not a goal of politicswithout incorrectly equating the
goals of the army as ganised violence with the goals of power of politics by
confusing power with violencgin other words, war, which (eventually)
emanates from politics, is characterisedr/imjence, and there is nothing

politics can do about that]].
Suchconfusion is unknown to Clausewitz.

Clausewitz knew that the goals of political power are realised in ways
soldiers/generals/military personnel, specialists in violence, do not have in

mind,
p. 51

who as specialists, are tied to a orgded and inflexibleway of looking at
things.

If there was a general will to be removed or detached from powethen

politics would be a very simple matter.

Peaces presented or presents as acceptable only

when it accompanies at | eas
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own powerwhi ch in complex fpolitical col

only through military force.

Clausewitz of course was not concerned with finding the road from
violence to moderate philanthropic politics, but was concerned with
comprehending and assessing therfiction of violencepolitically, based on

higher viewdaspirations of power.

Clausewitz of course directly dealt with political communication and the
Napoleonic Wars, but such wars were intheeontt of Aci vi |l i sed]/
cultivat,eaiothbeopl Bpure/ unmi xedo war be

peopl eso.

Clausewi tz saw t hvwaginghaawas noebameivegrthymode o f
itselfbut the result of the seemimmiglhey new
French Revolution (p. 997).

[ [ One is tempted to say t haNeaGodn dSpy k man/
ALeft/ HumBmsdRpolgitatcsnimunicatigrio the extent they overlap

(and of cour se t  laesgfrooh thepiocesd dafeéating theoSowet | a p )
Uni on/the Russian Empire and then proceed
in the sense of Amerm/Grossly Disproportionatgn part at leastfiChosen

Peoplé&/ZIO Hegemony and Influence is BOUND TO FAlprobably miserably

sooner (within a few decadasd with the destruction of all of the Westar later e.qg.

in the 229 century.. though, of cours, one can never know for sur@®y. the way,

because ZRjgie the Polakhad a brainin his final article inThe American Intest he

shows clearly that he was more than capable of thinking aéatigtic/scientific/non

ideological lines..https://www.theamericaninterest.com/2016/047 /towarda-

globatrealignment)]

The political character of war is aystal-clear for Clausewitzs i nce At he

political situation distances itself from the pure/unmixed opposition
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between foesand war itselfhas mor e periods of rel at.i

(Feldzug des Herzogs von Braunschweig

In wars betweehfi ¢ i v icdlturesltewd!/ t | v at ,ehdre grecfactprs @hero
than bl ind vi ol enc erestristed/limitedavesdvesichard y t h e

not Apur e/ @anmdmoatbxeeadse ofang kindo A humani s mo
p. 52

However, as violence increases, arptical illusion eventuates and war of
annihilation is confused withpure/unmixed war, and it even took
Clausewitz a lot of time to rid himself of such an optical illusior{see sub

chapter 4 below).

Clausewitz gets things right in terms of our interpretation when he states that
restricted/limitedwaii appears to bedo more politica
211), and elsewhere he says that the two forms ofrestrjcted/limited war

and war of annitation, are both political (p. 211).

For Clausewitz, some wars = equatingpofitics and enmity and violence and
annihilation (Epistle to v. Roeder 22.12.182¥hereas later he rejects outright

t he equati ng o frestliged/limited webadause inveertain wi t h
conjunctures political Acal cul ationo
annihilation, incl. inregard tchis stance in 1812 (p. 212 and

ABekenntnisschrifto).

The above does not mean Clausewitz was in favour of wars of annihilation

but that he was not a moronic ethicist/moralist re: the saalled

humanitarian obligations of politics.

Clausewitz NOT WITHOUT IRONY left it too

Aphil osopherso to decide wl|
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new forms of war nbenef it
g e n e r a BdO)yand woubd.have said the same

about politics too!!!

Clausewitz was convinced that politics ithe struggle

for power
p. 53

and it is a total waste of time to contemplate
something invariable and anthropologically a
GIVEN!!

AWhat does &UTedony nsaitdee 1w abe calmplypasceriaing o
(AAuf zei chnun gPeInSchaftesp.56)8 07/ 80 =

Clausewitz explicitly states he cannot blame any nation for wanting to free itself
or to conquer other nations, incl. Frakieking the boot into uf.e. the
Prussians/Germaris)l RAufzgidghnungen aus dem Jahre 1803ol. Schriften

p. 2 +Geist und Tatp. 11).

Clausewitz clearly saw the fundamental distinction between

politics and ethics Aufzeichnungen aus dem Jahre 1863 Pol.
Schriften, p. 3).

CUT the BULLSHIT,iefii n_ pol i ti cs . .. pure heart
permitted to only someone who has conguered such a right through
A C T 1 O(sustav Adolphs Felge.
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Of course Clausewitz NEVER supported the violent

choice when violence was avoidable,

and being suspicious osceptical of the practical possibities of

international law,

he also NEVER declared any beliefofaith in political subjects and

dialogue/consensus.

Clausewitz prophetically foresaw the Liberation of Germany from Napoleonic
Rule, and the Unification of Germany viathe SWORDh en one of Ger
states subjugates the other st&tds U mt r i e-b823%) aridal80lin9

ABekenntnisschrifto).

Just before he diedClausewitzwrote against
Aphil osopherso who thought

world of conflict/opposition etc...

Asuch a thing Jplolasbphdicalbbecavseall gftha nt i
natural and intellectual/spiritual world is kept in

bal ance/ equilibrium by its confli

Even i f #fAli ber al i s manihilatet theadtter,dheré d e sp ot i
wouldneer be any di dyl,harwoulgteeaicakeydetveesnt a b | i

interests and passiofdal silent. We cannot
p. 54

find contrasts/conflicts of peoples in axioms and princigdasonly in the

entirety of their mterial and spiritual/intellectual eglonsi and here we must

ask history( i Di edd Wer ise Europas sPalt der Teli
Schriften p. 226).
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[SOORETARDS!!! Even if you got your fdAbeautiful One
relatively white Christians) and with elit® Ch o s e n InBSROSSLYDEBPROPORTIONATE

Seats of forms of Power, you STI LLINGBEVOLTINGe abl e t
(subjectiveassessmenRETARDSand DUMB FUCKS(objective assessmerit)Absolutdy

Sickening Animals that you afgery subjectiveemotional nonscientific assessmetif) i NEVER

FORGET, e v dultrasopghisticateld/ultszesthopolitarp e o p | e 0 s loranostof then s o0 me
basic traits to some degreBi pr i mi t i v e e .¢aadvby theewaypF&IGKING STUPID

RETARDS, neone, not Clausewitz, not P.K., not me, not anyone engaged in scienppastiigy

National Socialism or White Nationalism/ldentitarianismCommunism/Marxism/Leninism/Maoism

or any other Political Programei FUCKING DUMB FUCKS...]]

In one passage (p. 993), Clausewitz writesphatl i t i cs fiuni tes ar

i nside itselfo everything which serves

Ritter and Paret interpreted that phrase as meaning that politics is not just power

struggle.

Kondylis holds that an analysis of the context of the said phrase mear®that t

Ritter and Paret interpretation was at least rushed.

To begin with Clausewitz was referring to interrddmesticadministration
governanceand not to international relatiorf3olitics in terms of internal
administrationgovernancef a state happens against other foreign states. If a
state does not stand on its own feet it cannot possibly guarantee the rights and

well-being or prosperity of its own citizens.

AHumani mpwya doeds ate the stateds behavi

protected by the state via rights and freedoms.

Clausewitz however does not concern himself with what those rights and

freedoms should band does not refer to ethics/morality and natural law.

Clausewtz writes: i t h e noesthicaBmoral authority or dominance

outside of the concept of the state ar
means that peace and ethics/moralita n d 7 h u ma esialilisheédand r e
protected ONLY by the stateand its power, and the bindedness of the
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stated®dgybawsandt have Ahumanity as hur

the seltpreservation of the state.
p. 55

For Clausewitz internal politics must be seen from the point of view of the

necessities of external politics.

But re: external politics, which for Clausewitz is the pre
eminent grand politics, a fnba
situationo holds sway, natur a
as was known in Europe since at least the time of Bodin

and HObbeS.[[AII this reminds us of H. Morgenthau, H. Bull, K. Waltz, et al.,...]]

Weil makes the mistakef thinking that Clausewitz connected the mode of

wagingwar with the polityand that internal politics has primacy

The primacy of external politics/foreign policy rests on the facthat

irrespective d the polity and internal politics, the co-existence and rivalry

between states has its own logic and the struggle between states is ongoing,

perpetual.

So internal politics/policy ought to be formed on the basis

of the needs of externapolitics/foreign policy, so that the

state can maximise its powersAND NOT based on

ethical/moral principles (no matter how respectable in

themselves)pr on the basis ofthe interests ofone group

against state power

[[WHAT THE FUCK DOES THAT MEAN??? @ MY GOD!!! HAHAHAHA!!! 1]
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EarlyonCl ausewi tz recognised that Athere

goal/endthan the independence of the state and the natidiUeber die

kinftigen KriegsOper ati onen Preussens igMaglen Fr &
1808).

And as Cl aus ematuredzhé saw that moliticalcommunity or

the polity as a whole is based on the idea of defence against an external

p. 56
foe/enemy(Epistle to Gneisenau 9.9.1824).

Of coursethe Marxist literature e.g. EngelberjassifiedClausewitz politically

between monarchical reaction and liberal progressivism.

Clausewitz expressly wrote that the Prussianstateo ul d not Asuppol
army and war with a few tonnes of gold in the treaury, but with the whole

of the power/strength of h e n a(Naclwriohteniber Preussen in seiner
grossen Kat asPRolitdehhftenp.207 824/ 5) ,

[[WHAT THE FUCK DOES THAT MEAN??? OH MY GOD!'HAHAHAHA!!! ]

Clausewitz personally wasvorried about internal political
reform, and whilst he did notshare in the class prejudices of the
aristocracy, stood back from criticising the aristocracy as they

were crucial for the Prussian Army (Rothfels).[[= political pragmatism

on the part of thgreat Prussian general!!l]]

Nor was Clausewitz impressed byeth i d e ma ¢ & & me sFole. b e O,
Schriften esp. p. 166ff.).

Clausevitz saw that the problem with anarchy was the paralysis of the state to

act and t he decomp Adargé doumtny wibhfEuropéas uni t e
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culture can be conquered only with tke help of internal divisiond Der

russische Feldzyg

[ [ WHAT DOES THAT MEAN FOR YOUR ABEAUT-l FULO daDI VER
CULTURALI SM0??? QOUAREG@EMEDOOWNN T T6S JUST A MATTER C

TIME (50 years, 150 years,wheneverwhatever...)... (I andhy tribe are already down and out, so

obviously | am not claiming any victorpor am | gloating human existence is TRAGIC, ultimately
for everyone..CRETIN!!! And bythe way, monoculturalism arat relative homogeneity has never
ever been a guarante® the avoidance of the most brutal of Civil Wars... the point is, NO SOCIAL
FORMATION PER SE is immune from the tragedy of human existence... it is simply a matter of

TIME... depending on circumstances, correlations of forces, etc., etc.)gtc.,...

For Clausewitztheunited will/volition of the state must overlook weaknesses

and Aprivate interestso of those gover

A~

Clausewitz7v i ews t he gue s {[thisonmst beafrefergnee @ polhthes 6 wa
American and French Revolutid®?®?, but alo to Spain!] not as something to be

rejected just because i1t i s a fArevol ut
p. 57

he views the matter pragmatically,.ie whet her t he peopl esbd
a Acompetiti ve QOlesawitszseds the civisguardingigd ae O .
adjunct of or assistance {ohe regular army rather than as an autonomous force

(pp. 799ff., 803)Clausewitz studied the populaprisings in Spaior Bandeau
(Schriften pp. 604611 andUbersicht des Krieges in der Vendléad hoped in

1812 fa the then government to remain in power and give the insurrection the

Aright directiono (ABekenntnisschrift«

Clausewitz was not in favour of universal conscription/compulsory military
service because in the then current circum&siitovouldhavecau®d such an

internal commotion that it wouldavebeena negative

For Clausewitz, politics and war are two different

degrees of intensity inside a totalityand not two
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heterogeneous magnitudesgvith war being characterised by

violena]].

War i s af pditipahcorhniunication, not vice versa. Political
communication necessarily produces waibut such war can therefore not
be pure/unmixed war, which is decided in one battle whilst mobilising all

available forces.
The unity of politics and wawithin the state of wadetermines
p. 58

Clausewitzos structure of his study of
tactics, even though politicaommunicatiorwith its conflicts in terms of

genesiscomes first.

Cl ausewi tz~6os phi lAadshcep bsyi mopfl ec wli truwcruems= air
wil d/ savage pewapwas 0] U hte fwhme eamd onl y
whereas today itdés a matter of a whol e

vari ety of situati@m&2+p.224.icul ture/ ci vi

Strateqy arises only where there are many battles. One battle = war only

requires tactics( p. 270 + A Bekentheartiofsvarsnc hr i ft o

civilised peoples requires means (tactics) and strategy (goals/ends)

For small warssome kind of skilimight be enough, whereas in great wars there
i s a need f pputthfosgh a seeyetii & wsco a(niidViber | e sung
den kleinen Kriego (1810/1811))

p. 59
And strategy ends up identifying with the art of governing and politics (p. 347).

Mutatis mutandis, the transition from pure/unmixed to real war = transition

from tactics to strategy.
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But even I n battles in the dAcivilised

primitive/pure war situation, it becomes modified (p. 449).

Yet the element of pure/unmigt@var of concentrating the absolutely necessary

in every war existential magnitudgs 230) is also present.

fAs multi-faceted as war is, as much as war has distamteself from the
barbaric unloading of hate and enmity in the struggle man to man, bodyd
body, no matter what else gets involved that is not struggle as such, the
concept of war always means that all that takes place in war, necessarily

starts fromstruggled (p. 222) .
p. 60

Thenextbattle is the reason armeddes are needed, if there wai@ next

battle then war would be something be\)
(Strategiep. 62+ AVor libeungem kl einen Kriego a
Gneisenau 17.6.18}1.1

AAr my 0 me an s andtheidead straggleni®fundamental (p. 222).

In war, armed men confront each other ready to die on a mutual basis,

otherwise there is no war or theory of warRaymond Aron refuses to

confront this simple fact, believing and or hoping in other waysd achieve

the goals/ends set. Aron made the mistaky of wishful thinking in trying to

make war disappear. Aron engagego this end in logical and linguistic
acrobatics and Aron misinterprets Cl at
Clausewitz only meant military means and the annihilation of armed

forces, conquemg, occupation of regions or invading such areas, and other

military undertakings, the acceptance of inimical strikes... and not non

military, non-war fAmeans o(p.@21). ipat hso
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Strateqy must be detemad based oitls means and not on the basis obitsls

because that means, the battle, cannot be eliminated with eliminating the

concept of war, whereas the goals/ends are various, many, inexhaustible
(AVorl esungen ¢ b éthe bdttéefightksithe onty en@anskor i e g 0

strategy (p. 293) + p. 847 the significance of a battle is the soul of strategy).

SO, the complexity of political communicatiadoes not abolish the hard core of
war, even though this core in real war is undedtasa battle, whereas in the
Astricto or A pufrwarfitothaconcentthiion@lloncept o

existential magnitudes.
p. 61

War as a part of political communication means that strategy when it is
concretised and specified must choose between deferand attackoffence

In pure/unmixed war there is no strategyt just the blind clash or conflict of
opponents in which perhapise motivesf those clashing distinguish between
defence and attatiffence but otherwise their struggle remains the same (p.
204).

Defence and attackoffenceas forms of thewaging of war show only by way

of their existence that the transition from pure to real wa has already

taken place, that political communication is in historical stage of

Acul ture/ ci vi |l i sbhaahched gamne of polverhast he mul t i
overshadowed simple violence anthat clashes and conflicts can occur

between very unequal opponentdNow opens before us the broad field of
combinations of defensive anffensiveattacking war (Rothfels rightly saw

that Clausewitz discussed the concepts of defence and/atfackein trying

to answer how wars can happen between factions of very unequalipamatr

we are not here talking ethically in favour of defegn€dausewitz wanted to
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encouragéhe Prussian movement against Napoleon with his theory of defence

as the most powtil form of struggle (Bekenntnisschrift of 1812).

There is no such thing as absolutely passive defamcedefence must equally
be struggle like attacffence There is also an explanation of paulsesaksin

the course olvagingwar, whichare viewed athe consequence of the
superiority of defence re: attdolkfence and consequently the advantage of the
weakerat the beginning of hostilities (pp. 647, 649 (defence is not simply
passive); 205 (superiority of defence and paliseaksinside war))= in the

early
p. 62
t heorems of Cl au Stategiep.5Dedc. (3dtherdources)). war

Now we shall describe how the early Clausewitz fits into his more mature

ruminations to create one synthesis of thought on war.

4. The path/road to synthesis

General comments re: contradictions in thought, commentators, maturity in

Clausewitz and synthesis.
p. 63

ClausewitzGpiirnt elall edtewa&ll opment/ evol uf
process of di st i manethelsesh also gisses(th€ erals e | , wi

some matters)

Clausewitz came to a new comprehensidate in his life which overturned
certain things he once accepted and until he could offer us a solid and broad

conceptual construction and tie various parts ofthirking together.

Early on Clausewitz opposed the salled geometriavagingof war.
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The battle prioritised re: strategy means a theory of war as struggle (irrespective

of whether we mean real or pure/unmixed war).

Initially, Clausewitz underlined ethical factors, but at least #tdtim have
some kind of anthropological notion re: @hetions and reactions of the human

psyche.

His teaching re: friction also turned against the geometric perception that

the waging of war can be planned down to every detailand Clausewitz

connectedriction with his anthropology so that friction was filyalinderstood

as the necessary afterefféallow-up of innate human weakness(es).

From the chasm between tactics and strat€fgusewitz stagdthinking about
the determinative factorsofstrgt¢ , | . e. about the fipoli

1804, when Clausewitz makes a distinction between the goarand the

—

goalinsidewar andpoints outthat he pol i ti cal goal can

the annihilation of the foe/enemy or forcing the foed accept
p. 64

certain terms of peacgStrategie p. 51 In his early text re: the campaigns of
Gustav Adol ph, Clausewitz calls war t
p. 26; cf. p. 101 for the inteal relation between war ventures dhdii p o Bli t i ¢

goal so of Gustav Adol ph) .

If Clausewitz had just stucktot he opposi ttiaocnt héiesstia at e gy
have just dealt with the aims and acts of acting subjectand that would not

have been converted into a genenal t he
which the war phenomenon would be based on anthropology and the

philosophy of culture/civilisation.
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But even that was not enough for the final synthesis. The mature
Clausewitz had to combine dApolitical C

the historical forms of war starting with the Napoleonic Wars.

He manageto leave behind old terminology, and started to combine historical
facts of war with anthropology and the philosophy of culture and a new
conceptual framework/context, with the new concepts ingeng modified, in

part generalised and in part displaced

Historical researchand historicisation allowed Clausewitz to have a

relativistic orientation, incl. detaching his thinking from the accepted until
then Napoleonic rules/norms of conductingvaging war, and

simultaneouslyfrom everyrule/norm.

For aslong as Clausewitz was impressed by the great victories of Napoleon and

the Napoleonic waging of war

p. 65

he was convinced that such waging of war would be definitive into the future.

In 1812 he wrokt ofthepresentd ay fAwar of al |IAwaagaiomsity ¢
with difficulty change its charactemor should we hope for a return of the old

bl oody, yet often boring cheBeshapswhi ch
the future things willcharggb ut Ai n our epoch ... ever
national matterandiswagedt hat spirito (ABekenntnis
750; cf. p. 751).

But by 1817 Clausewitz has lost his certainty about the immediate future.

His historical research had gmessedand his scepticism increased dred
opined that based on history-noe can provethdt. . . t oday t he de
speedy waging of war wil lijustasthessarily

opposite can be proveonly the future will show if governments and peoples
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will be more reserved in waqging war and if wars will be formed

accordingl vy, [ ust as whet herheqgdickpl o ma c

god of war, especially after a generationwhen the experiences of the most

recent wars have beenlds¢ i Ueber das Fortschreitenc

The previous phrase suggests that a r e

annihilation is quite possible, though not at all certain (+ see p. 413).

Clausewitz changes tojtaough when he foresees as more likaindertakings
of observation [[?not sure of correct terminology in Englisfi?]B13) and that
wars withoutacleac ut out come wi |l | |Jbfeotamm Al ar ge

absolute majority of war(p. 834) or that earliecircumstance ofvaging
p. 66

war will reappear to a great extent (p. 8%8)that it is impossible that wars in
the future will have such a largeale character that they will completely close

the broad margins which opened up for them (p. 973).

We arenot concerned herewithClawgé t z6s vacill ations on
but with the facthatheincreasinglyrelativises the Napoleonigagingof war,

as one amongst many forms of war.

Clausewitz, by going into historgjd not prophesiprophesisehe future but
more so explained labf the past, by classifying conceptually all forms of war

under one denominator.

Clausewitz now began to see Napoleonic wahasnost extreme

intensification of the war effort in historical context, i.e. that such war was not
the only form of war, anthushehad to formulate a new concept of war which
would encompass both Napoleonic war in all its intenagywell as the

restricted/limited was of thepre-Napoleonic epodera But to do that
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logically, he had to discover similarities between typed avar which he

considered until then as toto coelo opposites.
p. 67

If one discovered similarities between Napoleonicrastticted/limited was,

then neither of those types of wanuld exclusively represent the concept of

war in generalln other wordsthedilation/expansion between the Napoleonic

waging of wayand the gneral concept of wawas necessary so that both

Napoleonicandrestricted/limited wacould come undesne concept of way

which is formal-general and at the same time absolutely sific/concrete,

enclosing all the variety of historically knownforms of war.

Cl ausewitz>6s ©hehangisgihig ginking corees wherne
clearly distinguishes betweenwithpur e/ ur

the former synopsisindsummarising certain constants from which all the

kinds of real war are deduced by thinking deeply about anthropology and

the philosophy of culture.

The basic materials/building blocks as the concepts tdctics, strategy and
political goals, fundamental anthropologcal perceptions, the theory of
friction(s) and pausegbreaksin war, the teaching of the two kinds of war

[[pure war and real (forms of) war]] etc. already existed
BUT ONLY

when the concept of pure/unmixed war was separated fro@l the
individual real forms of war, because it included all of themand only when
the concept of pure war obtainedan autonomous ontological and

epistemological hypostasis,

ONLY THEN
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was adeeper interpretation and a theoretical] more demanding
combination of the above materialp o s si bl e. |l tds not j us:
anymore, but also anthropology and culture on a solid conceptual basis

taking in all individual facets of war and its problems.

Of course, all of that does not mean that Clausewitz stopped being a theoretician
ofwarand became a[WhehiyllOo s efpdhenra® and know P. I

ABSOLUTELY HILARIOUS, HAHAHAHAHA!] ,

A

i t6s Just t h at thé€doiat of gemevalisations wiach ¢ h e d

enlighten the study of war i ndothtbe | i gt

between people.

We could say that in Clausewitzdos yout
war 0 h o,lardl shaisfouadin the older

p. 68
sections of his main work, esp. books 3, 4, 5.

By equating the general concept of war with the Napotewaging of warand
by endeavouring to deduce the ideal waging of war from the general concept of
war, Clausewitz held that

fithe art of war is the most advantageous possible use of theailable
armed forces, so what is possible to be undertaken withdse forcesshould

in reality be undertakeno Stfategie p. 53).

[[Very interesting re: nuclear weapons e e P . K. &Imxlovd and af coarseieveny quote by
Clausewitz must be seen in the context of all his stances and overall developmeritdndtis &s he

approached maturity.as can be seen in the discussion which follojks...
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In 1817 Clausewitz still saw (Napoleonic) campaigns in real wars as rapid
unitedactsand i n the case of Napoleonds <can
consequence ohé French Revolutigsvhi ch had repl aced nAth
natural el ementoe(fiddederpleresBndrt ch °
equatingot he A nat u, which is eohtaneckabsbldtely in the concept

of war, and its tangible unfolding inakNapoleonic war§g= an equating of the

concept of war with realityand hence there is alsn aquating othe

Napoleonic campaigm revolutionarywawi t h At hat absol ut e
energy/ activity, which we vVvigpde+td. as t
409.11l n more recent war s, I . e. i n the ¢c
thelas2 5 years, the war/military el ement
meant that pauséseaksn war disappeared so that there cdusd

Aunst op ptalbe ses/ rypibdd)Elausewita saw in the core of
Napoleonic war the concept of warasthea nl oadi ng/ di schargin

hat eo
p. 69

with the whole of activityo baenidng uni fi

Aconcentrated Iinpanoe and otnmgopbébppt df

Al so: Athe great decision in a great

derived from such a line of thought (p. 470).

At the time Clausewitz was equating the concept of war with the

Napoleonic waging of war he wasexpressing and formulating opnions

which were contradictory.

He knew of wars in which the paua®aksn war/hostilities were longer than
the actual fighting. Initially, he attributed such a phenomenon to anthropological
reasonsuchasif eatheiannddeci si on of the human sp

Ai mperfection of human judgemento (p.
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Why should there be such long pausasporarycessations of war/hostilities in

prerevolutionary wars between monarchs and not in all wars, regardless?

And by askinchimself that question, Clausewitz saw that there actually were

pausekreaksin all wars, though to varying degrees.

He started to think about the intensity of wars and the length of

pausegémporarycessation®reaks(pp. 414, 415).

A decisive battle ca decide the outcome of a campaign but only very rarely

the outcome of a whole
p. 70
war (p. 470).

Clausewitz started thinking that the FACTS the DATA re: wars were such

that his position about the certain waging of a war (i.e. Napoleonic) cannot

possibly allow for a theoretical characterisation of all wars.

AThe more war . .anbighoes; avasiges so mucimtbetmore n g
does its thexy lose the necessary stable points and supports for its
considerations, the necessities become all the feveecgincidences all the

more [[common]]o (p. 410).

Historical observation got Clausewitz to think very deeply about the
concept of war and how ow the concept of war qua wammust be separated
from the Napoleonic waging of warand that there must be a unifcation of
all kinds/forms of war, from the war of annihilation to armed observation

under the aegis of the concept of fdfipur

His reasoning can be seen in the"&ook of Vom Kriege A teaching of war

must regard not ideational, but real sitoas (p. 973; cf. p. 813Eithe

1) we stick to trying to relate war in general to Napoleonic war, or
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2) we orientate ourselves towards the multiformity of historical

phenomena.

ANow we must make a deci siono.
[[= THE ROAD TO GREATNESS!!!]]

p. 71

If we go down the path of tHigst choice then what are we to say about all the

wars after Alexander and several Roman campaigns until Napoleon?

And during the next decade what happens if a war takes place like those before

Napoleon?
Our present theongitotally defenceless re: such realities.

We must leave space for the various kifasnsof war... the human mind is

fraught with inconsistency, ambiguity, lack of daring... (p. 954).

= As much as the equating of the concept of waén Napoleonic war is

attractive in order to come to a theoretical generalisation,

such thinking is superficial and misleading because it neglects
HISTORY/HISTORICAL FACTS both as to the past but also as to the future.

In order to be fair to historical r eality, we must admt that anthropological

constants which bring about pauses/temporary cessatioffeaks in and of

war donot | ust occur i n prerevol uti one

subjects when they develop war actiohot her wi se t hey woul d

consiants.

So Napoleoniowvar is subject, albeit to a different degree, to the same laws

as every other war

[[Kondylis in The Politicaland Mawo ul d not have used the te

stricto sensu laws can apply to nature not to hurhansan history/social reality
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(where congtnts, generalisations, regularities, causalitagsationgcorrelations etc.

can apply...), but Clausewitz dideh e t er,mndimiClauseitz 6 s er a fAl awo
here can be takebi kewimean ficomanhanadur eo
phrase/term/concept The Political and Manneither inPower and Decision

(though P. K. had used t hewhdndisthoughthadmatn nat
fully matured..ii t 6s not a bi g phowhilreferenceisbemgpy ever
made to the drive of Hepreservation, maintenance and expansion of power, the

friend-foe spectrum, the sex drive, the existence of va(payjnglip-service t9

values and the realisation of power claims, etc., etc., etc., essentially we are talking

about aspecatsufpdo .i.h.uman n

and can be classified under one concept of wawhich can be deduced

abstractly, not exclusively from
p. 72
Napoleonic war, but from all real wars.

Clausewitz begins to modify his position re:géé&onic way by writing that
from Bonaparte ahthereafter, w a ito aijreatextera p pr oached it s t
(p. 972 +cf. 997ftwar Awent through significant

closer to its absolute for mo).
Clausewitzd r opped the term fiabsoluteo war (

Hisrevised Partldoesnotont ai n t he oppradi twiaocmwm fdbd
Ch. VIII, p. 2).

Now, the generaconcept of war is referred to withe adjectivesi p u r e /
unmi xedo, ficleano, Astricto or #fAiniti:ea

The fundamental discovery of the 8 book that no real war can coinade
with the concept of war, is repeated ipsis verbis in the®IBook worked on
anew, where it is stgettipgadppgrhaaacheadr war

ARapproacho the abg¢pp.RBEeRll)concept of war
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Extremely important

As we already knowhe transition from pure/unmixed and real war is

made necessary by only the existence

educatedlearneds oci et yo or fdfpolitical communi

which HAS ABSOLUTELY NOTHING TO DO

with the good intentions of political professionadsd their success in

eliminating the war of annihilation from political communication.

Whilst the distance between pure war and war of annihilation is smaller than

tha between impure an@stricted/limited warthe said distance or gap exists
p. 73

evenif active subjects want to abolish such a distance (i.e. lump war of
anni hilation in with pure war so it

Apolitical communicationo)

THE current dominant position that the (allegedly)ideational and abstract

character of pure/unmixed war converts the war of annihilation into a

fictional construct(ion) too is totally misleading

Two different levels of theory are mixed here, and that is tantamount of course
to the completéailure to appreciate and understand tbunding of this theory
on a certain anthropology and philosophy of culture

(RaymondAron [[as great as he wagjpntradicts himselby, on the one hand
acknowledgng in the 8" Book the distinction between absolute and real war,
and that theory is ufied on the basis that all real wars have a political
character, evewars of annihilation; on the other hand, he dog¢aunderstand
the details of the transition from absolute war in th&80ok to pure/unmixed
war in the ¥ Booki he completely missahe anthropological and cultural side

of things. And Aron thinks that only politics as subjective activity of-non
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military authoritygovernmentemains as a factor for the moderation of pure

war. Aron lumps war of annihilaticimgethemwith pure war as @titious

construct(ion)s and he does not distinguish betvadsolutgpure and real

war, nor does he acknowledge the political charactedlqf did kondyiis mean to include

fireal dtheran8wer is ANOO becaus eawondeeal@ieichh IMArs shS NOWEVEEt have su
meandor Aron that (subjectivepolitics in ths sense can ALWAYS exercise a
moderating influenceéAron accuses Clausewitz of seethgwar of

annihilation agpolitical war, with political communication being gxtive, SO

THAT politics in the subjective sense for Aron must always exert a moderating
influence. Aron is unable to theoretically render war of annihilation
understandabl e. Hepp pointed this out,
Aron on other ratters Aron never denied in principle the political character of

the war of annihilationa nd Heppds r e a,ewemthoaghhe s s i mg
comes to the right conclusion thteewar of annihilation is really possible. But

Hepp does not understand thstancebetween pure and absolute war as war of
annihilation. This is inexcusabhlas the pure concept of warmncluded in all

real warsand not only in the warf@nnihilation & mistakevhich Clausewitz

had also made before the maturation of his ihopke: historical consideration

etc, when he equated the concept of absolute war with Napoleonic war)
p. 74

Hepp does not see Cl ausepyandtthatins devel oy
Cl a u s ematutityz @laisewitz separated the concept of pure war from
the idea of Napoleonic war by referring to anthropology and culture in a

methodologically admirable manner.

One does not need to maim Clausewitz the theoretician to show, contra Aron,

that war @ annihilation is possible
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SOthec oncept nmi x @ g & andropological reasoft the

pausebreaksin all real wars, albeit to different degrees.

As a fairly young man Clausewitz, stil
observed that rakein history does @eneral succeed in his strategic

calculatians to their full extentGustav Adolph&eldziigé.

Clausewitz was scathing of those who completely forget the fr{gjiohthe
whole machine in war and the difficulties obstructing the precise execution of
systematic instructiorisin war, execution isnore difficult than in any other

case re: theabeydenii Ko reli mewmn Ken ego) .

Il nitially, @f tooddntthe oanrav warsenself theddestanse
between plan and execution, with the negative influence of certain

unforeseeable factorsy el at ed to oneds own or the
Clausewitz though fairly quickly started to attribute friction to

anthropological constantsincl. the [[Thucydideanlike]] feeling of fear incl.

amongst the populacd€p. 1081).
p. 75

Apart from the superiority o f defence re: attackoffence ignorance of the

state of the opponentand fear of the big decisionare referred to in making

the real waging of war diverge from we
activity, unrelentind]in its]] course towards the aime. hard, bloody, quickly

done, deci slibweea starsu gFplre ¢slothat veay ftickon o, p .
Is associated closely with pauSesaksnside war even though friction does

not necessarily mean paudesaks

Friction always presupposes iatdnce between plés) and executioywhich is
not necessarilthe casen regard tgpausefreaks which can be planned and

voluntary. In contemplating frictigrClausewitzcomes close tthoughts of
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Apur egandeviar A p ol ie.iwkea thedactfwarrcannot be

concentrated in one and only act (p. 1001).

If the absolute concentration/densification of the act of war is ideal
typically expressed in the concept of pure warthere can be no friction and
pausegbreaks, since thereis all-out confrontation with no time or space or

ability to pause, or manoeuvres due to weakness etc.
Here there is only enmity.

But in every real war, time and space are widened and extended and

expanded significantly and we cannot talk of an act of war as if it were a

duel as in the case of pure wafp. 950).

Not only are there now those anthropological qualities which lead to
friction and pausegbreaks, but they interweave with an important aspect

of Apolitical communicationo.

Political communication comes into theconduct/waging of

war via friction and pausesbreaks.

There is friction and (human) inertia when

p. 76.

we go from pure to political war (p. 209ff.).

By broadeningthe notion of friction, Clausewitz connects it with human

nature and with the complicatedt e x t ur e of t he fAsoci al
Apol i tiwadlcaddmmo.

Now, thetheorisingof war and cultural magnitudes are being merged with each
other and war is interwoven with politics (Kessel talks about Clausewitz and

friction, b ut omblogecal and tultutpleparamtetbre, noathet h r

difference between absolute and pure war thesense under which pure war =
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abstraction. Schering errs tday implying that purposeful/expedient rational
action can be connected with real, political war ideorto bring about the
Amoderationo of real war ,whichsinplywpari sor

Il sné6t the case).

Only the first chapter of the first book was considered complete by
Clausewitz(p. 181), incl. rehis definitive findings on the fixestable/
firm/constantsteadytexture and the historical forms of war, as well as the

transition from pure to real war.

The 8" Book has an experimental character (p. 180, note of 10.7.1827) re:

Napoleonic waging of waatc.
p. 77

The 8" Book contains theincore ct per ception that war

war, butthis incorrectperceptions not used thereafter.

Kessel was right i1 n relation to ROSI n:¢

work on Book 8 any further.

After 1827 Clausewitz studied the histoof war more than working oiom
Kriege (Epistles to Giben 1829, 1830 plished by Kessel).

Book 8 however does support Ch. 1, Book 1.

Rosinski is wrong to think that politicas having primacgywas discovered and
articulated in Ch. 1, Book 1. Clausewitawhere says th&h. 1, Book 1
cancels out other sections of his work.

p. 78

The primacy of politics was stressed already in the note of 182Kondylis

also refers to Schering, Rosinski &dAron again re: intemgtation problems

regarding Clausewitzoncluding that the war of annihilation is equally real
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[[i.e. just as relaas other forms of war]andis political war, as all other kinds
formsof warare,andwhich all are subject to the objective influence of

Anfrictiono

All wars are phenomena of plitical communication which interweave with

all facets of human nature which is objectified in political communication.

If one interprets the primacy of politics the priority/primacyof allegedly by
definition, amoderating government of politiciams-a-vis, by definition,
warmongering soldiers/military officers/geaés then one cannot understand

how all wars are phenomena of political communication re: human nature.

[ [ Obviously, Clausewitz,orsndOTtoofwaeo®edh
alwaysbe war, one way or another, sooner or later, betyecase is up to the
politicians in powerpeoples, correlations of forces, and many other factors

anthropological, objectively (and subjectively) politicagtc...]]

5. The historical way of looking at things and praxeoloqgy

p.79

Cl ausewitz was aware that hi stori cal €
anything (p. 339)

but are [[in toto]] the source and permanent point of reference of an
autonomous way of looking at
things/consideration/@ntemplation/observation with certain theoretical

and praxeological consequences.

It is through historical consideration/observation that Clausewitz could
break with the Napoleonic normative comprehension of the war

phenomenon.
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Of course, the ultimate logical consequences of his historical way of looking
at things came to him only towards the end of his lifeClausewitz

nevertheless had always a leaning towards seeing things historically.

As a historian, Clausewitesearched no less than 130 campaigmsn@bach;

cf. Schering).

Clausewitz had invoked the Napoleonic model, and historical
consideration against the geometric art of w@ith its claim to formulate

generally applicable rules/norms of war whilst igngrthe human element)
but only laterdid herelativise Napoleonic wars via historical analysis.

Ethical factors had been proffered against geometric war (see Nohn re: those in
Clausewitzos intellectual circhle), whi

character of war.

Of course, historical contemplation and the multiformity of war implied or
brought about a relativistic and anti-intellectualistic positioning, which was
articulated in the teachings re: waras art/sklland as the #fAtact

judgementt as the only rellactob.|l e compass of

Delbic k refers to Clausewitzdos Ahistoric
Napoleonic model periggvhi ch was i n contrast to CI
annihilation of inimical armed forceand following thatasthe battle as the

only decisie element of war, which he deduced abstractly from the Napoleonic

waging of war dAlikeflLeopoeitmy de dunc ¢Hdod mte |
Clausewitz however was not fooled by the defunct ways of conducting war
p. 80

esp. because they falsified the geometiéals of his theoretical opponents at
that time.

78



Clausewitz never hesitated to defend Gustav Adolph as anyititficer

against all those who sought in the¥38ais War, the art of war, because

Gustav placed importance on ethical factexen thouglhe wasnofid ar i ng 1 n
attacks on ,pgrdieaingbraghgnalioesfmaredéudaesistay
AdolphsFeldzigg.

Clausewitz in a fragment from his uncollected writings cited by Rothfels

clearly expresses his view that according to time and place, theqple,

mores, political situati on,gherawete t he (e
different kinds/forms of war, and Clausewitz was therefore against one

sided theorisations of war.

He | ooked i nto the Ar eal reasean® o f or

Warand the monarchi cal Ageometrico war s

He even looked into wars of the Middle Ages, personal honour etc. (in
Rothfels).

He knows that one cannot bring back the past with a magic,\aaddhat one
cannot fully ever stand in the shad#geoplesand cultures of the past and their
ways of thinking (whoever dreams of resurrecting ancient politresh they
donodot u,amdaftes28080ryelrs none will understanddoes not have

Clausewitziooddmsyimphe dy. (
p. 81

Clausewitz esen goes into a reliablebut not original, synopsis/summaryof
the decline of the aristocracy and the rise of the bourgeoisie (loc. cit.)

without believing in any kind of Progress etc.

AEverything in this world is subject to chang® ( | q &nd he désrot a¥

a mands man seek support in the other
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Clausewitz could even see that the most brilliant

works of civilised/cultured/cultivated/educated

society, no matter how many centuries they survive

and 1 nfluence things, Nenc.
principle or start jeescrec ceman wa OF their own

destruction ... and no work can last forever even

that which would be subverted but not overturred

by the same principles which initially gave it

strength and grandeu ( A Auf zei chnunep#807/8a us d e

[HOWBRI LLI ANT WAS CLAUSEWITZ6S MINP!I!IT AM,

Without theoretically weighty religious belief, and with an
observation of human affairs from the point of view of

power = the concomitants of C
relativistic positioning.

Clausewitz asks himself Adis perhaps ¢t

nature of situations, and which are these situatiss and what are the
condi t i onGeisttumdTghs ? O

From such a question Clausewitz includes war in the great totalitgf

Apolitical communicationo

and in the 8" Book Clausewitz gives us his famous quote about the
relationship between war and politics for the first time having first

described the historical forms of war and having underlined that
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p. 82

everyepochconadut ed war #fAin theihermeanganddi f f er
anot heandgvenadparh has its own wars, restrictive conditions, its own

inertia and onesidedness (pp. 962, 973).

With such historical relativism, Clausewitz was able to state that wais the
continuation of political communication and understand that all wars were
of the same kind (i.e. from the point of view of the continuation of political

communication) (p. 992).

The unification of wars at the level of theory on the basis of friction

presupposes the ascertainment #t the various wars take root historically

in certain political situations. Thus, we can understandwhy friction exists.

And pure/unmixed war [[concept]] comes about to show what a war is
without friction(s) and pauses/temporay cessationgbreaks, whereas
friction takes place only in wars arising from the social life of

Aci vi | i diedrded educatedr epeopl es.

So we have
1) historical relativism as to the many kiidems of war,

2) the theoretical unification of th@storical multiformty of war through the

ascertainment of the decisande rol e of
3) the formulation of the pure concept of war.

Only the ascertainmentthat war is an organ of politics makes

understandabl e A&ow much wars di ff
p. 83

necessarily according to the texture of their motives and of the situations

from which they arise (p. 212).
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Praxeologically, for Clausewitz norms do not apply,

history is not a magistra vitae of normative teachings.

One must exercise judgementyut no formulae are given, no principles,

rules/norms or methods(p. 858).

Cl ausewi tz~6 t heodonanosmativelyssiienmtandt i ve base

relativised history.

Any actor must rely omothi s

on any advice coming from Clausexvit

Initially, such a stance turned against the geometric conducting or waging of

war, though Clausewitz st#tuck[[at that time]]to his Napoleonic normative
perceptiorthati war must be ¢ ondgieeofpedessdargort he h
possible Bdohersboold not concentrate &
but gradually turn al/l oneds activity
(Strategie pp. 51, 48).

The geometric school wantedreduce all that happens in war to ponderable
magnitudesn order to found fixed rules/norms of behavicdQlausewitz

however stressed the imponderable element

p. 84
and hence theory i s fdper happasticetinat al | y i
battle where i tds uptomakedetissonsgico mmand i n ¢

(Strategie p. 80).

fiWar manuals always arrived very late, and in all epochs constituted a dead

searcld St(ategie p. 72).= there are noules/instructiongor all battlefields...
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The art of war can commandjaneral or other officer on the battlefielddo

|l ittl e (AUeber das Fortschreiteno).

Clausewitz asked himself in his maturity what is the meaning and what are

the limits of his theordical work. He drew the only consistent conclusion:

fithe opposition/contrast between theory and praxis/practice can daidged

only if theory is perceived as observation and notasteachiag ( pp. 290,
292).

[[HOW GREAT WAS THE PRUSSIAN!!! WOE UNTO THE ETHBISING-MORALISING
RETARD AWHO KNOWS EVERYTHI NGO AND | S CONSTANTLY P
AND TIME AGAIN BY (LONG-TERM) HISTORICAL REALITY...]]

Only a renunciation of norms would make theory able to comprehend
praxis/practice. [[= GENIUS]

Only the tact of judgement helps man at the time of actiorfisee below)and

hence no stable theory can be constituted on the basis of suabtt

Clausewitz was both a theoretician of ywad a

WaI’I‘IOI‘/SO|d |er[[that is, he had real life experience to the extreme, whéheaRETARDS =

(most or nearly all) Professional Academi cs, Awho kno
moralishg-ethicising GARBAGE as Sacks béctical/VerbalShit, Day in, Day Out.whi | st fAnoti cing

everythingo, but they J5aNd ONly tArQUGhtime and ce. .

effort could he separate the two.

p. 85

Cl a u s eBRILEIANDG smind led him to make three key distinctions:

1) separation of theoretical andpractical goals Science differs

Afrom poetry and from real
i ts goal i[HSNNIHGENIUSIBIEII O ;
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fwhoever steps on the ground/earth of science siid have absolutely no

goal end Otherwise we have an opinioiormed in advancei something

completely foreignto science ( AAuf zei chnungen, aus de

[[WHAT CAN SOMEONE SAY ABOUT CLAUSEWITZ? HE WAS ASOLDIER AND HIS MIND
WAS METHODOLOGICALLY FAR MORE ADVANCED AND IN TUNE WITH SCIENCE
THAN THE VAST MAJORITY IF NOT ALL OF THE PROFESSORS IN THE SOCIAL
SCIENCES POST WWa2!! Unbelievable Stuff!!l]]

2) separation of evaluations and causal explanationandClausewitavould

e v en we doina sayhif to praise or to blame... but only to find reasons
ofevents inside the situati DenFelbdug t hi ng:
von 1796n Italien).

3) separation of ethical from historicalpolitical consideration, e.g. re

Poland anditsdivismand t hat one shoul,duwfionasee i
historicatp ol i t i c al p 0 i nétnisse Europas seit def Teilimge Ve r

Pol es o)

The basically imponderable/incalculable character of human action is not
due to only its emotional motivesand related vacillations (man is not simply

a machine executing his duties in his practical aciiva FeldZige von 1799.
p. 86

The field of possible events, the sequence of consequences which an act
begetsis endlessand the final result of such conemplation remains
incomprehensible for the human intelleci(fiUber die Kinftigen Kriegs

Operationen Preussenso

There are thoughts about the act being carried out in twilight which obscures
things, and, war as a for memfcea, h uimare
field of uncertainty; % of what we base our acts on in war are hidden in the

clouds of smallerorager uncertaintyo, there is
action/the actust as the abstract formulation of laws of the art of war is
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pointlesssince the situations directaffect/determinethings etc. (pp. 289,
234, 233, 289 and other sources).

Al n ttibatwopddHere is no certainty, rather one must be satisfied with a
more or | ess high degDelEedzogvonpBl3phbabi | it

Two di fferent people view fitrutho

di f f

contemplationsn (@uAufdzei damurege 1807/ 80

Thereds an advantage

relativity of knowledge and perspective Suiousy .

great Prussian geeral overlooked that Scientific knowledge is not relative, but we get his point...]]SO th at O n e

t o

can ponder various possibilities and give oneself

a chance of successather than being stuck in

Pal

oneodos own all eged ncert a

onedsdeoswnr es and nNnconstit

for o n eedbnse M iocxits O

Inwar,theactslkoul d ori entate i1 tself re:
no need for th@.306oncept of | awbo
p. 87

l tds not a gquest ibattne jadgeméntolitte practical e

person.
Each case is peculiar. Every situation is multifarious with different limits.

Soal | t hat I s tact ef mdgenttebdwhichshits@r misses the

mark according to how switched on every military commander isincl. an

85
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ability to sortoutwhatisi mpor t ant a,etd. We aratalking s n ot
about a sense/feeling knack as a judgemersta higher level (pp. 315, 283,
221,962, 251, 182, 401, 961, 245, 257 and other pages as well as other texts).

p.88

And wi t h talinteectiiakinstinag ti @ tact @ judgementthe

activity of the intellect abandons At
mat hemati cs, and (ppe29886d)s ... art/ skill

Clausewitz knew that strategy does not
magnitudes whichcanac e pt mat hemati cal cal cul at/
i nside Athe realm/territory of art/ ski
Agreat tact of | udgemen(ti Boef metrhkeu nsgpei nrai,t
Strategie p. 60 (The tact andexercising of judgement, Clausewitz wrote a

few years | ater, constitute the Asoul
Aevery oacrctu paantd on fi Viou raibendenddeiasn

Kr i etgm 39(for the figure of the ingeniousiltary commaner in the

philosophy of the 18century and similar motifs in the thought of Barenhorst,

who stressed the role of ethical factors and coincidence, @ee)H

In the light of sucharelativistic historical way of looking at things, we can
nowcometoungd r st and Cl ausewi t zsetsof@aablanhsy s e s
which constitute the two most important praxeological fields within the

general theory of war:
1) the teaching re: ends/goals and means

2) the teaching re: the two kinds of Wpoure war and regfforms of) war]]
(and vice versaRaymondAron [[as great as he waand despite his tremendous knowledge of
historical sociology etfl. did not see that historical consideration and praxeology a

interwoven but thought that the solving of theoreticalttees determines the
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content of praxeology. Schering knew well befBré\ron though that we

should not expect any datdvi ceodo or

Both aforesaid teachingsterweave with each other and should be understood

togethemwith the theort@ical axiom of the political texture of war, we shall now

Ar ec

have a | ook at problems re: the act/ ac

judgement o initially ,andthenpnoré speciiically.

br oc

As we know the primacy of politicsisrelatedton po | i t i c al Commun

i n toto i.e. to the fAsocial (biondtyao

guestion per se of politics being about ysmhdiers, normilitary officers).

The objective sense of politics is therefona absolute asendencyor is
absolutely preeminent/supremere: the subjective sense of politigand

correspondingly there is a transition from pure/unmixed to real war.
p. 89

If Clausewitz had just stuck to usipglitics in its objective sense and only in
its objective sense, then obviously there would have been no praxeological

matters.

The subjective sense of politics = the purposeful/expedient acts/
undertakings of nonmilitary bearers and authorities (the douwble meaning
of politics in Clausewitz was covered longgo by Korfes, KesselR. Aron) =
the way politics is talked about nowadayshowever,sincelong agothe
Aristotelian notion of politics, which was still alive c. 1800, has died this is
the reason for so many misunderstandings of Clausewitz (not being a&hio
separate the(objective) notion of politics as social organisation as in

Aristotle, and (subjective) politics today of politiciansgr unning around for

as c

Aspeci

g r o U[p.g Gorporations, Big Money Bankers/Financiers (who grossly dispropatelyfi j u st hiachibemas ¢ metplgop !l e o
AHumani tari and N. G.bpin GRASELY HISRRORARAIONAITE neirobefsadi r cumst anti al chosen peo

it Ajust happaemd dfo dbeurt dat i iwtd§ac.agdalbotfi tfhoer ptehoeplree(}}s)tetocf. ,uset c. ,
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| t6s a quest i oneqgaiveé relatibnehip pfeibiectivie pobticso r

with the objective facts/data of political communication and not a matter

of any supremacy or dominating autonomy of gbjective politics.

Clausewitz does not deny room for action of subjective politics, but reets

such politics some limits For Clausewitz, ONLY objective politics (e.g. of

state v. state) can be treated scientificall\so he does not go into subjective

politics (p. 993)(rrhis is exactly what all very good to excellent analysts dhternational Affairs, inter alia, do...]] .

What is important is not the,bfitthe hi cal

objective course of political communication.

On the othea hand, the complexity and heterogeneity of such
communication is always keptm mind, incl. the combinatory nature of its
constituent parts from different points of view on each and every respective
occasion, and the multiformity of the psychological sowes of human

action.

Indifference to subjective motives does not mean indiffee to subjective
politics in the sense of purposeful/expedient acts of subjebtsh want to
develop action on the basis of objective data/facts of a certain political

communication taking the objective facts into account as precisely as possible.

Only i n that way do concepts such as f
of meanso obtain concrete historical r
content.

[[The above is basicallTHE Primer of what politics is... CONTEMPLATE IT,
THINK ABOUT IT i AND if you want to engage in Science CUT THE FUCKING
IDEOLOGICAL BULLSHIT, RETARDS!!! And it continues below]].

p. D

As we have already said, Clausewitz on the basisgéneral historical

ascertainments about the character of waand also re: anthropology and
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the philosophy of culture,ascertained that war is the continuation of
political communication, and not on the vaious actions and reactions,
machinations, successes and mistakebwarious leaders and generals etc.

who fAishaped/ formedod politics in the ¢

Clausewitzos ascertainment of the poli

because he saw thalbjective politicds political communication, which in
contrast to th broadly vagueynforeseeable and natassifiableoriginal ideas

and acts of subjective politi¢s

does not resistof its nature, scientific comprehension

In Book 8 ofVomKriege t he ficharactero of a war
must be defined/detr mi ned based on Apolitical ma
condi t i onTeeends/goals ahdbnP®eans dim involved in war

conform of course Awithutbase absbhistelf
butbear within them At he ofcthegenaaatt er of t
circumstances/c o n d i t(pi 994).And from p. 962ff. Clausewitz provides

readers with a long historical excursusligressioninto the dependence of

the nature ofwar on the social situation of various peoples.

Even though Clausewitzdidho i n t he | east underestim
personality as a driving force for the Napoleonic waging of war, Clausewitz

never even considered attributing the new way of conducting twdhe

peculiarity of the ingenious Corsican = Napoledfhat was crucial was the

basic transformation of political communication after 1789 because even

though Napoleon perfected revolutionary wee did not create such war out of

nothing.
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p. 91

It was the fichange in politicso which
which gaverisettheNap ol eoni ¢ art of  wtaationf p. 99 ¢
and circumstanceso for the new phenome
cf.p.479 . AThe gener al circumstances fron

Acharact ef58). of war (p

Clausewitz writes of t herordinatef | uence of
circumstances/ conditi gaaxrsdd tomatp efowwH e vV @
regards this influence as something coincidental, has not at all comprehended

the authentic life of war and not entitled to express judgements on the forces
whichunfoldn a [DiaFeloztige von 1799

[[DO YOU UNDERSTAND, CRETINS, THAT CLAUSEWITZ IS GIVING YOU A NON-NORMATIVE, VALUE-FREE
WEBERIAN LESSON IN SOCIOLOGY 101, a hundred years before Webe???!!l MORONS!! ]

The context/framework of an act existsdependent of the
will/volition of those acting and the texture of the said

framework determines the behaviour of the actots matter

whether there is wider or narrower space for action re: sulgeutibtics.
Political communication is messarily miti-dimensional and contradictory but

allows the setting of different goals and the development of different moves.
p. 92

On this side a3 GdJ U[fbut not per se]pure/unmixed war, i.e. in the reality
of war at one extremeéhere is the war of annihilatipand at the other extreme
there is armed observation, it is up to the judgement of those concerned to

ascertain the limits of their dertakings (p. 199).
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Anditb s not | us tbutalbothe dvailaple mdass wiioh are a part of
the objective facts/data of political communication (p. 573 inclkupplying

the army).

Another limit on subjective politics is of course the twiesi wanting to

Ai mpolsawd ten t he other (p. 194).

Key is to understand the primacy of objective politics and the room to act

re: subjective politics Clausewitz studied Friedric

emphasised the need to understand the cireumoss at the time of the wa

being studied.
p. 93

Friedrich in his failed attempt to crush Austria, had many problems re:

supplying his troops and tremendous expenses for every armed soldier, which

made it very difficult to make up for great losses in nrereafter, based on

those objective realities, Friedritboka fimoder at e0 cour se wh

the permanent occupation of Siledi@ldzugspineFriedrichsetc.).

It was the general character of the conduct of war and the state of the

enemy whichdetermined to a great extent the subjective politics of

Friedrich, but the | atter would nW&igf'have b

up the situation correctlynd do what neeédto be done on a case

by case basis

[[THIS IS AT THE CRUX OF ALL POLITICAL MOVES/ACTIONSI FROM

LOCAL POLITICS TO GEOPOLITICS TO WEIGH UP THE SITUATION AND
MAKE THE RIGHT MOVES TO BRING ABOUT MORE OR LESS THE
REALISTICALLY DESIRED RESULT. This is whyat different levels of analysis
and with variable but nonetheless usuallyeast realistic positions factually
groundede.g. PaulCraig Robets, Pat Buchanan, John Mearsheimer, K. Waltz, Paul
Kennedy, Morgenthau, G. Kennan, Robert Merry, Lyle Goldstein, Michael Aind,

91



Lieven,et al. in theAnglo-American contexthave taken pasons many in the U.S.
| eader shi p dolno6teventizongh thdy bavekcanstantlyanade,
obviously not always, many sensible, leheladed and valid pointsAnd | repeat,
carefully st udjthougtddn Ghe smefricamimdrestwo r d s
https://www.theamericarinterest.com/2016/04/17/towagdglobatrealignmentin
conj unct i oanetarytPablitic®aftét thé Gold Warand below.]]

Sot he At act asfobliged td deeidr daowtit will orientate itself

on the basis of the objective facts/data of political communication.

The primacy of the lattgpolitical communication)and the room to move of

the former(tact of judgementlgs understood as a unity (P.K. has another go at
one of hi,whoniihe eallgrbspectedand admirad we all doR.

Aron, and refers to Hepp on the concept and primacy of objective politics in

Clausewitz).

Regardingends and meansnd the two kidsformsof war re: tact of

judgement there are no specific rules/norms for
p. 94
the individual case

Clausewitz in his younger days proffered a somewhat rectilinear and
simplistic perception of the rehtionship between ends and meansvhich he
modified with a more flexible, elastic perception when his historical

consideration matured.

Clausewitz opposediBowd s st ance t hat gr eat resul t

small means. Clausewitz focused on available forces and their corrégt use

achieve the goalkset Such means/available forces are as far as possible

independent ofoincidenceg M Be mer k u n g e &trategiep.p3). 13, 12

Clausewitz got himself into a bit of logical trouble, i.e. he in part
contradicted himself, because othe one hand he rightly highlighted
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coincidences and vacillating ethical factors against the rigid and abstract
geometrical strategy, but on the other hangwanted to obliterate the role of
coincidences/accidents through precise calculation and the coragion of

means and eds.

As far as Napoleon was concerned, his great ends/goals could only be achieved

with great means.
p. 95

Such great meansaneconnected with the central role of the battle against the

preference of geometric strategy foanoeuvresC| aus ewi t am@vert hou gt
vacillated betweere t hi cal f actors and Apassionat
power f ul natureo mhitchhe siomedUlbendis wiond a
kinftigen KriegsOper ati onen Pr euss é209.4806). Epi st |

He alsotalkksolvar as a game and repeats that
constitute t hPBieReldajdeeam i799vi sd o mo (

For as long as Causewitz concentrated on the Napoleonic way or thinking
of the Napoleonic general/military officer, he had a narrower view of

means and ends uninfluenced by historical and sociological problems.

Such a stance retreats as he begins to see the political character of war so that

praxeology and the choice of ends and means was seen from
p. 96
a different angle.

After the ascertainment of the ontological interrelation between

i a b s o-Napdleenic wa and the rest of the real wars, and also after the
ascertainmentofthen ot i on of Apure/ unmi xed war o0,
means and the ends/goals could be examined only when taking intcaant

the complexity of Acivilisetdycuandred)/
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Apol itical communi cat i oemmork of Actiooshandwa s wr

mutual actions/interplay.

Wars waged between civilised societies are
characterised bythe factt h at fnbehad n u
possible relations increasesand consequently their
combinations, the multiformity of the
arrangements/settlements/setting of accounts/
reckoningd... multiplies, and with the hierarchical
gradation of the ends/goalsthe first means is

distancedf r om t he ul t pmate end]/

[[Clausewitz in his absolute brilliance, is basically pdating the notion

of the Heterogony of Ends!!!!]

For CIl ausewi ttajudgevahvartth® purpose/end/godl and its

means, is an overall/general oview of the circumstances/conditions as well as

the Aindividual features of the moment
becauseisd et er mi ned by ft lare pgyanitaequdlitescot ual / ¢
the hegemons, politi 662;a&m9¥4).and ar my off

The military aim of a war i s fequally
goal / aim is and its paTheraicno tlemoutammdi r ¢ u ms
fixed relation between political goal/end and military goal/end, which we shall

see in the discussion between the two kifadsns of war.

Clausewitz = theends/goals of tactics = the means of strategy = strategy

uses tactics to ac hsuagergilserdenkeineends/ goal
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Kr i eAgtthe top of the pyramid of considerations $ the political

goal/end.

But owing to the Agreat multiformity
civilisation,t he pol i ti cal goal / enahdevenifm ot be
were,i t s dependence on a Amultitude of ¢

notallowi ts realisation with Aqloue and onl
p. 97

demandsmore acts each of which hags own goal/end and is thus
connected to the totality (p. 422ff.).

Being a means or an end/goal is not a figegicatebut a variable and

interchamgeable functionvith the exception of the highest political goal/aim,

which can never be converted irtaneans.

Every other means can be converted into an end/goal and vice versa.

A N o w hetse d® end/goal and means mutually influence/interact with
eachda her as mu cthirheandial politicalvretivein the said
interaction can be overshadowed or overruled by the course of the mutual
influence/interaction of all the motives etc. during the wa(Die Feldziige

von 1799) This is very important re: praxeology in general.

Theproblem of the two kind®rmsof warinterrelated narrowly with the
broadening of the possible relations between end/goal and means in the sense

that the theory of war must answer the question if the kind
p. 98

of war can be foresm on the basis of ends/goals of war or on the basis of the

means used.
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Is the correlation between end/goal and means analogdpsoportional and
rectilinear or not? In a war in which the end/goal is the subjugation of the

foe, do more means need to be uskthan in a war with moderate intent?

If the correlation between end/goal and means is not analpgopasrtionaland
rectilinear (e.g. there can bestricted/limited wawith massive means not
restricted as means etc.), what determines the kind of wattiie precisely
calculated correlation of goal/end and med@i®rmined by domination in

political communication?

Already the simple enumeration of the four possiblations between
ends/goals and measlkows thabnly in the first two ighere an amlogous/

proportional correlation
1) when a great goal/end accompanies the use of great means,
2) when a small/little goal/end accompanies the use of restricted means.

The first case was prominent in the Napoleonic waging of war and was the

focus of attehon for Clausewitz (seBie Feldziige Friedrichs

Clausewitz wants to find a direct/rational proportionality betweraiigoal and
means, and this actually helped himhis taxonomy/classification of
phenomena within his theory of war in the light oftbwgcal-relativistic

contemplation,

Clausewitz observed that really intense efforts can arise where they were

not initially planned, but even if something like thathape ns, it wonot
longibecause the existence of such iIinteri
cores pondi ng g(VanKdeggpl2alpOond since it wonbo
canod6t be ghesddriagithe eodrseeftthe wareven if such a lack of
proportionality between means and ends occurred, end/goal and means balance

each other out.
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p. 99

In the second case of small goal/end and restricted/small means, the smaller the

political end/goal, the smallare ourefforts/means mobilised (p. 200).

Clausewitz however, thought long and hard about the two cases where
there was disproportionality between ends/goals and mearfsii Ne u e r
Standpunkt der TIikbeshund &tp.@0s Kri egeso ir

So:

3) either great means are mobilised for the achievement of a restricted goal/end
(e.g. the military subjugation of the enemy without subjugating the enemy

politically or when a small motive begets results beyond their nature (p. 201)
or

4) a great goalfa is sought/striven aftawith restricted/limited means
(Clausewitz showed little interest in this possibility as it was somethifmiB
believed in andClausewitz never took him or his thougeriously because

when there is a balanbalancingof forces of the two sides, the side in defence
p. 100

would never want to lose everything without first mobilising everything to

make the other side put in arslar effort, and, if theoffensiveattacking side

was much stronger, that sidewosldi c ceed, but i1 todés doubt
successthe realisation of a great goal/eb@cause the size of the goal/end is
measured on the basis of the extent effibssibilities of that which sets the

end/goa).

In 1827 Clausewitzcontinues to wte about the two kind®rmsof war
exclusively in relation to the end/goal (either the subjugation of the foe/enemy,
or a few conquests along/around the frontiers/b@)dgr. 179)Elsewhere he

writes that despite the political character of war, the political goal/end ought to
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be adapted t o t heandihatasuchupoliécalefaradgtehexertsne a n ¢
I'ts i nfluence fnonl y egpwsivarceswhichgt t he t e »

encompasseso (p. 210) .

Clausewitz stressed the central significance of the means for war, but
comprehended their autonomous/independent dynamic(s) only when he
became conscious of the political nature of war on a broad historical basis
This is paradoxicabnly superficially or only from the point of view of the

Al i beral o interpretation of his thougt
p. 101

The breaking away from the Napoleonic normative perceptiopand the
prevailing of the historical way of looking at things place the pimacy of
politics on a broad basisand sharpen the mind to look at other possibilities
of the combining of means and goals/endsather than just great

means/great ends.

So, the putting forward of the primacy of an objective politics came about
as a needo not get bogged down in endless casuistfgaseby-case

analysis)by focusing only on the goal/end and not on the means as well.

Clausewitz sometimes undeyetl themeansasthe totalityof the available
militrary dynamic(s) = as the whole of the forcegowers/strengths of a

nation incl. ethical factors,

andrecognised the role of subjective political factors as having to conform with
the autonomous dynamic(s) of the mean:c

ideas, feelings and circumstances dominatingpat ti meo (p. 954)

This relativisation of the significance of the subjectivegoals/ends for the

selection of the kind of war
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p. 102

was ascertained in the thought that the impact/effect of the political

goal/end depends on the texture of the political cmunication, and for that

reasont he same political goal/ end can Abi
entirely different effects/impacts in different peoples, or even in the people

I tsel fo.

If the political goal/end is the initial motive of
war, and as such ought to define the mildry
aim and the use of meanghe motivefor war is

r e a lthke selatidbn with the two states faced off

againsteachothey (p. 200). So vi

political community as bearer of the military
dynamic(s) in its totality.

[[ABSOLUTELY STUNNINGLY BRILLIANT! ]
Example of Friedrich (p. 413).

There are never as such e. g. Aheal t hy

restricted/limited war to be necessarily chosen over a war of annihilation:

what counts is that a war of annihiltion has never been the norm in

history because of objective reasons fit hese gener al cCircu.

vague/unclear/ambiguous thing, where authentic ennasy/abliged to do
various manoeuvrdabrough conflicting factors, so that in the end &adittivas
|l eft was a very weak, sick el ement o (

giving precedence tihe subjective factqr
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p. 103

even though earlier on Kessehs correct that the two kintiesrms of warin

their interrelation with objective politiand the polity must be separated from

the Asimple influence of the political
end/goal of subjugation of the foe existed inrstricted/limited was of the

18" century.If one is going to say thahe distinction beteen the two kinds of

war is connected to the free, subjective choice of goals/grasone could not

say with any substance as to historical conmmdwith ary theoretical

significancethat war is the continuation of politi¢s particular aginstthe

writings of R. Aron on the matterClausewitz by 1827 saw the

contradictions, and limited the range of the subjective factorKessel knew

that the mature Classwi t z had #Aparticularly restr
vol itiono anddmvable analysis ofth@objdcbve aratonditions

for the two kindformso f war ( ADi & doppelte Art o)

[[One could say that it seems, though it mightarod definitely NOT necessarityrn

out that way, that Chi na itsalddditongtect | yo w
mature, and thahefi N eCoo h @ UHumadnitariawt endency i n the USA
|l eadership, with a gr eat efthingsjaamimot si s on t h
correctly weighing up the political communication and politics/society objectively,

could possibly hast ehnowtSeAPRAQOFcantorilyccomd@e st 6 s
through the unfolding of Reality and neither I, nor P.K. are or wereRyuara...

BUT EVEN IF time is gained in this Historical Conjuncture, other thingsredlly

happenand not A j iothd moie digigntdutue, which always put

EVERYONE in their place.and of course we know that things only eresally

happenand t he 0] nealys ahya npge mMd eitsdbs pretend not
themnot noticing, so wean continue wielding GROSSLY DISPOROPORTIONATE

forms of Power.]]

Of course, specific people and not the general circumstancgscidewhen,
where and what kind of war will be waged But such a decision depends on a

link in the chain of circumstances/cotidnsandi s based on t he nt
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 udgement o0, whose main criterion 1 s tt

circumstances

General circumstanseare more than capable of determining the individual

decisions ofjenerals/military officersKeldzug von 1796but the political

leadership decides what kind of war it will wage in accordance with each

and every respective occasion and not based on pminary preferences re:

restricted/limited war v. war of annihilation.

The Apeculiainthg dbadachhef cpwvddémeeci de
prefer to choose anything from the annihilation of the enemy armed [farces

the passive waiting of the strikes of the enemy (p.2212.
p. 104

For Clausewitzit is not an ethical matterre: e.g. calling blameworthy or

barbarous the choice of war of annihilation okestricted/limited wa(p. 410).

France (compared to Austria) has great goals/ends and great means so that

in this casemoderation would be like not actingatall i Bekennt ni ssch

[[So e.g. interms dJSA v. Iraq (Hussein)bat t | ef i el d Avictoryo =
sensible... though the wider geopolitical repercussions is the question... incl. as to the
wisdom of the campaign and what etteated re: Iran (whitapparentlyincreased its
relativeregionalforms of power)as well aghe massdisplacement, maiming, killing

of civilians etc.... andthe waves of invasidhumanitarian incursiomto Europe, ISIS

etc., etc., etc.,...]]
Wardoes not, in any case, constitute sc¢

Clausewitz felt that the Allies could havedten and maderancesmallerin
1814 but they feared makidinggsseFr ance st
Europas. .. o0) .

If one leans to moderaticandrestricted/limited wawhen it is not called for

thenthereisweakness/ sickness of t he moti ves
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does have an inclination towards the 7
restricted/limited wa(p. 989 + p. 216 + 212).

Clausew t z never ever was Ccong®o doecausewi t h
p. 105

for Clausewitz itos -mangering soffiergeneéral/on of
military officer dClausewitz thought descriptively He sought not to plug an

ethical gap, but toplug a gap in the historical way of looking at things.

The distance betweemure/unmixed war and war of annihilation

intensified the notion of friction in all the kinds/forms of war, it unified the

war phenomenon in all its historical forms and rendered as equivalent

kinds of real war, war of annihilation and restricted/limited war.

Since war was not just war of annihilation, therrestricted/limited war was
war too, and this meant a need to take intoaunt the multiformity of these

two kinds= formsof warandre: means and ends etc.

The idealtypical treatment of the two kisformsof wars = there is no reason

to prefer one kind over the other.

The rationalas to thedecision reends/goalsset e st s al ways on tF

judgement 0 as t/thesidgaalimjge ment of hi m

Reality as reality does not know of ideal typeso ideal types cannot give

any practical normative advice or orientation.

Clausewitz had a consciousness of the theoretical advantages 4y mleall

procedure.

Since theory can finever include 1Insi de

it musan ficraetseegor i es(p.888). phenomenao
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OQur ©percepti ons cceansatiinttwt ea nidc Isarrietnyg,t h

theobj ect of our observati owithouti f ul | o, i
forgetting we are dealing with helpful
p. 106

concrete/specific situation ofvar is found for the most part in the middle,
and is governed by the extreme only to the extent it approaches the
e xtr €pnBs).

With the two kind#orms of war as ideal typeghere is also the knowledge
that in reality as reality in concrete circumstances/situations there will be all
sorts of situations in which the elements of the war of annihilation and of

restricted/limited war could and will be mixed with each other absgkly.

Il n Cl ausewi t z 6 $dmindgttseemsithatadhe tonpcreter 1 e n

multiformity prevailed over ideal -typical classification.

The term Atwo kindso appethoughindhel vy once
compl ete chapter of the main work, t he
other kird 0 .

The vast, historical multiformity of war with all kinds of gradations (p. 212;

cf. Hintze).

It would be scholastic to put all the sorts of ends/gaatsmeans into
categories (pp. 211ff., 216).

p. 107

There are no criteria which can be linearly appled to multifarious reality

via a complex theory(In a note of 1803Rolit. Schriftenp.3)we r ead: At h

are two kinds of coalitions in politics; withbdelay, the destruction or the
subjugation of the foe, and, the intent to weaken, to break ufnetstate,

against which the coalition turnand the state, with which the coalition takes
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pl ac &toategiepBdl) in 1804 Clausewitz writésat war can be of two
kinds:

1) annihilation of foe/enemy and the dissolution of the state
2) the imposition bcertain terms in a peace treaty.

In both cases the destruction of the enemy armed forces is sought

[[Onecan definitely see t hou dasicfutdamestakinds ofwar(fof Cl aus e\
both barbarism and cultures pure war and real (forra of) warpotentiallyemerging in his stance
of 1804.]]

|l n this earl y phas ethedfussi@n, asgreatashis z 6 s t |
mind was, could not and did not conceptually comprehend historical

multiformity...

RE: At act ,ohetwg idedgpeskoéreat war = war of annihilation,
and, restrictedimited war]], as well as the synopsised within them infinite
individual case$[= various forms of war]]all belong to the united concept of

war as the concept of pure/unmixed war.

No matterhowmch a real war diverges from ¢t}
under this strict concept as 1ts highe
Kessel thinks Clausatz thought there was only one kind of war, which does

not belong to the absolute conceptair, not even to its modification
(AhGenesiso, p. 414). Kessel against Li
as proximate with the pure concept in the spbéfectitious construct(ion)s.

Clausewitz did not in the"™8Book do what Kessel thinks,
p. 108

for Clausewitz called the first kind of war as the subjugation of the eaemy
Af undamemmtnal tihkeas®cond kind of war as
957ff., cf. p. 975) What Clausewitz did in daring fashion in the & Book is

that he took Napoleom ¢ war whi ch he uangdsdgaditie cal |
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not and cannot be pure/unmixed warAnd Kessel does not get that.

Clausewitz wrote thatpure war inheres in all wars and thus Napoleonic
war is not pure war, whereas Kessel said that pure war do¢®rist in the

second kind of war which is separate from the Napoleonic war of annihilation.

Clausewitz NEVER said that etreme goals/ends are not allowed to be

striven after, but he said that the extreme intensity of forces in the sense of

pure war canna be achieved but it is permittedand it can be achieved in

the sense of war of annihilation Awher

commands a war of the first kindo (p.

The law that the outcome of war is determined by the weapons applies to
both kinds of war and all possible variatons[[= other forms of war]] even

when there is no real battle (p. 225).

Alwars are by means of weapons, but ther

of the means(p.R2s)f weapons] o

The basic forms of armed strugte, defence and attacloffence belong in all

kinds/forms of war, but a variety oktrategies and tactics are possible.

Strategic attadbffenceis not precluded when the political end/goal is
limited/restricted (p. 984pand even when we seek somethiegative [[=

?expect tdose?]], our military aim can still be the annihilation of
p. 109
inimical armed forces (p. 228).

One cannot though subjugate the enemy when one choses strategic defence on a

permanent basis.

[[Whereasa pathetic, parasitic Protecabe with a pathetic, parasitic Elite (and

people=Greece.doesndét even have permanent strat
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strategic appeasement and conceding territory... as well as sucking Imperialist
Overlord (USA and nGerman) ??7?k]].

Delbriick kelieves that great ends/goals can be achieved only with manoeuvres
under certain conditions, whereas Clausewitz is undREahaps the strategy of

attrition/wearing down/corrosiojfwhich is a meansjtould be used to

subjug#e a foe, though Clausewitzelea n 6t ei t her confirm o

possibility expressly.
Rothfels Schering, Hintze, Kessel; the four of thamainstDelbriick say:

the strategy of subjugation and the strategy of attrffia a means]fio not
coincide with the two basic kinlermsof war because they constitute kinds of

strategy and not kinds of war

Delbric k étlseropponents, Hobohm and Szczepaniought that they could

explain a kind of war based only on aiersds

Creuzingercorrectlyexplained the disproportionality betwegoal/end and

mode of waging war.

Leaning onesidedly either towards the concept of end/goal, or the concept of

means = insufficient, which Clausewitz at least sensed.
p. 110

No matter what is put down on paper, in the hour of ACTION, THE ACT,

the end/god and the means are shaped in the struggle of the active subjects

whereby the supreme law is the maintenandereservation and

i ntensi fi cat i on ieonaintenanedpresergaiomthrpughw e r |

intensification.

So much takes place as to percepti@tipas and reactions efa the heat of

batteand each si de Ai mposes its | aw on

Ready made plans = subjective Iqgic
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BUT the objective logic = armed struggle
andthe former retreats re: the latter,
And the actual armed strugglarcculminate in extreme forms.

The continual intensification of preparation is botherethbg 7 c-balamceé e r

of the intesmonal Asnitdddtei @qrad h/ roado nee.

There isgreat pressurein the heat of the battl&ven if oneside want to use

limited/restricted means, it must be prepared to go further, always in fear of

what the enemy might do...

Subjective poliics depends on objective politicsas the former cannot set

goals/ends willynilly, i.e. regardless of the (suppo3ethds/goals of the foe,

nor can it not use the most effective means.

Whoever does not make the greatest possible effort runs the risk lois

opponent doing saFeldzugspine Friedrichg; precisely because of théitt h e
simultaneous use of allthefordes f ound deep i n the nat
(Feldzug von 1796).

Only rarely can someone get by with only manoeuvres when the foe seeks the

decisive battle; the
p. 111

strategic manoeuvre presupposes a balance of forces and situations whereby the
decsiveoutcome is avoided simply because neither of the two sides seeks

a decisive outcom@. 183).

If one side wishes andtrives to go toextremes then it imposes its law on
the other side i.e. it negatively determines the means and ends/goals of the
othersi de. Deciding to Ago down the path

likely will succeed if the other side does not want to follow.
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Onre can seek victory by limited/restricted medng should not be caught out
e.g. you gdo engage iswordfighting andthe enemy turns up with heavy
sabres (p. 229).

We must always follow the foe, what he is doing. And our behaviour is

determined on thebasis of his behaviour.

This does not mean a lack of originality, but a vitally necessary vigilance.

Because everyone iwhat his foe forces him to bé& provided that one is in a

position to leave the historical and social nought/zero/nothingppéar as the

foe of someone.

The ultimate wisdom of praxeologyis that there cannot exist any other

praxeology, and any other teaching about means and endapart from that

dictated to usby our foe on each and every respective occasion

6. Method and philosophy

Clausewitzos methods and met hodol ogy |

positions on question of content.

Clausewitz ®@mbined simplicity with common sense and flexibility and his

overall method lacks in nothing compared to the best of the@ttury [[read:
Max Weber Simmel| von Wiese Durkheim re: social fac{®nly), and ?7?]]

without becoming lost in supposedly ppahd scholasticisms.

Clausewitz benefitted from the fact that in his times the sector of ideas did not
suffer a methodologitdypertrophy and that kind of human who in all

seriousness [[!!]] dealt exclusively with
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p. 112

methods and nothing elsgasnot in existenceThe fact that Clausewitz did
not have any relation to philosophy as a specific branch, probably
benefitted his thought.

Cl ausewi t z O0-spirituat) achiévengeott u a |l (
constitutes in itself a clear verification of the ageld
suppositon that philosophical education in the

narrowest sense does not in the least constitute a

conditio sine qua non ofthoughtwith high demands

[[!'!! P.K. caHABAHAHABAID]. hi msel f 1 11

In his younger day<lausewitz combatted the geometric methadicularly
because of its wish to enclose by force the vacillating, interchanging and
polymorphous objedi.e. war) into a strict systenm order to impose universal

and invariable laws to a material which of its nature was resistant to that.

Clausewiz stressed the Apeculiarityo and -
featureso of each andasthepastigityapeci fic

vacillations of ethical factors.

In his maturity he combined such observations witha grand-scale

historical way of looking at things and praxeology.

Al n war so many insignificant, trivial
act/action, such that for someone to try to include all of that duly in the abstract
sentences of theory, tieat someonwould seenlike a great sleolastic

pedantic/finicky persoand would become commonplace to the point of

di s g(Stfﬂteng P. 71).[[Even Clausewitz felt disgustl]..
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Re:war, we should not take logical types as seriously as in philosophy and

mathematics

rather, we oughttoi nd t he gener al I n ANidberst case
den kIl ei n.easofposeddoghiwge who invent theories and hasten

to attribute to this or that axiom the predicate of the generality showing

t hat t hey don 0 the essedce of athegris @ie ReldAige t

von 1799.

From such onesided generalisations there result abstract, albeit

Al ustrouso, systems, which in the end

[[CLAUSEWITZ IN HIS SHEER BRILLIANCE IS DESCRIBING WHAT
HAPPENS IN ALL IDEOLOGICAL THEORIES AND THAT WOULD INCL. ALL

OF TODAY®6S RIDICULOUS ATHEORI SATI ONS® OF
DIVERSITY, OTHERNESSSUPREMACY,OP PRE S S| ONVHER BAVE

SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS MAKING SPECIFIC POWER CLAIMS

OF CONTROL AND DOMINATION BEHIND THEM AND HAVE

ABSOLUTELY NOTHING OR NEXT TO NOTHING OR NOTTHAT) MUCH

(AT BEST) TO DO WITH SCIENCE]]

Clausewitz wargtheory to relate to the phenomena of the world as the world

Is, what is understood must be united and merged with the exiateht
p. 113

according to the ta@ure of the object, either the theoretical or the historical

aspect will take precedence (AChar akt e

How though do we avoid shestghted nfertile empiricism as well as empty

theorisation?

Clausewitz is convinced that it is not enogh to look at an isolated fact = the

surface of things, not the depth of reality
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Every isolated fact needto be illuminated from a higher vantage point

with its inclusion in broader interrelations in order to find out what of

essence is inside it.

ATmeat ure of thingsd or the Ainternal

340) is emphasi sedwheethéddedpdidderoi nt s out
interrelation of things is not embodied in visible phenomeéna ( p. 330; cf
640t he gener al bkdomicatemmshe depticbe Pt Wik i0 ¢ .

Also, the individual case in itselis not conducive to theoretical processing
nor direct and full inclusion in theory. Sq theory must be oriented to the

Afcategories @M88phenomenad

And t heory muration obnen-hiot nmoeg esnecpuas t hi ngs o

and hence there must be reference to differentia specifica

Which mears that reality is fragmented into various poles, around which
gather the formal and characteristic qualities/properties on each and every

respective occasion

| t i s of value to focus on those pol es

Vi sible orfatmeokexéveme processao, and

knowledqgeof the fact that most concrete/specific cases

p. 114

are not acted out at those poledut move somewhere between theiip.
859).

[[THIS IS NOT THAT FAR FROM SIMMEL AND KONDYLIS RE THE
SPECTRUM OF THE SOCIAL RELATION!!]

Focus on the extremes is not to ignore the vast majority of phenomena =

guantity,

but to focus on the qualitative differerces which the extremes show us.
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The intellectually intensified reality of theory hasore internal truth than the

reality of direct experience: if the latter wants to become theory, it needs to be

intensified, to be concentrated, to be purified.

[[This (above and belows the basis for the ideal type]]

Theory can comprehend the nature atide internal interrelation of things
only through abstractions and fictitious construct(ion)s, and it does that
always having a consciousness of the difference betweeraiieal level, i.e.
the level of cohesive intellectual comprehension, and the |ewedre real

cases are acted out.

P.K. gives us two examples by Clausewitz fidra Feldzlige von 1798here
Clausewitz acknowledges the gap between reality and the tlrabreti

comprehension or way of lookirad such reality.

The content of theoryis not just about the logically faultless putting in a chain

of autonomous fictitious constructs and abstractibnsrather arises from

the ceaseless comparison of such construotf)s and abstractions with

specific cases and situations in their individality . That way both the

theoretical and real dimensions are continually present in their necessary

connection and divergence.

Progress in theory happens not when we just distanaeselves from the
individual and unrepeatable, but rather with the refimeent of general
concepts, which makes small er such

individual case, giving them the possibility of
p. 115

undergoing the test of comparison witkxgerience
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In practice, all this boils down to the skill of the analyst/bserver/scientist

in selecting the material, covering all the relevant points in question, and

presenting the material in a waywhich stands the test of reality/experience.

A T h etradidn succeeds absolutely as to its purpose/goal, when by
doingmakingthe abstraction nothing is lastrespect o&ll that belongs to the

thing [[ = phenome Stategiep.82).ng observed] ]

The intellectual skill and maturity neededto set outan adequate theoryis
the highest imaginable in order to be abléo be logical and accurately
observe human affairsAs i n praxis/ practise, so0 tc¢

judgement o Iis decisive.
Key is what happens in concreto with theory, not the plastratt formulation.

One only needs t o t/hunnnki xoefd Oaaaruos etwoi tszec
he was. Clausewitz formed his method separ#tgaot fromclassical German
philosophy, in the light of the political and historical world. Herein is his

essatial difference from every philosophical, i.e. ontological osegnological

undertaking.
p. 116

For Clausewitz, there is no philosophy as mater scientiaromClausewitz

philosophical investigations seemitavea n Aunf ortunate mani &
abstractiors gand the Germans need to free themselves of such abstractions in
order to |l earn from the French Ato thi
of the sta(eUmnhdi ebedopgt yo

Clausewitz felt he was only able to be really interested in ldst@nd political
matters/themes/topics (Epistle to his fign@.10.1807)and he was not at all
I nt er eunrhaalgmystioismé e Epistle to fis fiané 17.8.1808).
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Philosophy for Clausewitz is not content, butfoftmés t he abstract.i
that can be useful. Philosophy and experience are fused in theory just as
conceptuality, logic and ide&ypical construct(ionare fused with material

reality (p. 184)Philosophy is not the whole body/corpus of theory lmly ds
conceptual aspect. Empirical data/facts = another asp&® continuous

comparison of theory with experience depends more

on the ntact of l udgement O

philosophical rules/norms.

The little Clausewitz absorbed from the philpkg of his era (especially
through the Kantianism of Kiesewettenpre tharikely helped him through
the formal principles of structuring and amseans of intellectuadpiritual

disciplining (Rothfels; cf. innebach).
Yet no similaritiescanbe ascertaée d b et wi xt Cl ausewitzos
p. 117

and the texts of known German philosophers of his epoch (Cf. Schering.
Creuzingero6s amateurish, basel ess atte

was exposed byna in Bleich).

There were various attempts tiggonhole Clausewitz according to ideological
preferencesegqas a part of AGer man humani s mo
Clausewitz, whereas the Marxiséninists wanted Clausewitz proximate to

Hegeladl t he Aprogressiveo thought of the

If we want to classify Clausewitz in the history of ideas,
then he does not belong to a certain German intellectual

spiritual tendency, but rather is in the tradition of
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European pragmatic political thought, whose starting
point and high point, peak, pinnacle m the New Times is

Machiavelli.

Cl ausewi tz wrote: ANo book I n

for a politici aandwhbnehe Mac hi av

charact er i s e ppoNeats vith disdagnlhe | 6 s o

calls them na kind of humani s
ANhumanmt @t h,acdihadtstadied Machiavelli

already in hisyouth( A Auf zei chnungen aws den J.

Strategie pp. 41, 43. Clausewitz sharedimMa c hi avel | 1 6s

anthropological presuppositions, the related perception of

politics as power politics, and purely earthly of this world

contemplation of human affairsas well as the historical

political feeling of the peculiarity of every specific casé, o

the continuous transformations and displacements of every
political conjuncture [[= ABSOLUTELY BRILLIAN T]]

For Clausewitzthitmhlees@coihdpdliopi c
Montesequieu(Pol. Schriften p.4)[ [ A pretty fucking good
say!!'l]. In Montesquieu, Clausewitz saw the historical world unfold

In its infinite material, political and intellectualspiritual -ethical

multiformity, and by observing that GRAND PANORAMA,

Clausewitz could refine his own contemplation of thindisis doubtful
thoudh as to whether Clausewitz was taught anything by
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p. 118

the way Montesquieu develops his conceptuality ireotd intellectually
subjugate historical multiformity, even though there are some similarities (Cf.
R. Aron).

Cl ausewi t z 0 s longertafteorebding Montesgeiall, and reflected

on Montesquieu as lacking in system, strict coherence,... in therpagion of

his material, whereas Clausewitz wanted to analyse and systematise (p. 175).

General Clausewitz wasterested in the historicalociological causal aspect of
Bar on Mont es gandnetthose aspebtoundgriiie influence of
natural lav. The claskcontrasiof/betweercausal and normative consideration
as we see in Montesquieu (KondyKksyfklarung), is totally missing from

Clausewitz6s consi stent hi stori cal

andc

Cl ausewitz~os proxi mit lpgicaldMontesgeieuhi st or i

simultaneously shows his proximity to the Enlightenment as a whole. The
Enlightenment first disclosed and opened up for investigatiorhe historical
universe in its multiformity and its multi -layered nature as well as its

determination by material and social factors(Kondylis, loc. cit.).

Clausewitz adopts some essential commonplaces aftheopology of the
Enlightenment: he sees man in his tangible corporeality and explains e.g. the

differences in pgcho-somatic constitution with #hparticular texture of the

neur ol ogical dysanem, whhath fiamshintatt er

(p. 241).Clausewitz alspbased on such an anthropological perception,
attributes to feeling the most important role as motive fqraed belongdo
the anttintellectualistic mainstream of the Enlightenment when he combats

abstract systemand visa-vis the logical activity of the intelleche gives

priority to the Atact of judiseement o, t

Kondylis, loc. cit.).
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p. 119

Sof rom the point of view of Clausewitz

~

itisd ear how I ittle he owes to Aphil os o]

German philosophy.

p. 121

| | . Excur sus/ Di gression A:
NSol diersffiMidentraady O

The dominant liberal interpretation of Clausewitz confuses the issue of the
relationghip) between politics and war, with the issue of the relations between
politicians and soldiers, and contends that from the theoretical subjugation of
war to pditics, automatically one deduces the practical command of the
subjugation of militaryprinciples to policiefolitics, which supposedly adopt a
moderate stangeeither by obstructing, hindering war or keeppadicy within

Al ogical o I imits/ confines.

Clausewitz by no means ever agreed that behind every war are

warmongering soldiers/generad.

Clausewitzoés theory of the unity of poc
historical musings and was never put forward for the purpose of theoretically
justifying the primacy of political government viga-vis military commandas

liberal interpreters of Clausewitz do).

Il n any event in Clausewitzds day, Napc
political Chief and most of the political and military leaderships wesen the

same social classeshich gave some internal homogeneity between

Apoliticianso and Asoldiers/ military

117



p. 122

Clausewitz does not support political governmental primacy car the

mi |l itary because of t he adliberalsg,bits popul
because war is a part and continuation of political communication. Clausewitz is

not concerned with the technical difference between politician and soldier but

with the diffaence betweethe political and military perspective (pp. 994, 993).

Sincethepolitical perspective comprehends all of the political communication
as a whole, it must be imposed and detidbat the character of the war will
be in order to set out the war plan ar

conduct.

Clausewitz thoughis fully aware of the fluctuating complexity of reality,
and highlights the very frequent political inadequacy of government e.g.

when politics diverges from its destination(pp. 995, 993).

Soof course a soldier/ genepoifionteéng ht su
politician etc. and in any evergenerak are aware of the political perspective as

they are public men (p. 250).
p. 123

And the most important politicians must be familiar withitary matters so
that the aims of war and the politicd @ | s ar e fiadapted to t
meanso (p. 210; -aimddobsepationis uc hodés wel |

THUS, wunless there is some kind of Air
t hi n g s 0-evidentthai tree miitary command/principle must be

subjugated tothe political command/principle in the sense of

understanding the whole mechanics and dynamics of political

communication.
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Such a perception i s [@oideolagyjlpekeptiors wi t h
and if we wanted to compare it to theé"2@ntury it is more in line with the

Soviet rather than the Western model.

Clausewitz has no objections to the uniting of political and
military | eadership Ai n oumbasper so
more conducive to efficiency so that the politics can ba tune

with the means of waretc..In any event, at theery least the Commander

in Chief/Supreme General should sit on the Council ofi$fians of the

governmen{p. 669).

Whatever the sucture, the key is if political and military perspectives can see
eye to eyand be ceordinated( see e. g. Oncken fdAPolitic
Politik).

A clash of perspectives can exist within the same person when the military

commander is thpolitical commander.

And a clear separation between politicians and soldierguarantees nothing

of itself as to ceordination.

Sometimes political persons
p. 124
can weigh up military matters better than military officers and vice versa.

Neitherther eci pes of t he,onthedittadesobd | aw
dictator,canbesubstit es f or the Atact of |
In the 19" century the increasing professionalisation and specialisation of
soldiers(Huntington), and the rise and imposition of the ldygrerception of

popular rule and the rule of law state for the first time ccetite problems

between politicians and soldiers/military officers we know todéme greater
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reliance on technologytc. made the gap in knowledge of military matters
between soldiers and politicians greater than ever before, incl. because of the
gradual &olition of the social domination of the aristocraaiich used to

provide much of the military and civiligmolitical leadershipAlso, there was a
fragmentation of politics into factions and parties, so the military elite felt that
they were in existerecabove and beyond petty party politics. However, P.K.
knows of no case in ¥&entury European history where tinditary leadership
doubted the right of the government of the day to declare and end war or to

determine the extent of war preparations.
p.125

Generals/Soldiers did claieright to determine the meaits the achievement

of victory in war due to thegpecialist knowledge.

They were not though coup plotters., 8@ difference between political and
military perspectives does not coincidéhnthe distinction between politicians

and soldiers/generals/military officers.

The clashes between Bismarck andltide at the time of the Frand®russian
war are indicative. In 187 for Moltke, strategy might be used for political
ends/goals, but the titary means to achieve the political goals set was the

business of the soldiers/generals.
p. 126

Moltke called for independence of action for the army for reasons of technical
expediencyand not with any serious intent to-determine longerm politicd

decisions.

Von der Goltz, referring to Clausewitz, had a similar viéhe reasons for
war are political. Good politics is necessaryVar serves politics best when
the enemy if fully vanquished(Moltke, Scherff).
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Likewise, v. SeecktA general has fullesponsibility to exterminate the enemy

in accordance with therder received from politicians.

Sczcepansldistinguishes between management of war, management of the

armed forcesand management of military units.

C. 1900, Mol t ke 0 dyadcepted by miltasysauthoiswho wa s f
gave an even greater role to the political leadeysimg hence diverged from
Mol tke: e.g. Verdy du Vernois opposed

Il ndependenceo of strategy from politic
p. 127

as to the conduct of the mdry undertakinggOf course, political goals often

cannot be achieved without military gint.

V. Caemmerer ages with v. Verdy that politics had to influence the course of

military ventures.

Blume went for a sophisticated intermediate posiéind in ogosition to v.
Caemmerer agreed with Moltke about military tactics during the siegeisf Par

but was against full operational independence.
p. 128

In agreement with Blume re: the-oodination of military and political
leaderships and the circumstanaatonomy for the military during military
campaigns, was ¥reytagLoringhoven agreeing with Clausewitz thathat

wasdamaging was not the influence of politics, bat politics.

Likewise, Bernhardiwho wrote about the political character of war. Wihtes
political situation changes, then politics can set natied for the waging of

war and the Head Geneftdarshal/Chief of the General Stafhinnot decide

what is possible in war. Yet politics must take the military factors seriously into

consideratiorand not get involved in the actual conduct of military opens.
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p. 129
Moltke = correct tactics during the Paris siege.

A number of military writers understood thahat counted is what happened in
concrete circumstances and not the various positisrasgecipes on paper
(Binder von Krieglstein incl. re: chacters of both political and military
personnel. Bytof coursethe system of war in place is most crucial ofi &l

good understanding between politicians and soldiers/generals means nothing
if...).

In the context of the ideology of the victors of WW2, the view was
promulgated that at least after 1870/71 German gearals/soldiers had
broken away from the spirit of Clausewitz and doubted the primacy of
politics, leading to the final catastrophddrwedel, who cites texts out of

context).Things are NOT so simple The theoretical confession of faith in the

absolute pmacy of politics guarantees nothifig terms of military victory)

e.g. Hitler.

Clausewitz spoke of the influence of the politicaék ader shi p on fAbas

military activity and believed that one did not define patrols in accordance with
p. 130
political motives (pp. 996, 992).

Obviously, there is more autonomy re: tactics, but tactics are always

connected to strategywhich is connected to politics.

The drawing of boundaries between the competencies of soldiers/generals and
politicians isessentially a matter of interpretation and it will always remain

thus.

After the brilliant and much admired by friends and foes alike accehménts
of the Prussian military leadership in the wars of 1866 and 187&5&lf
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convictionwas created aneflected in the rich Prussian military literature of

1870 to 1914Even the French General lung refers expressly to the teachings of

t he fmMrswssaind the relations between po
ought to define the goals/ends of war arer¢lafter their achievement is to be

left to the soldiers/generals.
p. 131

lung was of the view that politics only is involved in choosinggbal, and
thereafter politics only functions indirectly via influence, otherwise tactics are

the domain of militay personnel.

Colonel Colin just before WWih a very widely read book tansformations=
once a war begi ns(Commaning)General/ffield mpor t ant

Marshal have complete freedom to wage war as he sees fit.

Foch as a war specialist felt likesaanger re: politics. See J. King re: when
French military officers temporarily took over state poaed in peace

negotiations
In Great Britin, the army had a big say on British world politics (McDermott).
p. 132

Engels wrote in th&lew York DailyTribuneof the particular role of the military
factoraginstipol i t i csDi fl2Zo@a dw 5egndét do much
things up once mility operations are underway.

Both Churchill and Stalin knew of military matters in quite a bit of depth

(Possay re: Stalin).

Wallach admits that Hitleruntll 941 correctly applied CI
but did not listen to his generals as things tuswa for Germany.
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p. 133

There is no causal interrelation between the weakness of the political leadership

vis-a-vis soldiers/generaland the extreme intensity of war.

Whatinthe20"cent ury was called dtot al war o

sudden stremthening of military personnel as opposed to the political

leadership even though some events of WW1 could give that misleading
Il mpression. Yet only aft egendralsget war hac

stronger. Before 1914he military plans were for short war.

In WW2, there were no Foch or Ludendoufidthe political leaderships were

in full commandIn the national-socialistic literature, Schmitthener

condemns the attempts of miliary personnel to become autonomous vig-

vis politics (just like anii a Aantiil i t ar i st and attdcksiBlanmeando ! ! ! )

Bernhardi on operational autonomy.

Foertsch went further and saw politics as determining even military operations
and not just decidg the start and finish of war, or the goals and the finding of
means. Foertsch even criticises Ludendastfpporting Bismarck against

Moltke (Ludendorff misunderstasdlausewitz because the latter focused more

on foreign policy than internal politics
p. 134

because the first concern was the survival of the peopleClansewitz

understood history primarily as the fighting between peopleClausewitz

however did look into the interrelation between foreign politics/policy and
domestic/internal politicgblicy esp. re: the wars of revolutionary France.
Ludendorff also onfuses restricted and noestricted/limited waand total war.
Total war preparations were something that liberal governments did tog

sothere is no necessary correlation beteen total war and totalitarian

governments Ludendorff made the common mistakade today that
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Clausewitz held that politics = moderation. And we know that that is definitely

not the case.

Peace cannot be supportedstypid arguments not based (historical)reality.

p.135

l1l. Excursus/Digression B: War of Annihilation,

Total War, Atomic/Nuclear War

The key to Clausewitz and the subjugation of the military leadership to politics
Is understanding the notion of the primacy of the polifi@bpective vis-vis
the military perspective (which both politicians and soldiers/geneaalfave),

and not the formal hierarchisation of authority and responsibilities in a liberal
polity.

Cl ausewitz~ds not i ormanttoopolofyranddhei on ref err

philosophy of culture, included everything between the notion of

Apur e/ un mi x alldhe poasible formms af real war.

The most i ntense form of war for Cl au s
However,inthe20c ent ury forms of #Atotal waro
which were much more har mf ul YWhatbn t he

does this mean for Clausewitzds theor)

There are many legends and misunderstandings surrounding the dedfictio
total and atomic war frowar of annihilationwhich drew a straight line from
Moltke to Schlieffen and Hitler.

p. 136

We shall look at the historical character of the two world wars and the

conceptual texture of atomic war.
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I n Clausewi thn, htheatt emm fefaxcl usively r
armed forces and of course does not mean their physical annihilatigrbut
rather bringing them to a state in which they cannot continue armed

struggle (p. 215).

Annihilation also referred to the morale of the armed forces, not just their

physical situation(p. 226).

Various references t o B%3n302508)500a817,0n0 i
228, 423, 225; cf. p. 949).

The fact that the main aim of acts of war is annihilation of armed forceh

Is done mainly in battle = the central significance of the battle in war (p. 467).

Though the goal of the battle and the annihibatiof enemy armed forces
constitute a simple means in relation to the ultimate war goal/end (p. 221, 223,
225).

Not al wars are wasof annihilation only because in every war the goal/tie

battle is the annihilation of the enemy armed forces.

The warof annihilation is of course at the antipodes of armed obsenaatidn
one mushave the intention re: the former tobgugate the enemy (pp. 201,
200).

p. 137

Subjugation as a goal/end of a war of annihilation consists in the neutralisation
of enemy armedbrces, the conquering of the enemy courdnd indeed the
enemy capital city incl. the dissolution of state power and of political
organisationsand the ending of enemy will/volitigso that the faenemy

cannot continue resistance (pp. 214ff., 977).
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Many have observed that Clausewdtzes notdlk of the destruction of animals
and goods based owhifictho tlaalt enmo bw al si scaatlil oer
(Linnebach, BoehnrTettelbach).

Moltke had focused on destroying enemy forces and not gaipigceof)
(any)land, nor on the extensive destian of enemy human and economic
forces. Moltke had in mind the relatively harmless example of 1870/71 re:
economy, railways, food supplies, even prestigaeltke was of the view that
the need for speediness coes about from the fact that a modern develofe
economy is so complicated and sensitive that it cannot withstand a long
interruption or an expensive war. Clausewitz referred to the importance of

speed of war re: suppliegp. 586).
p. 138

Von der Goltzsaw hat the notion of annihilation was different in his day than

in the Napoleonic age.

Von der Goltz did not differ much from Clausewitz on annihilation and re:

economic war his positionsesebasically the same as Moltke.

The key t o 0 arbmmgtha fdedotsucloanstate that hethimself

feels he is unable to continue in war.

If need be, i.e. if there is still resistance, the capital must be occupied as well as

ports, warehouses, the most important transportation arteries, forts, factories

producig armaments. Economic war therefore comes last if the foe is still

trying to battle on and still maintains hopes of...

AWe do not defeat the enemy by totall

anni hilating hi sGoltzope to wino (von der

This pereption = key for wars of 1866 and 1870/71 whereby a strategy of
annihilation was used for limited/restricted political goals/ends.
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Delbriick went sdfar as to say that the final political goal/aim of war determines
p. 139

directly, strategyFor the Prussiasoldiers/generals there was no economic war
at that time and the army waged war without depending on the military

mobilisation of the whole country (Ludendorff).

On the | ead up to WW1, Scdabitsedjodrenos
concern to avoid aprotracted war. (ot a very successiully carried out piantffi€ Wanted a

quick victory via war of annihilation. His view was that because of the millions
of people involved, prolonged warsudd notbe sustained incl. réhe

economy. Also, since 187Q,/Germany had lost the numerical advantage re:

Francel another reason faquick, decisive campaign.
p. 140

Front to front war would be prolonged and then what happened in the-Russo
Japanese war would repeat itgetbvo mass armiewith modern firearmguns/

cannondgacing each other with no decisive victory.

What happened in September 1914 proved Schlieffetioldifirect on this
point. And there was also the fear of intervention of other Powers quick

outcome was even more desirable.

Sc hl i eritids ®ouged on his underrating of the ethical factor and
overrating of grand plans of a great circular movement (Bernhardi; Schlichtung;
Mette).

Of coursethe facts showed that high level of rake of themselves mean

nothing. Reference to Craig.

P.K. = if Germany had won quickly then very likely the fatal for Germany

intervention of the Americans would not have taken place.
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p. 141

Moltke had already stressed the need for the precise asses$thengeneral
situation before deciding on a strategyaahihilation (the political situation
determines whether one seeks the annihilation of the oppamnanmte treads on

a more secure path of a series of less decisive victories).

It i s sheer conceptual confusi @wrmltdbo s
or was fdApur el y wassetiout/drawn ap exclasovelylbg e it
military personnel and because it viol
provided his plans in gabtime to the political leadership so that it could

approve or reject the plan
p. 142

The fact is that before 1914 the German General Staff had not displayed
aggressiveness re: war even in times of crisis. There is no reason whatsoever to
exclude the pssibility thatevenitnGer many t here was | ess
(which is adubious accusation on the fagi@)political government without a

trace of fAmilitarismo would not have

annihilation.

Inthatcasefte vi ol ati on of Belgiumdés neutra
governmentsarenmt necessarily I|l-easegoogeveéeham

to violations of international law.

[[One only needs to think of the fate of international law under USA tutelage...
HahahahaHa... international law a la carte...letc.at 6 s not nganotteay t hal
Worl d Super Power would make things any i

sudden shift in the world correlation of forces is a lot of trouble, to say the Jgast...

E.g. the transgression of Norwegian nality at the beginning of W\&/by
liberal governmentsof the Westwhich had the German invasion as a
consequence (Liddell Hart).
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There were inherent reasons for Germany to act the way she did incl. that if she
did not violate Beladyantageofdshatmeeewasnoal ity e
guarantee that France would have respected the neytpalibat Great Britain

would have depended on the said violation as teattcipationfor war. There

was a numerical disadvantage on the German side gswhah placed serious

obstacles ithe way of a strategy of immedigtdo r e a ki ng of t he en
So a liberal German government could just as easily for practical reasons

followed the same course.

Only very naive people without historical evidenoargct the nomilitary to

the ethical and the humanitarian

[ [ ONLY A RETARD WOULD THI NK THAT E. G. I RAN, NORTH
HAVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS BECAUSE OF ETHICS. THE ONLY FACTOR AT PLAY IS

POWER AND THE CORRELATION OF FORCES, AND ALL THE FAIRSTORIES ABOUT

AHUMAN R|I GHHA®&E MOKRACYO0O ARE FOR THE RETARDED AND T
CONTROL (FOR NOW and theoretically, that NOW could last for decades, or even centuries,... but
somehow it doesndt seem | i ke it 6SPINNINGAQTALLY be cen
OUT OF CONTROL ad EATING ITSELF FROM THE INSIDE.)...]]

p. 143

Cheap ex post facto wisdom is the wisdom of the victor

Especially in liberal France, but all over Europe, the military leadership had full
widespread support fanilitary build-up. See von der Goltz alrepdbefore
1900.

Schlichting was of the view that the new firearms/guns/cannons would favour
defence only in the first phase, but in the second phase they would ptwide

annihilation force in attackffence

Theperfection of arms favours attdokencemore than defence =
Hoppenstedt, which the European observers of the Rlagsmese war thought
(Howard).
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Whilst Bernhardi agreed with Clausewitz that defence is a more powerful form
of struggle visa-vis attackoffence the modern firearms/cannons etclesl

attack offence
p. 144

Blume wrote about defence beingadestronger by the new weapons
technology, but atta¢&ffencewas given possibilities too, incl. re: ethical

factors.

V. Caemmerer was in a minority in advising for moderation, following

Clausevitz.

The military literature c. 1900 in France shows much more enthusiasm for
attack/offencethan in Germany. The Frenclyuoted many Germanandone
could say that French military thinking at that time was simply a radicalisation

of German thinking.
Even the leftwing in France talked of revanche for 187D
p. 145

But e. g. based on awioatraierenceto @enoap | e s 0

militarism (Jaués).

Jaugs attacked French admirers of Clausewitz like Gilbert, and saw Napoleon
as the burier ofevolutionary warandthatthe Prussians just copi&thpoleon.

Foch frequently cites Moltke, Willisen, Clausewitz and von der Goltz to call
modern at that ti me war ind maoilisihgdllthet g gl e
intellectuatspiritual and materldorces of a country at war.

Foch was not an originghinker on war. Nearlgveryonan France c. 1890

agreed upon war of annihilatienn d t he appropri ation of
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General Dercagaix in a muciiead manual invoking von der Golz with full

sdf-convi ct i on /offenceis the onlyipddsible c k
p. 146
choice of a gener al I f he wants to wirt

For Derrécagaix a quick and intense war based on decisive dtiiekcewas

absolutely necessary. However, Germany did have the advantage imé&orrai

Bonnal and theratcthaokopfwlhicohnwas oppc
of pure/unmixed attac&ffence.. up to Joffre as Head of the General Staff and

the war plan of 1913.

Foch t oo s up plofferice dnd énpliasedtheal¢cisizeattdch

offence
Following Foch,
p. 147

Grandmaisomejected the school of counterattack, which became popular just
before WW1.

By focusing on defensive fAguaranteeso
fragmentation of forces and a paralysis ofaffensive/attacking spirit andhe

takingof the initiative. Defence = lower morale.

Attack/offence= strengthening the setonviction of the troops and their

mobility, incl. the advantage of surprise.

Grandmai son is simply r etobleimattdck ng t he

offencecan one fully make use of the decisive ethical factor.

He laughs off accusations Germanophilia, and says that he is radicalising

German ideas to defeat the Germans.
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For Grandmaison, Germans are not capable of momibogoure gackoffence
modebecause their spirit/intellect is too methodii@ad they take too long on
the battlefield etc..

Colin found nopreference in Clausewitz for defence over attaftknce and

saw attacloffenceas the natural mode of action in war.
p. 148

In Great Britain, nearlgveryone was favour of theoffensiveattacking
charactefbasic stancand quick ending of a future wgooch, Howardjwith

the exception referred to by General Bonnalespect of théeutenant-colonel

of the artillery (/fir earms/cannong Mayer, who in 1902 under the pseudonym

of Manceauwrote about the situatioof not being able to successfully break
through the enemyods fr owththatwasidé hen get
opposing each other at some point sucthasea,a mountain, at the borders of

a neutral statg= VERY, VERY INTERESTING STUFF!!I]

Schl i eff enos,folowisgiMoltke;tlwahpvolorgediwar mvas
impossible for economic reasgngas widely heldn all of Europencl.

FreytagLoringhoven in Germay.

[[WE ALL KNOW THOUGH WHAT REALLY EVENTUATED i PROLONGED WAR AND a
phase in THE PRIMARY FORMATION of the corporate/managerial state and Western mass
democracy, and in which in certain countries, paldidy after WW2, a certain group GROSSLY
DISPROPORDONATELY came to positions of power and influence...]]

Von der Goltz saw that governments would have to pressure armies to not pause
in war for economic reasoyend due to mass armies etc.. Bernhardi did not see
economi c Acat ast r otmlegawariwouln meakentheo ng war

economy.

Burchardt on the shorter duration of wsypoke of about a year.
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French (the author) in Great Britain felt tle@ionomic catastrophe would

shorten or even prevent a war.
p. 149

Schlieffen in almost 15 years never atker an increase in military personnel
for the German army (Rittetudendorff hides the trutbut then makes an
indirect admission in 1922 that 1ome knew of how long the war would have

lasted etc.).

In 1914, German resupplying depended on imports, sthat the outcome of

war had to be quick(Der Weltkriegt+ Dix).

France had mobilised about 90%4ts soldiers whereas Germany remained at
arourd 50% on the eve of WW1 (Schmitt + Miksche (on state of armarments

equipmenbf the two main sides Germany byno means was in the better
position)).

Buat saw that Germany counted on a quick vigtouy were not better prepared

overall for war.
p. 150

Buat opined that if Germany had another 600,000 troops, which it could
have had, it would have been able to cireloff the left FrancoEnglish wing
up to the coast of the North Sea and the Channel Stita, and Great Britain

would have been under direct threat as to naval bases etc.!!!

SO, the inadequate preparations for war contributed, somewhat
paradoxically, to the prolongation of war, with both lack of arms and lack of

supplies at tellingoints in the war (Wieland, Feldman).

The military situation had no way out when the war economy got under way
(French, Woodward, Fontaine, Hardach).
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The war of annihilation didot take place, and precisely the belief it was

inevitableobstructed adequapreparation.

For the purposes of our way of looking at the probMfd/1 can be separated

into
a quick first phase of unrealised war of annihilation,
and,

a second phaswhich was much longem which the battles used up military
material and featured an until then unknown and unforeseen intensification of

the war economy on the home front.

It is interesting that something similar applies to WW?2, esp. by looking at

the efforts of nationatsocalistic Germany.

In the first phase of WW2, the war of annihilation on the part of Germany met
with success (unli ke in WW1l) wunder t he

phase lasted much longer than in WW1
as well as
in relation tothe second phasé o it ot al war 0.

Both world wars show that the German side was economically unprepared
f or fAt o(WW1 after the battle of Marpand WW?2 after the German
Army got bogged down before Moscow).

p. 151

and precisely because of the bélia a quick victoryin a war of annihilation.

[[Oneviewo f voi ces i n the #distsasifiCdire,rRussianbah angedhapsalsot he We
Turkey, pulling Ge ravenneyyloaselpomgtogatser, thenlcdrrent d o n 6 t

GROSSLY DISRROPORTIONATELY ZIGled USAcouldlead everyone straight tdELL (in an

attempt to strike before China becomes too powerful.et05) the other hand, things are not so simple

and clear cut, andsuallys o many Power s do paodscigtficaytspekingnme t oget t
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one is inherently evil or good, thgh undoubtedly some appear inherently evil and disgusting to others

with their monkeycircuduglinesssickivomit civilisation etc...purely as a matter of tastewhich,

however,is perfectly norral and acceptable to many hundreds of milljghsot billions, of people...

Afair enougho. .. I think | need a Tihgestdachi ne, a
approaching!!i And no-one here is supporting any kinfiational Sociabm'Communism Retards.

All that is Desired is Peace and Proportionalityy Golden Mearyut of course such is not the Destiny

of Man and Mankind..In the beginningthe APE, in the End, the APE agailj...

Germany, in any event, was prbably not in a postion to win even with the
best of preparation as the forces against it were far greater and e.g. Great

Britain had a greater degree of war mobilisation(Carroll).

The National Socialists in attemptingléarn the lessons of WW1,
comprehendetheessenth di f f erence between war of
war. This was understood in East Germany rather than by the Allies as

Ethicising Victors.The East Germans sdtat the National Socialists were

right about the initial phase of the war and about theifstgnce of the air

force, tanks, armoured vehicles and submaribes Moderne Mili&rwesen

which saw that whilst Germany got off to a flying start with itsZliteg/war

of annihilation, that alone could not decide the outcome of the war, which of

couse was the case).

Blitzkrieg was just Hitler updating war of annihilation with modern
p. 152

weaponstechnologyetc..

Of cour se, Hexpelieacesdrem WarldaWiam@ne inflaenced his
strategic thoughtgreatlg o t hat avoi dalnog wvaarr e(poeratato-

war which was considered as such) became a strategic priority.

As was later observed,t ot al 0 war exi stamldotashis Hi t | e
initial plan (Carrolwh o al so writes Athe I nflexibl

Ru s s i wsd ® seekepéacand the intervention of the USforced Hitler
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into conducting the kind of war that he had sworn he would neverovage C f .
Milward: AHIi tl er was simply one of the ma
alternative to the multiple deathsdaobviously pointless battles of thdillery

and foot soldiers from 1915 to 1938

[ [ NOW, this is very, very interesti agmilithhrecause it
campaigrdecisions did notome out of nowhere, or as the GROSIDISPROPORTIONALLY

owned and controlled in the USA (nasHAHYeHA KA )wo uld Wt
arose from his interactions in concrete situations with the decisions of those opposed to him. THAT IS

HOW social science worksConcrete Situationand HumatSocial Interactions AND CUT THE

FUCKI NG BULLSHI T ABOUT ifthatGsQepitimate fordhe puBpuskes .ob

PROPAGANDA and CONTROL, ilcGROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATE CONTROL, but it is not

SCIENCE. ]]

Erfurth, who wanted to returnto Sclild en6s posi ti on, argue
technology and the concentration of power was $ii@hquick victory was

possible Guderian, likewise, esp. re tanks/armoured vehadesell as

aeroplanes (cf. Eimannsbergefjhereas those wheere sceptical abotie

new weapons believed in a lengthy war (Foertsch, the national socialist).
p. 153

National-socialistic Germany DID NOT get into full mobilisation of the
economy for war mode because it felt the Blitzkrieg would hand it victory

quickly, and only in 1942did the war economy come into beingKlein).

From 19331938 military expenditure inthe German economy was less than
40% of state expenditure and about 10% of GDP. This increased greatly in
1938/39 though Germany was producing about the same numbeaméphs
Great Britain and less tanks on a monthly basis. (See Klein, Carroll whsestre
thatthe German economy before 1938 was not a war econon@.

Milward).

Only after the failure of the Blitzkrieg into Russia in 1942 did German

armament policy folbw in the footsteps of Western Powgbait Hitler was
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particularly reluctant (Milwarll There were from 1939 problems with raw

materials and production
p. 154

and e.g. less ammunition was produced in order to produce more armoured

vehicles/tanks

The viewwas outside of Germany that natiosakialistic Germany was

copying APrussian militarismo re: ecor

Some wantedtodravh e corr ect feconomic | essons

Korfes) so that Germany would not go unprepanéo warever again.

Quite often we have suggestions of Germany copying the tried and tested
examples of Great Britain and the USA, whilst also stressinghbafforts of

the state I n the sector of t he war e C C
p. 155

So abalancenesdobef ound bet ween the necessary

economyo and Apeacetime economyo (Rotl

State intervention in property is 1ine\
government o should proceedontyasnau€hul |y e

as necessary (Faker).

Hellmer on the transition from peacetime preparingtiemwar economyo the

wartime economy+ Korfes.

Hierl referring toFrance and USA, in agreement with Seeektphasised that
thepeacet i me e c o nreadyre: armas@tms technodgyu | |y
changes rapidly, expenditure is massive,... SO one needs to be ready for mass
production in the hour of neeBut there is rejection of the idea of a

professional army.
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General Ludendorff is a classic example of the gunby and inconsistency of

ecoromic preparation for war.
p. 156

Ludendorff continues that there are no general principles re: the economy for all
countries, but every country should cater to both the people and the army,

though hedundp| anned economies t o shtenod b omi na
the economy [in WW1], the work of the Jew Walter Rathenau, detracted from

everyone creativity and correspondingl

[[Kondylis makes absolutely no comment abatiether Ludendorff was right about

Rathenau, andghtly soi i t obvéouslynot the point]].

The nationalksocialistic propaganda was geared towards the economy tying into
thecoming war, but the reality was different from the ideoldggference to

Billman and Blau.
p. 157

E. Jinger held that the defeat 1918 came about because of the lack of truly

total mobilisation. Unger, the man of lettersdid not go into details as to how

the total mobilisation should have been achieved, and concentratedmibee

aesthetic and existential category. The gdrstamce of ailhger or Ludendorff

was | i ke Foch re: WW1 At hd&damagdassiensie ut i
human masses, which should absorb all the activities of society and adopt
totally to its needs CfhLedendaeft eirtihael tpeaxrtt
of total war |iterally seeks all the ¢

[[Thus, if the USAhad a united home front re: the war in Vietham, and if it then

engagedn even more barbarous warfare (carpetbondbéngg c . ) , it coul d h
the war and tdured the Viethamese people even moréardw in the South got

tortured by the Northern forcasmyway).. On the other hand, to be fair, the USA as a

Power was in a Cold War with another Powerd succeeded towards the end of the

war in Vietnam to approacanother Power, which it wanted to ensure was never close
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to the Power which was the main Fddhe time. So, one could say that Nixon/

Kissinger displayed rather successful/effective pragmatism and realism from the point

of view of the USA.]]

The finding of the previous analysis is that the transitioiofit ot aln war 0

the First and the Second World War did not take place on account of the
effort to apply the strategy of annihilation in a or b form, but rather

because the strategy of annihilation couldot be applied with consistency

until the end; it is a historical and logical mistakeaa deduce fAtot al

the wa of annihilation (Such a deduction was carried out by Wallach. In his

passion against the militarism in Schlieffen up to Hitler viadnabrff, he does

not see that even he acknowledged that in 1914 a reaw war had

commencedor that Falkenhayn strove after only restricted/limited ends/goals

and did economise forces, and that Hitler in the Russian campaign diverged

from the strategpf annihilation against the opinion of his genexals

From the moment the war is transfamed into an essentially ceaseless
battle of consuming war materials in which the norconscripted population
participated in part directly (e.g. guerrillaahd in pat indirectly (work on the
home front), the one and only great and decisive battle with the goal of

annihilating enemy forces forevieecomes impossibl&uch a battle can only

take place when Atotal waro, ol ong
mobilisation
p. 158

before the waand during war bngs aboumaterial and human forces, which

cannot be annihilated in one and only battle or even in a few battles.

Both in WW1 and WW2he most significant sides in the war had at their
disposal fores able tsurvive a war of annihilation as they were industrial

(potentially) equalised/equalising societies.
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SOt he transition from war of anni
clear case wheré thinking of Clausewitz i objective politics overruled
subjective politics. Confirmed in a dramatic way wasthe notion that
enemi es theirlamoo e anotheon, because sooner or later every
side had to be totally mobilised for fear of not being able to effectively fight

the foe.

Thus, the weakness of subjecta/politics and the

subjugation of the logic of the goal/end to the logic of the

means is due to the obgive gqualities and the dynamics of

the situation itself, and NOT to war-mongering generas

etc..

hi

| at

This kind of objecti veolnyo gainvde ni sfiopcoilailt i

applied to all industrial nations of the first half of thé"2@ntury, andhe

t heory of Atotal waro was NOT put

ifPrussi an ,loutihHrance durirg WW1 by A. Séché 1915 and G.

Blanchoy 1916 summarised by Carroll. + Leon Daudet 1918.

And in the Second World Wathe logic of the available means = the logic of
thedestructive possibilitiesvhich provided the objective politics guiding the

action
p. 159

of the political governments d¢iie Westwhich set as their strategic goal the
completeannihilation of the foand orientedhemselvesnore with military
than with political motives (see
democracies are suited to the ideology and the psychicat oftestal war.+
also sed.F.C.Fuller).
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Going from war of abopniwhr | smeronr thafbt or

aim now i s not the destructiothe si mply

destruction of all of the material and ethical/moral forces of theenemy

nation.

[[So, when a Super Powergr eat Powercbapgoeoiregamet her
it is trying to achieve something fundamental without necessarily waging war, i.e. to
change the direction or cont eswfttheenemyt he An
nationo, i.e. get a cidalcomgnenication asdatigastant i v e
adjustment in the objective political communication/politics of that natigmusing

and expending local forces/people rather than its own militasppeel (which can

cause its own domestic political problens)ch that that nation comes within the

Imperial Orbit or Bloc of the great Power in questionith its Aidisgusting monkey

circus valueslestroying traditional collective identitigdor instance,... otherwise

k n o wn(indivislualistic)h u ma n r atcgetct, etco,..]] . .

There are traces obeforeIOddine.@ Beibrick of it ot
writing about the strategy ofear and tear/attrition rather than subjugating the
foe, with two poles, the battle and the manoeuvre, incl. economic damage

through destruction, imposition of taxes, impeding trade, and re: naval powers,

blockadesFifteen
p. 160

years before WW1,Delbrtick in relation to wear and tear/attrition as above

held that there could bea prolonged war.

He believed that economic damage could intensify war. Paralysing economic

life could make the opponent surrender.

Delbriicknever discussed it himself, but the third possibility existed of
combining war of attrition/'wearandder of t he fAmanoeuvreo
goal of the subjugation of the enen@thers observed that as soon as

Amanoeuvr eso ¢ omme neifgahdinclugedthetmestded t o
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terrible things that humans were capable of doing (Hobohm; cf. Scherirdy). An

Delbriickmore or less agreed e.qg. re: Falkenhayn and the battle afrverd

There were of course in the primdustrial age many instances whesrmed

forces destroyed civilian forces of the econoety.
p. 161

BUT there was not the degree of mobilisatiéthe whole economy for the war

effort.

During war the home front was not obliged to systematically work for the war

front in the preindustrial era.

Also, there was no expectation of significant replacement of weaponry during

the wari you used what yohad and often that was it.
Loss of arm®ftenmeant loss othesoldier.

In the industrial age, things change as weapons and ammunition are made en
masse to be supplied... to mass arnmiégre is not the same kind of personal

attachment of the fighteo his weapon as in the past.

Hence, i n,tliethare &dntovorksdor the war front and much of
the economy is geared towards this purpos&oldiers now use more
weapons than in the pastwhich along with the ammunition, require
continual replacament, renewal and improvementThe large-scale industry
which makes the weapons also makes the means for the destruction of the

weapons.
If weapons are quickly destroyed, the home front can now quickly replace them.

Only an industrial society can provifr mass armiesnass supplies of

weapons etc.
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p. 162
and that i's how the Ahome fronto is ¢coc

The countries which approached the most total mobilisation were Great Britain
and Germany in the period 194944. In Great Britairmaments were about
63% of GDP and in Germararound 60% of GDP (Carroll).

SO thequestionisi s such a war pure/ unmi xed wa

is it still political war as the continuation and expression of a certain form of

political communicatior?

THERE was no one and only ceaseless and ndecreasing intense act of

violenceinthesec al | ed fAtot al war s o
p. 163

in which the combatants were involved in one and only clash into which all

their forces went.

The hostilities hadbréaksnger ©oDfr bciebdbro

At otal warso were NOT simple manifest e

Thus, according to €Ewausewt ot

world wars were not pure/unmixed but real wars.

I f there was a,theaeadon ithdttheftombalaats adpied n O
certainabsolute political goals/endsnd not because they lacked a political

character.

They approachedike Napoleonic warghe form of pure war, leaving behind
the classical war of annihilation, and redyrsignificantlythe pausébreaks

T o d apossiblemajor wars between great industrial nations theoretically
shoul d bhlattherte bas laeknta novel development of a technical
nature.
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p. 164

Todayt he rel ationship between thenfi®ome
can be put out of actidny destroying the home fronttothe pdinati t canadt

operate.

HENCE, an atomic war carried out consistently

coul d not be a ntot al war o

Things are so if ware clear re: our definitions of terms.

Il n At otthereigh twoatral 0 nandanyldessuation could be made

up for within a reasonable amount of time.

In an atomic war, one coulddepirve the opponent of any possibility of

mobilising anything.

p. 165

All this depends on the direcigaseless and full useatbmic weapons, giving

the other side no chance.

There would be no pauseeak no friction between the various hostilities and

acts of war.

From this point of view, Clausewitz could consider an atomictovhepure

war.

But techni c alulry /iutndm xstdi IWlarnadtn CIl ause
not all the means to wage war goto the warin total hate etc.i.e. the atomic

weapons are usedbut not more conventional weapons etc..

Also, in the case where the atomic weapons were not continually and

effectivelyusedt her e are possibilities of nfori

information systems.
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Perhaps Clausewitzdos dictum that war i

large extent to possible atomic war. Atomic war would not probably just be
p. 166

a war of butons, which cold monsters push e@ne cannot exclude the
possibility of the retreat of one side after the first exchange of atomic strikes or
the abandoning of the struggle by both sides, if the first round indicated all that

could be &hieved is a madae draw.

Also possible is mutual exhaustion if both sides hit the atomic centres of the

foe.

And there could be various combinations of atomic and conventional warfare

that we could imaginayhich have already been planned (see Excuyus

CONSEQUENTLY, the fundamental conceptuality
propounded by Clausewitzin distinguishing between
pure/unmixed and real war, together with the

criteria which found it , was not surpassed by the
experienceswart adn ottlad possi

atomic watr.

[ THAT IS CLAUSEWI TZ6S GREATNESS | N
BOW IN REVERENCE...]]

Clausewitz is still highly relevant as a theoretician for another reasarthat

one side imposes its law on the other side. We sawifith@t al 06 war s of

world wars how objective pibics held sway over subjective politics.

ltds not a question of moahgerngt e pol it
soldiers/generals and misinterpreting Clausewitz.
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What applies is that it CANNOT be proved that domic war could never
arise from political communication and that nuclear powers would only

ever engage in conventional warfare.

Anyone who says that atomic war is not possible is DUMB and understands

politics in the subjective sense of moderation and nat its objective sense.
p. 167
We saw atomic @ar in action in 1945.

It was acontinuation of politics in the objective sense because the country
dropping atomic bombs had the general ability to construct atomic weapons
etc..

That atomic weapons constitute a means of politics, is proved by thenedéte

force/power.

The restrited/limited wars of the 8and 19" centuries were not the outcome

of a certain psychgpiritual/intellectual positioing or prudence and sobriety

but of objective socigpolitical factorsi from the mainly aristocratic

conposition of the officer corps$o the relative unloading of the European Front

due to colonial expansion.

Whoever formulates hinc et nunc the demand forestricted/limited war ,

has to first ask what form of (world) political communication makes it

possibke; of slightest use here is theostalgic reminiscing of the (idealised)

ius publicum europaeum.

[Kondylis is inter alia i mpl yiemimencedreat Eur
well and truly OVER, and that another era is approaching... with other Powers

outside of European culture etc... even though European culture of itself

obviously does not gueantee any kind of inherent peaceful less warlike inter

staterelatons t hough it did give rise to certai

rules of engagementetc.,..]]
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p. 169

V. War, economy and society: Marx and Engels

1. General Observation

Marx andE n g e dtage@ents on the phenomenon of war are mostly scattered
and opportunistic/in passing... a Ablarxist seeking to find in such statements
theoreticalkcoherence would probably eng stressing the relative autonomy of

the political factor over thésupposedlyin terms of Marxismdeterministic)

economic factgrin relation to warWhilst such a view has solid foundations

and is inevitable, one shouldtno over |l ook t he weal th of

ideas about war.

We shall concentrate dhedrawingup of typologies capable of including
historically and sociologically paradigmaticcaseat her t han si mpl

or r ej i g gmptegnth tinheplstoridalmaterialism.

The point is not to have a fixed hierarchy based oriitper i macy 0 of f ac
b, but to have material useful for general orientationwh et her weor e t
about the mutual influence between war conquémiagtial conquesand he

structure of the social formatipar, the social functioning of the army, for

instance= which will also allow theoretical access to analogous matters in

respect of history, of the sociology of the army etc..

From this point of view, Marx and Engélsiot only methodologically, but as to
the content of their thoughtnust be counted amongst the gr@aheers of

contemporary historical and social science.

When looking at specific/concrete cases, it is clear there is no fixelikaw
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p. 170

priority of factor a or bbut by the same tokewe cannot overlook factsiike
politics and the economwhether put in terms dactors of power and

economic magnitudesr not.
There needs to be a clear definition «
Herein lies the problem what is the texture,

function and the preconditions of economic activity
examined with the criteria of politics and power, and

what are(/is) the economic backups (support),

constituent elements and prerequisites of social and

The question what is he differentia specifica (distinguishing/distinctive
feature) of (the) politics (of power) and what of economy, is not simply
answered by pointing out their intertwining. And just contrasting onewith

the other is problematic too.

The paradoxical elementhere is that Marx, in his

effort to bring to our consciousness the economic

background of the processes of politics and of

power, widened and dynamicisefleinforced i.e.

politicised the notion ofthe economy giving to the

Ahproductive rel ationso a mi

to what Cl ausewitz named 0]
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c ommun i candalsoin some social formations,

Marx believed that war constitutes the natural form

of economic communication[[AAA -

Military-l ndustri al Epopmibltax eadn & |
USA etc.,... which has its equivalents in Russia, China,

etc., etc., etc.,.]].

What prevented Marx from seeing the economy from the perspective tie
factor of political power was probably an excessively narrow or superficial
view of the dharacter of power in general (and not an inability to see a
symmetrical or an asymmetrical nexus between economic and political

power)...

In attacking the weak points oftBring, Engels shrunk the concept of power to
violence and connected the lacknaked/raw/bare physical/natural violence in

society with an advanced economy, capable of producing weapons/arms...

[[This is the poini(i.e. of power not being what characterigkanre: an advanced hedonistic,
consumerist economy, which nonetheless hasssive war machinen which the PscyhdOO
ConjobbersDenzIOtard SATANISTSrely( i . e. by brainwashing or otherw
agr e e,do smdad thejr Evil HatBlled FeminoFaggotisation of societyith all the JOG
DEVIL/EVIL-SATAN lies a b out 0 evijlst ot saying aingle meaningful or in practice
telling word about GROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATE ACCUMULATIONS, CONCENTRATIONS
AND CRYSTAL(LISATION)S OF FORMSOF POWER AND WEALTH.. in the hands of the ZIO
SATANISTS, the most disgting and sickest animals ever known to mankind (as a subjective matter
of Tastei and not a few people agree worldwiddpUE TO PRIMITIVE SECRET SOCIETY
NETWORKING AND A HISTORY INBANKING, FINANCE, CORPORATIONS AND ALLYING
WITH THEIR PROTESTANT AND PAPST AND ATHEIST COCKSUCKING PALS]
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In reality, the economythe same as the ideoloqgical

sphere In its totality, contributed substantially with

its economic development to the convsion of

violenceinto power, to the substitution ofviolence

with [[non-violent forms of]] power and to the

(partial) displacement ofviolence through (legalised)

p. 171

relations of power (power relations): only in

circumstances of civilised/cultured soieties was it

possiblefor the physically weaker

person to be able to dominate the

physically stronger persononly thus

could domination/dominant authority and power be

wielded (exercised) without the permanent

exercising or (direct) threat (of direct) volence.

[[ That 6s e x ac-DEVIL-SWTTARISTeEMAMM@NIST @rd other FEMINGO
FAGGOTISERScome in, in particular ZIGANGLO/FRANCO countries.. which of course applies to

other countries and contexts tof...

Marx, Engels and some of their critics rene fixed to the infertiland
narrow contrasbetween economy and political (power) to the degree they
absorbed and took onbodtte bourgeoisliberal perception of the basically
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apolitical homo oecnomicus, who exercises his activity beyond the field of
politics and power.[[= IDEOLOGY]]

The eschatolgical dimensiorof the Marxist conception of histodoes not

obstruct a productive discussion regart

Aend of historfosooriybef de ebélishedbup hat

on the basis of the imposition oértain economic and socipblitical

circumstances.

If the [[so-called, supposedfbolition of wars takes place on account of the
arrival of certain circumstancesnd not withregard toethical/moral appas or

the internal ethical/moratnprovement of people, then the scientific observation
of the fact ofall the wargaking placeuntil the[[suppose}] abolition of wars

has no relationship with ethical/moral concepts and explanatiodss
dependent o political and social criteriana alsois based on the analysis of

the stage of history (and its causally determined circumstances) and of the

forces which act inside histary

\

Engels writing in 1849 saw that fAjust.

prove nothing re: historical analttical mattersAnd the mature Engels said
something similar about war, exploiting and dominant peoples or social classes
etc..Marx and Engel$ like Clausewita were neither peaceniks, nor
warmongers. War is often nbistorically fertile/productive rad welcome, war

often causes only
p. 172

meaninglesslestruction, but if war promoted social development/evolution
they(Marx and Engelsglid not complain about wars and violentais applies

in particular because was like a catalystand history frequently opens a

pat h/ road inside thesiirugnshof eempnee:
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Engels re: Turkey and Europe c¢. 1853 -

probl emo, | et there be wathehealthyi n a

elenents and awakens secret forces (Mangels, 1854).

Marx 1855 =wars condemn the organisation of a societwhich has lost its

vitality.

Marx and Engels did not at all take seriously the retarded liberal

economistic pacificism of replaang war, with trade. They saw behind this
pacificism the revolting bourgeois withis unmanly, cowardly indecisiveness,
his love of money, his ptgeadedness and his selfishness (1533 re: Cobden by

Marx + 1855 profits above nation etc.)...

[[Quite clearly inthe mid19" century in the Anglo and Centrhlorth European world, the main
players were ProtestanBapists an&ecularists/(Crypt)Atheists... there was no relatiGROSSLY
DISPROPORTIONATEdominance of the JOO as in ZlBA from about WW1 olWW2...even
though theelite JOO was part of the elite scene GROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATELY frc&ftury

Europe (and America)]}.

Bourgeois trade pacifism and bourgeois individualism necessarily interweave
with each other: Marx iffheories of Surplus Valumwmments about wand

killing peoplenot being permitted where there is prosperity

But Engels sees 1852 that such an individualistmacifistic view cannot

withstand the test of war.
p.173

Marx 1855 = industry and trade do not change the warnahaharacter of a

people.

Marx and Engels did not think that by controlling the generals, wars could
be avoided by the politicians. They correctly saw that wars have far deeper

causes by the warmogering of men in uniform.
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During the Crimean War they osidered a revolutionary situation possibje
means of European waand were gladdened by the failure of diplomacy to

avert war..1854

They(Marx and Engels$aythatpolitical-diplomatic interventions into the
conductingwagingof war by military meras doing more harm than good
(1854) and they also considered thoroughly the relationship between diplomacy

and military men/officers.
p. 174

Engels 1855 opined that a mlaader concerned with politics would lose his

army... In an 1854 letter to +%. Lincoln, Engels stateithat in war one needs to
exert all oneds energy and speed to de
terms of the victor. Allied governments sha not tie the hands of the generals
etc..Military science does noti like mathematics and geographyi have its

own political point of view...

Marx and Engels distinguished between strictly military and poktical

diplomatic consideration with the formeeing subordinated to the latter when
expedient. In 1859, Engels called on Austoidetave Lombardyand saw the

Italian problem from within the broader perspective of the German problem,

and he explained why that withdrawal from Lombardy would not naogss

mean a threat to Germany from France incl. taking into consideration geography

etc.. Engels was concerned not to alienate 25 million Italians etc..

Marx and Engels similarly arguaal 1870/71 against the politics of

annexations.
p. 175

Key = theseparation between military and politikchplomatic criteria.
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From a military point bview, Germany annexing Metz and Strasbourg gains

forGermana fidef ensive front of enor mous p

The political problem with such annexations was that not only Erand
Germany could not reconcile with each other, but the alliance of France and

Russa became inevitable, which would put Germany in a corner.

Of course, notwithstanding all their insights, Marx and Engels still also saw
things from within the prismofihs t or i c a l materialism. A

analyses are both positively and negativestructive.

2. The socialeconomic framework of war and the relations of economic

and of political power

At the highest level of historical abstractitaeyond monalimensional

explanations and dogmatic intent, war for Marx and Engels = an acute form of
clashes and conflict connected with the nature of class soClety.
programmatic position: nal | cl ashes (¢

contradiction between productive
p. 176

forces and t he f orhensermén ldeaogyaube reesed, i on 0
and that means that every society, where the contradictiare®e productive

forces and form of communication dominates, i.e. every society separated into
competitive classesecessarily produces from inside itself, clashes and

conflict.

A plethoraof factors, which Marx and Engels recorded with historical
sensitvity, gives to these conflicts the most different forms and intensities, but
this does not alter their view that all these conflicts stem in the final analysis

from the abovanentioned basicontradiction.
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Irrespective of the correctnes®f such an aetiobgy of conflicts/clashesthe
great methodological advantage of this view rests on that it touches upon
the issue of the structural and causal relationship between internal/
domestic and exeérnal/foreign politics/policy, war and revolution (civil
war)... something which came to seem saldent because of the work of

Marx and Engels.

Mar x and Engels use the term fiwaro not
generally forthe extreme intasity of a clash/conflict, including both between
states and within a state, incl. HAcl act
war of all time as being between the poor and the iiglewise Marx). Marx in
1846 wrote of horrific warbetween variouslasses of a nation, and between
nations, implying that the notion of conflict and clashes was built into class

societies.
p. 177

i War o hhe cobectivesexercising ofiiNICUINIBIGHEE vith the goal of

achieving collective goals, wherehe collective sbjects can equally be
classes or nationsorbothT her e have been fipeacef ul

| east there has been talk about them,
been witnessed in reality or i n | angue

necessarily a formof war)...

For Marx and Engelsf warsi at | east fi n,stermfemélasshal an
oppositions and the contradictions between productive forces and forms of
communicationthen they must disappear from history once such oppositions

and contradigbns cease... if wars were not dugy to the abovementioned

causes, thethe paradox would haveisenof wars in an international and

classless society.
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Of coursethe interrelation between the Marxian aetiology of wars and of
eschatological expeation is not logically convincing because we can accept
that, on the one handvars are due to class oppositions, but those will always
exist forever and ever, so thenthe other handyars must remain a permanent

phenomenon of human history. Marx andggsnl s however donoét t

However, since wars and classes have a common destiny, it seems strange
thatiwar i s as ol d as the pa(EmgeéldAatt exi st

Duhring + Origin of the Family, i.e. in secalled primitive classles®siety.

Wette saw this internal contradiction of the materialistic view of history,

and we must examine the reasons Marx and Enqgels did not have any sense

of contradiction re: something which at first glance stands out like a sore

thumb as contradictory (war = class war, but wars existed in classless

societies too).

First of all,wars between classless tribadiffer from those between class

societies due to twfeatures.
p. 178

1) wars were waged by-orgahised as ancatmed fdrar i b e ,
pop ul at i o nQrigin oEtnedg-amilys and consequently did not constitute

the specific duty of a specially trained group in the frameworksoicgety with

a (developed) division of labour and class divisions... thus, the waging of wars

or the decsion to wage warsloes not reflect some clash of interests between
classesBecauséiat t hat ti me, when every mal e
tribe was awarrior, there was still no public authority as dominance

separ at e f r candlebders of {heray pedreeselected only based on
merit, wher eas rwaafoundrotmipopalan assemhiyt h or i t
and the council of the tribgvhich decidede: peace and waeven though from

time to time certain warriors engaged in warfare on their own in@gEngels,

157



loc. cit.). The lack of social classes accompanied the underdevelopment of the
division of labour and with seHsufficiency in the labouforce and in products

of labour there was no need to wage war to seek additional captive labour or for
exploitative reasons of a class natuxe. slaves were needed, so the point of

war was to extinguish/liquidate/kill off the inimical tribe, or to exile them

from their tribal homelands. There were no margins for rules and slaves in

tribal existence (Engelfc. cit.).

The reasons for tribal warfare were mainly economicNomadic peoples

wanted to defend their territory for their purposes of hunting etc..

Sedentary peoples cultivating the land were concerneabout keeping their

lands and or to obtain new langd when neededMarx, Grundrisse.
p. 179

Economic was theeason for wars between small tribes too. A shortage of
goods and lack of productivity meant an inability to sustain more populous
societiesWhen there was no express peace treaty, the tribed tbhamselves

in a state of war with other tribes (Engets;.|cit.).Unlike tribal classless

society, future classless society was supposed to be based on an abundance

of goods and on the created by capitalism world market.

Engels (loc. cit.) sawwar &eingwaged by tri bes dAwith ¢t}
characteriss man in relation to the rest of the animals, and which was

moderated only laterout of selfnt eT leis$ 6 insteelrfest 0 i n Aci
class societyo brought abaanuespediodbase gr e
pleasure,the dirty love of mo n e J[AAAAAA -

HAHAHAHAHAHAHAHA!!Imm - which replaced the raw savagery of

Tribesmen...
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pp. 179180

Nevertheless, it is not at all selévident why we should explain in this way
the succession andhiie causal determination of socially dominanfeelings,
why therefore one savagery, which obviously is given without the
culpability of class society, and indeedurpasseghat of the rest of the

animals, should not be perceived as a stable magnitugdmodified of course

under the influence ofsocial development (thus, the optical illusion arises

that i1t is infl uenciendt eamas tmid deao att @ ds [be
outside[ [ I . e. Aby f)ybufnaverthelessss maintamedyaotd |

its essene in the form ofthe power claims andin the kind/species of the

anthropological support of relations of domination.
p. 180

Cft . Mar x0s epistlehteostasseal tbhatl86GDar v
most importantand it is convenient to me as a natgcientific footing/

foundationtch i st or i c athough Marxsoserlooled tldat the se

call ed Af oot issométhing giverdiraand obnatare and

immutable and invariable, whereas class war, as he himself believed, would

one day cease txist of necessitylf the struggle for existence in nature is a
constantthen it must exist also when there are no social classes at the level of

direct existential confrontation betweknmanswho group themselves

accordingly, but not on the basis of @ss criteria[[SATAN, SATAN,

MONKEY, MONKEY, SATANIC CIRCUS MONKEY and all the other nen

classinwar 0 gr.0Mep@s! ! rleltjufn to these issue

Duhring.

Marx ard Engels sawelations of master and slavaleveloping in a dual

manne: 1) the birth of slavery as the consequengeroduct of the division of
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labour, and of the increase in production@vtthe common ownership of land

was missing, and 2) with the gradual autonomisgti@coming autonomousf

the servant organs of sotjevis-a-vis society itself.This becoming autonomous

was carried out Ain part wsdmostdelhe | nhe
evident in a world where everything is regulated in accordance with nature, and

in part with their increasing necessitye to the multiplication of clashes with

ot her gr oWAptiDdhringEngel s,

If a community is more or less in a continual state of war, then war leaders will
di stinguish themselves and theyoll h a\

and gradually tair status will become institutionalised.

From a historical and sociological pbiof view, the ascertainment is significant
thatauthority as dominance (dominant authority)i regardless of its class

content and what gafprofit it brings its possessdrcannot
p. 181

come into beingor last for a long timgf it does not fulfil certain functions of

common benefit serving the selpreservation of the given community in the

struggle against nature and other communitie¢cf. Engels, loc. cit., incl.

withre f er ence to oriental despotisms, ir

Marx in aletter to Engels of 1853 hetfat a ruling class cannot so rule if it

cannot defend the role of thenation in the world.

Sometimes the war chiefs of tribes set up their tymanny, and this separation

from the main body of the tribe meant eventuallyghed of t he peopl
freedom and the commencement of royal dominance and the hereditary
aristocracy, and had to engage in continual bandit wars to remain in power

(Engels, TheOrigin of the Family.

[ [ DONO6T FORGET: P. K. | S NOT SAYI NG
ENGELS ARE NECESSARILY RIGHT OR NECESSARILY WRONG
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IN THEIR OBSERVATIONS OR (PRBHISTORY, BUT HE IS
TELLING US WHAT THEY CLAIMED...]]

Reference to Germanic tribes and the Gieoman city. War is a huge &or in
the conquest of the objective terms of life or for the purpose of the protection of

what has been conquered.
p. 182
Ref. fromGrundrisse

War and conquest bothbelongto it he essenti al economi

communiy it Goeguestdn.such communities has the same results as the

development of slavery, the concentration of land ownership, exchange or
money (Marx,Grundrissg.l n | and ownership communit
need for colonisation due to increases ipopulation and not enough land to

go around, which also includes was of conquest, enslavement etc..
p. 183

War, and not just the development of production and of the division of
labour, was necessary to obtain the needed labour powe&nd in even
earlier times, war was needed for the obtainment of the necessary living

space.

Whereas in the wars betweeisavagebarbarian-classless communities,
captives were kiledbecause there was no firoom/ ma
ensl avement 06, now war c¢ &andpravidesthear e cor

necessary labour power/forcéEngels Origin of the Family.

With the use of slaves, a ruling class is embedded in society, and the notion
ORESIRNSIISEOVEIeE And war becomes a permanent feature for the

Aobtaining odndanti maa s yQriggintolithe@dmilyg e | s
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War played a greater role than what Engels thought, if we ask ourselves why the
in-coming labour force of slavegas not exploited collectively by the

community but mainly by the few.
p. 184

We have t@uess that even without social class distinctions, societies already
had differentiations in part due tioe war achievements of individuals. Swear
lordswould exploit their positions to capture slaves who would free (tleen

war lords)from regular wok in times of peace.

[[One understands now(e contrario) the crucial importance of

political power incl. brain-washing power, and not just economic

activity... for the maintenance of group power..you have to get the

slaves to agree or begrudgingly acceépo be slaves.]]

Once there are slaves, a mode of production is needed adapted to slavery (Marx,
Grundrissel elsewhere in this book, Marx reduces slavery exclusively to

conquest
p. 185

Also, in theGrundrisse Marx sawslavery and serfdom as theeta
developments of ownership based on tribal organisation, e.g. if you are
Tribesman and your Tribe owns landerthlribesnen of other Tribes are in

relation to usoverregardingour land, landless.

Mar x and Engel s r ecogniadigaly, batatrthes e s s er
same time chastisedthoseho hel d t hat AdAviolence, wa
along with murdering etcThe@eemae a dr i vi
Ideology = a contradiction not apparent to Marx and Engels because they

saw waras an aspet of economic activity, of socially necessary and socially
carri ed o WRe:pdpllatidn eee Marx, 1853.
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But even for peoples with high culture, war can constitute a form or
continuance of economic communication with violent means, as tihmade

wars of 16"-18" century show(more to be said below).
p. 186

When roughly socially equal tribes go to war agaimst ather, the basic
socialeconomic structures of society remain the same, even though there are

also longterm catalytic consequences ofrwa

Whencollective subjects of different development go to war, who wins can

me a n invas@rs of arbaric peoplean be enough to drive a country with

developed productive forces and needs to the point where it must start from the

beginning o rasta lot ofitime is needed to recover from damage. Hence
e.g. with Alexander 6s conc@nse&verdlsst t he i

(The German Ideology

Engelssaw thatthe 3y ear war fdAanni hil ated the mo
the productive forcesof agr i,andwasau rkeedy r eason i n Ge

belated economic development compared to other Europea@ountries.

Christians did not know how to use and destroyed the irrigation works of

Mauritian Spain (Engel\nti-Duhring).

1853 epistle of Engele®t Mar x : in the East Aone onl
barren a country for centuries and stripitofeals ci vi | i sati on/ cul

of dependency on fertilising the soil.

Both Marx and Engels saw that when the conqueror conquers a more

advanced male of production, he necessarily adapts to that more advanced

mode of production. Incl. the phrase 1853 byMr x At he bar bari a
conqueror, with an eternal law of history, is conquered himself by the

superior civilisation/ culture of thos:e
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[[l add: The TurkicOt t oman ani mals (thatés how | see them as

the Imperial Framework oPower of the  Roman Empire]]

p. 187

Thereds the example of Romans creatin
permanent camps otthe Roman army, and the consolidating of foreign

domination through peaceful communication (Engels).
[[Just like ZIOGJOO-USA re my pathetic country and other countries of Western Eynopst WWJ]

There is much discussion regarding the wars of conquest the New Times
in connection with the opening of the world market and the great social

upheavals.

Way back intime,warsafonquest destroyed everythi
opposite effect, at least on the great peoples: over the long run the defeated
someti mes gains economically, politic

(Engels epistle to Schmidt 189@)am NOT SURE ABOUT THIS. | SUPPOSE IT COULD A

REFERENCE TO USA WAR OF INDEPENDENCE AND BRITAIN GOING ON TO BECOME GREAT
ETC...]]

Engelswamn ot at al | i mpressed by ndAethical
case of the USA agai nst thenteiextsd , becau

(

C

~

civilisat[i[oSnQ cAWCQRDIONG TO TODAYOGS LOG
WAS A FAR-RIGHT FASCISTHHITII i)
AOr i1is it an accident that superb Cali

Mexicans, who did not know what to with it?That the energetic Yankees

with the rapid exploitation of gold mines multiplied the means of

circul ati otnheoyf bcuaiplitt acdlioti es, ships and

third time in history, gavefaatthatew di r

€

ethical principles were violatedoesnot ount i n vi e-w of fAsuc

hi storical factso (Engels, 1849).
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Marx used similar arguments re: the Brits conquering India. What was of

interest to Marx is that the previous conquerors of Indiai Arabs, Mongols,

Tatars T represented a lessleveloped societyand they thus were

subordinated to the culture/civilisation of the conquered (Indiari®greas the
British were fithe first eaoaHndesticor s whc
civilisation/culture and that is why they were untouched (the Brits) by its

I nf | u(Marg E%93).

Mar x believed t hat t he fAAsi agdon& f or mo
p. 188

Nsdlefedi ng/ nouri shing unity of swmal | I
less exposedtthe influence of conquest and war than the GRaman

Aanci e mwherefagricuttuse dominate@fundrisse.

1853 Marx: in despotic Asia,var was the #dApill aging of
spaceodo and the finances of the state \
i nternal / domestic spaceo... and so Asi
society, whereas British coguest went to the core depthsf society and

fshattered the whole framework of | ndi

Marx saw 3 types of conquest as to sociaconomic consequences: 1

congqueror subjects the conquer e

the English in Ireland, in part in India to0). 2) The conqueror leaves thino

as they are and is satisfied with extracting tax (Turks and Romans).

There is mutual influence and something new is born, a synthesis (in p

re: the Germanic conguests)Whatever the casethere is a new distributio

re: the mode of production. Grundrisse

By fAdistributiono Mar x doesbuhaot mean t
distribution which precedes the distribution of products and determines it. It is a

matter of the distribution af the tools of production anb) of ithe members of
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society between the varioksds of production. So, what we have is the
subjugation of individuals under certain relations of productaaod this
di stribution is amsieltement iofcl pdedu

produ¢ i v e pGrondrissg.s 0 (
p. 189

Mar x6s notion of distribution here is
forces. What therefore can the conqueror not do if as conqueror he can

distribute the means of produatiand people (through the impositionland
redistribution, enslavement and making slave labour the foundation of

production etc.)? First, the conqueror does not create out of natlevvgneans

of production but has to work with what exists afterthata c e 6 s hi st or |
development, whethealsed on the conquerfigeople]o s mode of prod
or on the conqueri ngorminoiied Both.gfdMdre of pr
sees a priority of production over distributj@md this can take place on foreign
territory, e.g. the quick rise of caglism in USA or in the completidandingof

feudalism with Norman conquess e.g. in England and Napoli. The
Asecondary formd of the systerfmhesur pas s

German ldeology

For as lonqg as there was no world markeas the unifying force of world

history. war and conguering made the course of history much more open...

p. 190

when there was a genuine variety of form of modes of production and
communication, having developed morer less independently in their own

relatively detadched living space.

Whilst there is n@uarantee that the encounter between conqueror and
conquered will produce a new stage in historical development/evolution, it can

be the case.
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Engels alluded to a historical vicious cychMhere the continual crisi§ @ mode

of production or of a socidérmation would end up in a conquerfiigonquest

of others]]

More powerful societies conquer weaker socidtit&acedonia and the Rome

conquer Greecmo us, and to norGreek historians engaged in historical scieaceient Macedonia was
clearly Hellenic(with absolutely nothing to do with Slavs and or the Bulgarian language)nlike the Hun

KrautTeut on Engels, 16d say Hellenic Macedfldi a and Rome
eventually slavery in Rome igplaced by another form of production (Engels,

Preliminary sketches for thnti-Duhring).

The coming into being of feudalism under the influencthefsermanic
conqueringconquesbf other peoplegand betwixt their foul Teutotun-Kraut selves]]
exanplifies the combining of various factors. Marx and Engels look at the

results...
p. 190

the part played by various factors in the causality of the historical process is not
sufficiently discerned. AFeudal i sm di c
onthe part of conquerorbad its origin in the martial/war cagisation of the

army during the conquerifgpnquestthis organisation metavolved/developed

after the conqueridgonquestinder the influence of the existent in the

conquered countrieproductive forcesand gavaussa ut hent i cTheeudal i

German ldeology

Of assistance to the abewgentioned process, was the existent Roman Empire

concentration of land ownershi@iundriss8.

Old Germanic forms of the Tribe could be retained e.g. inneamownership

of forests and valleys.
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The state of Athens was seen as resulting from class oppositions, whereas in
Rome the society of Tribes formed an aristocracy vatard tca people

without rights.
p. 192

Engels saw feudalism as havigjorigin in military organisationAnd Marx

also saw that fAamilitary relations of ¢
ownership. In feudalism t was by no means for Mar x
r e | a tAQrumdisseh Enfels found the Russian and TurkisB y st em o f
governingo to be fimil it ajudyial bieraczchypsat i on,
organised in a military manner o and tl

free villagers having to seek protectifsom violence etc..

Charlemagne used miliary service to convert free German villagers into

dependents and serf§Marx, Das Kapita).

So, we return to the key theme of the relationship between politics or state

violence and economy.
p. 193

We see in the trade and colonial wars of the New Tithesmportant role

played by war in the genesis and coming into being of capitalism. Artisanship

and industry + wars, protectionist tariffs and prohibitions = trade has political

significance(The Germany ldeology

The colonial systeras well as the symmof state lending and of protectionism
al | contribute to primary accumul ati or

dominancethe concentrated and organised violence of societly artificially

promote the process of conversion of the feudal mode dgon to the

capitalistic mode of production, to shorten the transitidi@ence is the
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midwife of every old society which gives birth to a new society. Violence

itself constitutes an economic forag Dds Kapital Marx).

Violence here is like the cdntiance of economic activity with other, bloody
means, precisely as it was in the wars between primitive and ancient tribes, even
though now its works at a far more complicated level. The East India Company
Is a prime example of the @ction of economicacirs, military conquest, with

a commonality of interests and with a monetacpnomic and politicamilitary

oligarchy[[HAHAHAHAHA!!I SOUNDS VERY FAMILIAR!]  (Marx, 1853).

Marx (1859) reminds us that the conquest of Punjab and the Asiatic Wars

following opened markets unknown until thenMarx saw the war zeal of the
ABritish trading classeso in 1857 had
profits by the violentopenig of t he Chinese mar ket o |
THE CHINESEMAO-MAO-MAO-EL | TE A R EARE OF TAINT,

SATAN?]]

p. 194

Marx (1853) saw that the Brits had even a greater appetite for war in Asia
if the cost of war could be loadedipon the shoulders of the local Asic

populations, whereas in Europe war had become tacostly.

Marx did not beliee that the Crimean War caused the trade crisis in Great
Britain, and quotegdbut did not commentupoMal t hus 6s view t ha:

armies and costly wars create fAsuffici

Europe in 1853 for Marx was passive because of prog@ert he hoped War

and Revolution would eventuate from an economic crisis.

Marx and Engel®ID NOT bdieve in the naive view that all wars have

economic reasons and participants just wamgible economic profits.
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Only to economic reasons, are wars dihey take place in an environment

where political, class and national opposititnagislate into another language

the more fundamental contradictions between the mode of production and mode
of communication. In this version, Marxian theory does ngt hislmuch re:

concrete, specific situations.

Engels in regard to political violenesd economy saw 3 cases: 1) trade and
colonial wars political violence aids economic development and the latter
proceeds more rapidly. 2) The economy is shattered kyadge industry
means that political violence must take the economy much more into
consideration. 3)Political violence in part promoting, in part hindering

economic development but eventually becomes 1) or 2).
p. 195

All this means that macreconomic deglopments are determinaticeucialand
nonreversible. Engels adds that the strudgtethe political dictatorship of the
proletariat is conducted basically with the purpose of the reformation of the
economy (1890) based o n stdkegpowerddesminancg i 0 n

as economic force/power/strength.

Those like Semmel who seeklmgelsinflexible determinism foriewing
violence (political power or war) as in part a produc¢iaod in part the
executive organ othe inherent logic of economic dgepment, are wrong.
Marx and Engels had formulated the theses of 1878 much e&rigpels

critiqued Maurer precisely
p. 196
because At hey disregard violence and

Let us distinguish 5 aspects/facets to better understandgzthing
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1) The economic motives of violence. Violence was always for Engels a means

and never an enAn-itself.| n accordance with Engel soés
the cause of social and political circumstances, and violence is caused by the
appropriation of prducts of foreign labour and foreign labour powan{-

Duhring).

2) The economic determination of the Ik
can transform the consumption @Arfti- good s
Duhring). Violence actually has tadapt to thegiven mode of production if it

wants to spend/expend logrm its productsYou take ass determined by the

object to be taken etc..
p. 197

3) The economic prerequisites of the (successful) exercising of violEnee.

importance of tools ahimplements to wield violence. One needs production to
produce weapons to exercise violence e
hegemony overits allesdolapsed because of an inabi |
bitt e, andMapoleodwas defeated by theglish benefactions coming

from the new large industry (preliminary sketches of loc. cit.).
p. 198

4) The economic determination of the organisation dewvice War strategy

etc.goes hand in hand withe level of weapons technology and production

etc..Marx: The means of production determine the organisation of labour. So
intermsofwayf i rearms i nvention affected Ano
pol itical relations between master and

between bourgeois and mamch against feudal aristocracy (Engels, loc. cit.).

5) The methodological aspect/facet. Letegm historical developments overall
are seen from the point view of productive forces developmentather than

looking at political violence.
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p. 199

For Engels political violence cannot explain the distinctive features of a
society since such political violence has always existédt i s t he f#fpr o
t he productive forces of every epocho

explain Adiffierieoal sbaeci m$oahpr @lol mi nar

Whereas the abstractnotiohi vi ol enceod®o has a rel ati on

towardsthe historical variety of form.

One cannot argue the opposite of the five aspects above. All that can be done is
that they are modified, relativised or supplemented and included in a broader

framework.

First of all, it is undoubtedly correct to point out the ascertainment of the
economic preconditions of the (successful) exercising of violence, especially

after the beginning of the industrial age.Those nations most advanced

economically and with the best weapons had the clear advantg

Also, indubitable is the nexus between weapons technology and changes in
strategy and tacticsi Marx and Engels are backed up on this poinby the

best thinkers on these matters of the 20century (Fuller + Allen).

Just as convincing is the notion thenditry and pillaging cannot explain

historical development/evolution. There cannot just be banditry, as there must

be productionand whais pillaged has no necessary relationship with the

character of the bandit.

p. 200

Clausewitz, as we know took it for granted that society cannot exist or

develop under conditions othe permanent exercising of violence, of

ceaseless war, even thoughe texture of violence makes war inevitable

from time to time.
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Marx and Engels rightly deny the euating of society or history with the
exercising violence, at the same time however, they held that post
barbarism, all societies revolved around the masteslave relationship,
which in itself is a power relationship. Power relationships and the
exercising of power DO NOT coincide with and amount to the exercising of

violence.

Marx and Engels wrongly equate violence with relationships of dominance

and in that way claim the primacy of the economy (the mode of

production).

The primacy of the economyvis-a-vis naked violence is obvious (one must
eat before exercising violence, and the production of food can and must be
continual (unlike violence)), so the equating bdominant
authority/dominance (power) and violence ends up eo ipso in the claim of

the primacy of the economy visa-vis dominance/power.

This confusion of concepts and levels makes the rdutiensional

comprehension of motives and goals of the exmigisf violence Even if we
accept that the goal of exercising violence is the apptapriaf the products of
foreign labouyand also the appropriation of foreign labour power, again we do
not explain for what is this appropriation usefud for whait will be used.
There is an issue of producing mor e
state or nation and then using that prodice in competition with other states

or nations. The purely economic motives of the exercising of violence stem

mainly or exclusrely from natural needs of sgifeservation or comfort
p. 201

(e.g. wars between primitive classless societies), but whatggesd that

givesa new and wider meaning to violence and its exercising. This conclusion

I's I mposed by E hgcening sto beagaf private property o f
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containing a logical contradiction. According to Engels, private property first
appeas not as a result of banditry and v
Il ndeed fAon account of tploductioncandv er si on
exchange in the interest of the increasing of production and the promotion of

c o mmu ni AattDuhonmg)o (

|l tds the devel op me mnhdofpfoduttibnevhichicreatesa o n ¢
surplus of products and labour power, whichxishanged with other products

inside and outside of the communitiien is it detached from common

ownership and is embodied mivate ownership. This is correct re: the material
preconditions for the genesis of private property, but not the subjectivweemot

which push towards this genesis. Thus, it remains unexplained why a nexus is
necessary between the surplus in the fieldrofiuction and private

appropriation in the sphere of distribution. Going from the former to the latter

without any mediation s U U ¥ B0g (-8 ¥ 3=a ¢fansitiofchangeo

another kindgenus or a conceptional saltugvhy does not the surplus

produced remain the collective ownership of the community and is not

equally distributed to its members, why do individuals fall on ttat surplus

like vultures at the same time of its production ad they pursue it

exclusively for themselves? What makes them do it since they lived for

generations, as it is claimed, in classless societies and had been taught in

accordance withits social manners and its principles? The pursuit of

private appropriation cannot come to the fore If we do not

presuppose the existence of the impulse towards

appropriation , which until then was latent or could

be released and defused in another way
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Engels QOrigin of the Family) saw civilisation/culture as releasing
undisclosed greed above other tendencies from the very first day until
today (+ Marx Theories of Surplus Valuethe Tree of Sin is at the same time
the Tree of Knowledge... and the world market could nohave been born

without national crimes..).
p. 202

Yet Engels had referred to that <char ac
which classless societies fought one another.,8avould follow that the

savagery condensed in the warrior turned from the externalde to greed in

the light of newfound surpluses of poducts and labour power within a

society.

Engels accepted that before the birth of private property there was social

differentiation in the physical sense of the warriors being stronger etc..

Yet thismeans that the pursuit of the private appropriatiotine surplus must
mainly be attributed to the influence of the claim for social imposition and
power, which existed already before the creation of a notable suaphlisvas

based on an anthropologicall given impulsive dynamic/potentiality.

In the early phase of this evolution, social precedence and physical
superiority usually went hand in hand, so that the exercising of power

coincided with the exercising of violence.

The decisive turn takes place Wwen power and violence are separateaot

in the serse that power does not need violence anymqQi@ that as a rule
power turned against violence or violence agast power (even though,
naturally, power is obliged to suppress every violence) the caset does

not control it, itself, whereas violence exercised on the part of all those who
oppose the possessors of power, does not still constitutentirely i power,

but rather temporarily combats organised power)howeversimply in the
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sense that the exersing of power and the exercising of violence do not

constitute any longer necessarily simultaneous andterwoven processes.

The full formation of culture/civilisati on

goes hand in hand with the separation of

power from (almost) ceaselessaked raw

violence.

As dominance/dominant authority with

p. 203

the help of material and ideoloqgical

means, power Is two things.

At the level ofsubjective motivegpower
constitutes the ultimate goal ofoewhose
direct goal is the appropriation of the surplus
of theproducts of labour and of labour power
I that is why every permanent and effective
appropriation at the economic level

necessarily ends up in a direct or indirect
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claim of political dominationgass-

At the level of social organisation, again, power appears as system or
Institutionally consolidated structure whereupon the ceaseless exercising of
violence, and the together vih that requisite physical superiority becomes
superfluous, e/en when the exercising of violence remains in the

background as ultima ratio, and frequently appears in the forefront

The fact that the exercising of
violenceis removedhrough
powermakes the development
of culture and civilisation

possible.

[[As in the case of Clausewitz, Marx and Engels saw classtassty
tribal savages dseing inprimitive social states beforeiiture and
civilisation, when strictly speaking, sociahtologically and
anthropologically seen they were NOT, i.e. they too weressaciy, as
humanswithin culture The distinction, however, is useful for

sociologicalideattypical comparison§.

177



So, the attempt at the technical/technological perfection of the exercising of
violence puts the latter at the service of culture/cidilisa(the connection

between the war economy and the development of technology etc.).
The external features of the comsien of violence into power are two:

a) inside the system of power, violence is not exercised (necessarily) by the
same possessor @ower, but by armed organs which act in accordance

with his orders and commands

b) power is not exercsed exclusively through violence or through material
organs, but with ideological means, which form or encourage modes of

behaviour welcome to each and every resgtive system of power

[[AAAA -HAHAHAHAHAHA in the Age of the JOGSATAN in Western countries
FeminoFaggotisation Circusification Negrification and ApeJunglefication is the Order of the Day!
From the Age of the JOSATAN to the Age of the APE]]

If we understand thus the
separation and at the same
time the internal nexus

between power and violence,

t hen we can ans
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guestion to Duhringas to
how a minority can dominate
a majority much stronger
from a physical point of
view, If violence really
constitutes the decisive

factor.

[[I SN6T THI' S AT THE CRUXHASHED/DEBADESIRPERASC | RE
HEGEMONY AND THEN ALTHUSSERRE: STATE IDEOLOGICAL APPARATUSES (WHICH
SHOULD HAVE READ: STATE AND CORPORATE ZIQJOOSATAN-DEVIL-EVIL
APPARATUSSES RE: USAJK, FRANCE, AUSTRALIA, CANADA + ??)TOO?]]

If social power and naked bare raw violence

were the sane, as Engels presupposes here

erroneously, then of course the domination of
the minority over the majority would be

iInconceivable.
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However, in circumstances of culture and
civilisation, the texture of power ha distanced itself
greatly from the texture of violencel so much that

the power claims are projected in the name of the
denunciation of violence' and that is why power can
succeed in vmatever raw, naked, barep o wer ¢

achieve.

[[AAAAA -HAHAHAHAHAHAHAAHAHA! THIS IS THE WHOLF FUCKING ZIO -JOOUSA
PROGRAMME (AND OF MORE AUTHORITARIAN AND DICTATORIAL REGIMES, TO
VARYING DEGREES, ETC.JN A NUTSHELL. IN CIRCUMSTANCES OF CONTROL OF THE
CIRCULATION OF MONEY, AND ULTIMATELY THE CIRCULATION OF GOODS WITHIN
AN ECONOMY OF HEDONISTIC CONSUMPTION AND ABUNDANE, THE ZIO-JOODEVIL-
EVIL SATANIST IN ORDER TO CONCEAL AND JUSTIFY ITS PRIMITIVE SECRESOCIETY
NETWORKED GROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATE ACCUMULATIONS, CONCENTRATIONS
AND CRYSTAL(LISATION)S OF WEALTH AND POWER, SELLS TO THE FULISPECTRUM
Z10-LOBOTOMISED MASSESTHAT THE PROBLEM IS JESUS AND PATRIARCHY AND
NOT THE STRANGLEHOLD THE ZIGJOODEVIL SATANIST HAS OVER ZIOGUSA AND

an

1~

THENZIO-USA6S DOMI NANCE OVER THE REST OF THE WESTERN

THERE IS NO CAUSATION TO BE ACCORDED TO THE ZKOO SATANIST, THE
PROTESTANT-PAPIST-SECULARIST-ATHEIST FROM C. 1500 TO C. 1800/1900 LEAD THE
WAY IN CAUSING CAPITALISM, WITH ZIO-JOO BANKING-FINANCE INPUT REALLY
TAKING OFF TO HITHERTO HISTORICALLY HIGH HEIGHTSIN ZIO-USA WITH THE
CORPORATE ETHOS OF MASS DEMOCRACI THE 20™ CENTURY, AND WITH PEAK ZIO
FEMINO-FAGGOTISMBEING REACHED AT THE END OF THE COLD WAR.WHAT ALL
THIS MEANS IS THAT THE ZIGSATANIC ANIMALS WILL PLAY A GROSSLY
DISPROPORTIONATE ROLE IN LEADING THE WEST TO ITS FINAL DESTRUCTION UNDER
FLOODS OF APE ANOMIE = HE AGE OF THE APE. BYE, BYE WEST! YOU ZIGFLEA-
VULTURE-PARASITEECANCERED YOURSELF OUTOF EXISTENCE!AND THAT WIL BE
THAT. I T6S JUST A (BWEN MANRMQRE DEGADES, BUT EVENTUALLY
THE TIME WILL COME (EVEN THOUGH WE MIGHT OR WILL PROBABLY BE VERY
TRULY GOOD AND DEAD BY THEN)]]
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Engelswas absolutely correct reqgarding the dependecof military

superiority on economic superiority, as this is expressed in technology and

the production of arms.

p. 204

Are the weapons produced and perfected simply ahonly because the
available technicatleconomic potential makes it possible, grsit the case
that their abundant and more perfect production appears to be compulsory
because power sets goalghich can only be realised by virtue of such
weapons| [ | sandar both?]] Of course, this production does not take place
through violence (volence cannot be armed of and by itself, and in this
sense, is always dependent on the econontywever it takes placan view

of goals of poweri and this takes us intcanother sphere.

Only this distinction between the economic level of development and the goals

of power can explain the frequent and historically significant phenomenon (esp.

of the industrial age), that states, which are under political pressure, apatiot

awaitautoromous advances in the economy in order for perfect(ed) k@-up

date, latest techonology arms to be acquibed rather reinforce the branches of

the economy which have direct military significance.

Marx and Engels themselves pointedut the economicdly and socially
progressive function of the state in underdeveloped countrie€f. Engels
attributing early capitalistic modernisation of German agriculture to the defeat
of the nobles by the hegemons who became stronger since the éguoeh o
Reformation.The nobles had no choice but to extract greater incomes from their
landholdings.

Engels also saw that the defeats in the Crimean War made it clear to the
Russians for the need of rapid industrial developmenRailways and

domestic greandustry where needed above alh achieve that, thought, the
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vilagersandpeasasthad t o be Al i beratedo. AFrom
war became a branch of great/large indugtigrshipsmovable (tugable,

towable, hawdble)firearms and (small¢canonsrapidfire repeating canons

and blastergepeating rifles, large shells, smokeless gunpoweter), large

industry, without which all of that cannot be produced, became a political
neces(flsoR)y . o

p. 205

So, the real interweaving of techncal-economicdevelopment with the
factor of power diverges from the simplistic schema that autonomous
economic development = production of means to exercise violenadich

then serve the goals of power.

Marx emphasisedtiemp or t ance ofdédtheoméaher of he

Aorganisation of | abouro (1866) and or

The fiorganisation of |
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Social reality throughout history has shown

that not all aspects of human activity are

connected to economic activity and

associated labour.

When we do talk about the production of goods, then labour must be
organised in view of the texture of the produdve meanswhich are in this

sense the determinative factor.

If, however, the organisation of labour was in truth the cee or thein
miniature stateof the model of social organisation in its totality, then
societies with similar levels of technology would have to have the same

political -institutional organisation.

At the very least, this does not always happen, and oftem history it has

not happenal at all.

A final observation as regards the methodological founding of the primacy of
the economy as it is attempted by Engels. When it is said that violence always

remained the same in history, whereas production
p. 206

evolved/developedand thankstopo d u ct i o n 0 sthedleveloprheatp me n t
of other sectors of society can become understandablejwo different
cognitive/mental levels are confused.e. the permanent functioning of acting

doing, with its each and evergspective content.

Whoever considers violence to be an invariable and

consequently neutral constant, can say the same as
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regards economic and productive activity in
abstracto. This too is a category of acting/doing
which is lostin the beginnings of humanhistory and

accompanies human history since then.

The socialpolitical context in which violence was exercised in history
changed from epoch to epoch not less than what the means of production

changed.

Only the reduction of power to violence gives thempression that what

counts is the use of arms and therefore the production of arms,

technigue/technology and economy. And we inevitably return tthe

dogmatic and infertile matter of princ

primordial factor of human history .

The naive equating of power with violence along vsichatological concerns
andthe belief that the development of the productive fonaesild eliminate

the dearth of goods and the need for distribution and dominagemed like

the only objective &sis for the institution of a classless society (beyond
ethicism and the expectation of ethical betterment) = stems to a large extent
from the ideological armoury of liberal economism incl. homo oeconomicus
the hope of nelacing war with trade and the amtse economic distinction

between productive and nqgumoductive labour.

Marx and Engels did not accept the liberal pacificism, but they did have in mind
from early onthe image of man as an animal who makes tools and works whilst

separating economics fropolitics and the military factor.

Engels was against permanent armies taking young men at their most

productive age from labour.
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p. 207

Marx argues similarly in 18bre: Prussia preparing for war. He did
acknowledge an ad hoc need for an army to prg@ductive activity and
defended A. Smith against the accusation that Smith had overlooked the said
need. Yet Marx and Engels both soberly saw the rsided functios of the

army.
3. The army and its social functions

As we remembeialready from earlypn, Marxused the example of the army in
order to clarify his theory about the determination of the organisation of labour

and more generally of social relations hg imeans of production.

But this example proved the correctness of his theory omg thke the

organistion of labour in its narrowest sense.

Marx found that the army was like a precurspoverall societaeconomic
development,e.dgi[ wi t h war dev el loowthouhvaeahd r e
through armies etc. certain economic relagibke wage laboujffirst in

Rome]] mechanical equipment, for instance, were developed bibfmnanthe

inner space of bourgeois sagi@(Grundrisse.
p. 208

Also, the division of labour within a branch was carried out for the first
time in armies. So, in armies we see synopsised the whole history of
political societies (1857).

By focusing on the army and armed conflict, Marx is in effect shifting economic

development away from certain positions of historical materialism.

However, the facthat in thearmy the correlation between productive forces

and social relations is in existence, in itself means nothing as to the importance
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of the army as toveralleconomic developmenncluding as to such

devel opment 6s extent.

Essentially economierelated pheromena within the army support and or

reflect rather than create the new within society.

The army, its equipping and its organisation is not referred to anywhere as the

motive/driving force for general economic development.

pp. 208209

What was referred to above about wage labour within the
Roman army did not lead to the prevailing of the
monetary economy inside the totality of the ancient

economy,

p. 209

whilst there were essential differences between a wage relation in the

Roman army and under a capitalstic reqgime

fAln regard to the Romans, the army was a massalready separate from

the people as a wholé disciplined as to labour, whose surplus of time
belonged to the state, which (mass) sold to the state all its labour time in
exchange for wagegnot capital). Here (in the army) we havethe free

selling of labour on the part of armies. However, the state does not buy this
labour for the purpose of the produdion of (kinds of) value(s)[[e.g.

exchange value/capital]] Thus, even though the wage relatrmship first
appeared in armies, nevertheless, i
(Grundrisse.
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Hence, the above economic phenomenon pertaining to the army was on the
margins of the then society and its dominant mode of production, and the state

was not a capitalist, nor the soldier a proletarian.

ilhe Roman Empire, in the epoch of its greatest
devdopment, was based on tax in kind and on
supplies in kind. The monetary economy had
been developed fully only in the army. Never

did it embrace the whole of labours crundrissa.

Webve already referr edassooal gfaugsarnds and
large part as armies simultaneously in a constant struggle for survival. The
separation between people and army is institutionalised for tharfiesirt class

society whereupon each and every respective
p. 210

composition and organisation of the army depends on the physiognomy of the
ruling class and on the outcome of the class struggle on each and every
respective occasion, on each and every ms@ecorrelation of forces between

classes.

Greco-Roman society Marx showed, created the city/poliss the centre for
landownerswho developed a tempestuous political lifeand the shifts in
power and the redistributions of wealthof a stratum of free dtizens had as

the result significant transformations of military organisation.

The influence of trade and industrybrought about the gradual replacement

of the old phalanx with the light infantry and mercenaries as well as changes in

military tactics in acient Greece (Engels).

187



The replacement of the civilguard/militia incl. the participation of all

citizens, by professional soldiers mostly from the poorest social classes after
the Second Carthaginian (Punic) War
changeso. (Engel s) .

But military service turned the plelagis into debt slaves of the usurers and the
patricians, and it made the transition from the army of the citizens to the army

of mercenaries inevitable (Marx).

Marx and Engels saw something similar happn the Charlemagne Age re: the

free villagers/peasds and the transition to feudal armies.
Since the beginnings of capitalism, 3 major changes:

1) the replacement of feudal armies with royalists. In the feudal army the
hereditary aristocracy monopais the possession of arms and the soldiers were
much much closer to their feudal lords than the king and the royal
administration of the armyA new structure appears in part based on money, in

part based on industrial technique (technology). Both sys@ttie new age.
p. 211

The cities now havevorkshops to manufacture firearmusd kings use money to
recruit and rent a greater part of their troops from strata of society not under

feudal lords, such as free villagers/peasants and residents of théeitess).

[[It is quite clear. At this stagef capitalism the spreading of monetisation to various sectors of life
gives opportunities for the SATANISTS. But the cause of this monetization is NOT the Satanists, but
the social relations and Christians drig those social relations...]]

2) The secod great turn is the victory of the bourgeois revolution and the
related birth of an army of a radically new kind. The bourgeoisie produces from
its bosom the stratum of educated military officers, and thanketo t
development of the productive for¢etssecures the monetagconomic and

material bases of the army. Peasants freed from feudalsmgwith the
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bourgeoisie are conscripted into the new mass ar(faregelg. This is before

the proletariat entered ai®s en masse.
3) Proletarian recruitment into mass armies. + Universal conscription.

There are parallels, iIin that the wor ke
At hey enter as s indg theesupemision af thefullal s ol di
hierarchy é sub(noncommissioneda n d f u | |For&rgéls, suehr s 0 .

organisation helped the French workers at the barricades of 1848.
p. 212

Marx and Engelsaw the army as the central tool in the hands of the ruling

class, as the embodiment of the inhumanityoc | ass soci ety. ATl
power, the judicial power, the armed forces, are alptr@ntoms of crooked

social circumstances and hinder those arrangements between people, which

render useless the necessargyt er venti on of a third su

Marx explained the armies of the second half of tHecEditury as being

against the militarism of feudal armies, but then turning against the proletariat
etc..On the other hand Marx, Engels could not but admit that even if an

army i nternaddnagr wa,s dixtearcial |y |jn rega
armiesdi d Aprogressiveo wo rrévoldidnary e. g. a

forces. Sg Marx, Engels were ambiguous about the role of armies...
p. 213

So, against Russia, having permanent standing armies is nofiepignd not

seen as something absolutely oppressive to the proldtdasx, 1867 speech).

And Engels justified having the Prussian army ready, both ag. French and ag.

Russians.

Key wasforeign policy and the competition between states which takes

place irrespective of the polities of those statdgngels.
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Engels complained that the Prussian army remained at 1820 levels, when France

had advanced far ahead.

SO, the army was NOT simply jud an organ of the ruling class, as it had

national tasks towards he outside E.g. the Bonapartist
p. 214

Dictatorship.The army gained in selfconviction vis-a-vis the bourgeosie as
it saw it was indispensable for the state as a whol8ince the time of
Napoleon, France was ruled by the army, on the basis on the village
peasants, then later the landowners, and then after 1830, the bourgeoisie.
Change occurred again in 1851 with the army autonomising itself

(becoming autonomous)n power (Marx).
p. 215

The army pushes things towards war, being in command of poliigel&€and
Marx saw the Dictator now beholden to the desires of the army for war and loot

etc..

The French army was seen by Engels as superior to the British. But this ended

when the Frenchrmy succumbed to corruption etc..
p. 216

Then followed lack of dicipline. SO, Marx called Bonapatte39, i Li tas| e 0

he had to engage in bribery etc. with the defeat of 1870 being the consequence.

The relative autonomy of the army was not though considered to be by Marx
and Engelshe core or nucleus of a noveldahistorically autonomous social
formation.It is over-the-top for researchers to transform the Marxian

analysis of Bonapartism into the achetype of modern theory regarding

bureaucratic-military dominance.
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p. 217

Marx and Engels recognised that aftex BErench Revolution, nationalism had

become a political and historical force of the highest ofdationalism aided

the morale of armiesrce Napoleon. The royal army of Napd&ngels opined

coll apsed before Gari balrd patribtienc, Biths e A t

| t did not have tradition. | t I S not e

SO, Marx saw the army in e.qg. Inda under British command as being the

means for Indians to organise and liberate themselves from the Britisihe

problem for the Indians were the internal fights and the lack of united

leadership.

In Spain too, the army is what played a key role in overcoming the

provincialism of the country as a whole.
p. 218

The nationamanifestationsfemonstrations/protesionsof 1812 and 1822
came from the Spanish Armigventually though the various regional leaders

etc. sapped the Spanish Armyods effecti

The primacy of external/foreign policy/politics is seen in that competition
with foreign powers leads to economs devebpment related to weapons
development etc.E.g. Prussia, in seeing the French successes against Austria,

had to see things anew etc..
p. 219

It was not enough anymore to follow the old army ways of fanfare and parades

without modernising and adapting teetinternational environment etc..

Engels saw the culturaivilisational level as being decisive in the differences
between European armiesdacountries. The Russian army e.g. was not in sync

with more backward senrfiarbaric Russian society overall.
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p. 220

Likewise re: Caucasian mountain peoples and Tdiks.western part of

Turkey, with French and Prussian training, has more efficienpsraad army
adminstration, even though favouritism o
b a ¢ k OForeghe €hinese, their preindustrial ways are a real difficulty in

terms of modernising the army etc..
p. 221

Thereds al ways iangelsaganossaivoignogemisabon ;m m
backward Oriental countries respecbf pig-headedness, impatience, prejudice

etc. etc. etc..

The British army representing the British oligarchy, brought about a
conjunction of land-owning and monetary-economic/financial aristocracy,
privileges of blood and privileges of money... with blood, nepotism and
favouritism playing their roles. With money buying places in the army too
etc.. The poorer have to go into debt to get to the upper echelansthe

army (Marx).

All this had an effect on the quality of the military officers, who were more like

Agent |l emeno r at $with muchtalemt bgang shiitew of higher a |

The ruling class was not too bothered though, e.g. Palomessiv the fact that
most officers having fas6@ngdsgectdford r el at
the British polity and put up with the purchase of positions up to the

punishment of being whipped as the natural consequence of
p. 222

this fact (Marx).The political control of the oligarchy was secured by the right

of the PM to intevene wherever. Marx saw a divisionpgwers rather than a
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division of labouywhich amounted to the army not being as mobile and

effective as it could have been.

Cat o 06 Nine Tails and ot bodhatathar bar i c
aristocratic charaet could be maintained in the Britishmy, notwithstanding
the desertions etc. in Crimeaf.such punishment were abolishéde great

distance between officers and soldiers would be eliminated etc..
p. 223

Democratisation of the army would lead to thdoss of the governmental

monopoly of the oligarchy.

Engels in particular researched the possibility of the army being used for

revolutionary social purposeSo did Marx.

Engels saw the British Volunteer Force c. 1860 as made up of bourgeois with

workersonly when vetted by empleys etc..

In one study rethe Prussian army, Engels saw that the bourgeoisie could either

ally itself with the lower classes or buy off the upper classes to come to power

[[AAAA -HAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHA!! Satan, Satan, Monkey,
Monkey, Satanic Circuslonkey!'! WHAT THE FUCK HAS
CHANGED, EVEN I F 1 TS6S A DIFFERENT

p. 224

There was a progressive bourgesification of the Prussian armyand the

liberal pro paganda about trade and peace was belied by the reality of the
bourgeoisie taking over the armyetc. = THE REAL FUCKING WORLD,

NOT THE IDEOLOGICAL PROPAGANDA WHICH THE COCKSUCKERS

I N THEI R VARI OUS AFI NANCI AL NEWSPAPERE
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And Bismarck camé& POWER.
p. 225

General military service would make the army less prone to coups and to the
ethos of feudabureaucratic party before and after 1888gels and Marx saw
universal conscription as a stepowards democratisation etc... The vast
majority d the populatiorwas not called upon to serntbough because the

Prussian dynasty feared the people under arms.

Whilst Engels overestimated the possibilities of universal conscription etc. in
order to take ar my f,heddinnabdlievetbab nt r ol of

universal military service would automatically

p. 226

convert the permanent army into an approximately revolutionary organisation.
That would just be a desired outcgmexjuiring a lot of work.

Engel s: Ain pol it i cedorcestonganized state violercay | vyt

the army, and, the unorganised el ement

Marx, 1851, saw the loosening of military discipline as being a prerequisite for
revolution. Deomposition of military control and command = gesisis in the

ruling class, etc..

Engels saw that without a majority of support amongst the people, in the hour of
crisis, whats going orthappeningn the army would be crucial [[= key to the
Communist Pdies which took power from 1917 4949 to1975etc!!! Even

today the USA c. Feb. 2019 is calling on army officers to leave Maduro to go to

their preferred ruler of Venezuela etg]....
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p. 227

Engels sawthe importance of secret societies in the army. Whether this was
realistic or utopian, the fact is that Marx and Engels saw many possibilities
in the army as being either a reactionary or revolutionary force, depending

on the circumstances.

4. War and revolution

Marx and Enqgelsvere fairly upbeat. 1848 re: war and revolutipbut the

experiences ahe European wars of 188866 put a huge dampener on the

prospects of workersd ..ietwwabkforeignpalicyar i si

which Marx and Engels sawi.e. international politicé as holding the key to

igniting donestic uprisings etc..
Engels to Marx in 1860 re: Lasalle and the English wkgsctionary Urquhart
p. 228

commented thawhat is subjectively reactionary, in international politics

can be objectively revolutionary.

Marx even contemplated tisguation in whichif domesticdly the
revolutionary situation had died down,
achievements of a st@earmy in foreign relations if those achievements
enhanced future fiprogressoind8b@a revol ut
revolution would makéhe German army disorganised and would favour Russia

and Bonaparteand not revolution.likewise 1874 re: Commune... European

war comes first... before the working class can do anything...

So, the matter of the nation asthe primary magnitude of foreign policy and

international politics under certain circumstances becomes the matter of
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revolution, the revolution succeeds becausecan lead the nation in the

struggle of the nations

[ [ Where the FUCK does Leninds naAD$%$? n al
What the FUCK does Marxisiibeninism have to do with Satanic CIRCUS

MONKEY ZIO-OTHERISATION, ZIONEGRIFICATION AND ZIO-OPEN
GLOBOHOMOFEMINOFAGGOTISERSOCIETY-HATE-fi N OBDRDERS
(EXCEPTA OF C O UR®B EHE SATANIC CIRCUS MONKEY COMPOUND
AND SATANIC CIRCUS MONKEY BUNKER, OF ZIO-JOO-SATANISM-DEVIL -
EVIL-MAMMONISING -LUCIFERISM), ZIO-i ONE WOSATBNISM AND
ZIO/USA-HATE, FUCKING SCUMBAGS?]]

Engels 185% the most ruthless and dsisie party can save the nation.
p. 229

The ruling class is the guiding ctasf thenation so no ruling class can last
domestically/internally if it cannot reinforce the place of the nation in the
external struggles, i.e.interat i onal | y. E. g. Russi abs
made reforms rdsarism inevitable (Engels). (¥ngels in 1859 saying that a
German defeat against Bonaparte in a war would cause revolution in Germany,
which would also affect Bonaparte. Likewise: France, Austria and Italy...

with Engels opining in 1892 thatl those who suffer defeat have the loisisy
anddutytorevojwhi ch is not exactly the WW1
def eati s mo, tobuecha pastian everethowgh Engels was not

calling for defeato be sought programmatically, but was saying a defeat should

be used talo x, y, z, re: revolution.

1848 and Marx and Engels saw war as revolutiomagniting all of Germany
so that then revolution could follow, which could not take placeonarchical/

princelystatelets etc. in a coordinated fashion etc....
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p. 230

1848Mar x: i n warnaoms rtevmpeadti ommds storm, i

elements (breaking up the Germanic monarchies) forged...

Incl. war with Denmark, victory for Germany as victory for democracy (Engels,
1848).

Marx saw the German democratic movemenhavingtoabsorbt r ai t or ou s
Prussiaand ag. Russia which was backing Denmark... Marx saw that clashing

with Russia would strengthen Polamchich would in turn weaken tsarism in

Russia... Russia was viediasbeingfi s u p e rr/ehaycpteir(Engals y 0 .

1848).

EverywarEngl and i s involved igsotheaxmectedn ef f
German revolutionarywaronsti tutes a part of a AEuU
war 0, which will eventuate first off f
French workes. (Marx 1848)

p.231

Engels 1849 emphasised that every local clash is part of great and decisive
war, as all the subwars, so to speak, interconnect... Engels expected that the
narrower national interests would subside re: the significance of the fight

between freedom a@noppression across all of Europe...

Marx, 1849 expresses the view that every local revolution will eventually fail if

the revolution does not spread successfully internatiomafiyworld war ...

And the English proletariat, at the ¢enof theworld power/economy = key...

1853 Marx was convinced that every general European war will necessarily

bring about a revolution.+ Engels 1854hopel for Napoleonielike wars)
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p. 232

Marx and Engels were disenchanted that the Crimean waimednacal..
1855 many; or rather mostpeople whether bourgeois or pooravere not

interested...

1854 Marx = there was no fight between freedom and despotism... the

Great Powers were more interested in Equilibrium...

NeverthelesaMlarx emphasised th#&e Russian loss in the Crimean War

weakened the Tsar and he had to make concessions to the serfs
p. 233

Marx 1858... the pressure of revolution and war on undertaking social reforms...
+ Engels 1893

Notwithstanding the defeat of the Paris Commune, Mawx that class

opposition was now stronger than national opposition

Marx and Engels saw a ndwstorical epoch emerging after German unification
following the war of 1870... and the centre of gravity went from the French to

the German proletariat...
From 1848 Marx and Engels
p. 234

believedthat the war against Denmaslas being abused by the Prass

government to channel German youth in a-democratic direction...

They saw a war agaimdepénadeéyds amnda Pl
ar t i[AAA-rrHRHAHAHAHAImy to paralyse the democratic

dynamismandto chanel revolutionary lava down the drain (1848)...
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Marx and Engels interpreted repeatedly internal pol#ieablutionary pressure
as the cause of the militarytémtion of reactionary governments, especially in

rel ation t o t IBehaparssaFradcs... (Warnsl8G0)a and

+ Marx 1854 + 1852 re: Bonaparte and having to go to war to avoid revolution

at home and or for economic reasons1859 again
p. 235
+ Engels 1895 Marx 1859, 1864

For Marx and Engel s cdnquciesi/ivdledboyar s wer e v
revolutionary or at least progressive historicalpolitical subjects in order to

achieve corresponding goals
[[So, in the case of ZIPSYCHOJOOCONJOODEMTARDUSA youget wars for the 1990s and
2000s justified as being f orDEl PFOFOGR EBSISORYE/ GND eThtbE r

and AHuman Rightso and other such absolute inanit

believe... thatodos nditbhettd esady adt haarstPdwemg dmheianw

Mar x and Engiedtso dtilden 6di fgfoer ence bet wee

wars in any greater detail, but this distinction was very important for

Lenin, so here are the few references of Marx 186&:tii war of t he er
against their oppressiomsmeansi hndhecliang
struggles and civil wars... BUT IN THE SAME CATEGORY, ONE COULD
PUTWARS BETWEEN OPPRESSIVE AND OPPRESSED NATIONS..

Marx saw the British war against Chinaass fext r e ma8sFandunj ust ¢

Engels rejected
p. 236

Ar eact i on arAustria agaissltalye(1848As we thall see later,
Lenin saw a war as just or unjust as having nothing to do per se whether

strategically it was defensive or aggressiveffensive
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Mar x and Engel s dQ@verdime, Eohgels lositsss t hi s t

enthusiasm for revolutionary wars so his tone was very different between

O [

1853 and his |l etter to Kautsky in 188°¢:

proletariat cannot impose on afoyeignpeople happiness without undermining
Its own victory. This of course does

He opined in 1848 that a communist society can only wage defensive wars...

Marx and Engels see war as a negatine for pacifstic reasongout for tactical
reasons as to how a war would affect the revolutionary movement. In 1859

Marx
p. 237

against Lasallesaw war as favouring in the beginning Bonapartism in France,
and reaction in Germany and Russia... Again in 1BE9x saidsomething
unusual for him in rejecting si vis pacem para bellum (= Latin = if you want
peace, prepare for wags this put all oEuropa on a wafooting and created

mercenary fanaticisms...

r

Wi thout war, Bonapartebs p emsitibnimmn woul

Prussia would be strengthened (Marx, 1864, 1867).

Engels in 1879 saw th&uropean war buries the German sed@mocréic
party under the inevitable struggle of every people for their national existence...
Wi t h fchauv i-ignited @882, lbtteritorBgbely e

p. 238
Thereds also a reference to a |l etter

Marx and Engelsl880, 1886 and 188Believed that the tide of history was
definitely evolving in an irreversible fashigand wari whilst having for the

time being negative consequenciésvould nevertheless in the end favour
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historical evolution, notwithstanding tiiep oi nt | ess expteendi t ur

fwaste aofdttimeodAvi cti mso or war .

Engels to Bebell885we nt so far as t o exttletlass it he
stateo... and 1891 esp. against Russi @

revolutionay me ans 0.

Engel s foresaw fithe outcome of traged)
Il nconceivable until rard wowithstanding the and 1 nt
millions of dead, despite the hunger, the epidemics, general infuriation and
bankruptcy,... in the enthe old states and the crowns would collapse and the

proletariat would prevail...
Cf. 1859 similar thoughts by Marx and Engels re: the Italian war.

Butitwasthe Franec® r us si an war which seemed | i k

war s o.

Re-arming was incrasing continuously, and the great bulk of the armies
required spending cutback€ngels, 1870. From the insidailitarism would

collapse 1875 (Engels).

The prospect of an

p. 239

economic catastrophe because of the military burdens and offeg e n er a |

war of anni hil ati ono ,weretthe twaforesaealdee r t ai r

phantomsof militarism . Also, there would be an inevitable conversion of the

dynasticamy i nto a popul ar/ peoplebs ar my,

obeying commands (Engel1893, etc.).

But in regard to the dual prospect of the bourgeoning of miltarism and of an
abolition of militarism becauseeof mil

best choice for the workersodé pamdrement .
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for the reasons considered a great war toripossible or at least more

impossible than previouslyhis was the general conviction in Europe between

1870 and 1914The reasm they shared this conviction is because Marx and
Engels themselves had adopteckrtain facets of the liberal perception
about the texture of economic activity and the mode of functioning of a

contemporary economy, however, a few years after their deaths

Luxemburg and Lenin formulated the position that

the capitalistic economy wouldonly, with militarism

and war, overcome its contradictions, at least

temporarily .

5. Strategy and Tactics

Engels against Ghring said that strategy and tactics do not emé&uaye the
minds/heads of ingenious wkraders/commanders, but mainly determined

by the level of the technique/technology of the arms with examples re: firearms
and how the infantry changed functions incl.byattle arrays/arrangements e.g.
from whatwas similar to the ancient phalanx to the long sparse lines... incl. re:

mobility in the American War of Independence
p. 240
+ e.g. from Franc®russian war.

Engels indirectly, however, accepts tbhanges in weapons technology do not

of themselves enety explain changes in tactics. He talks also of human

material. The leg#e en masse was prone to disobedience and desertion etc..
Clausewitz held that the influence of

much less in the new means and the new perceptgasding the waging of

202



war, and more in the wholesale change of politics and of administration, in the

character of government, the state of

Engel s quotes Hegel ;whénewverndeth for samethirgt e e n t
Is born and the neet justified by the circumsteces, it is certain it/this need

wi | | be satisfiedo.

This line of argumentation is another example of in part contradiction in the

theses of{Marx ang Engels.
p. 241

There is still a long way to go in firearms technologpndels, 1860). Yet in
anothemassageEngelssees the new (then) weapons as not able to be further
developed Anti-Duhring, but in 1893, Engels spoke again of the uninterrupted

revolutionisation of the technical bases for the waging of war).

Engels in 184 consideredthe ci ent i fi ¢ waging of war
civil iamdticomdi ders Napol eon as that m:

contemporary art of war so that others had to mimic him.

Marx and Engels were very rarely critical of Napoleon as to nfitary

matters andgenerally viewed him as an authority on all things military

(1853) . But they emphasised telbat t he (
certain social preconditien. Napoleon got the mass army to be disciplined

and used it with decisivenergy and at theame time flexibility, which

characterise his strategic undertakings, reflecting a clear anaiwetl politics

T just as conversely,
p. 242
indecisive strategic undertakings = ambiguous politics (1855, fagels).

Marx and Engels congged theNapoleonic achievements e.gthe 18"

century runningaround in circles tactics of generals and not getting anywhere...
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They want to see fAia quick concentrati
grand scalgand changem the base and linef war undertakings (1855). Quick

moves impressed them a lot incl. to exert pressure on the foe rather than the

other way around (1854, 1853).

p. 243

All this wasneeded untibne wasn a position to strike the fatal blow etc.
Generaly re: attackoffence, a) the foe is tricked by
forces are concentrated in decisive positions c) the foe is strimkweaker

point d) inimical forces are broken up and crushed in sections (1855, 1853).

The concent ovamfoicesandthékr @eamlkibsg up of t he
hi ghest strategic and tactical Comman
forces = disaster. Marx gave an example of British error re: Indian uprising and

the British lack of numbers made their lackoofanisation evemore

disastrous for them (1857). Engels recommended that the Austrians strike at the
Italians and French before they could get their shit tog€tle&9). Both Marx

and Engels were aware of the peculiarities of war in America (e.g.kadlyoo

Ripley re: vastracts of land and relatively few troops, mostly volunteers in the

Mexican war etc.).
p. 244

Re: the American civil war, they reproached the Southerners for fragmenting
their forces by tr K¢ imgeadofsbhorilgepaad n ever
defendng Kentucky, The South set up 3 camps which the Yankee Foe picked

off in successiopand the btle was then transferred into the open to the

disadvantage of the South (MaExgels, 1862).

The North also had wrong ideas e.g. The Embrace of the AnasoHua
Anaconda Plan which would be easy for the South to break through...
emphasis on lack opgsed to move things and strjengels 1862 + 1870 re:
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Bonaparte. for Engels1866 the two most important laws of strategy = 1)
dondét di vi de awawthatparts ofiit cannat bepported
mutually by other parts, but keeps the variousasedaif the army close to one
another, and 2) when marching via different routes, you have to reunite at a

point outside of the range of the enemy...
p. 245
Refeences to Moltke, Goltz, Schlichting et al....

So, Marx and Engels placed emphasisnimative and flexibility. Engels 1859,

1862 = Napoleonic attadfence= necessary when want decisive victory.

(o)}

Engel s saw both war andanuues.iandifthg as i

rules are not respected = no bop 1) one ought to never
p. 246

play with wuprising if you havenot deci

consequences of the game.

Engel s 1860 = as Daandomem@ at dmé@bDdar ngg!

order to go on the atta@ndsurprise the foe etc. re: armed inggtion

There is a primacy of attackoffencein war and revolution, but also when
in defence you need to be able to go on the attdokence The worst

defence is passivéMarx, 1854).
1871 Marx = needed is the aggressive defence of Paris...

Defensive war should not beonfused with defensive undertakinggMarx to

Engels, 1870)... Notwithstanding the great exceptions of attacking/aggressive
offensivewar as in the case &paminondas and Napoleagnt he hi st ory ¢
greatest battles seems tshow that where the army defending itself shows

solid and persistent resistancecapable of allowing the said army to resist

unshaken until the fire
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p. 247

of the attacking/offensiveside starts to weaken, whereupon follows
exhaustion and reaction, since that goes in its turn onto attagifencei
there defensive energy is more secute. E n gl1897 Engets probably took
from Clausewitz the notion that mountain war from a strategooint of view,
attackoffenceis decisively superior to defence, and the Prussianitdakm

Archduke Carl/Karl Die Feldztige von 1799P.K. cannot locate any other

specific instances of influence of Clausewitz on Marx and Engelsre: Lenin

I t 06 Hereat stdry, and we shall see later...

Bombarding fortresses and opening the road for the infantry... the main role of
artillery which is for trained officers, but the infantry is the main Arm which
will decide the outcome of battles (Engels 186858, 1§0)

Marx and Engels saw clearly the importance of the industrial revolution re: war.
p. 248

Especially the American Civil Washowed Marx and Engels that the industrial
potential is now the decisive factor in the organisation, the equippindn@nd t
movenent of modern mass armies. The Northern States will DEFINITELY
prevail due to industrial superiority, whereas the South only had the advantage
at the start of the war based on quick attacks etc.... Marx and Engels 1862...
Engels 1859steam changewar moe than anything since Napoleonic times...
railways, steamships, + 1848 examples re: France and USA... + 1859 chains of
fortifications assisting in the war effort... 1885 = from passive to aggressive/

attackingoffensivedefence by having chains fafrtifications...
p. 249

Engels 1854. 1855. 1853 etc. = the importance of fortresses and the mistakes

those besieging them make in depleting their forlcesmobility was still
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overall even more important on the battlefield and then forts etc. become

tools e.g. vinen retreating or to launch an attack etc..

6. Guerrilla war(fare) and the civil guard/militia

Marx and Engels are supposed to be in relatiopvolutionary war and

querrilla warfare at the start of a path leading to Mao an@dlach). Marx

and Enged did write about 1®century querrilla warfare in Europe, Asia and

North America, but they did not add anything new in their observationsjdor d

they theorise a new form of war capable of displacing the regular

p. 250

army in order to then go onto seig political power on the part of a

nationalistic or socialistic revolution.

Like Clausewitz, Marx and Engels explain guerrilla warfare as a

supportive means in national uprisings, but dependent on eoperation

with the regular army. The three of themerf er t o guerri |l |l a wa
= as all wars not conducted and waged by the regular, dnmyClausewitz not

with revolutionary implicatbns Yom Kriege). Tasksas seen by Gneisenau and
Clausewitzinclude b continually harass the foe, to interrii lines of

communi cation, to t akspplyingebuttomvoidde st r o)
normal attacks and before the assembdetical army, to withdraw into the

forests or the marshéswamps, quagmires)

The civil guard/ midveiaf wtalse jarsmy @ dmgd
institution, so that attadtffencewith it, is possible only as the continuance of
the succedsu | repul sion of an invasion as i

prospect of revolution was not
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p. 251

found to be dependenh the constitution of the civil guard/militia, but through
the widening and the democratisation of the regular &ymgeans ofjeneral

compulsory military service.

Marx and Engels had no international law etc. delusions about war. They were

veryawareof (f oreign) ideologies and il

surrounding that in the international arena.

For Engel1870)t he whol e nation takeasegiart

ega

n

Abarbarianso (tribes of thepur€laucuses,

convent i,omimadasyweade sviden the war machine no longer works
and of Europe guided by rules andheentiors and due to economistic
capitalistic spirit, not as enthusiastic ethnicalllarx and Engels (1870ljke
Clausewitz held it wasno crime for the people to continue defending itself
when the regular army had been dissolVeduch a cas¢he saing of the

nation commands a revolutionary war, where revolutionary means are

demanded and revolutionary dynamism.
p. 252

Marx to Lafargu e 1871 Engels1857, 1858 and Marx 1857 fully justified
| ocal p eopl ecslanialfimperial aggraseian ao ntatber what the

locals did{funlike a TOTAL SCUMBAG LIKE THAT ABSOLUTELY DISGUSTINGZIO-JOO,
ADORNO, WHO COMPLAINED ABOUT THE NORTH VIETNMESE BEING CRUEL TO CAPTIVE
AMERICANS ETC.J} + The legalistic hypocrisies as in tbase of ChingViarx

1859, 1860. Reference to Grob affte Relativity of War and Peace

p. 253

War and Sea. Marx 1861 + 1870 incl.rescsa | | ed A humam.i.t.ar i
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War and Peace in the real world intertwine and cannoeh#dy separated.
Engels gives four examples of when guerrilla warfare fadedn when the
people backed it. E.g. the Spanish guerrilla war had British and Portuguese
backing [[cf. the North Yetnanese with Soviet and Chinese arms]] ag. the
French [ ag. ZIOGUSA]]

p. 254

Kurdish and Bedouin cavalry would not have been effective ag. the Russians if
it were not for the Turkish army backing them during the Crimean War (Engels,
1853). For Engelthe regular army was invariably superior compaied

irregular combat formations.
p. 255

Engels 1849, guerrillas to aid the regular army [[e.g. Viet Cong and North
Vietnamese Army]], with Engels giving example of Brescia region ag.
Austrians. Marx top1854, saw the rebels in Spain as being necessary because
the regular army was smashethixed in the deserters from the French Army

and contraband bandits et al., who were in it for their own purposes...
p. 256

and in cases when the rebels were notrasgd back into caprdination with a
regular army they fairly easily became roaming crimirka gangs [[cf. Latin

America Columbia, Peru etc.]].

Marx understood the T&ing but was very sceptical of their chances of
success. Likewiseavith guerrilla warin India postSepoy (?). Engels 1858.

Lack of organisation eventually was the undoing of the rebels.
p. 257

with villagers even turning against thensimilarly with regard to Moors

(Engels 1860) without national consciousness etc. and lackafo@tion... =
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ineffective... shorsighted.... and the Algerians, notwithstanding their heroism
and selfsacrifice, could only delay French conquest of Algerjgaut 100

approx. years later...]]

Engels 1860 felt that the experiences of Algbeeéped the Fanch later beat the

[talians...
p. 258

The huge difference in regard to wor ke
requiring speed like Napoleonic war and without the {tergn patience of

guerrilla warfare..querrilla -based successe&d coming to power in the 20"

century were basically nationalistic in socialistic quisel hat kind of

guerrilla war is now over... and always in coming to powetrthe guerrilla
troops were basically a regular army in the end fighting another regular

army...
p. 259

shiinking in size and dissolving... Proletarian civil guard/militia as in the case of
a communistic society (Engels) ... 1848 Marx and Engels wanted the people
armed etc.... but experience showed Engels that the regular army was the more

effective operator..
p. 260

Carnot and Napoleow victorious revolution for Engels cannot create and
form a new art of war in the real world... so wars must be fought like
Napoleon with a regular army supported by a proletarian civil

guard/militia.
p. 261

A civil guardmilitia cannot securstrong discipline and organisation like a

regul ar army. Thereds a need for inter
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American Civil War Engels 1860s.... so that his conclusion was that only
communistically organised and trained sociEn approach the system of the

civil guardmilitia etc..
Engels 1870
p. 262

re: Paris and lack of organisation. Engels contradicted himself in different

periods of his life and in the 1890s naively expressed belief again in a civil

guard/militia as he gwerirated on the notion of the regular army suppressing

revolution.
p. 263

Mar x and Engels notion of peoplebds war
of France, 1793Mar x and Engel s were no ffather
(Neumann)Mar x and E kingevaswéllsvithin the 18" century

overall framework, even though their followers presented them differently.

p. 265

V. ExcursugDigressionC: War and the Marxist-

L eninist perception/view of history

From what | (= P.K.) know, only Kautsky tried to theongar. Western

Mar Xxi sm concent r[éith@etfowdd ifo all fhedrdssistie N at i on 0

feminofaggotised hedonistatomisticharcissstic JOO/ZIO nonsens&hilst leaving behind any pretence of
socialism, since the goal was corporate and bardimtgGROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATE JOO/ZIO/JUDAS

FORSM OF WEALTH AND POWER IN ziausA]] ard the Soviets and Chinese had their
Aof ficial o view of war etc. I n the 19¢

Gumplowicz with war as having a decisive historical function in liméh of
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classes and the state. He differed with Engels re: a number of matteessuc

inheritance in tribes
p. 266

as such inheritance must have presupposed autonomi@aimyming
autnomousjrom society. + issues of rich and poor, and function®anesty,

and slavery must have come from war and not simply from the division of
labaur in classless societifferences in wealth for Kautsky, were reduced
to participation in looting arising from war . There was never any
brotherhood between the poor atavesThe statefrom war, separated people

into classes etc..

Marxist -Leninist theory of history revolved around the Asiatic mode of
production and i Qwhicrenmeanathat ellea effitial Partg mo
dogma could accept that not all people had tgo through the five stagesfo
history [[primitive /savagesocietyancient slave societfeudalisnm-

capitalism-communism]] to get to the end of historical evolution.
p. 267

Il t6s not the hi st oroyeralbcburse of Bumanitypeopl e,
which suppasedly confirms theHegeliantlike view of history. Instead of the

World Spirit, we now have the Advanced Mode of Productior

This version on the more orthodox Estage MarxistLeninist historical
schema was formulated by the EasGerman Professor of ancient history,
Elisabeth Welskopt The first developed civilisations/cultures peaked in Asia
and North Africaand in the Mediterranean we had slesaxiety. Western

Europe gave rise to feudalisand capitalism migrated from Western

Europe to North America, where it reached its zenith whilst in Eastern

212



p. 268

Europe, we have socialisilithis i s expl ai ned -by the f a
economico violeace wadsrevolughi onki ngs

from Western Europe to capitalism, and from Eastern Europe to socialism.
p. 269

By analysing economic relats Welskopf claimed we arrive #te
Aintersection of economy, | aw/ right ar
I n hi s Shesdawaah absolate fusion of economic and political

domination in Oriental Despotism.

The Hungarian Tokei concentrated on the functioning of wars durirg the

great historical transitions, without
p. 270

He remained true to Orthodoxy, and held #siatic, Ancient and ancient
Germanic forms of property owrship were a united evolutionary line from
which the second comes frahe first and the third from the second. With
barbarian conquests in betweguit still the level of the productive forces

was always the underlying factor.

In Soviet publications, therewas an i n part acceptance
thesesSawer(who did notkh o w  We | s k o @k when sheantekdse )
Zhukovds confession that the Ger man c
and several Soviet peoplélse stage of capitalism, as the adoption of the

Hegelianlike version of the teleological, eschatologisehemaZhukov
attributes the said |l eaping over to ¢t}
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envirommaentaill hel d that fccebswa e e x

change of all sociaéconomidormationsi n a |l | nati onso.

Semyonov held that the evolution ofrhan society whose successive stages are

the social formationgeproduces
p. 271

the internal logic of evolution of all social organisations consatlareéheir

totality. But only human history as a whole passes through all stages, not every
singlesocialorganisation separatelyall this seems to be fairly irrelevant, as what remains of

the West is heading towards fspectrum APElimination incl. the ZIQIOOs too, eventuallylHe does

not explain how continuity happeneahdjust implies one stage aestroyed,

and another stage arises. He does not mention war and conquest, i@owhg
supporting the Orthodox Marxist emphasisendogenous factors. And such
theorists equated the Asiatic mode of production with S@waing Society.

Thus, war and giical violence were not decisive historical forces and were not

able to create a new social form nor destroy a viable sociahsyste

p. 273

VI. War and Revolution: Lenin

1. Preliminary observation

No-one has doubted that Lenin was a theoretician of waesp. in the epoch

of imperialism. There is however no agreement as to whether he was a military
expert in the narrower sensetbé term. In Soviet publications, Lenin was
characterised the founder of Soviet military science, and as the father of basic
principles of military art, whilst analysing specialist matters of military theory
and tactics. The praising of Lenin of course wasnected to political goals

within the Soviet and Soviet ideological overall system. At,firehin was
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praised to combatrTot skyoés contri bution ,tamd t he f
postSt alin, to demote Stalifd9%4®tc. after

p. 274

Stalin wrote that Lenin never thought of himgelinlike Engeld as a military
expert,and Lenin read Clausewitz notas a military expert, but as politician
who thought about the connection between war and politic®uring the

Civil War there waso doubt that Lenin was not just a political leadbest also

a military director of operations, he toakactive part in thenilitary action
plan. He collaborated closely with the Highest Levels of Military Commidad.

even ofterdecided upon action at the local level. (Ericksdimjs level of

involvement in war time is common for a political leader either im

dictatorship or in a parliamentary regime.

p. 275

The fiasco of the campaign in Poland started from the political (not
military) expectation of a soon to occur revolution in central Europewnhich

would have added that revolutionary proletariat to theé Reny.

For Lenin both politics and military action were forms of struggleis

allowed Lenin to be specific and concrete and direct re: what he wanted to

achieve in specific circumstances. The foe had to be tangiblée course of

actionspeciicL e n1 ndés f icextaint 1 on wi t h
philosophical, sociological and economic tropes

never stopped him from being a realist re: specific
problems.] [ = Leni nds Agreatness

point.]]
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p. 276

1918hevery abstract truth beclpinieaszy an em

specifick oncr et e situati ono.,ofbdngableto t he ge

hone in specific foes in concrete situation3ruth for Lenin is a function of

the basic political situation i.e. of struggle (and not aufiry bullshitof and

for professors etc.).

War r evolves around the central political problem, the problem of gaining
and maintaining POWER/DOMINANCE . Lenin posed the problem from the

point of view of a concrete political

specifically aml concretely, fromthepain of vi ew of the HAPar
would use for his own military/wgpolitical ends/goals. Theory and Praxis are

equated.

2. Politics and War or Lenin and Clausewitz

fLeninds war talk does not warenthel ve ar c
strict/ narrower sense, but around the relations between war and politics
then the best way t owagrelatedthooghttihie e s s e nc

through an examination of how Lenin understood Clausewitz.

Lenin sharefagrees withwo central views with the GREAT Pruas General

War Theoretician:

1) politics and war jointly fall under the lyingbovethem concept of clash and

conflict or of struggleand politics IS NOT equated eo ipso with

Amoder ati ono, b utreldetween mblitics initinmes df peace f e a't
p. 277

and politics in times of war, exclusively rests in the useor in the non-useg of

military and organised violence
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[[THIS IS VERY INTERESTING, BECAUSE P.K. HIMSELF
DOES NOT OFFER A DEFINITION OF WAR , AND BASED ON
CLAUSEWITZ , WE BROADLY DEFINED WAR EA RLIER AS

VIOLENCE RELATING (DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY) TO

GROUPS AND THE INVIDUALS OF GROUPS BETWEEN ONE
ANOTHER OVER CONTROL IN GENERAL AND OR THE

CONTROL OF TERRITORY, AND THAT THERE WERE MANY

FORMS OF WAR. NOW, THERE IS THE ADDED NOTION OF
AMI LI TARY BGABRI ®BRDd VI OLENCE, WHI CH
E.G. STILL INCLUDE TERRORISM AS A FORM OF WAR, BUT
WHETHER IT INCLUDES CRIMINAL -GANG WAR ETC. IS

ANOTHER MATTER FOR DEBATE AND DISCUSSION ETC. .

THE POINT IS, DEPENDING ON THE CONTEXT, THERE IS

OFTEN NO SUCH THING AS iAd O RN B ®INDING TEXT -

BOOK OR DICTIONARY DEFINITION FOR ABSTRACT

CONCEPTS WHICH ARE USED IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS

AND OR RELATE TO DIFFERENT HISTORICAL PERIODS

AND OR SOCIAL PHENOMENA. ON THE OTHER HAND,
WHENONEWRI TES HI S MONGRAPH OR OTHER
ANAL Y S IT$$NORMALLY A VERY GOOD THING TO BE
ABSOLUTELY CLEAR ABOUT WHAT ONE IS REFERRING TO

ETC.,..]]

2) the primacy of politics does not mean some decisive influenoé
subjective intentions and goals during the causing/provoking and the
conducting/waging of war, but the absolute precedence of the objective
concept/sense/meaning of politics w&-vis the suljective sense/concept of

politics.
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Of course, Lenin does NOT grasp the united essence of politics and war by

comprehending al l t hememadidn.ai | s of Cl au s

Lenin does not enter into conceptudy refined talk about the distinction
between pure or unmixed war and real war, nor does he comprehend the
anthropology and the philosophy of culture/civilisation, upon which
Clausewitz bases his thes@egarding the united essence of politics and

war.

As aMarxist, Lenin is convincettom the beginning[[whereas the younger

Clausewitz had not fully formed his understanding of politics and pure war

etc.]] thatthe notion of the clash/conflict or of the stalgis much broader than

the notion of war as orgaed armed confrontatioand accordingly

fak}

comprehends Cl ausewitz0ds pfoosmipdliticsin r eg
without being wrongAlso, as a Marxist, Lenin gives to the concept of politics
anothe meaningor rather another factual dimension than ClauseWwdwever

this does not at all hinderagreement with Clausewitz as to the precedence

of objective politics.

Lenindés understanding of Clausewitz i s
understanding of Clausewitz n the West today[[ Theory of Wakvas
publishedin1988]loecause in Leninbs thought, p
the moderate or moderating element which has as its mission to bridle, rein

in, hold back war, but a state or situation of continualstruggle, in which

wars are born/come into being every so ofte@he concept of struggle is at

the (epi)centr e ofandlenniasctdtains that truggle c al t

can take on many forms, one of which is \i&ir Davis).

Politics (as it is camducted in times of peace), and walare jointly subject to
the superordinate notion of struggle, so that peace and struggle are not

opposite concepts as between themselvesilst peace and war are opposite
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concepts only from a certain point of viewwhereas struggle in times of
peaceis conducted without the use of organised armed violence, war is
struggle characterised precisely by this use/usa@é organised armed

violence

Just as in Clausewitz, so too in Lenin, the difference between war and
peac isnot equated with the difference between clash/conflict and the
absence of clashes/conflicts, but corresponds with the difference between
violence and nonviolence, armed and norarmed striving after power. By

referring to and commenting upon the furnckanil
p. 278

claim Clausewitz makeg&genin stresses that war is the continuation of
politics (in times of(19p5daemd)n owei t h

OnAbout/RegardindVar) [[P.K. refersnearly exclusivelyo Germaranguageandvery much less

toFrenchlanguaget r ansl ati ons of Leni n d[fAlsd, iecoudldsbe thaPLerin.wrote mo r

German (and French?) too... so if thatdés the case,

actwally words]]] : the criterion of exercising violencedraws therefore the

dividing line between politics in times of peacand politics in a state of war

T however, this criterion exclusively concerns the means which are used on

each and evemespective occasion in both these situsdistates of affairand

by no means the essence of these states.

Because for Leninthe common essence is struggleenin comprehends,

like Clausewitz, warand politics as an inseparable unityLenin records or
writes down in his notebooks that war ipat of a whole, i.e. a part of politics
(Cl ausewi,p.80.s Wer k

-1}

t

h

Lenin al so makes ot her simi |l ar anmndef er er

politics is Athe womb/ bosom from whi

characteristicsof wararerak ady del i neatedo (1| oc.
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THE MEANING IS QUITE CLEAR:if politics and war as forms of struggle
were notrelated as to their very ssence, then it would be impossible for
war to come out of the womb/bosom of politics/Var continues politie (of
peacetime) precisely because it judgdgidicatesvith the means of organised
armed violence the already existimgpolitics competition/kinds of

competition.

Lenin was in complete agreement with Clausewitz that it is ridiculous to think

that an entirely different state of affairs comes iming with war as compared

to the historically prefabricated relations between peoples and c{a94&3.

Even when referring to the te®m Adi al e
Adi al easthanter(sification and gradation of war, applies torlbéon of
peacetodC|l aus e wi,ppz3d, 85 Wer k

This means that not only intensity in times of war, but also intensity in

times of peace, can be increased
p. 279
or decreased, without ever intensit being eclipsed or eliminatedever.

There can beno pure peace without conflict which can lead to war.

Lenin CORRECTLY interprets Clausewit zc¢
continuation of war, rejectingthe i n Leninés col ournfifuiny | anguage wh
personally having not read him for abo&t2years!]] AR} bour geoi
t hat war can be considered a s
pea@aeaa@ he emphatically adds nCl

the peoples | i ved peaceful | bet

(1917).

History teaches that periods of peace not infrequently were intermissions in

order to takea breathantl o gat her oneds forces for
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Especiallyin the imperialist epoch, alliances in times of peace serve preparation
for wars and are themselves born from circumstances which wars form.
Alliances and wars determine one another, @eeful and nonpeaceful

means of fighting flow into one another with # sorts of actions and

reactions, connections and relationgFr. ed:L'impérialisme, stade supréme du

capitalisme= Oeuvresy. 22, p. 319ff..)

[[READ THIS, FUCKING AWESOME QUOTEHIS IS FUCKING LENINi HE WAS NO
FUCKING DUMB ARSE (NEITHER WAS STALIN FORTHAT MATTER, BUT WHAT DO YOU
EXPECT FROM THE JOO ANIMALS WHO HAVE TRIED TO MAKE TROTSKY OUT TO BE
A SPECI ALL®F THEM HAD A BRAIN, QUITE CLEARLY LENIN, THE MORE
SUPERIOR, AND N THE REAL WORLD OF REAL POLITICS, TROTSKY COMPARED TO
STALIN WAS THE JOO WHD LOST,AND DESERVED FULLY WHATEVER HE GOTAND |
REPEAT, TROTSKY WAS OK TOO, UP TO A POINTBUT HE STILL WASWHAT HE WAS
AND OVERALL PROBABLY MOREANTI- THAN PRO- RUSSIAN, WHERE/AS BOTH LENIN
AND STALIN, ULTIMATELY, WERE THERE FOR RUSSIA IN THEIR OWN WARED
WAYS...]]:

NAs every war is only the continuation of politics
with violent means, that is, of that politics which was
exercised for many years and at timesnany
decades beforavar by the warring states and their
ruling classes, so too, peace, whidomes at the end
of every war, can only be the recording or
registering (writing down) of the real shifts of/in
power, which were carried out and took place in the

courseofandinhe endi ng @poid) t he wa
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An imperialistic war can only lead us to an engalistic peace (loc. cit.), peace
bet ween capitalistic states can nonly

interruption, as a preparatiéor thenew slaughter othe)p e opl eso (1917

SO, peace and war & classified under the concept of POLITICS, saled by

the given of eternal struggleand politics and war can only be understood

as different deqgrees of intensity of the same fundamental competitive

relation(ship).

p. 280

In an inimical ac{regardless of whether it is about revolution or an inter
cowntry confrontation)nothing happens other than a transformation of the

political situation into a military situation (1917).

In the transition from politics to war, politics is not transformed, it does not

cease to beolitics.

AThe rul i ng espoldics alsodevaraNandg through and
through politics, it is the continuation of the realisation of the same goals

(ends) by the same(ll97).ass i n anot her we

In regard to Clausewitz, Lenin [[also]] rejects the view that politics and

war consitute opposing magnitudes so that the prevailing of the political

factor will necessarily bring about the restriction of the war factor and

vice versa.

It i s mere fNappearance/ pretenceo that
and intense it is... in atual fact, war is more war-like the more deeply
political itis... (Cl aus ewi,pzZ®.s Wer k

There is no possibilityl iotfi ctshoe rsee eekvienrg

moderation or the restriction of the military effort.
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The second great comm@int postion between Clausewitz and Lenin

concerns, as we have said, the primacy of objective politics, i.e. of politics in

t he sense of npol i tical communi cati onc

Lenin believed Clausewitz had taken a step towards Marxism byadating
war to subjective intentions and dispositions, ambition, personal interest, the

vanity of those ruling (loc. cit., p.39).

Lenin agreed with Clausewitz that 0t he

emerges
p. 281

and which constite war 6 Sourd at upbal determine iIts
cit., p. 25).

Every era has its own warsneed to take into consideration the peculiarities of

every age to understand military leaders etc. (loc. cit., p. 33).

Marx and Engels also saw war as ab@#l15)and & the continuation of the

politics of the Powers concernédnd of the various classes within these

Powers i n t he cor r e(3p5.In the sange line pfthoulgh,

Lenin regarded Clausewitz as spirituaihgellectually related to Hgel (his

ideasfi He g el f e r ltenid writes}, dnd indedolyrinvoking the

Adi al ectical 0 c¢har ac(tesdlrecontinuatione f un da me
politics...) Of course, fAdialecticso in this

sense of a hisrical metlod of investigation and of the exposition of things...

footnote:( L e nUber&seg= About war, p. 453): A[Di
all-round investigation of a given social phenomenon in its development/
evolution as well as the reduction oétbxternal ad of the superficial to the

fundament al driving forceso.
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Lenin assumedthat Clausewitz had been influenced by Hegel iabviously
accepting Mewhichwagpuldishédhust befose Lenin had

read Clausewitz and which Lenin knew because Lenin regaitly read the

periodical Neue Zeit Mehring held that Clausewitzwrqie 0t wi t h He gel

words, but with Hegel 6s spialisdnse and

made Clausewitz protected from idealistic slig®ec. 1914 Jan. 1915)

A few weeks pior to that Mehring had published in the same periodical the
following (which Lenin must have readjwar is never an isolated act, which
veersfrom the natural course of things; it is the necessary consequence... of
every society constituted orthe basisof class conflicts/oppositions. War is

the discharging of historical contrasts/oppositions which have become so

sharp that there is no other meansforte m t o be dA®4&Il t witho

p. 282

cont. footnotew a r I an antanomous matter and endn-itself, but an

organic part of a politics, to whose preconditions it is tied and to whose

t

needs 1t must aMalprti ng&s siurcfcledisgeise . o n
Clausewitz,.. Anconahada | r eady pointed out . | t 6s
motivatedtocomar e Cl ausewitz with He dal by

been published in 1911, although from this confused text, he did not take the

individual posito ns, bwut jJjust the basic moti f.

book achieved its purpose, evenilsthappenednperceptibly and indirectly,

I.e. through a much later occurring Marxigninist interpretation, which
systematically expanded a fleeting allusion by Mehring adopted and stressed by
Lenin, so that eventually we got a whole philosophical itaogon with

ideological expediencien the MarxistLeninist philology, Clausewitz appears
within the framework of extremelysky/shakycomparisons, as a dialectical

methodologistvho organised his scientific work similarly Hegel and Marx; it

f

P

(

issad, indeed,tht Cl| ausewitz~6s fAhighesto theor
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Aapplication of the dialectical met hoc
what is meant is in part the unity of opposites/contrasts, in part the constitution
of a systematic #oretical whée moving up from the abstract to the
concrete/specific, i.e. from the simplest element of war, which at the same time
brings with it all its contradictions, up to the concrete/specific totality, which
contains its essence and at the same tt@evhole ofits historical great variety

of form (see e.g. Rotflrpe + Turpe). Often, and parallelly, simply the

historical interpretation of the dialectical method is adopted, as Lenin
undertakes it, and then Clausewitz is praised because he brdtaroff

inflexible dogmatiemetaphysical consideration in order to see war in terms of
Hegel and dialectics, i.e. in the movement and its great variety of form as a

historical phenomenofKorfes, Savkin, Roth&@lrpe).[[end of footnote]]

The interpretationo€ | ausewit zés fundament al axi o
of objective politicsmeans for Lenin that war does not continue the politics

of chance personages with chance positioningsjt the politics of collective

historical subjects, i.e. of states orlasses whose texture and activity emerge

with internal necessity from the structure of each and every respective

given phase of historical evolution/development fiisvthercontinuation of

politics with other meangvery war isunbreakably connected withe political

class of things, from which it emerges. The same politics, which a certain state

has exercisedyhich a certain class has exercised inside this state a great deal of
time/long before war, this class continues this politics during war t@ngoig

only the form of action @917).

Lenin only attributes particular meaning to the elimination of

psychological factors when the aetiology of wars is investigatelde
continually wunderlines that Athe soci e
detemined by the
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p. 283

Agood will o of persons and groups or

€

class which conducts the war, by pol it

From this perspective, the analysis of the economic causes of semnes the
best way/method in order to illuminate problem examination re: war
objectively, without mixing in subjective motives (so much the more since in
the MarxistLeninist framework, the collective historical subjects are defined

programmatically onhte bass of their economic position and function).

In other words, the materialistic conception of history, in its strictly economistic

version, want$o constitute the methodological basis of a radical founding of

the primacy of objective politics. If weee tings in this way, the diplomatic

explanations of the cause and of the course of wars remain at the surface of

subijectivistic explanationgenin quote re: not looking at the diplomatic history

of war but at the real class character of a war, at smgyhe objective
situation of the dominant/ruling classes in all warring states as well as by taking
into consideration the totality of the elements related to the bases of the

economic life of all warring Powers and of the whole wotl@g1(7,1916).

For Lenin, war emerges from the objective data of the economy and not

from the soul of individuals. War under a capitalistic regimeugsavoidable
Anot because every capit dleveybneafs an
them is a human like atithersi but be@use personal property leads and will

al ways |l ead to waro (1920).

Nl n or der to under st .

ask: whom do e 8orjaMoasd
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there were not a few war poapitalism, so Lenin is not dealing with deeper

anthropological matters Glaewitz dealt with...]]

Lenin understood WW1 from the standpoint of the precedence of objective
politics, by deducing its causes and its course from the physiognomy of the

historical epochi we cannot wunderstand current v

epoc (1916). AThis war came from the ¢
p. 284
capitalism reached its hilgodersot poi nt ¢

comprehend deep down whatever takes ate in war, we must first study

nal | t he pol i teaemoobEuropean stétes inthéirce¢coeomis y s t
and political ,tmwsihce detades agbliacs of thentwoo

groups of warring stateand the nexus/connection, interrelation of thé

with the prewar politics so as not to be led astray by isalaeamples/cases

and Achance occurrenceso (1917)

[ [ we can clearly SEE that nohdwi t hst
fiall is reduced to the economiyope, in generalenin, having studied
Clausewitz, was on the right path to grasping overall theret&tion

between war and politics as the political within society]]

AccordingtoLenin i f we take seriously the fun
war is only the contimmt i on of politics by other mi
principle as an analytical tbtor the historical and sociological comprehension

of the world war, then the solution is obvioush e wor I d war i s #ft
continuation of the imperialistic politics of two groups of Great Powers,

and the circumstances of the imperialistic epoch in its totdly gave rise to

and nourished o0(@916.ed this politicso

[[THIS, DICKHEADS, WHICH IS ABSOLUTELY CORRECT, SCIENTIFICALLY SEEN,
DICKHEADS, MEANS THAT WHETHER AREGIMES A ETHI CALLY AND MORALLY
SUPERI OR0O E. G. AS A PARLI AMENTARYEOBRAETHDEMQCRATI
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AND MORALLY | NFERI OR0O E. G. AN AUTHORI TARI AN DI CTA
ABSOLUTELY IRRELEVANT AS TO THE CAUSES OF WAR. SO, GERMANY NEITHER IN
WW1ORWW2ISSIMPLY SATHE EMBODI MENTOORESPONSI BLE FOR TH
WORLD WARS. ALL MAJOR POWERS INVOLVEDARE RESPONSI BLE. WHI CH SI D
ON, IS ANOTHER MATTER ALTOGETHER. BUT WAR IS GOING TO BREAK OUT ANYWAY,
WHETHER ALL REGI MES ARE ADEMOCRATI C0O ORIABOME OR M
WHEN A HEGEMONIC OR IMPERIALISTIC POWER LIKE ZIGJSA WANTS ALLIES TO BE

fi DEMOCIR ACALL IT MEANS IS THAT IT WANTS ALLIES IT CAN CONTROL AND

MANAGE, AND AS A HEGEMONIC OR IMPERALI STIC-LIKE POWER IT WILL ENGAGE IN

ALL SORTS OF CGOPERATION WITHNONFDE MOCRATI C60 REGI MES ANYWAY. r
OF THIS IS TO SAY THAT OTHER IMPERIALISTIIC OR HEGERMNIC POWERS ARE ANY

BETTER THAN ZIO-USA. ON THE CONTRARY...]]

The violation of Belgian neutrality etc. = just the surfat#at is decisive is the
competition between the imperialist Powers in a historical epoch, whereupon
capitalism could only be develop@s imperialism. England, which had

outflanked in the past both France and Holland as colonial Powers, had to now
fightaggai nst the Aquick developmento of a

Germany=a matter of Athe distribution of

CLASSICLENIN']]+ 1918, itdos i mposwaiobl e to | a

individuals etc..

If it were a matter of individuaJ&nd not of objective sockglolitical criteria,

then the individuals agd be simply replaced in order to have peace
p. 285

again etcwhich = total bullshit. And that is whiy accordingtoLem 6 s 1l ogi ¢
socialism was the only way out (1917) [[so, Lenin was more or less right on the
causes of war, buoblhbhit$ onlbaEmBlue LICRAPLt k
disguise for his own power claims]].

The common points between Clausewitz and Lenin, haveewer until now

been analysedas we are now so doing/analysing.
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The basic reason of this is the deficient or incorrect comprehensiari
Clausewitz, which started from the incorrect premise that politics is

equated with moderation and that subjective politics has precedence.

AND the relationship between Lenin (studesmd Clausewitz (teacher) was

shown in a way which did an injustite both = from the character of war based

on Clausewitzoés fundament al axiom, t he
duties of the revolutionary movement and finally, following strategit an

tactical recipes reduced to Clausewitz, organised the uprisihg &olsheviks

and won theciviwa( Possony + Hahl weg +-aBddasi us
objections + Milovidov who objected to presenting Lenin and a pupil aping its

teacher Clausewitz).

This onesided and false exposition of the relations between Lamin

Clausewitz presupposes an extremely-sided perception regarding the way
with which revolutions come tavictorious engli.e. overestimated is the
organisational and conspiratorgadle of things, and the impression is created
that a good generaladt constitutes the decisive element of success, as long as

the correct recipes are applied.

Anyone who knows Clausewitzoés wor k wel

are nottherecipesbutthgdit act o f gnithd gpe ohtherenforcers

of such judgenent (i.e. those making/taking the decisions).

What Clausewitz actually wrote about defence aifiehce/attackvas no
guarantee that Lenin would organise civil war defence and offence/attack

successfully. Starting with the same
p. 286

knowledge, but with falty judgement, the outcome could have been different.
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What Lenin gained from Clausewitz is vihat
Clausewitz considered as the only possible practical
gain/benefit from being engagedn theory: the
refinement and the exercising of judgement, so as to

gain the necessary tact of judgement.

Re: theory of war, whatever Lenin found in Clausewitz, he knew already as
a Marxist. As a Marxist, Lenin regarded it as selfevident that war and
peace, that is, politics in times of peacand politics in times of war, do not
constitute opposing magnitudesbut are equally subject to the laws ofags)
struggle. And as a Marxist, Lenin also knew from the beginniwagwas the

violent continuation of the politics of certain historical subjects.

Well before Lenin had studied Clausewitz, in 1900 when the Boxer

Rebellion was being suppressed with thieelp of Russian troops, Lenin

asked AHow must the socialists behave
being conducted? What is the real meaning of the politics which the

Russim government is foll owing?o

Of cour se, Leni nds Matohthe diffterencas betweant vy  we
the two. Their differences re: the philosophy of history and of culture/

civilisation as well as in regard anthropological matters, were so obvious,

that any comment is superfluousWe shall briefly, though, go over the

consequences of such differences as concerns the relationship between war and

politics.

If the philosophy of history Lenin advocated foresees the end of wars, the

reason is because hehe tabolition of
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p. 287
classes igonsidered possible, and indeed historically necessary.

This means that the war phenomenon primarily functions with the division of
human societies intclasses and not with the clash/conflict of peoples, nations
and stées, since these are considered in their turn as social constructs
corresponding witltertain forms and gradations of the formation of classes and
destined to be abolished and to lose eyatitical meaning/significance with

the abolition of classes.

[What 6s actually happening c¢c. 2019 is not the abol
hierarchies, but the turning of societies into APE JUNGLES OF INCREASING ANOMIE. And from

this point on thee are TWO STARK BASIC CHOICES: further APE JUNGLEFATION or far

greater Authoritarianism (and or both, in the case neither one of the two choices gains the clear upper

hand)]]

However, they have to be attributed mainly to the factor®wofestic politics
and preciselyhe primacy of domestic/internablitics opens up at the level of
the philosophy of history, the perspective of the abolition of war in future

classless society.

Whereas for Clausewitz, theoppositions/contrasts in the field of domestic/
foreign politics-policy ought to be subjected tohie superior command of

the conservation of the nation or of the state, since the nation or the state
sees the common denominator of the interests of all theembers of the
given collective subject irrespective of social claskenin the Marxist

remains onvinced that nation and statarve their politics mainly or
exclusively in accordance with the interests of the ruling class and that the
oppressed classe$various nations and states have more common interests

bet ween them rat heulingtldssesr wi th At heir ¢

[[This was the broad general position of the Marxlstginists. However, in practice we had strong
Marxist-Leninist involvement in deolonalisation and antimperialistic nationalism, as well as being

used and abused for the purposeSat Russian Nationalism in the guise of the Soviet Union. In any

231



event, the actual fAabolitiondo of st aithéhenobond cl| ass
of abolishing nations as su¢hsuch a notion is the product of the minds of TBETANISTS = JOOs

and ther COCKSUCKI NG PROTESTANT, PAPI ST AND ATHEI ST APA
MEANING OF LIFE AND THE ABSOLUTELY DISGUSTING FILTHY ANIMAL, THEG€lite ZIO-

JOO, | S SOMEBHE®&WI|IMAI00 WHEN | N REALI-FIKTHHE |1 S TOTAL Z
ABSOLUTE VOMIT. VOMIT. VOMIT. (GROSSO MODO, NOTWITHSTANDIKs THE ODD

EXCEPTION ETC. AS ASUBJECTVEA MATTER OF.)ITJASTEO

This fundamentally different view as regards tleexistence of humans leads,
thereforeto fundamentally different judgements as to the primacwptefmnal/

domestic or of external/foreign poligpolitics.

Clausewitz of course accepted that the internal/domestic situation of a
nation or of a state § connected with the nature/character/physiognomy of
every war, but not in the sense that war serves particular ruling class, but

in the sense that every society necessarily wages its war with the means and
in the mode which allows it or which its generbdevelopmental/

evolutionary level allows.

Clausewi tz~os positi on ndbyitd goverinmeaty er y p e

whereas Lenin welcomes national cohesi

T this national cohesion for Lenitdioes not constitute a value in itself or an end

in itself.

Regarding Clausewitzdés desgrpepopbedsfy
t hrough the French Revolution, Lenin r
bourgeoisieCla u s ewi t,p.8%. Wer k

If the people in the sense of the broad masses of the oppressed does not

participate in
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p. 288

war in order to serve theuling class, but for its own ends/purposes, then
genuine peoplebdbs war must be convertec

affect war between states too.

Having in mind the primacy of the concept of class and the related grivhac
internal/domest policy/politics, as Lenin sees it, we can now reconstitute the
latent differencebetween Lenin and Clausewitz as regards the principle that

war constituteshe continuation of politics.

Their agreement is basd, as we sawon the fact that both of theminterpret
politics in the objective sense of TMfAsc
communicationo. The differences appeart
which facets/aspects or what elements of political communication are

continuedinside war, and bring on war.

For Clausewitz, political

communication, if with this we mean
socialeconomic magnitudes, determines
the general form of the
waging/conducting of war, nevertheless
these magnitudes do not constitute In
themselves the deeper causa belli, which

rather emanates from the having taken
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root anthropologically seekingpursuit

of seltpreservation and power.

On the contrary, for Lenin, the sociateconomic magitudes determine not
only the mode of waging war, but also its deeper causes, so that foreign
policy/external politics in the form of war constitutes the necessary

extension of the warcreating internal/domestic structure of a country.

Clausewitz doenot attribute to this structure great importance as acwaating
factor, because he believes thamne way or anothérevery collective subject

wages/conducts and will wage \sar

Conversel vy, Leninbdbs belief t hat war s

circumstances pushes htmconcentrate his attention on soesgionomic

factors which he considers wareating and whose effacemevduld have to

bring abouthe abolition of wars.

APol iticso means for bot h of otherdwieem, St
politics could not, or rather would not be in reality obliged to give rise/birth

to wars.

There is no valid comparison between Clausewitz being in favour of a

Afmoderateo politics, and Lenin Airrecoc
(Schmitt).

p. 289

In summary, between Lenin and Clausewitz, there are two central
differences as regards anthropologwand the philosophy of history and or

culture/civilisation.
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One concernthe state or class character of politwbose continuation is war.

The other concerns the primacy of internal/domestic or of external/international/
foreign politics/policy.These tw differences are pointed out in terms almost of
stereotypes in Soviet publicatioNtarxismeLéninisme sure lguerre

Milovidov; Soviet Military EncyclopedigSavkin).See White re: the difference

bet ween Leninbds concept wabstrpsset eatlyiom s ar

in the Soviet Union.

After WW2, Clausewitz was frequently presented as a represeruétive
GermanPrussian militarism and his significance as a theoretician of war was
downgraded in the Soviet sphégarthoff) Stalin wrote that th@&/ar proved

Clausewitz WIONHAHAHAHAHAHAL!! Stalin = Truth lies with the Victor, which is what all

Victors nore or less do, including all that ZIOSA-ProtestanPapistAtheistic EXCREMENT (this is from a
Greek Orthodox point odscieniifiestateDenCIKIBEHEWRESH]. |1t 6s not

With De-Stalinisation, Clausewitz was viewed more favourably in the $ovie

Union (Rasinfeven t hough Soviet commentators
Ai deal i stico and @r eact (Milovidov,$avieta s pect ¢
Military Encyclopedia. Downgrading Clausewitz was sometimes accompanied

by praisingRussian military tradition (with Suvorov as precursor and teacher of
Napoleon in Savkin). In East Germany, there were warnings against the

Af etdalr gsdesiofghe thought of the PrumsiReformists (Rehm). See

al so Maass re: the fAsocialistic culti\

(end of long footnote)

If wars between states have to finally be attributed to the structure of their
domestic plitics, i.e. in regard to theid&ss structure, if war and domestic
politics and policy are connected primordially and causally, then there is no
reasomotto consider as wars in the full sense of the term, armed conflict
within a country, i.e. civil wes. If, again, wars constitute tikentinuation of

class politics, which can appear in domestic and foreign politics, then there are
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no boundaries between wars domestically and wars internationally, a war
between states can be converted into a war bets@a®al classes of the same

state ad conversely.
Lenin understood all of thal regard to the sociological character of civil wars
p. 290

he wrote: civil wars too = war#. one recognises class struggle then one
recognises civil wars, which constituteavery society a natural, undertin
circumstances inevitable, continuation, meé&velopment and sharpening of

class struggl€1916)

For Lenin, the common points between irgtate and civil war are not limited
to the genetic aspect/facet, i.e.lteit common provenance from thass$

character of society; they also concern their texture and course.

Civil war in Lenindbs words = Athe mor e
whereby a series of economic and political fights and clashes are repeated
accumulated, expanded améde more acute until they are converted into the

armed struggle of one class against the other (1917).

AA revolutionary epoch is for social ¢
armyo [[no@20dXx)e how 0 s dackial905d:as noagbly thec y 0
same as democracy and socialism (or overlapped with the notions of

democracy and socialism) as opposéd oligarchic bourgeois liberalism

and more laisseZaire-like capitalism]].

Various examples of Leningseof war/military-like language in relatiorot

class strugglecivil warsetc..
p. 291

Revolution is war (1905).
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1905 Lenin considered the possibilityadRussian loss in the Rusdapanese

war as the catalyst of a revolution.

Also, with the onset of WW1, from imperialistwar to socialevolution
(1914).

+ 1915 imperialistic war commences the era of social revolugigmecially as

war s now ar e people@s war S et c.

+Lenin 1914= wewad f ol |l ow the chauvinism, b ui
revolutionary energy against the chausm whichgovernments make the
peoplesgocrazywithl.[ Leni n wused t hientderim @ cohm unw

mistakeni n ot i r and tha cao gnly
p. 292

happen with military defeaRevolution during war = civil wawhich will
contribute to defeah war (195 = the revolutionary class must hapeegard

to a revolutionary warthe defeat of its own government....)

The Bol shevi ksd success in 1917 was i
d e f e gand l=mrorushed to make a generalisation as fdatdawi Hs

there ever been in history even just one great revolution not accompanied

by war? We do not |live in (RL1N[THS e, but
re: AsystlISRRAIRLY CLOSEATO PRECEDING A KENNETH
WALTZ-LIKE POSITION!]] At other times hesaw revolutions coming from

wars as a speci al category (not in the
weighed down by history etc.. (191& revolution emerging from world war

will undergo a particularly difficult birth).
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3. Function and typology of war

Just as in Marx and Engetsj too in Leninthe historical function of war is
appraised from the dual perspective of the given in advance framework which
their philosophy of history defines. Wars, on the one hand, are connected with
theexistence of classes and will cease only when classes will disappear, but in
the interimi and only that counts from a practigadlitical point of viewi wars

are seen with the criteria of rational expedieany e.g. whether theare going

to promote tfs or that desired sheterm or longterm development.

So, wars and violence in general can belong to the great motive/driving
forces of history, so that their wholesale ethicainoral condemnation

cannot but emanate from politicathistorical ignorance ard naivety.
Only Atear ful / cTlerdnosdys bre notineagpossionp r i e st s ¢
p. 293

to apprehend which necessitg® ver n war , and indeed pr
where history is about to solve the greatest problems of humanity with struggle

andwar o (1918 Leninds |l etter to America

Of coursewar brings about indescribable suffering etc. but it still resai

Ahi storical driving force of tremendol
intensify to the maximum/extremes all their fo@deswi t h r adi c al me
necessary et¢1917).

The outcome of a war judges the strength of a people (1911).

Ofcour, wars are not waged with the int
[ [ peopl eds]] weaknesses and hitgtoc o mmi t
historically survive; capitalistic circumstances in particular smash whatever is

outmoded and surpassed. So, watst¢he strength of a capitalistic state (1915).

Russia was judged harshly by the court of the Rlapowar (1904, 1905).

238



Especidly apparent was the disharmony between government and
p. 294

the people (1905 he second aspect of war is that not only does thsiokd

irrevocably into oblivion, but at the same time the new is also formed

[[HEY, WHITE NATIONALISTS!!! THE WHITE SUB-RACES EXTINGUISHED THEMSELVES
IN THE TWO WORLD WARS AND THEN UNDER CONDITIONS OEIO/SATANIC-USA-

MAMMON I MPERI ALI SM!I ' I T6S ALL OVER! ! (.MHE TERMS OF
ONLY ACONSOLATI ONO [|-EXCREMENT WILHEVENTUALLY GET
WHATG6S COMI NG TOQOISTIJUST A MATTER OF TI1 ME. .. ONE H

THOUSAND YEARS... WHATEVER..]]

See Lenin 1915 re: war and others up, others down etc....
So, the proletariat, 1 f 1t wants to r.

Lenin wrote that WW1 hasted the demise of capitalism in the sense it
promoted the conversion of monopoly capitalism to stad@opoly capitalism.
The former = a gradation of imperialism, the latter, agreglation of socialism
(1917) [[THIS IS ACTUALLY NOT THAT WRONG, IF WE CONSDER
THAT MASS DEMOCRACY AS SOCIAL ORGANISATION IS A FUSION
OF LIBERALISM AND (aspects of 19century understood (SOCIAL)
DEMOCRACY/SOCIALISM]]

Lenin regarded that in the pastars also occurred which, notwithstanding all
thedst ruct i on aendittedthefdévelapmentievolutidrbof
humanityo (1915) .

Lenin felt this to be the case re the Rudap war.
p. 295

So, Tsarism was undermined, and Russia got to modernise its army after a deep

political crisis brought about kyefeat in war to a more aanced Power (1905).
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For Lenin, war like peace = a deterministicfaaund form of capitalistic life

and not a matter of Asino as the pries:s

Thereds no possibility of pettyibaumeoisma me n't
CRETINS would want (1919

These i mbeciles donot understand the r
class domination but think abstractly

benefactioro
Every peace like every war seeks certain goals (1905

There have been just wars in histalyst wars are exclusively about goals/ends
and purposes, not about the conduct/ we
not in the fighting of the war (which is about direct violentelt about the

goals etc.. Giil war can never be ethically condemrigdMarxism (1906).
p. 296

There is no getting out of wa@nly when the bourgeoisie are defeaaddver

the world will wars become impossi(#916) [ = TOTAL BULLSHI T.
NO DIFFERENT TO A ZIGUSA JOO SAYING ONCE ALL COUNTRIES
BECOME @ DEMOCRHAJIAOS WIEMDING GROSSLY
DISPROPORTIONATE FORMS OF MAMMONISED ZKPOWER(WHICH

THEY DONOGT SBUT ONLY BETSVIXT THEMSELVES),

EVERYONE WILL BE AT FEACE = TOTALZIO-LOBOTOMY
NONSENSEFOLLOWING THE TOTAL MARXIST/LENINIST NONSENSE

ON THIS POINT OF ENDINCALL WARS... BASED ON LIBERAL FREE

TRADE ENDING ALL WARS NONSENSE ETC.]].

Lenin did not believe in the possibility of avoiding war over essential
diff erences or in the possibility of a nation isolating itself from the rest of

the world to avoid friction/s.
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Lenin pours only scorn on AdAinternatior
TOTAL BULLSHIT (in terms of not being related to Power and Interests), a

of course on that point he was right.

1917 Lenin emphasised Eur opeohte peopl es

world etc... incl. massacres etc....

Boundaries between combatants and-oombatants get even more fluid in
civil wars (1906).

The forms ofwar in civil war are
p. 297
more varied, and civil war knows not of neutral parties etc. (1905).

Lenin neve considered discussing and distinguishing between restricted
and nonrestricted wars. Lenin concentrates on imperialism and war, an only

briefly goes through 19 century nationalistic wars (Davis).

Every war is the continuation of a politics (1916), the politics must be
studied before the war, and the politics which lead to war. Imperialistic politics

leads to imperialistic wars.
p. 298
From a pditics of national liberation, we get wars of national liberation (1916).

So, the historical basis is wasstween ruling classes and oppressed e.g.
Spartacus (1905, 1918).

Imperialistic wars occurred in ancient times (Rome against Carthage) and in the

Middle Ages or in the epoch of mercantile capitalism (1917).

Of course, now the imperialistic wars are relatethe capitalistic economy,

crises of surplus value and over the sludrde world market.
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For Lenin, imperialistic wars destroy democracy anty socialism can offer

hope (1916) . Lenin aehguaninsttsd he Ger man
p. 299

and their bogus clms of democracywars from the end of the #&entury and
in the 19" century were national wars as a necessary step of the rise of the

productve forces within developing capitalism (1915, 1914).

Lenin = cannot compare the national wars against femdalsd absolutism

with the imperialistic wars of the imperialistic bourgeoisie (1915).

For Lenin, 3 phases: 1) rise and complete victory obthegeoisie (1789
1871), 2) full domination and coming decline of monetzapitalistic
bourgeoisie (1871914),and from 1914 = imperialistic wa($915).

What Marx and Engels said about phase 1) cannot be transfelager fohases.
Leninrejectsthertoi on t hat Engel sés 1891 call

against Russia, still applied in 1914. In 1891
p. 300

Germaly and its progressive working class was still under threat by Tsansm
1914 Germany was fighting for world prevalence and in 1905 Tsaristos$tad
the ability for foreign campaigns (1917).

In 1914, all that was left of the progressive bourgeoisie wdaseSag. Austria.
And Serbia could be supported only if she was not tied to the English and
Russian bandits etc. (1915).

[[QUITE CLEARLY, IN THE ERA C. 1900 TO C. 1970, THE COLONIES ETC. WITH MEN IN
AGRICULTURE AND PROLETARIANS OF HARD, HEAVY LABOUR, COULDFIGHT FOR
LIBERATION, WHEREASWHAT REMAINS OF THEPATHETICA WE S T E ROQUBITRIES TODAY,
WITHOUT STREAMS OF MALE VIRILITY, CAN ONLY WAIT TO DIE OUT AND BE OVERRUN BY
THE APE GIVEN THAT WHITE WOMEN ARE NOT HAVING WHITE CHILDREN WITH WHITE MEN
TO A SUFFICIENTDEGREE ON THE BASIS OF WHITENATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS, ETC]).
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Lenin held that just wars involve national wars, civil wars and the wars of

socialistic countries against capitalistic g in the age of imperialis(916).

Thereds no p osaggpeabeiul Sotiayistsaniist particpate irbjuest

wars916), incl. the policy of Arevol ut
p. 301

which becomes nonsensical and destructive in relation to just/rienaug

wars.

ANati onal war s o f-colones$ avennevilsle imtined of s e mi
epoch/era of imperialism. Every war is the continuation of politics with

ot her means, incl. national wars agai:-Hr

l tds not of si dimstjifits Mor@atacag. Frarftey Indaatag. a ¢ k s

England, Persia or China ag. Rusamthey would be defensive wars (1915).

Capitalistic development is asymmetrical. The victorious proletariat in one or
just a few countries would have to fight the capitalisbuntries incl. by getting

on its side the oppressed classes of other cesrgtc. (1915, 191G)HERE

LENIN WAS BEING MUCH MORE IDEOLOGICAL THAN REALISTIC, THOUGH THERE WERE
ASUCCESSFUL® NATITEONASTIRUGGLBEIRGHINA, VIETNAM, CUBA, KOREA,
ETC]]

p. 302
Just wars... and the defense of the oppressed fatherland (1918).
fiWe are not peaceni ks and we cannot de

For Lenin, under imperialism, reactionary and unjust war can turn into
progressive and just wawith eventually progressive/just wars winning out.
Yet, Lenin [[the shrewd, cunning fox keas]], also acknowledged that

backward steps were more than possible, incl. on atlemg basis.
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From Napoleonic wars of initially natioredvolutionary wars ofhe young
French Republido imperialistic wars, which in turn brought about national

warsas a reaction. (1916)

Lenin = all Njust warso = ndefensiveo,

= distinction between politics and the strateqic notion cdttack/offence and

ofdefenceLeni n referred to Clausewitzos di
and the strategic notion of defenc¢C1 aus e wi, ppz 3#,A2) e r k

Sinowjew.
p. 303

In 1908 Lenin had already writte@@nd thus not taking from Clausewi) it he
only possible standpointo for the poli
the class struggle of the proletariat and not the defensive or offensive character

of war o (in the strategic sense of nde

FromWW])] Leninhad t he& hfassovdinalst so in his sigl
just on the basithattheir ration had been attacked firSo, Lenin detached

the notion of just war from defensive (in the strategic sense) war, and in

1914 wrote it was meaninglessttalk of defensive and offensive wars, as

the historical-political character of wars is never a mater of defense or

offense/attack per se[[THIS MEANS, THAT EVERY SIDE SEES THEIR
WAGI NG WAR AS AJUSTO, ANYWAY. ] ]

For Leni nhourhge diipswhoattatked firstaandedoes not

look into the political purpose/goal and the class charactenjstwicalt

political character of waf 1 9 1 617)for Lehini @ guestion of politics as to

who I s Areact i on amdyowho attackedhem fodtaict i on ar
(1918).
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p. 304

Lenin also made a distinction between proletarian and bourgeoisiesyfin

this sense, China and India today would be considered proletarian countries, and
the USA and Germany would be considered parastiegemonidin Z F O
SatanieMAMMON -Devil-Evil-Luciferd) countries]] and the difference

between defensive and offéveyattacking wars definitely and conclusively

loses all of its meaning (1919). Amaf coursethis line of argumentation was

used by Lenin to support a revolutionary offensive waragaingic eunt er
revolutionaryo count r i eheSdqietdidhand[ [ i t

Poland, if I 6m not mistaken (7?)1]]
p. 305

Of course the distinction between just and unjust wars was ultimately
made on the basis of the view of history which distingshes between good
andbad. n Leninds pol emyuegnmustbutalse f oe was

offensive/attacking (regardless of the strategic sense of offense and defense).

4. Army and tactics

In the preliminary remarks of this chaptee already explainedhy Lenin
should probably be regarded as a politician with an acuse sd#rmilitary

matters, rather thaamsa military specialist and theoretician.

Lenin said next to nothing about theastrgic and tactical matters widely
discussed in light of WW1.He did though make good use of commonplaces
re: concrete/specific situaibns e.g. he stressed that in a modern war,
economic organisation is crucial/decisivél917), that whoever has more
resourcesind more support in the masses (of the common people) incl. their
mobilisation, wins (1919, 1918, 1919).
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+ Importance of moralhe concentration of forces at the right place etc....

Marx and Engels were admirers & Napoleon, whereas Lenin never

expressed a preference for the kind/form of war to be waged/conducted.
p. 306

Lenin however had the advantage of being a realist in practecetc. like
Clausewitz, incl. that every concrete/specific situation requirespecial
strategy and tactics and that the practical value of generally recognised
principles depends on the degree of their embodiment in this specialist

strategy and tactics.

Lenin knew i in other words i that no military theory can be a substitute

forthe nt act o f j udgement o, and Lenin kn

Clausewitz, even though as a Marxist he is continually under the pressure
of the need to theoretically justify whatevethe tact of judgement dictates

in practice.

Lenin T being the cunning shrevd operator he was1 keeps Marxist theory
flexible enough when having to theorise his politics in order to justify more

or less convincingly all his possible tactical manoeuvres.

Not by chance, therefore, Lenin was Ve
on the tact of judgement and thamilitary commander/general. AND NOT

ONLY IN WAR, must one weigh uppased onlte tact of judgemenall that is

happening around him in waClausew t z 6 sp. 2B)etrnnportance of

trained and exercised judgemgnather than abstract theorisations etc.... and

this applies to the art of war too.

In Clausewitz, the gnosiotheoretial/

epistemological/theory of knowledge primacy of the
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tact of judgement accompanieshe more general

historical-relativistic way of looking at things and this

applies to Lenin too only to the extent Lenin as a Marxist thinks historically

[[and concreteljj.

1906Lenin = Athe Marxi st definitely dem
problem of the forms of fighting/ combaea
developmentthere is also dependenae various political, nationadultural/

civilisational conditons,andvarious forms of combat/fighting come to the fore.
p. 307

So any insistence on a readynade general theory re: combat =

nonsensical. Need to look at concrefspecificinstance.

Lenin 1906 states fAMarxism dadci sively
dogmatic recipes, and demands the careful analysis of real data/facts of mass
struggle, which gives rise to ceaselessly new and more varied forms of defence

and offence/ attacko.

The other essential commomoint between Lenin and Clausewitz has

nothingtodo wi th the Marxism of the for mer .
political instinct. = The endless change in the forms and of the situations of

combat, making the tact of judgement absolutely necessadgtermined by

the necessary orientation of our tthe act of a foe, who imposes his law on

our act.

When our act is carried out having continually in mind what the foe is capable
of doing, he forces us to chee undogmaticallyforms of fighting/combat and
degrees ointensity, in preempting the foet regardingour readiness for

struggle both in war and in politicne must be fully ready for war with all

necessary weapons and all available means and methods of fightimgtto
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re: politics, even though inpolitice t 6 s f ar mor e admedns i cul t
of combat will be for us possible and advantageous under these or those future
circumstanced. f wedr e not accordingly equipp:
devastating(1920).

Lenin (correctly) found no onesided grimacy in Clausewitz of offence/
attack or of defence, unlike at that time, generals and military

theoreticians.

Lenin was interested in the fluid trar
defence and att aandheowasterastedeib hdi BappeBne

alternation
p. 08
and connection o€l desewicpprza@s8YWat k acko

In regard to Clausewitz, during the civil war, Lenin said if our forces are

few and weak, we have to retreainto the inner part of the country (1918).

+ 1921 (need to adapt to alliccumstances, incl. need to retreat if necessary

to avoid total defeat).

Il n every war, thereds a need for steprg

order to be able to go back on the offense/to atib@k8).

Of course, at other times in the civil warLenin supported armed
insurrection (1917) with the secret of victory being to win the first success
and to proceed from success to succesghout ceasing attack/offence
against the fog(1917).

Once youstart the insurrection, you have to go all the wayDaily victories,
even if small = necessary (1919ct ober 1917 proves Leni

judgement of
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p. 309

when to move re; decisive actierr e a | evidence of. At act

Already in 1905/06Leninreferred to Marx and Engeland again in 1917 re:

Ai nsurrection is an art and the basic
conducted with rash/reckless daring and the greatest of decisiveness (1906); +
1905.

the vanguard takes the leadinme s when dAthe full et hic

bankrupty of the ol d governmento has beco

Lenin deemed the principle of Aonly fr
anarchistic and not Marxist (19090, organisation = expedient, disciplined
and planned action= extremely important (incl. otherreferences from 1905)

which despite the
p. 310

confession of faith in the determinism/ldandedness of historical development

/evolution,| e f t mu c h r o ol tHe aarrow@rsenseand notils O

t he broader s e n B, ee. for the vireighng uppmfocbncréta/ c al 0

specific situations and for action on the basis of (subjective) decisions.

1905 = Lenin was explicit, 1tdéds not er

b e A madéecisiveadion is needed at the right time.

The culmindion of the organisational factor in an uprisirgythe creation of a
revolutionary army(1905)Howeve , what Lenin call ed fg
war (fare)o Ii's something completely dif

20" century 3 world.

There is no direct ink between Lenin and Mao, as there is no direct link

between Marx and Engels and guerrilla warfare.
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For Lenin fighting from the barricades had been transcended by the
development of military techque/technology with mobile groups of 10, or

even just 2
p. 311
men (1906). See also Fischer.

1906 such small groups are inevitapparticularly during thedrge intervals

bet ween the fAigreat battleso of <civi
Lenin never absolutely rejected the Russian tradition of terrorism.

1906 though he was not genally enthused with intellectuals detached

from the masses and terrorism...

One can see how tl&ter development of guerrilla war(fare) was foreign to
Leninin the civil war when he dropped his plans for a proletarian militia/civil
guard in favour of theonstitution of a disciplined regular armich he

considered to be superior not only for aitiy,
p. 312

but also for social and economic reasons.
1916 The army is key.

So universal conscription was seen as a democratic measure + necessary etc.
(1901)..

to hasten armed insurrection against capita{tt®i6).

Lenin hoped vidhearmy, troops would be exposed to revolutionary currents,

and that part of them would come over to the Bolshevik side etc. (1905).
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p. 313
The mass movement must also inclugeo taking over the army (1906).
During WW1 he called for more socidemocraic work in the army1916).

And from within the army there coul d I

ensure decisive superiority in the decisive place at the decisivermbnde ( 191 9)

1903 he wanted eventually a civil guard/militia to take overghemanent

army, but as a 1916 genuine proletarian civil guard/militia...
p. 314

... of 95% workers and peasants for army and police duties, for discipline and

order, to distribug food and would enforce a general obligation to work

[ [LENI'N WASNOGT | NTO DOLE BLUDGI NG AAA/
HAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAImy] , and also to train

the masses to be involved in all state matters (1917).

BUT UNDER THE TOUGH/HARD NEEDS OFHE ORGANISATION OF
BOLSHEVIK DOMINANT AUTHORITY/GOVERMENT AND IN
RESPECTOF PREVAILING IN THE CIVIL WAR, Lenin was forced to

nsilentl yo put aside his old convictioc

guard/militiato be the best means for botHatesiveand offensive waf1905).

1919 Lenin saw guerrilla warfare as of no use and a waste, and rejected

Left Soci al Revolutionary and Anarchi ¢
What was needed was organisation on a mass scale = regular army (1918).

= Centrali®d Regular Army= NOT guerrilla warfare (which is a leap, centuries
backwards)with the regular army beingased on latest technology etc. and

conducive to long, detailed planning, railroads etc., etc. (1918).
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p. 315

~

Regular armyoesnot=guerillabod es/ mi | i ti as for the i
Soviet Uniono (1918, 1919).

The need for a Red Army against Awor | c
1915 calls for a modern army.

After 1917, Lenin repeatedly called for the necessity of transferring the
model of military organisation to the organisation of the economy incl. for

food distribution and for industrial reconstruction.

Workersodé6 militias and or ga@928)iTheg ever
fact that in the

p. 316

ar my, Abour geoi s s edeappeardd tosdnditate ageade a't
example of the suitability of the army as a field of innovative social

experi ment s: At he s ame dxnpdeursiternycoe ,( 1v@e2

p. 317

VII. Excursus/DigressionD: The Soviet Military

Dogma

The mature/late Soviet military dogma comprehended itself as the creative

applicatonandmetad evel opment / further devel opm
talk.

The Sovietsdistinguished between military dogma (general teachings re:

war and politics (as being united) and military science (the art of war,
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strategy and tactics)(see below)however the two directly related to each

other.

To the extent specific military decisions concerned concrete circumstances in
the atomic/nuclear age, reference to Lenin took the form of the vsiaeb
expression of the repetition of his thoughts on the historical determination of the
forms and meansf combat/fightingand on the need to adapt them to each

and every respective historical and political situatior(Lénine et les force®.

217 ff.).

All that could be derived from Lenin = serious analysis of a situafiba.

individual measures neededide take = entirely different matter
p. 318
which the said analysis is obliged to become concrete/specific.

Like Lenin and Clausewitz, so too did Sowet military theory locate the

differentia specifica of war in the use of armed violence.

Politics intimes of peace was characterised therefore not by an absence of

clashes and conflict but by an absence of armed violence.

Armed struggle is notthedeniah egat i on of politics,
politics under Militérsaneibebre p.86)s of war o

The difference between struggle/conflatashes in peace and in war = different

intensity and different means.

Thus, are the genesibirth of wars explained. Wars are born from the
womb/ bosom of politics, consequentlyt is the same politics, not the
elimination of politics, but only politics with violent means(Milovidov;

MarxismeLéninisme sur la guerje
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The concept of politics oludes equally both peace and war, but on the other

hand it is obvious armed violencenot exercised ceaselessly so that one must

conclude that politics also exists which does not consist in/of war.

p. 319

Politics therefore has at its disposal a langeaary of nonviolent means, with
whose help it can succeed in its goals withwating recourse to war

(Sokolowskj Strategi@.

This position also was against Liddell Hart and
others, who tried to include in the concept of war,
also nonmilitary means of combat/fighting, from

exercising economic pressures up to illegal activity

Sokolowski, absolutely correctly held that including means which are used

al so in times of peace in the concept

absurd conclusionthatwars a conti nuous situation

Peace is a situation too of clashing and struggle, and within peace one has

economic wars and illegal activities efthe differentia specifica of war is in

the use of armed violence.

If, however, in the atomic age, the violence is exercised via atomic/olear

weapons to what extent does
p. 320
war remain the continuation of politics?...

The use of nuclear weapgmisough seems to extinguish the possibility of using

war as a means of politics to achieve a malitgoal/end/purpose. Even if things
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got a bit carried away in war, it was still believed that the victor could impose

under his control the consequences of theipus exercising of violence.

The problem with nuclear war is that even the victor cannot bnefit from

winning if the destruction is mutual etc..

1954 Malenkov declared that an atomic war would mean the end of human
civilisation. Of course, the Marxigteninists immediately retorted that such a

war would only mean the end of capitalism! (Dirtens).
UnderKhrushche® s radaptgdnsembfficially was
p. 321

Mal enkovds position, awadhadbeensurpassedT al er

as a means of politics.

But Talensky had to backtrack because of the uproar, and he went on to state the
superio socialism would ensure victomly a WW3.... see also Wolf§poviet

Strategy

After the Cuban missile crisis and Khr
stated that the fundamental principle of war as the continuation of politics

applies in relationa nuclear war too.

Atomic weapos are not merely organs of suicide, but are means of politics and
the feathatt her e wondét be a victor in a nucl

p. 322

as theoretically erroneous and politically dangertatslistic and damaging to

the morale of the army (Dahm, Ka@iwitz, Warner).

Insistence on thenity of war and politics had to be harmonised somehow with
the necessitiesdhep o | i t i ¢ s odx ifigpteaarcceed w.l co
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A number of convoluted argumeents f ol c
I mper i al i 2lO-USAa mapabahdhgaha!!!! we know as well that the

Soviet world was basically the result of Russian imperialism and relatively great
Russian chauvinism etc., so fair is farshpuld be brought to heel and taught

the right lessos etc. + to avoid nucleavar via politics notwithstanding that

USA imperialism tended towards nuclear war.

Samkowoj = nuclear/atomic war woutlll be the continuation, expression,
organ and result of the criminal politics of imperialism as to the aehient of

its goals/endstc..
p. 323

1978 East German studywhich on the one hand agrees with Clausewitz that

war is the continuation of politics by other means, but also agrees with Western

commentators thatbsolute war tends to spin out of the cohtif politics... and

S0 bourgeois cirabesertetndnmpniaonwbhahi t

account nuclear/atomic wa8uch a nuclear war would be just on the part of the

socialistic countries, though it is not expressly stated that the sociatist blo

would necessarily win ({drpe).

The Soviets were ambivalent oa# re: Clausewitz. Apart from accepting the
Prussian general 6s fundament al princifj
politics by other means, they also accused Clausewitz of inspiring

Ai mpieael i stico strategic mindstiwlo wer
nuclear/atomic war, yet on the other hand, Soviets supported Clausewitz against
the representatives of the fiWestern ceé
nuclear war as a means of piakt did not recognise that war constitutes the
continuation opolitics, and thus doubted the correctness of Mabestinist

theory!!l (MarxismeLéninisme sure la guerye
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In the first case, the Western opponent is accused of the factual lack of a peace
loving politics in the subjective sense, and in the second afatde theoretical

denial of the primacy of politics in the objective sense!!!

If we consider the objective sense of politics (i.e. squudiktical conditions

overall incl. anthropological emstants)then the teaching of war as the
continuation of politics in the nuclear/atomic age means that atomic/nuclear war
i like every other war in the past, would have to have its social causes and its

social content, its class character.
p. 324

Nuclearweapons wuld not break the framework of politics and politics would

activate the possibilities which technology has at its disposal (Milovidov).

Nuclear/atomic war as tlentinuation othe politics of a state or of a class
(Sokolowski; SkirdoMilitari sche Theae), whilst it was acknowledged that
atomic/nuclear weapons changed considerably the meaning of the continuation
of politics through warNlarxismeLéninisme sur la guerjgin relation to

Ai mperialismo, but not tacs fitiscomidtasl conse

Such a war would decide the fate of a whole social system on a world scale
something totally new in world histofyso both sides would seek the clearer
and more definitive political and military goals/ends/purpoBes (moderne

Militarw esen cf. MarxismeLéninisme sur la guerreskirdg).

The Soviets felt pressed to renew the thmaén branches of the defence forces

(army, navy, aiforce)in the light of atomic/nuclear weapons.
p. 325

Stalin was blamed faunderestimating theignificance of nuclear weapons

(SokolowskiTscherednitschenko).
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Only 1 n 1962 was the phrase Arevol uti c
|l iterature (Galay), even though in 19¢
consideredane&c hi evemensgf aarnmdatai din & ainn Sovi et

thought Das moderne Militarwesén

The result was a c¢ o mlsrenvartanda recognitiaofit r a d i

the uniqueness of nuclear/atomic weapons.

SokolowskiTscherednitschenks the initial phases of waareusually crucial,

but not necessarily always...
p. 326

The el ement of fis ur(pimeistsird lout als@ticeabilieyst 1| mp
timely prevention (Lomow), incl. through a fatal bleathe side which wanted

to strike first SokolowskiTscherednitscheko).

Which side would start an attack if it knew that the other side could strike back
decisively andatally atthe attacking side? (Wolfle t her e a t ensi
insecurity in the Soviet stance re: attacking first and or being ready to strike

back decisiely etc.).

After the failure of the German Blitzkrieg Russia, Stalin developed the
position that tlke factors of stable effects (i.e. the so@abnomic and the
ethical/moralideological potential of a country or the gradation/level/degree of
historicd evolution/developmeitand not the, in passing/incidental, chance

elements (e.g. the element of susp) decide the outcome of w@inerstein).
After 1945, this theory
p. 327

served also the attempt at downgrading the significance of the American

monopoly of atomic/nuclear weapons (Kissinger).
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Some time after St al i play;gdbwendhe btgblet her e
effects, and the reality of possibly being wiped out by a chance element...

abolishing whose historical Al aws 0.

However, the critism of not respecting the unity of politics and war was made,
esp.the MarxistLeninist view of hisorical determinismand war as the
continuation of politics (in the objective sense of sepwltical conditions, not
subjective party politics etc.), fohe sake of a purely technical military

consideration (Dinerstein).

See also Garthoff;, Dahm; Wolfe: the formation and development of Soviet

military dogma.

This dogma did not want nucl ear/ at omi c
Abour ge oieswereiindhe bdbibofdoing. The key question was in

whose hands the nuclear/atomic weaponswe@y 6 j al ov ) .

Unlimited use of nuclear weapongt he text says fAmissile weaponso

typo, atomic/nuclear weapons must have been fjeamould affect the course and
p. 328

the outcome of the war (Lomow). But the theorgtatble effects had not been
surpassecand conventional weapons relategtziateconomic and military

political circumstances westillv er y i mpor t &mingtiveand t he
deci sivedo factor i n ,e¢vanghoumhuvitcructear of war

weamns there are some new peculiar features (Skirdo).

This restoration of factors of stable efleatas consistent with the Leninist

perception/view of war as the coniation of politics.

As we know this = politics in the objective sense, which means acceptance of

Clausewitz6s and Leninds fundament al e
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with war as the continuation of politi

to the exchange of nuclear strisk& his now = Soviet dogma.
At play inregard tahe military potential under the
p. 329

circumstances of modern warethe scientifictechnical, the politicaéthical

and the military potentialjas Moderne Militdrwesen

Theprimacy of objective polits and of the factors of stable effects = victory
for the socially and politically superior was certain and so strategy should be

geared towards victory and be offensive/attacking [[well, history proved that the

Notons of fAnucl ear omni potenceo were de
sidedd because you candét ignore the fza
collective bearer of objective politics, which appeared as the passa00bf

the action of nuclear weans (Milovidov).

The people/mass creates the economic power of the country and provides self
sacrifice, morale etc. (Skirdo). The involvement of the people/masses in war
would in circumstances of nuclear/atomic war talkee@ more quickly and

morebroadly than in previous warBés Moderne Militarwesen

From an economic point of view, in the nuclear age, what you do before war =
key, whereas during the two world wars, key was economic performance during
the actual hostilies,andin a longer wareconomic achievements during war

cannot be disregarded (SkirddarxismeLeéninisme sur la guerje

The intensity of the war effort of all the peopleuld correspond with the

political goals of a nuclear/atomic war
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p. 330

A | resetcittcumstances, the pigial goals/aims of the factions in the future

world war will be achieved not only by crushing the armed forces, but with the
full disorganising of the opponent&s e
population. 8, the essence of was the continuation of politics through the

exercising of armed violence as well as the peculiarities of war (Sokolowski).

Of primary significance for the Soviets in nuclear war was the morale, the

fighting readiness and the ideologicabtives of the pgale.

Soviet authors stressed that nuclear/atomic war could not be the impersonal
clash/conflict of nucleaatomic systems; man will prove to be also in nuclear
war an equally decisive factor, because milidi@ghnological revolution dee

not abolish, bubn the other hand, enriches the content of a basic law of the
conducting of war, i.e. the dependeinésvar readiness, of the course and of the
outcome of war on the ethiepblitical situation of the civilian population and

of the civilguard/militia (Milovidov).

The course and outcome of war are determined by tceasd | ed f our Al @

military scienceo:

a) the law of the correlation of military means which every side has at its

disposal at the state of war;

b) by the law of the correlation of tleatire military potential of the warring

sides;
c) by the law of action of the political contgand political charactegf war;

d) by the law of the correlation of the moral/ethipalitical and psychical
qualities of the warring peoples and armies.

The pinciples of the art of war are based on c¢) and/liith are most closely

connected with each other, esp. since in the continuation of politics through
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war, psychical sparks are provided and the people is mobilised aras war
politics is waged/conducted Ilye peopleand man remains the decisive power

in armed struggléSavkin)

If in the West the view was widespread that man is the simple accesshoey of t

machine, the reason is the inability of imperialism to offer high
p. 331
ethical/moral motives to theeople (Grechko).

In reality, the role of motives and generally of the human factor became more
significant in the nuclear/atomic ag@och Because uclear/atomic war will
obviously constitute the most difficult possible test for a people, and the duties
which enormous losses and destruction will set, can be fulfilled only by a

people with sufficient motives and with necessary means (Milovidov; Lomov).

In the most highly advanced technicised/technologica) edy the greatest of
specialists can handlkdé complicated equipment, the arms and the armed
systems, whilst at the same time the significance of intellectual/spiritual factors
are parallelly increased with the advances in military technology (Lomov;
Skirdo; Milovidov).

The Soviets Ilveaseaweuwn haeasr tigpliimgs o t he att
strategic heads to pwutar into forms/typesand to predetermine the course of

war with the help of game theory and mathematical means, in general; just a

few things can one put into forms/types and predicwh en At he fi el d
machines is always narrower and poorer than the field of the activity of

h u ma Mditérische Theorig.1 n Cl ausewi tzo6s | anguage

friction is possible also in nutear/atomic war, just as in every other war.

The necessity of mass conventional armed forces was deduced in terms of

theory from this view/conception as regards the priority of the hemanal/
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et hical factor, and isgentifich eb oruerlgaetoa ds rtehj
regardi ng t the@andsimal profasgionab armies (Milovidov;

Sokolowski). For the Soviet discussiatthe beginning of the 1960&hich

ended in a compromisbut alsoby leaving some matters opesegeWolfe, cf.

Dahm).

The Soviet military dogma did not share thegmosis that in a nuclear/atomic

war there shall not exist either strategy or tactics. War, it said, would be
conducted/waged with mass armed forces notwitdstam g t he #Adeci si
nuclear/atomicarmand vi ctory woul d bemmarc hi eved
efforts of all sections of the ar med f

Lomow).
p. 332

Even the most presciebburgeois military people accepted sach
understanding incl. in rejecting the absolute power of a cdstaimch (army,

navy, air fore) (Bondarenko).

Victory canodot just be based on anni hil
the occupation of inimical land, which obviously only lanccés/army can
undertake to achie&okolowskiTscherednitschenkeé Das Moderne

Militarweser).

Land war requires great spreading out in space, the rapid deployment of forces
in different directions, the simultaneous use of various formsasfoeuvreand
quick attacks on a wide front with every mobile/flexible motorised/automobile

troops (TschujkowSokolowski; Lomov; Savkin).

It was consideredlso a given that the small and great units of Soviet land
forces coul d nf odevelap alsuweessful@ctivity iroregiomsf  t i 1

of high contamination and radiuso (Tsc
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From the unityof politics (in the objective sensaihd war, as well as from the
primacy of the factors of stable effecssill two more central points of Se¢
military dogma were deduced: the attacking/offensive character of the conduct

or waging of warand the ceainty of victory.

A war, which constituted the continuationafmmunist politics, was obliged to
be conducted offensively amgjgressivelyn account of the objective character

of this politics.

Literally: At he of f ens trategylisexplaiaed Byi n g
and large by the nature itself of the revolutionary proletariat and of its army, by

the active natureaf o mmuni sti ¢ i deol ogyo.

+ The Marxists stressing always the primacy of attack/offence against defence
Is due the objective nes@f the conducting/waging of war. Attack constitutes
the fundamental type of military campaigns, and its purpose/gtia is

wholesale annihilation of the fogMilovidov; cf. Lomov; Lénine et les forces

p. 229 Anot so the opppomemti hddmtuwerdder. s

precedence of attack/offense in Soviet military thought before and after WW2,
p. 333

see generally G#roff incl. the fundamental principle of the annihilation of the

foe).

It was expected though that in a nuclear,was boundries between defence
and offence would not be as crude/broad/rough as prevjdusglyhe already
existent superiority of offence vevis defence, would be reinforcesten more

by nuclear/atomic war (Sokolowski).

However, besidéhe rest of th basic pnciples of tactics (flexibility and the
speedy development of ventures/undertakings, surprise, concentration of the

major effortsand ofthe major forces in the decisive place and tirtle,
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offensive/aggressive conduct/waging of war has a paatilar weight. It

enables the taking of the iIinitiative,
decisive victory; defence must be exercised/conducted actiaglyressively in

order for it to have longerm success (Savkin. Of interest here is that in

conjurction withthe primacy of attack/offence and of the moral/ethical factor,

the ascertainments of fAPrussian mil it e
Ludendorff (loc. cit., pp. 27ff., 247, 48)et us recollect, incidentally, that the

absolute precedencéthe huma factor visa-vis the machine constituted the

Grundlagen p. 17).

Finally, theoffensive/attacking conducting/waging of war concentrates all the
superiority of thdactors of stableffecs, whi ch MAguar antee th
victory of the progressive communistic social and economic system over the
reactionary capitalistic system (Sokolowski; Skirt@rxismeLéninisme sur la

guerre Das Moderne MilitarweserSamkovoj).

Historical deéerminism is revealed thus as tharestform of that objective
politics, whose continuation would be nuclear/atomic war and the victory of
socialism following that. On this basis, the Soviet military dogma realised the
synthesis between the Marxiseninist philosophy of history and Clausewitz

and Leninbds war t al k.

As the Soviet armed forces expanded to a great extent with modern weapons in
order to challenge the USA for primacy, many Western commentators believed
that sucha development could only be digethe increase in the influence of

Soviet military personnel/generals.

They(The said Véstern commentatorpyesupposed in this manner the liberal

view/perception, in accordance with which political governments represent by
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definition the moderatelement, whereas the military peoptepresenthe

savage anwar-mongering element.
p. 334

In translating this view into sociological language, ¥iestern commentators
contrastedo elitism, professionalismynationalismsocial isolationism and to

the tendeay towardsheroic symbolism, which supposedly characterised the
military peoplegenerals,..the equalisation/e@lising principle the precedence

of ideology, proletarian internationalism, social mobilisation/enlistment and the
tendency to anonymity, whicallegedly flourished in the ranks of the Party
(Kolkowitz).

Starting with this dicbhtomy, they thereafter argued that the Soviet army
became a state within a state, that it usurpegractice and graduallyhe
hegemonic position of the Party orderto replace the Party in the case of a
crisis,andconterdedthat the Soviet army promotes timditarisation of society
(Kolkowitz).

The above view = wrong, because the ruling Soviet elite was not set up to be
judged on the basis of liberal criteria. Tiarty was no less elitist or
nationalistic than the military personnel of the Soviet Union, hosge of the
Partypragmatically weighed up mattersas Western leaders fouindin order

for it to take its decisions.

The army had more and more been cotetewith modern technology/
technique, and with the corresponding strata of the intelligeatsiawith the

active pesencavithin youth and the education systg@dom).

In the way it functioned, the army was less of an autonomous power/force and
more ofa particulatbureaucracy next to the others, and indeed only for the

reason that the ruling Party had incorporatetthéfield of its own duties, many
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more military functions of a netechnical character than what a political

government of liberal counés could include/incorporate.
p. 335

From here, the possibility of the politicisation of the army arose to thatexte

that the political leadership was militarised. This new construct had nothing to

do with Western distinctions between the two sed{@ditical leadersip, ard,
army],and concepts such as Apoliticisati

usedin the sense of Westeoonventionality and Western distinctions.

Il n the Soviet Union, military + Party
international role and internal/domestic matters of nationalities etc.. So KEY =

the great ends/goals of political power. Never were alhtilitary officers of

the Soviet Union united against the Party. There were all kinds of differences of
opinion withinboth Party and army. The only advantage the army people had

was in a kind of Acollective bargainir

Thus, was th&vay of living of the ruling elite posbtalin, and deStalinisation
was first of all about getting to an equilibriurattveen the above groups so that
there was no need for the IMPONDERABLE WHIP OF A CAESAR.

Af t er St atisonedided tasayatatne military people obtained
autonomy from the Party (after being under full control of Stalin/the Party), and
estabished their own power position re: the necessities of the technological

revolution (Erickson; Kolkowitz).
p. 336

The absence of a Dictatorade inevitable a new modus vivenghereby some

freedom of movement and balareguilibriumof forces was equallyasmanded.

Thecompetition amongst the ruling Soviet elit®53 1957 actually did
increase the relative weight/position of the military, but alway®munction
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with a wing of the Party, and not totally separate from the RP@eaythoff;
Wolfe).

The miltary had no awinomous power. General Zhukov was easily brushed
aside in 1957... incl. by a significant portion of the armed forcasdthe
overturning of Khruschev was not an Army vs. Party mdéketkowitz), but
was prepared and realised in the fraroek of the Pagt i again, with the help
of a significant part of the military, but which differed over matters such as
heavy industry, or indidual strategic matters, incl. the relationship between
defence and attack/offentepinions were divided insalthe ranks ofe

military people (Erickson. Wolfe. Warner)
p. 337

The Brezhnev era = mostly routine relations between Party and Army, though

the reliance on new technol ogy, ar my
greater, though there was never any irheleniaction aginst the Party; at

most the strongest military men could aid a faction in the Politburo predominate
(Wagenlehner). The maindas of attention for everyone was for the Soviet

Union to becomaworld Power (Mackintosh).

There was a whol®t of overlap betwen Party members and military
personnel and vice versa etc. (Grechkénine et les forcedarxisme

Léninisme sure la guerref. Kokowitz; Brzezinski).

The CPSU continually assured everyone it was in full control of the Army
(Sokolowsi-Tscherednitscheko; Milovidov; Lomow; Skirdo; Dahm. The
subjection of the Army to the Party ir
fundamentabxiom, something which = the liberaind not the Leninist

interpretation of ClausewitZrotsky had already ested Clausewz Gasiom to

support the position that the army is simply an organ of every politics on every
occasion of the stat®{e Geburt pp. 87, 171, 182).
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p. 338

In military theory, the hierarchy of poweend at the same time the hierarchy

of pditical-military priorities, were reflected in the distinction between military

dogma and military science. = Military dogma includesfther evai | i ngo ¢
Af or mal | wievs aof the dtate degarding the fundamental matters of

war in relation to thevhole plexus of domstic/internal and external/foreign
politics-policy and withregard taall the material and intellectuapiritual

possibilitiesof the state (Sokolowski; Koslow).

Military science ought to investigat®r its part the laws of strug@ inside

war; since, howeverhis last does nainly include armed confrontation, but

also other forms (political and diplomatic, ideological, econonsgcipological,
etc.), which nexist also outside of we
conducting/waging, ga peculiarforne , t hat ytkeanvdfwar,heai n |

the art of armed struggle, constitutes one ortlye centrglof course’ sector of

military science and is suldivided, in (its) turn, into strategy, the art of military

undertakings and tacti¢koslow; Sokolowski).

Now, military dogma ought to be determined by the political leadership of the
state (Sokolowski; Skirdo), with thmarticipation of upper military organs
(Koslow), as was written sometimes, but not always, in Soviet publications.
However, strategy, which makes concratelspecifig the principles of military
dogma at the level of military science, had to emanate fnencdllaboration of

politics and military leadership (Sokolowski).

Strategy is of course the means and organ ®athievement of set political
goals, buthese goals must correspond with the available military possibilities,
just as at the disposal of military people, sufficient means musgde
availablein order toachieve the set goals (LomadvarxismeLéninisne sure la

guerre Sokolowski;SokolowskiTscherednitschenKo
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So, obvious is not only the dependence of military strategy
p. 339

on political goas, butalso the dependence of the political goals on military
factorsi si nc e i nd eevahthgetoordyaanbemeveloped if it does
nottakeim o consi derati on (Sokolewskt r at egi c f a

Tscherednitschenko

l nvoking Engels, Soviet generals/ milit
of laws of military strategyor the ignorance of thesaws on the part of

politics, canlead to thecollapse of the armyandto the defeat of the state.

During a war, military factors exercise influence on politics. At times, the

military factor obtains decisive i gni fi canceo ( Sokol owsKki
military-technical changes can have an effect ontanipolitical goals andhe

duties of the statend of the armed forces in times of war, aad influence

politics in constituting the army and the way tharws conducted/waged).

= Mutual influence/intraction between politics and strategy and thergal
for autonomy of the military factor = reappraisal of the role of military

personnel/generals.

Since Soviet military dogffh@unityaos based
politics and war (whereby theeterminativécrucial element was that politics
becamepeei ved NOT as fAmoderationo, but ir
tempted to give absolute precedence to military technology, indeed to atomic/
nuclear weaponsvhich would in terms of theorygreatly reduce the role of

politics visavis apolitical technige/technology.

Because of the relativisation of nuclear/atomic weapons, for the Soviets, the
American logic of deterrence, was foreign, with such logic ofrtstee being
based on the idea thathuclear/atomic war is completely absurd and has no

victor (Lambeth).
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The Soviets also avoided the error of underestimating the need for conventional
forcesin the nuclear/atomic age by being fixgplon the essentially inflexible

and passiveerception/ilew of mass atomiceprisals.

So, this combination of convelanal and nuclear/atomic forces gave the Soviets

a strategy of flexible responseeven though for propagandistic reasons
p. 340

they madehis appear to be not their own idea, but a resporteto

corresponding notion of NATO (Tschujkow).

It would be shd-sighted to attribute Soviet military modernisation in the 1960s
and 1970s to a military lobby. It was clear to the politgtahtegic kads of the
Party, that conventional weapons, armourcy would always be needed barring

nuclear/atomic Apocalypse.

The Soviet Union, with conventional weapons superiority, could also at will do
Acampaigns of peaceo ( nuclgeheoppahéns ar mar

go on the defensive.

The continual Sowt demands for nuclear disarmament were real, because the

Soviets had the upper hand in conventional weapons.

Whoever possesses a shotgun and a knife, will logicallgasonably call
upon his foe tosign a declarationregarding the abandonment of the

possasion and usage of shotguns, if his foe only has a shotgun.

[[The Soviet Union of coursestarted unravelling the year after this book was published in 1988,
though Perestroika had begun in 198. Obviously (?), the Soviet leadrship felt they could not
keepup with American (military) technology etc. (and any other reasons the public will nere
know about). Given, though, Soviet losses in WW2and where Russia was at c. 1900920
compared to the USA, all | can say is that from the point of view of assessppPOWER T the

Soviet Union for about 35+ years gave the USA a run for its money on the rastage. Not an

insignificant achievement( agai n, in terms of POWER, J}lnd not #Ahu
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p. 341

VIl . Hot war after the Cold War

1. Theclassicat heor vy of war and the fAnew mi |l i

The ideologicatharging of the Cold Waand the connecting of political
clashes with panhuman concerns, also brought the interweaving of strategic

discussions at higherlevel with the classical theory ofar.

There was a huge increase of interest in Clausewitz in the 1960s and 1970s.

Laulanheld that the planet was heading towards Balkanisation with frequent,
low intensity and amorphous military clashes... and Crevellt CIl aus e wi t

analyses and teactgshavebecome irrelevant.

Before we explain why suchthepmight ti ons &

appear to be sensible, especially in a transitional epoch.

There was a more or less homogeneoasnstruction of European strategic
thought with 5 or 6 major Powers in a tense or strained balance in the 19
century, with the generally acceptedsource for strategy being the

Napoleonic art of war
p. 342

and these Powers waged war against oa@other on the basis of certain
diplomatic and military rules/norms, and programmatically kept the
boundaries between the state of war and state of peaceait, and between

the army at war and the unarmed civilian population.

There were campaign rules/norns (rules of engagement) incl. in relation to
the infantry and artil lery. This system caneto an end in 1914 with the first

At ot alYetagain &united srategic perception/view emerged starting
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in England with J.F.C. Fuller and Liddell Hart , which planted roots in

Germany by way of Guderian.

I t 6s axi s dirgofwarbfarray/Ineup/depleyment/moving into

position(battle array) [[ not sure dbthe exact terminolod]] by awar of

movement which could make greatest use of new weapons such as tanks,

armoured vehicles, aeroplanes.

The Cold War though made he field of high strategy the whole planet and

not just Europe.

And the weapons were pfanetary radiusésngesnuclear warheadso
intercontinental missiles. There was discussion of surprising the enemy with

these weapons use (e.g. Kahn).

In the Westbecause of a deficiency in conventional equipment, there was a
greater emphasis on near weapons, whereas the Soviets developed their

Dogma based on conventional weapons advantages and nuclear weapons.

Yet mutatis mutandis both sides thotiglong thesame lineseven though in
the periphery of the two main camps there were various wdrgw@errilla wars

which did not at all have the strategic logic of the two great camps.
p. 343

Three great phases o$trategic thought in the 19" and 20" century.

First two phases with a common and broad politicailitary field of action
involving morethan one great Power with common rules of the game, no

matter how destructive £urope Ruling the World

Third phase = the whole planetwith two Superpowers competingagainst

each other.
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After 1989, things are not so clear, as planetary politics are henséhick
than ever before (see KondylRlanetary Politics after the Cold Warbutthe
various Powers are not at the same level,ith all sorts of differences in
geopolitical, economic and military dynamismand with different strategic

possibilities.

| [=Kondylis in 1997] find the expression of a multipolar world coming about
straight after the bipolar Cold War imprecise and misleading, esp. as regards the

Eurgoean present and foreseeable future.

Multi-polar suits the European system uh€éil4 wit relatively more or less

equivalent major Powers.

Buttoday [ 1 9 9 7] ], whicleEuromep Britsh? French? German? and
Japanare not planetary poles equivalemtihe USA; the formepower®
diplomatic and military dependence on the laif8uper Paver]] did not at all

endwith the Cold Wayrand will continue to exist through NATO.

Russia, China or India are quite lower down the scale than the USA which is the
world Hegemonworld firefighter or wortl gendarmer countrysidérural
policemanaccordiry to the image/picture enchose$s [ o b v i o u s(felgtiveChi naos

position in 21 years to 2018 is moving UP!]]

The USA is the only country for the time beind[1997]] which wraps with

its military net the whole world and has the ability to strike with
p. 344
its arms every corner of the globe or conduct war at any point in the world.

The USA is unique based on unique factsvhi ch wo n;éftMearsheintersfiaf r e v e r

courseP.Kenmneya Nd canodt be the model for ot het

The ground/basisfor the formation of a similar high strateqy will arise if

and when Powers | i ke China for I NSt anc
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and project analogous hegemonic claimsyhen planetary politics become

multi -polar in essence.

Until then, the USA remains thegreat laboratory of the new, fourth phase

of strategic theory,

and esp. after the Gulf War there is an orgy of strategic plarqwith the
express aim of securing Amiean global reachi the ability of the USA to
intervene militarily anywhere and to prote their global hegemony from any

decisive doubtgsee e.g. Colson).

Whatever happens with strategic thought, it is not at all

true that the classical theory of warlvdecome useless.

Because the theory of war and strategy move at different logical lewethe

former develops a conceptualitg which all strategiesno matter how
different, are subjectedeven in the most amorphous wars the distinction
between strateg (general or longerm) and direct tactical aims remains

whole/integral/undivided.

Claus e wi t z0S | MMO rwdspedselyn@he h 1 e v

logically dilated/enlarged/opened tipe theory ofwar fronq[, i.e. compared

with and in relation to]Jihe concepénd the content of strategy.

Decisive for Clausewitz©6s théedomcepgoht was
war from the Napoleonic waging of war with which initially he had equated
the general concept of waand thus creatla theoretical framework for the

inclusion of all forms of war, irrespective of strategic direction and
p. 345

qualtyWe have already seen that Clausewi:

applies absolutely even the case of an atomic war to its extremes
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The same applies to an amorphaws,or t o t he A newofmi
exceptionally technicised war depending asito its wagingto large extent

services of contemporary informatitgormation Technology

[[Tribal Warrior]] Toffler = 39 wave of the Revolution of InformatidsT. (after the

Agrarian and Industrial Revolutions),

confirms the classical theory afar that war everywhere and forever is the
continuation of politic$ politics meant as the whole of the social

communication of people in the necessary intertwininigsosarious sectors.

As the continuation of politics, war is a phenomenon of its essan
historical and mutable, its historicity inevitably intersects with the

historicity of technique/technology.

But this intersection does notver mean the simple rediction of war to

It al

technique/technology esp. i f weryexami:r

revolutiono in the Ilight of the cruci e

Anfrictiono, fcoincidenceodo and the

phenomeron.

Cl a u s e wncdptmafitg is far the past, the now and the

future (i.e. the only possibility of seeingnto the future is

t hr ough Clcenceptaaliv).t z 6 s

The term Amilitary revolutiono was

1960s, whendchnological progres

p. 346

N Cche

fior

in the sector of atomic weapons made an issue of whether the role and specific

weight of conventional weapons changed.
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Today in the Westhe termit mi | i t a r yis used veothhe wdnsequanges

of the mass use of electronic means and infaos/&(T ., both in the structuring

of the Armed Forces and in the character ofieaponsystemsas well as in

the conduct of war venturésuch a use of the term though wasglizce at the

end of the 1970s in the Soviet Union e.g. Commanding GéGaral of the

General StafNi kol ai Orgakov spoke of a Anew
expressig his concern that the technologicalqermainence of the West gave

them the possibility foneutralising great masses of armoured vehicles/tanks and
motorised/motodriven equipmenthrough electronically remoteontrolled

weapons, destroying the Soviet adtage irhaving more tanks etc.. Cakov

reali sed t hat t Hliethdil®G0d Sovieasensdigtormyeddd ut i or
the past, and the Soviet Union had to ada@ectronics and related non

nuclear weapons systems (PetefSaniock).

Buttheterminew military revolutiono meant

change ever in the kind ofwvar re: the whole history of the war

phenomenon.

However, the fnew omidloietsarnyotr ecvaonlcuetl t h

war and it begins even in the pedectronicage in the Interwar Perioslith

practical application iWwWW2, from Ardenneand Noth Africa to the Eastern

Mediterranean.

The central idea behind it was avoiding sategic dead ends and the
pointless bloodletting of 19141918 through a fast

p. 347

war of movement and (circular) manoeuvreswherebythe armouredighting
vehicles/tanksandmotorised/motodriven unis would take the lead in breaking

through enemy linewithout having the old problems of beingsepplied.
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From quantitative considerationtoqu al i t ati ve, 1 .e. from
Afl exi bi limbleness, rap dd nforv eamdethre tréaking up of the

old unified battlefield into many and dispersed battlefiedis.

The risk and danger of confusion is now expected to be taken care of by
communication (wireless communications, telephones) = invisible cohesive

webof operationally autonomous units unfolding in wide spaces.

There is also the organeo-ordination ofthe action of the infantry, of the

armoured fighting vehicles or motdriven forces andf the Air Force.

The infantry loses its traditional primacydais no longer a mass infantry, and

now becomes mobile to Aget itm,si deo t he
whereas the Air Force has in its sights enemy armoured fighting vehicles, the
enemybeavy artillery, which cawm stop t
armoured vehicle forces with barriers of fire, and the network of inimical

communications and lined re-supplying.

The autonomy of tanks etc. depends on therdmmation of a mass otish units
through thick/dense communications (Liddell Hart emessthat in 1940 the
French had more heavy tanks than the Germans, but the latter had modern
organiséion, having totally broken with the notion that the armoured fighing
vehicles are simplg helpful weapon for the infantry. On the other hand, the
Germars got the surprise of their lives when they ascertained that on the Eastern
Front the Soviet T34s wee quicker, more durable, even though their

construction was simpler without a satisfagteystem of communicatiohs
p. 348

Already before th&econd World War, the supporters of the new strategy, incl.
then Colonel de GaU”[ﬁ_ove that man! Gre&@omma Sensethnopatriot Whoever has Malraux as
a Minister of Culture must be a total fungiLEGEND!]] (Bond-Alexande}, called for the

replacerent of mass armies by small and professional units/armies like those
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today who draw the ultimate conclusionrsfvi ng from t he fAnew

revol utiono.
Also new weapons, technological developmentsl).contributed...

However, mass armies continyathd nommotordriven sectors continued to
play a decisive role in WW2 battlemss WW?2 in general evolved into saittm@g

which the new strategy wanted to avaidie vol vi ng i nto fAtot al

Of course, WW?2 differed from WW1 because it did nhot become a ar of

positions, it started and finished as a war of movemenyet wars very

different from a strategic pointofetvc an be or become fAtot e

ATotal 06 war, as we Kk nowgwarlsetweéeh matiomsay o f

which were in a mature phase of econdindustrialRevolution.

There was an abolition of the previouki st i ncti on bet ween pe
front 0 thewdr r i nfgr disvmad now t he mobil e Ahor
continually supplyt he Awar frontodo with gigantic
being exhausted very quickly in battles which precisely demanded the

consumption of such quantities.

Thatsuch At ot al 0 w#bra lodgrtismayighecdusenorwarring
party had the means to stike from the beginning and decisively the
inimical/enemyil home f r ont 0 theceasteless rssipplvirgofe o f

t he ndAwar front o.
p. 349

Nuclear weaponsofcourser e nder ed At otal war o | mpo:¢

Because now t he i h klypatoutof actioh,and becauded b e
the decisive production of nuclear weapons was undergone in the period of

Peacesothatt her e i s no need asfinghe cagetoithteal 0 mo b
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continual productiomuring wartimeof armoured fighting vehicleseeoplanes

andammunition

With less social labour a greater firepower was secured. Because of this
nature of nuclear weapons, the West could succeed in the Cold Wagainst
the Sovietswho had greater quantities of conventional weapons, i.e. the

sectorrequiring more social labour.

From the late 1970sin the zone between conventional and nuclear weapons,

the appearance began all the more frequeftlyeapons and vegpons systems
of great precision and great firepower, which at least as between nigitgefs
can achieve results equally drastic athmcase of nuclear weapons, whilst at
the same time imposingquiringsignificant readjustments to the structure of

the armed forces.

Especially theemotecontrolledteleguidednissile systems of evesjze, range

and kind, together with the use ofwmelectronic methods of collecting and
disseminating information, constitute the technological trunk of the in part
done’completedin part being plannea@nd in partexpected new mi | i t ary

revolutiono.

Today we have an extreme form, in the context of thehole history of war,

of what we could
p. 350
call Afavoidance of bodily contact witdtl

Such contact was diret for as long as armed struggles were carried out

with sharp and pointed weapons, e.g.x@s, swords, spears.

It becomes laxer withprojectile weapons, from the slingshot to the bow and
arrow, to the gun and the cannon, but even theat least optic i.e. ge

contact is necessary.
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The qualitative change occurs when eye contact is no longer nssary.

Already, in 1918 the German telecannonsfirearms/gunshad a range of

120 kms.In our times [[=mid 1990s]} he Ameri can submari ne
can target halthe planet with 192 missiles with a margin of errorthetarget

of 10 metres.
= contnual improvement in Greater Distance and Greater precision in Strikes.

The Arevolution insopakkcéedi bnevwkent i ont
Non-nuclearpriming/charging [[=?correct word? unsure?]] adapted to all sorts

of missiles can replace naer warheads. What once was the target of nuclear
weapons, can now be struck by precision weapons, and sincetigqor

weapons are centred on one point, leavimgp@riphery untouched, doubts and

indecision about their use lessens.

So, the firepowemused can come from sources outside of the combat zone/field

of military undertakings in the narrower sense.

The classical battlefield was characterised by the concemttion of available
forces in one place and with the purpose of a confronti@n whereby the
firepower played its part, however thetechnique/skill/art and the correct

choice of the manoeuvre was more important.

The hitherto unheardof increase of the stregith and precision of the

firepower changes this relation, destroying thatbnes of thebattlefield.

The confrontation at the level of manoeuvres is replaced by one duel of
artillery/ordnancd[?not sure of exact expressionf][Cohen, AA Revol

War f ar eo) .

The term dAartill eryo henakheiava@ide al | t}

ranges, from ballistic missiles to Asm
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p. 351

A's mar t dhisnof couese affects how infantry is used = downsizing and

becoming more mobile.

Fewer sddiers must now use advanced technology and achieve more. Futurists
of war have alreadylgnned for an absolutely autonomous soldier, incl. use of
mobile microtechnology with access to central information systantgthe

ability to strike at will within ts surroundingswvhich it has analysed first.

I n Na p ol adwsiorsof 16-20)0® menoccupied 3 square miles, today
[[c. 1997]] a square with a side of 25 miles can be coven#idthat many men
and after another 20 years [[= 2017]] a side @ ffles[[Someore who knows can send

me an email and | can add a note!!]]

The unitedbattle array is fragmented in several clashes in all the depth of space
with or without the aid of armoured fighting vehicles/tanks, manoeuvering or
falling with parachtes. Thereisalo t he erasure of the
Front / Fr on tflagroplenes beconteg veny isngoriavtich opens up
fronts i n the e andimyridgBaseobtonehatlExteatn t 0
penetration into space can go. Of coueepower inot enough for everything
and often all Arm&ranches of the Militarynug play a part ochange

partgrolesetc..
p. 352

One of the ambitions of the Anew mil
traditional boundaries between the three Arm#Branches of the Military
with the help of moderninformatics/I.T. and electronic communic&ions

systems and increased firepower.

Land targets can be hit by ships, land supports air (e.g. witkalamaissiles),

whereas the assistance of land operatioramyas been going on for decades.
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The marine and parachufgarachutist symbolise theehd beyond the
traditional demarcationsetween the three Arfidranches of the Military

Likewise, re: helicopters incl. as flying armoured vehicles.

SO, t o0 d ay @stionp af operationallyusing all the depth of space and

whilst co-ordinating air, land and sea forces = a metdevelopment of

strateqgic plans of the Interwar Period and WW?2.

Of course, there have been great increases in range, firepower, colléitiay
from very far awayand disseminating informatio® dense communication

network is abslutely necessary.

AmericanAd mi r a l William Owens,tledull |l ed fAsys:
covering of a square with a side of 200 miles incl. the recording of signdésigna

acoustically and optically, as well as thermicdahgrmally.
Obviously, technical iffrastructure is needed in phcein order to make
p. 353

decentralisation possible Thisbrings to our attentionertain weak points in

the Anew mi |l jadweshalllateeseeo | ut i ono

With all the technology etat is less likely or impossible for #re to be the old
Awamongeringo general, because now the

and on specialisation in violenggust as there is specialisation in tax ntats.

This is particularly the case in informatigathering and logistics. Something
ike Western society having a | arger fse
drop in numbers of old style soldiers like there has been a drop in workers in

Apr odwctio

All this adds to showing that war remains ttmatinuation of[primarily

objective] pO|itiCS [[e.g. women in frorline combat, transexuals, etc. in the Army ecause of

subjective politics/ideology based on objective political conditjpns.
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p. 354

There is a tendency for the hieghies inthe army like in society to get smaller
shorterin the middle sahatthe pinnacle approaches the haselnow withthe

appearance of webs of teams .etc.

De-centralisation will stop, like in the past, whetlaedictatorship, oligarchy or
constitutional prliamentary democracy, before the toghe pyramidi.e. the
upper echelons of the politicaimilitary regime make the telling decisions

re: general strategy and war plans etd[will always exist, regardles of
polity]].

| t d o e s wliether thearégtme is parliamentary or Caesariaghe top of

the hierarchy decides re: crucial war matters.

Of course, there are more general political criteria taken into consideration

as well as military capacity etc..

The logic of weaponssystemss such that defensive intent at the political

level might in some instancesnly be achieved by armffensiveattacking

strateqy militarily.

Of course, the problem of the First/Preventive Strike is as old as the history

of war.

But the existence gprecision weapons makes the question of the First

Preventative Stke pressing, existential.

This was understood from the time of the construction of the first

intercontinental atomic missiles.

Whoever has them, is at a great advamtagl the side on defence without them

IS more or less stuffed.

The attacker will striket t he enemyd6s i nformati on
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p. 355

communication systems, and without those system no advanced technology

weapons W be able to be used.

The more advancd the weapons technology, the more vulnerable

one becomesas we shall later se@ for aslong as one is on the

defensive.

[ [ No wonder thereds so mdodlIss0hetdasa attent i

counteracting offensive Strike Power...]]

It is no surpise e.gthatHandel would maintain that with advanced weapons
technol ogy obfather @&melwumi bno, Cl ausewi

strongest form of war is defence has been put out of date.

But we have seen Cl ausewihadzh@sosposi ti or
supporterither in WW1(See Excursus B and add Miller, v. Evesa)VW2,
though inthe Interwar period, Liddell Hart thought of a defensive strategy

based on tanks/armoured fightingvehicles.

Due to the nature of modern weapons systems, féace in essence means

attack/offenceand vice versaso the boundaries between war andgaceare

effaced and the distinction between defensive and offensive wars, which
never was binding ininternational Law, becomes academic and

philological.

2. The utmia of a pure/unmixed technological war

Already from[[Franci§l Bac on 6 s At asdeschindcratic and @apian w
thoughtin that Nature had to be subjugated to technique/technology;
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the Marxist classless society would provide to people the develomrnr e

productive forces, which would efface forever the shortage of goods,

andt o d A\eskre Promises in essence s#ya the united world market will
do what the communistic regimes did not do the basis of continual
technological progresssecurethe general prosperity by tying together at

the same time nations and races in one
p. H6

panhuman community (see my articlefiBlUhende Geistesgesifteo [[to be
translated into English in 2018 or 2019 from the b®b& Political in the 2"

Centur)]] [[HOW FUCKING RETARDEDOR SIMPLY OVER THE TOP GREEDY AND
DELUSIONAL ARE THESE PEOPLE WHO BEIEVE SUCH TOTAL BULLSHIT???!!l There must be

some kind of Evolutionary Missing Link, particularly amongst a certain group of Tribal Warriorg)!!

In its peaceloving version, utopiantlike thought intersects today with the
fetishism re: technique/technolog through the expectation of the
technicisation of war, generalised universallyso that war can be a series of
calculations on an electronic boaveherdby the inferor, seeing that his defeat

Is night, abandons the confrontation without suffering dekett practical
confirmation which an experienced chess player does for instance from about

the middle of the game of chess.

Or, there will be clean surgical wars becase of technology, with few

human losses since the foe will be quickly and effectivelysgirmed.

All this RUBBISH in thought presuppostsatt he fAgomoéd dmwot ,t he

~

ne

will have the most advanced weaponsande=t dr eams i n today?o

euphoria[[1990s]].
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There is no such thing as a technologically perfect

war , Wi t h o uetwithofk fo divetgeficd bdtw&nithe

strateqgic plan or vision and the reality of war.

For Clausewit z, Africtiono wo
Apur e/ unmi x e dlbthewranrate and imamnimate
forces of the foes would be used in one and only

concentrated act of war without pauses.

Since that is impossible in a war between complex sogiee s, Af r i ct i on

indispensable aftereffect
p. 357

of everyrealwari andthe concept of dApure/ unmi xed
understand the texture of real war, it pushes e contrario towards the

phenomenol ogy and aetiology of Africt.i

The one and only wipeout of the foe = strateqgic ideal, but reality is multifarious,

with manyforms of war and various causes/reasons.

The historical circumstances are of course manyanéd, imponderable and

unforeseeablas are the forms of war.

The causes of/reasons for war:

1) anthropologically given
2) socioepolitical

3) coincidental/chance fwe r e by i ¢ meamsth®lbteuctional or

helpful intersection o& chain of causeand results/effects, whose existence we

287



ignore or see as indifferent vasvis that causal chain we want to put together

with our acts).

These three causes of frictia have acted in may different ways in all

historical wars until today, and there is notthe slightest reason to believe

t hey wi | | stop acting i n a war techni c

revolutiono.
These three causes appear in all wars.

So, we need to view them re: highly technicised war.

There are four points:

1) the inevitable istence of gaps in information

2) the need for the analysis and use of information during and leading up to

war
3) the elimination of advanced technology by advancedchnology

4) the elimination of advanced technology by more dess inferior

technology.

When technology becomes a Religidns inevitable it will be viewed like a
God and all sorts of Wet Dreams will abound. For wewrtbat satellite

technology doesot cover and clearly see everything.
p. 358
There are even matrological issues.

The se of satellites also presupposes domination of air spadehe
Americans may not always have it so easy, for instance, as in the case of

Bosnia.
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Ther e o0s iatims foom aollegtiagpdata from satellites and their use in
aming weapons (Gulf Wair up to two weeks) [[not sure what all this means in

terms of todayds technology]].

Also, no recognizance/recognition system could locate the Somali resistance
leader vhilst Mogadishu was under American occupation in 18@her in

Iraq in 1991 which wasalready paralysed military, could the hidden bases for
thelaunching of missiles be found, nor could the fairly primitive Scud missiles
be tracked 100% all of the tanThen there are human errors etc. as well
(Postol).

In regard to 2) above, as we hawélsthe path from the information material to

commands to weapons systems is at times longer
p. 359
than what many think.

Thereds al s o Informatiorhoéitself goesmot bivee @ criterion of

orientation in the plethora of information especifly when time presses etc..

Nor does information/l.T. from satellites etc. tell us about the morale or

intentions of the enemy, the quality and conditions of his wesp

In such caseshere needs to be checking of information from other sources etc..

And, of course there is the production of misleading information by the

enemy,which could have all sorts of repercussidnsall such cases of

weighing up and judgingthe quality ofthei nf or mati on, CIl ause
of judgemento stil]l fully applies.
p. 360

There are also a whole range of other problems with collecting information in

various situations, some of which are referred to by P.K..
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Inrelationto 3): where he fAnew mil inthaPegiamGalfand ut i on

Bosnia was applied, the gap betweelanced technology and the enemy was
massive and decisivAn omnipotent Goliath executed in cold blood a David
stuck to the grounddne shald not rush to universatic conclusionsin the

future, other foes might be much better equipped, incl. technobically, and

then the matter is not one of technolpgyt of politics.
Kondylis refers to Munro and electromagnetic energy etc..

p. 361

P.K. refersto the facthatmost information can be intercepted by the other side,

the enemyin any event.

The tecimological advantages the USA has toflag97]]won 6t necessar

at all around tomorrow.

And even if one is in command in space, orennot at all guarantee thabne

is not vulnerable to weapons on earth.

So, we come to 4) and note that never in aryleas more advanced weaponry

made older weapons totally useless.

p. 362

Neither arrows, nor guns and cannons, nor nuclear weaporigave ever
been able to replace theimple knife, and in e.g. commando
attackdoffens(iv)esetc. the knife is much more useffthan nuclear weapons

There are therefore many reasons to see that there will

never be a utopia of pure technological warfargesp if older

weapons can destroy tildormation, communications etc. of the typical

weapons of the Anew military revol
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One and only nuclear explosion... can render a lot of advanced technology
useless..and even older than nuclear weapons or otleapons which can
paralyse or blindhe foe can also cause a lot of strife for the bearer oinadda

technology..SeeGéré and Mathey.

And even today, technological microsystems (cruise missiles) can relatively

easily strike military
p. 363

megasystemike aircraft carriersThere arealso other options to attack such
as vehicles firing high technology weapora the reldively cheap conversion

of ol der weapons into Asmarto weapons,

None of the above means thia¢ latest,post uc | ear technol ogy
militaryr evol uti ono wi | | not bring about s

changes to the condt of future wars.

Yet the concepts of the classical theory of war remain

completely in force and relevanii.e. war will continue to

be characterised by the phenomeon of fQdnd i cti o
will remain At he;ahdirtdrngsofof c o i

practicewar wi | | al ways be nNnchame|
into any pure/clean schema of technology and utopia, and

will move at many levelsi nc | . Aprimitiveo

mo d e elententsNeither are two combatants the same, nor the

historical circumstances absolutgthe same.
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In abstracto, it seems there is no need for mass ammesll that is needed is
well equipped and well trained ARambos

information and air cover etc..

Yet such professional armies cannot have numbers belmerdain level,

which is not that low, so they will remain fairly laje armies of more or less

hundreds of thousands

p. 364

if they want to beaeady to fight effectivly.

The occupation of enemy land etc. will always require a large number of

soldiers.

For even the complete domination of the skies does not necessarily mean

victory in the sense of the complete inability of the foe to put up resistance.

In Bosnia, afteair dominance, there had to be soldiers on the ground incl.

motorpowered to secureatory/peace.

In Irag, infantry was used on a mass scdkespite the advanced technolpggd
most of the 3000 aeroplanes bombing Iraq werE960s and 1970s technglg
and with 1950s technology bombs.

And the military undertakings ended in fairly trohal fashion with a circular
manoeuvre and the pitiless slaughter of trapped tragps on the ground and
from the air (there were more than 100,000 victims oStaeghter which were
not covered by the usually very lontbuthed babblingWestern teleision
networks, and it would seem by the TV coverage that no more than 200 died
during the Gulf War).

And never forget: behind every machine and technology/technimuneatter

how refined there is a persofnd the functioning of advanced tewlogy

requres a whole lot of infrastructure...
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p. 365

War, like the economy, politics, religion and art is of its

essence a relation of people

From an anthropological point olview, the purpose of high/advanced
technology is to form a human relationhereby the fe is kept as far away as

possible and is neutralised before he bridges the distance.

Because if he makes it across, then the knife might be the most useful

weapon.

And technology will NEVER be able to exclude political and psychological

factors and inflences.

The overal/l correlation of forces incl
mor al edo as wel |, of which Clausewitz ¢
percepion of war. The same arguments fully apply today against the utopia of

pure/unmixedechndogical war.

3. The multiformity of war and its political aetiology

Il n this cont e x[fasgquaesocialjdaes not nieananloppositiana | o

t o fiecornofimidcedbo!l ogi cal 0 waaisteeesnfinuages on s ,

of politics as the geneal character of political subjects whether they are

states, or movements and teamigiver within a nation or internationally.

The general charater of a political subject constitutes aesultant of many
factors (economic, national, historical, ideologial, political in the narrower

sense etc.).
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Now, the necessary correlation between the multiformity of wars and the
mutifarious character of politi cal subjects does ot mean wars are waged

because the character of political subjects differs
p. 366

and that wars will cease once political subjects become homogenous !!!!

That is apatently ABSURD argumentbecause if all political subjects

were homogenous as imperialist and antrdemocratic there is no
reason to believe there would be no wars, just as ifély were

democracies of a western kind[and we all know that
Ademocracieso/ par |l i ame n {saermy articlefigin me s w e
soschl mme s [Byetanedt@d into English in;cfoG@vacr 2019,
and FabeGow3g).

Just as there are many forms of political subjects, there are many

forms of warr,

and there are also many causes of/reasons for the outbreak of

war, varying from epoch to epochand case to case,

so that there is no way to work out any laws for the caugs) of

wars in general as fixed chains of causes amdsults of causes.

Evenifonecoul d produce a tabl e of t he

wars, they wouldbe hierarchised, interrelated and would act

differently in every case.
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War s d o ongdleadoud, unenistakable cause

nor can theyv be Acuredo as

lllness.

The liberal ooy POliticians and economists, who,

despite the continual factuafalsifications of the last

three centuries, continue to purport that trade will

replacewar, and as a result make a tremendous

|OCIIC8.| and h|St0r|Ca| miStake.[[Howfucking Retarded are thepeople, who

think they are so sophisticated?!!!]]

ONLY he whosupports an economic determinism, i.e. who

attributes wars to economic competition ontill logically

believe that economic eoperation would abolish wars.

On this crucial point, as well ason others, economistic

liberalism is just another form of vulgar Marxism with

reversed signs/symbolism.

After 1989 and the armed conflict in Yugoslaaral the former Soviet Union,
many said that the threat of a nuclear holocaust was succeeded by theatali
many smaller national warsnd that the two kind®rmsof warcannot ce

exist.
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p. 367

Nothing could be further from the truth. After 1945, there were 146 wars

with more than 30 million dead Between about three quarters and four fifths

of those dead were civilian naombatants.

Europe enjoyed the peacerafclear terror, whilst in Asia, fAica and Latin
America there were antiolonial wars ad wars of national liberatigias well as
civil wars, racial and national wars (e.g. between China and India, India and

Pakistan, Israel and Arabs).

There were a whHe range of wars, from warsherethe combatants were at
roughly the same technologicdtelevels (e.g. Iran and Iraq) or where the

differences were huge (e.g. USA and Vietnam).

The planetary phase of human history commenced when the colonial

expansionof Europe brought nations which were slowly entering the

industrial era againstpre-industrial nations.

In the 19" century and first half of the 2t century, whilst in Europe the
major Powers had mass armies and the latest weapons and military means,
outside of Europe, these same Powers conducted campaigdsvars of

another form.

Intorday 6s pl anet ar y c aataple/distinguishied majotoh er e a

regional Powers whichave not to a or b deqgree stepped over the threshold of

the second, butlso the third industrial revolution.

The divergence though between them is still sigaiit, which affects their

military possibilities and strategic plans.

Any search for oneand only strategic model for the 2% century, or at least
for the next few decades = pointless, in vairilhe Gulf War and other wars of

recent times cannot be a soeifor general and binding strategic teachings.
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All that one can do is observe the teclahjpossibilities of newly designed and

in practice until today untried weapoBystems.
As the continuation of politics, the war of the future will take
p. 368

various forms in expressing the (inimical) relations of various political

subjects.

T o d ay ®H3§] planetdryconjuncture is not defined/determined by the
equilibrium of three, four or five more or legsjualequivalent & ¢ & dd33 U

covalent)poles i.e. major spaces around an equal number of major Powers,

but the characteristic and in practice decisive feature is the undoubted
supremacy of one and only one great Poweichvboes not limit itself to its
own major spacdyut finds itself or intervees or would like to intervene at

every point on the globe.

The hegemony of this Power, i.e. of the USA, is directly exercised in the most
developed regions of the world, in Epeoand in Japan, where no political
military decsion of substance taken without the approval of the USA, and
where also significant economic matte¥gy. international trade, is regulated

underits pressure and dictates.

In this hierarchy in the upper levels are Powers which in the future would

lik e to compete with thdJSA (Eurasian Russia, China, perhaps India)and

upcoming regional Powers also exist (Turkey, Iran, Brazil)and in the lower
rungs are natiostates or states with fluid internal consimn and a
correspondingly fluid political andhilitary activity (especially on the African

continent).
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For as long as Europadominated the world through
their colonial empires,the contrasts, clashes and
conflicts between the great European Powers
consituted the axis around which the rest of the
planet would group itself in accordance with the

friend -foe relation.

The clash of the two protagonists of the Cold War was also suam axis, or

a criterion for the grouping of friends and foes on a planetarycale

If with the end of the Cold War somethinfganged, it is that an axis with a

similar function has been eclipsed (this is what is probably meant by those who

talk rather stupidly of a mulfpolar world today), whereby the world regime of
internatioralrelat ons appear s [bb@ousyaeferefteatiagaeat C hi c a | ¢
Australian,Hedley Bull]].

It would cease being anarchical if we assumed the world would (once again)
become bipolar or (really) mupolar, if i.e. hegemonic Powers safeguarded

peace Whin their corresponding major spacesthvihe mostikely result of

course of the military and other clashbstweerthose Powers being much

more acute.
For as long the planetary field is not arranged thus, the one and
p. 369

only really plartary Paver, the USA will, at least potentiallipge omnipresent

UNLESS internal factors paralysg[itis IS A VERY INTERESTING POINT AS TO E.G.

ADI VERSI TY0O and what such #fAdiversityo might mean for

as a majo interventionist Power...]]
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The US3Ssdoscer will be to constituteregional alliances which it will

control and direct, either directly or by overseeinq is proxies solving local

and regional problems.

Behind e.g. the countries of ASEANs-a-vis the expansionist wes of China

will be as ultimate guarantpthe diplomatic and military power of the planetary
hegemonic Power, which if it wants to maintain this plagsitionas planetary
hegemonic Powewill have to intervene as ultimasaljudicator in every major

clash.

In this senseit can be said that the planetarily crucial or at any rate

significant, wars of the immediate future will be American wars.

And since their extent, intensity and texture will vahe hegemonic Power
will be obliged tacorrespondinglyscalate its milary reactions or initiatives,

giving its armed forces their duly elastic structuring.

Current[[mid 1990s]]Americanexecutive plans aim at the possibility of the
simultaneous congtting of two wars of thenagnitudeof the 1991 Gulf Waras

well as onedrthersmaller deterrent intervention (Colson).

Such aims require the permanent support of fixed strategic forces placed at

key pointsin continents andon oceans

they require air superiority and the free movement of aircraft carriers and

fleets,
and the ultimate safety valves/switches: ballistic nuear weapons.

No rising Power wil/l be abl
[[1997]] planetary hegemony of the USA, if it does

not compete against it at all those levelswithout of

course that meaning ¢tamadt t |
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meet with potential defeats insecondary theatres for
as long as they hold their world hegemonic role

[[SO the question is can China (with Russia?) by about 2030 to 2050 be in a position
to be morghan a regional Hegemon? Kondylis of coyesadrightly sg does not

engage in angpedfic/concretespeculation as to who, when, how and what challenge

will arise for the USA...]]

The doubting of the planetary hegemon does not

necessarily mean that a ew hegemon defeathead

on and replaces the old Bgemon:

it could mean, more restrictedy, that the rising regional Power gradually
constitutes around it a major space and forbids the planetary hegemonic

Power from intervening in any way whatsoever in thaspace.

Something like that might be possibiethe near(ish) future

p. 370

China in relation to Soutkast and central Asia

[ [ Kondylis does not give a time frame,

years from 1997]]

The greater spectrum ofases a Power is in a position to
face, the moretiincreases itspecific weight in planetary
politics. The narrower the spectrum, the more shrinks its

significance to regional and local limits/boundaries.

Thata hegemonic, but also an up and coming pgd?oweris obliged to

have at its disposal ttell scale/gambit of militarycapacityforce/potency/
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power, from ballistic missiles to the forces of rapel’elopmentinfolding
(rapid development forcegPnot sure of the technical termpi} does noimean that
in every war, in accordance with iggexific/concrete texture, it would mobilise

one only grade/gradation of this scagen in restricted clashes the @sof

nuclear weaponscan become inevitable.

The multiformity, t hewarplemmonenenldesmtd nat L
refer only to the totéty of wars, but also to the insids)/internal spaceof

every war separately.

If we formulate the hypothesis that a military conflict/clash breaks out between

two greatplanetary Powers which equally pess tk very latest in technology

of thel ihawymrevolutiono and the corr e
informatics/I.T, we can imaginén principle that war would be waged

essentially at that level e.g. in space and in/on the ocean witlsehaf

automated air means and ships on the sarfd the sea and submarines.

What would happen if both the combatants already in the initial phases of the
conflict were able to neutralise on both sides the satellites and other
recognizance systems (@aognition) and communications systems, such that

the clash would come to a desad?
There are two possibilities:

either they wouldtep back/retreat/become conciliatorya situation of terror

of nuclear balancing/equilibrium, so that even if theyrbtlimmediately use

the nuclear weapons, at arate again they would have rearse to them as
ultima ratioi or they would get involved in a necessarily long, draib
conventional war until the end or mutual destruction/exhausting; the threat of
usingnuclear weapons could even be used and coulel iiaeffect after the

(relative) exhausting of the one side in such a conventional war.
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What ever the case may be, t he fAchamel e

transformation of any kind of war, even the technologicallymost advanced,

from its initial strateqic concegtion is inherent and very posdble.

Wars between great Powers with highly advanced military technology remain of

course essentially i mpossible for as |
p. 371

planetary hegemony of the USAt&as

[[which of course means e contrario that shegemony one day will end, and of
course P.K. does NOT give any time frame, thoBgatCWa nd/ or , i f | 6 m n
mi st aken, one DhePoRticakKin tile2! cantutyimuliés elwingithe

course 6the 2F century if China remains a centralisstdte]]

as we have pointed out, this hegemony is exercised in one sense more directly
precisely in economically more developed regions of the world, i.e. in Europe

and Japan.
Of far greater practical iatest for the foreseeable future are two othsega

the clashes/conflicts of the planetary Superpower on the onewidm@dmall
and on the other hanavith middle and major Powers, especially in connection

and interrelatia with two burning issueshe issue of terrorism and that of

the disseminaton of nuclear weapons.

The general criterion for the distinction between
small and middle or major Powers is, obviously, the
geopolitical, demographic and economicapacity/
potency/dynamics/power/force oreach and every

respective occasion.
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More specifcally and on a narrower basige shall look at the matter of
competition and future wars between Powers re: the possession or not of

ballistic missiles (with nuclear, biolagal or chemical warheads).

Theability of a Power to strike any point on thenmis crucial when planetary

politics has become so densef/thick as in our days;

because one essential part of a unified globe is the ability of a number of

Powers to strikevith military means everyone amany [[countries]].

In regard tolte relationstp of middle and major Powers with the planetarily
hegemonic Poweschematically speaking, the dispersal/proliferation of
ballistic missilesand in particular nuclear weapoappears to be central
whereaghe small Powers do not seem to be able toesthk hegemonic Power
on its own home turf with means, re: what is available today, other than

terrorism.

A great planetary Power does not have any reason to have recarsertstic

acts or to minor d@s of sabotagelamagingnfrastructurepropertyetc..

Whoever can bomlfalmos) without being hamperedhilitary targets and
entire regions, does not need the restricted means of terrorism in order to do

damage or toverawe/intimidate the civilian pofation.

But the weak or just less powerful, iret only small but also at times even

middle Powers, will need the means afdeism etc.

A general goal of every combatant is for the clash/conflict/battle to be

conducted on that field where he himselhas the advantage or at least is not

behind or below the other side(s).

SO necessarily less technologically advanced courareegoing to try and
draw more technologically advanced countries intosved their own less

technologically advanced level/mee A pr i mi ti vedo f or ms
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High/Advanced techslogy, giving the possibility of annihilation of the
foe/enemy from a greater distance and in that way lessening (significantly) the
| osses of this advanced technol®sgyods

in particular the politicahdvantagehat public opinion is placated to a degree

which as a rule is not willing to make sacrifices in faraway countries/lands

and for purposesforeign to its own concerns and cares

[[WHAT THE FUCK DOES THAT MEAN? HAHAHAHAHA!! 1]

Contrarily, the side which is technologlly subordinate seeks the lessening of
the distance, if possible, so that battle can be face to face, hand to hand, man to
man, which will allow bringing about greater casualties of the foe and make

things difficult from a political point of view.

So, we come back to the earlier ascertainment that latest technology
weapons no matter how advanced never render old weapons totally
useless, even the oldest of weapoi$e suitability of a weapon is deterradh
by the situation, and the advantage is gaif@dhim who puts the foe in a

situation where his weapons ans.e mor e

In the event oirmed conflict/clash between a world hegemonic P@androne

up and coming middle or maj®ower the crucial question is: can the latter,

even if it had no prospects of prevailing in analt struggle against the

former, nonetheless bring about so many casualties and losses such that that will

have a deterrent effect?

And since the most paEul casualties would occur obviously on the hetarf
of the world hegemonic Power amongst civilians, the question is concretised as

follows: can a middle or major Power strike with ballistic
missiles and nuclear and other warheads the world

hegemonic Pwer at ts very own base?
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The course of planetay politics will be substantially
influenced by the answer which the future will give to this

guestion.

[[All this meanghatif China remains a centralised state with its population more or
less under conttpthe USA is going to have to concede more aodenterritory in

Asia, and perhaps even further afighd the century moves on, unless of course the
USA gains an extremeadgantage in technology and or strikes first decisively to
cripple China which ofcoursewec an 6t k n oane Wway or anstr.r. al . . .
that mattes, is what Reality is.]}

As to how dramatic would a change be at this level, the head of the Indian

Gener al Staff alluded, when dom&ted abou
everwagewar against the USA ifonpwoy idonot
Delmas).

So, the keyfor an up and coming middle or major Powerto be able to
compete militarily-politically is to possess atomic weapons and ballistic
missiles of the required rangeeven thoughther Powers have an overall

economic and militargapacity/potency much greater.

The advantagef possessing atomic weapoasnd ballistic missiles of the
required range is that s much easier and cheaper than having conventional

armed forces with
p. 373

modern technology and educatidmaining in all grades/gradationsAlso,

atomic weapons etc. can be used without mobilising the entirety of the armed
forces as well as their deterrent effect even after a defeat, whereas conventional
weapons are not in thposition to bring about significant casualtiesatfoe

even aftedefeat(Posen).
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How true and bloody bleeding obvious all that is, we can see from how the
USA reactsto attemptsto obtain atomic weapons (andong-range ballistic

missiles) by nonfriendly countries.

Such reactions are the result of poer claims

without a stable logical or ethical basissince it is

neither logical or ethical to deny to others the right
which you seltevidently reserve for yourself.
According to the umiglktrsa), |
which the USA proclaims @ong with their European
hangerson, all people have the same rights, because
all peoplehave as of birth the same dignity and all
equally take part in Reason(rationality) .

[[ABSOLUTELY FUCKING HILARIOUS STUFF!!]]

Starting from that universal principle, one cannot argue

that the Westen Powers or Israel have the right to possess
nuclear weapons, because they are by definition in a
position to use them Arationa
are denied such a right because is from the very
beginning certlhe nit “teiyodbsucd INd@ t u ¢

weapons.
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Of courseno nuclear Power with planetary or just regional ambitions has ever

suggested thie be a universal/catholic renunciation and abandonment of

nuclear weapons.

Because renunciationor abandonment iclPgwersobtilesmy 6 s a't
advantage would entail the risk/danger of becoming later captive to atomic
blackmail by Powers with much smalle military and economic
capacity/powers/potencyOne cannot expect any compte nuclear

disarmament ever.

However, the poterdl for the proliferation of nuclear or roughly equivalént
covalentweapons is very probable, because it arises from the very character of

world politics and technological developments.

As to political deveb p me nt s , we mus:'t st[MIOAF]ss t hat

not multi -polar, that is, grouped around basically equivalentovalent

poles but climaxes in a pyramid whose highest gradation is occupied by one
hegemonic Power, whereas other higher positions axgad by up and

coming major Powers with widergrambitions.

All these Powers, but especially the hegemonic Poweek regional allies,
wanting to use them, case by case or as the case may be oseadmet, as
conduits/ducts/channels of influence or @sirrogates/regional goveiors-

representativesvith policing responsibilities.

They equip themaccordingly, and give them on occasion the opportunity to

construct, over the medium term at least, atomic weapon¥hey certainly

make them participate in adwaed weapons technology.

Regional Powers evenVmathe opportunity from the free market of obiiag
many kinds of weaponsp to nuclear weaponwhich any middle of the road

industrial country is now in the position to construct (Reiss).
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See Garrity represtige etc. of having nuclear weapons.

Thanks to the Third Industrial Revolution and the progressive merging of
military and civilian technology, the obtaining of nuclear weapons and other
high/advanced military technicisation more generally is mddbakasierSee

Samuels.

And countries at lowdevels of development without the ability dbtain

nuclear weapons can still do damage to the planetary hegemon e.q. via chemical

and biologicabriming/charging which under

p. 375

certain conditions carring about as many casualties as nuclear weapons

(Fetter; cf. Carus).

Thus, the problem shifts from the possession of nuclear

weapons to the possession of leranpge ballistic missiles.

The USA foresees that apart from China,Power will be able to ske the
USA with ballistic missilesntil about 200 (Lewi HuaDire:Chi nads bal | i

missile programmeg)[ donét know if it .turned out that

But today already 35 notNATO countries have ballistic missiles of a shorter
range and 18 can arrthem with nuclear, chemical or biological warhe#@7
nonNATO countries have cruise missil@sostly shorfrange. Argentina sunk

two British war ships with French cruise missiles in the Falklands wars

[ [this i s obvi orefaringto d@ierkEurdopearemmitesm arrAgd n
when Europe isat even a Shadow of its Old Self, and will never ever be so'dgjain

So, the development of antnissile technology is crucial, esp. for the Ufshd

we know that Russia seems to be darfgirly good jd of such technology of lateat least
thatiswvhat media reports seem to indicate, thougq

sure.]].
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There are a whole lot of technical issues with such defence systems incl. trying
to neutralise missiles fired at ycearly on in their trajectory etar when they

have warheads which break off etc..

Verylikelyscc al | ed Asurgical o wars, will onl
Asurgeono i s overwhel mi ngamoserpawsiof

be that simp or effective.
p. 376

Power s i lmumanikarirmgh 0 and Apeacemaki ngo pu
military interventions, could incur the wrath of terroristic acts coming
from smaller Powers as the answer of the poor to the military mightf the

rich.

Any general defintion of terrorism is on shaky conceptual
ground, not only because of the plethora of forms and sources of
terror, but because it is difficult to avoid anathema as a foe, or

beautification as a friend.

Terrorism today isiot possible as the attempted musdef individual/isolated
personsas was the casin the 19 century and the beginnings of theé"20

century in Russia

but also in the rest of Europe, and as it happened in part in the 1970s and 1980s
in Germany and #ly.

All these cases were of smghoups internally against the regime.

But if terrorist actions are directed by an external centreand seek to do

harm to a foreign Power, use can be made of highly technicised societies

which at first glance are infinitely complicated, intertwined and

fragmented, whereas in realitytheir functioning depends on relatively few

energy and information centres.
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That is why such socigesas a wholeare more vulnerable than any society

of the past.

An official/officer of the AmericarFForcesinformation Sernge(] think that is what
P.K. means, though | ot be wrong]] recently said that with 1 billion dollars and 20 able

hackers he could paralyse the USA (in Laqueur).

So potentially terrorists could bring a moderaety to its knees.
Crucial nodes are na only

p. 377

electronic systems of every kindbut the large energy stations or the water

reservoirs, which easily can be contaminated with viruses.

Thereds also the potenti al use of cher

30 kilos of anthrax, 30,000 peple can bekilled.

P.K. in 1997 refers to smatbuntries who want to engage in terrorism in
developed countries hiang a lack of information [[though that c. 2018 seems to
have changed with the mass Mohammedan etc. influx into the Wasd]]t is

noted how easily well-fed, relatively comfortable sogeties addicted to

prosperity and security can be thrown into hystericover any attacks etc

AgainnP. K. says that imported terror won¢
sympathisers in the country to agacked [[though that seems to have changed
with the mass Mohammedan/African/Arab/Asiae | i t e and |-obot or

assistednvasion® or fAhumani t ar intabburopge f ugee I nf |

Guerrilla war is defined as the armed calling into question efene in power,

whereas terrorispas flashy agiis, is not in a position to seek regime change.
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p. 378

The guerilla warthough has lost its grountasisfor development because
todayds advanced soci et,angthisiganoreand onc e nt

more the case even in Asia and Latin&ma

We have gone beyond the historical phase of national liberation and anti

colonial struggle.

The only hope for guerrilla war is if there is a pational movement against a
foreign Poweror where thee is no resistance because the internal regase h
calapsed, but it can never prevail against an organisedianaken, cohesive

tactical army.

Because of worldwide urbanisation, there are possibilities of movements
floating between terrorism and guetta warfare if theyfind support by broad

sectiors of the populacée.g. Algeria in the 1950s and today).

Maobs perception gsbivdia,uebuti | Ueniwads hlaisv

There are all sorts of clashes, conflicts, wars which canplakebetwea

middle or major Powersind middle or major Pavers,
between middle or majpand smallPowers
between smalland small Powers.

The outcome of such armed conflicts will correlatth technological

superiority onnferiority of one or the other sidsee e.g. Klare).
but not only with technology.
p. 379

There are also factors of culture and the general ability of the masses to fight,

their courage, heart etc. = traditional considerations.

311



There are many possibilities for amorphous wars, prolongegavasteful in
inanimate and animate material| fhay sy so, as in the war between Iran and
Iraq in the 1980s.

|l tds not just chaotic c &caeftdryiisdacesl as i n
with.

There are also possibilities of armed conflicts in
circumstances of generalised anomie

[[of course we ould add that the absolutely STUPID AND IRRESPONSIBLE
SHORT-SIGHTED ELITE OF THE WEST SUCKING ????NMPON?EY C??? has
brought the POTENTIAL FOR ANOMIE RIGHT INTO THE WEST WITH THE
INVASIONS/WELCOMING OF HORDE OFINCOMPATIBLE
MOHAMMEDANS, ARABS, ASIATICSAND AFRICANS ETC.]}

P.K. gives the example of whole regions of Colombia

or in Russian citiesywhereby there is something much
worse than armed states waging war, which wieid

people living in cushy suburbd o n 6t under st ¢

that isSANOMIE with all sorts of warmadactors.

IN a world characterised by great inequalities in
wealth, ecological crises and mass movements of
populations, the vast proliferation of light weapons

carried and used by one or two peple, might
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perhaps in the future be as significat as the

proliferation of high/advanced military technology.

300 companies in 50 countries make light weapons today, and with them

there could be massacres of people by the hundreds

p. 380

of thousands as ocurred recently in Rawanda.

NGl obal | srotbe aneswedwas thd
greedy and selfish or naive supporters of it
believe; it will not just be about monetary
and investment projectso r 1 h u man
but it will be extended equally toanomig to
organised and unorganised crimeto the

revenge of eeryone against everyone

[[Remember the Zbigie article | referred to earlier and combine that with radical
Mohammedans and Populist/HaightWingers et ali GOOD LUCK WITH ALL
OF THAT, RETARDS!!]]

whereby the struggle betweerstates and
nations will be succeeded, at least in part, by

the struggle of man against man.
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Then the concept of nt ot al war o wi | |

It will not mean as in WW1 and WW?2, the direct or
Indirect conscription and mobilisation of all the able
population, either at the war front or at the home
front for the production of weapons and war
supplies, without however, there definitely being an
abolition of the distinction betweencombatants and
civilians.

Exactly the opposite willbe meant:since the
weapons are produced relativly cheaply and
quickly, and since the firepower increases
continuously at all weaponry levels, there is no need
to conscript masses for their production and

proliferation. But at the same time the legal mopoly

of armed vioénce is lost, the boundaries tvgeen

combatants and civilians are erased, between war and

criminal act, between war and peacé\nd

when the boundaries
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between war and peace are
lost, peace does not absorb

war: war gulps peace down,

N\

and becomesint ot al O

most nightmarish sense of

the term.

[[All I can say is that the knife, gun and acid at®ekass, daily crime in London,
Sweden, PariBBelgium, Germany,... of late... and Mexico, Central and South
America etc. (for decades nawDOES NOT BODE WELL ... P.K. is obviously
referringto all of the 2% century and in 2018 we have not even entered'ttdedade
YET. NOT LOOKING GOOD. NO GOOD. NO NOT GOOD .]J]
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p. 381

|IX. ADDENDUM TO THE GREEK EDITION:
GEOPOLITICAL AND STRATEGIC
PARAME TERS OF A GRECO-TURKISH WAR

War constitutes theontinuation of politics under two fundamental concepts.

When the term Apoliticso is understooc
to characterise the formen-time historicalsocial physiognomof acollective

political subject,

then war continuegolitics in the sense that it formulates a matter of fact/
based in reality, and independent of the curcenternsand wills of active
persons, this physiognomy which we can see from many sides and
correspondingly, name ihe cultural/civilisational or ecial or geopolitical

situation economicr military potential/capacity etc..

I n 1ts subjective s sthegealsand theaspiragtionsigh o | i t
specific persons with a weighijmportantsayin the political affairs of a

collective subgct;

then war continues politics as a means towards the fulfilment of these goals and
these aspirations.

At this level, the proble ms of nhi gh st
are put, and the most important of all can be
formulated as follows:to what extent can

politics in the objective sense of the term allow
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the realisation of the goals of politics in the

subjective sense of the term

Or: how must the goals of subjective politics be formed so that they

correspond with the goals/data of objective politics?

Or: towards which direction and to what extent must the data/facts of

objective politics be influenced (if they are indeed adverse/unfavourable) in

order to serve the goals of subjective politics?

If as a means for tle realisation of the goals of subjective politigsvar must
be choseri irrespective ofwhether voluntarily or involuntarily, i.e. for
offensive/attacking or defensive goals/ends, then a second strategic
question is posedin what way must war be condudte/aged, so that indeed a
means towards the realisationpaflitical aims is provedb be suitale? And

more concretelgpecifically:how total a victory must someonechieve if he

wants to wholly accomplish his goals/aimsBecause, if it is obvious thattal

goals (the full subjugation of the opponent) demanal tvictories,
p. 382

however, it is not at allobvious that limited or restricted goals (e.g. the

simple defence of borders) are achieved everywhere and always with

restricted/limited only victor ies and restricted/only wars most frequently

what is demanded is in the case of dimited/restricted goal, a victory so

total as if the goal was total.

Then, as we know from Clausewitz, thérnal logic of the means (of war)
unfolds autonomously/indepdently and, from within bloody unfolding, it

outflanks poliical goals.
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Just as politics as a goal conforms with the logic of war as its means, so too
does war as a goal conform with the logic of its own meayise.the technical
texture/composition/nata of wars and war systems, which on its own can
Impose a sategic decisin, e.g. a decision on the aggressive/offensive or

defensive conduct/waging of war.

The above isnot a matter of theory without regard to reality. Every
politician, agui ddd | lwhchtehas atritsaisposal

has to take the abwe into consideration and hierarchise it, etc..

The above = magnitudes not to be dApl ay
At heor eti ci ans withaheidheadip the clowdsfaiignisingr s O

words, etc.to be varied ad infinitum as fashion etc..

We are here dealing with weighty and irrevocable decisions.

Poincag, the great French mathematician, said that war is an experimental

science in regard to which experiments cannot be conducted

The margins for experiment are even narrower in countries like Gitaee,
see thngs from a mediurterm historical perspectiyavhich are walking on a

kni febs edge.

In precarious historical situations, being accompanied by diffuse decadent

phenomena strateqic thought becomes all the more blurred, the more

intensely a ndion needs it.

Just as the very/heavily sick does not ask what he shall do in ten years, but

askswh et her heodl | make 1t t hhrough the ni

characterised by the lack of farsighted conceptions and by fixation on

immediate data/facts the difference between someone who fights with death

biologically
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p. 383

and someone whdecomposes historicallig of course that the dedication of
the former to the dect facts/data appears as the attempt at the overcoming of
(@) pain, wheream the latter case such dedication to facts appears as a short

sighted eudaemonistic pursuit.

The tendency of denying or rejecting the longerm factors and
developments, i.e.lte data/facts of politics in the objective sense of the
term, becomes strongewhen these data/facts touch upon crucial

psychological points, in other words, national smugnessd delusions..

this leads to the overestimating of the significance of thkarefantastical
di mension as to Greece beiatagadvafiiage ope ar

compared with Turkey being AOttomano,

and then th@ower of Turkey is attributed to the Great Powers favouring

Turkey, to the antHellenism of the West etc.. [[P.K. IS SAYINGNE IS

ALWAYS PRIMARILY RESPONSI BLE FOR ONEG6S OWN PLI G
ABSOLUTELY TRUE... in the sense that the only person who would ever

Aaamati callyo take responsibility for

his ovn self etc, and notithstanding that the context overaficluding the

actors withn that contekand netwrk of relations, play their parts togy...

Such phenomena are to be expe@@dicularly when the mechams of mass

psychology and the formatiaf collective identities are at work.

And they wouldnot even be dangerous if there were serious indications that the

political leadership of this land/Greece in its totality and diachronic continuity

thought and a@ed on the basis of entirely differerdtegories and

representations.

This does not take plaé¢ at least not sufficiently.
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The system of clieripolitician relations, of give and take, gulped down

historical and strategic dimension in thought SO hOWWe |uSt

have ndi@adioa

everyone about evervything in all placeand at all
times

Whoever is not a part of éise dialogues, had the freedom and obligation to

strategically weigh up a possible Gretarkish war in the light ofhe

conceptual scale which we develofmdway of introduction [[to this chapter]].

From the macro-data/facts of objective politics, one must move to the goals
of subjective politics, examining by how much and in what form war can

constitute ameansfortt se goal sd6 realisation.

Everyone is asserious as seriously as he reqgards his foe, and asisaesly as

he confronts him Et hicisations are an easy wa’

contempt. That is why they only prove the political lightness of that person

side using them.

Let us summarise ¢hmacredata/facts of objective politics with regaathe
term ngeopolitical pot entwtofgehefaityapaci t y ¢

which in total are
p. 384

three,.and none of the | eevnetlisalolfc afipgaecoi ptoyl o t
equated with n&ed/bare geography in the outdated/outmoded by now

Anglo-Saxon and German geopolitical thoughtwhichwhilst beingbased on

a geopolitical determinism, drew its political acts and perspectives of states and

of nations from their gographic position [[THs BY NO MEANS = THAT
GEOGRAPHY IS ABSOLUTELY IRRELEVANT... ON THE CONHARY....
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AS ALWAYS, ONE MUST FOCUS ON THE SPECIFIC/CONCRETE
ANALYSIS OF A SPECIFIC/CONCRETE SITUATION]]

Politics can sometimes determine geograph(uez Canal or Paama

Canal) but normally not.

Nor does geography definitgpo |l i t i ¢s (t houuehcecpebegr aph

essential, e.g. the island position of Great Britain).

Yet politics must be developed in close connection with a concrete/specific

geographic spaceand in history, politics must decide in what sense and in

what deviation this relation will be made birdirectional.

So,[[1]] at the broader level of generality we can define the geopolitical
potential/ capacity as the historieaicial presence of a collectivelgect,

which withits political and remaining dynamifills a certain geographic space.

In this sense, the geopolitical potential/capacity of the Greek side was
expressed in the 19 century and up to the pivotal year of 1922 much more

in the nation than in the state.Thenation was something much wider/broader
than the state, it stretched frdhe Ukraine up to Egypt and from Caucasian
countries (along the fringes of the Caucuses) up to the flourishing communities

of the Balkans and central and Westerndpe.

The statavanted to expandndenclose within itself as many sections of the
nationas were found on each and every respective occasion on the edges of the
state and it achieved thiafter the unification of the lonian islands, especially

with theBalkan Wars [[0f19131914]], reaching an unrepeated peak or

culmination in 1920 [[Greek taps had

|
I I b e ra-te d Smyrna and other sections of
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Asia Minor with Greek populations (notwithstanding the crimes committed by
Greek troops, and of course at a time wtienmass slaugéts of hundreds of
thousands of Pontian and other GreBksnansHelleres, as well as one and a

half million Armenians had taken place just a few years prior to this temporary

LIBERATION [

grandfat her , whnpwas killdd orbtigemnwisendeedn DidTY$.t a k e

Since 1920the reverse or countdown [[to lokon]] started, which has lasted
until today [[1997 and | would add that in 2019 IT IS QUITE CLEAR IT IS
ALL OVER REDROVER. EVEN E.G. JUST KEEPING SAY HALF OF
TODAY6 S GREE CE SPASE OFHHE GREEK PEOPLE AND NOT
THE INVADING APE-ANOMIC-MUHAMUT AFRO/ASIAN-ANIMAL -APE
SEEMS LIKE A TOTAL IMPOSSIBILITY. WHAT REMAINS OF THE
PEOPLE HAS BEEN SO FULISPECTRUM ZIO/USATEUTON/FRANG
LOBOTOMISED, THAT NOTHING CAN BE SALVAGEDAND OF
COURSE RJSSIA (THIRD ROME)i AS THEY SHOULDI LOOKS AFTER
RUSSI A6S | NAGREASTISEY SHOULD.]]

The nation eventually coincided with the state, not because the state

expanded, but because the nation was broken up and crippled and shrunk,

because the Hellersm of Russia (after 1919), of Asia Minor (after 1922), of

the Balkans and of the Middle East (especially after 1945) was made to

vanish or was displacedFollowing thatthe expulsion of Hellenism from
Constantinople (1955) and ribern Cyprus (1974), wisit today we are

witnesses to the decomposition of and the rflasghg of Hellenism in

Northern Epirus [ [ i f 190200,000Notthermi st ak en,
EpirugSouthen Albanian Greeksnigrated to Greece in the 1990s and only

about 50/60,000 remain NorthernEpirus/Southern Albanja

322



The above amaints to an especially dense chain of

national catastrophes inside a very short while from

a historical point of viewT in only 70 yearSAnd these

catastrophes cannot be replenished or counterbalancedl.o d ay 6 s Gr e e k

communities of the USA anflustralia areso far and are in
p. 385

societies so different that they probahBed the reinforcement of the Greek
stateso that they can retain bonds with the Greek s&dbeerthanthem being in
a position tagive substantial material support or intellead{-spiritud)
propulsion[[l can assure everyone that about uB@99% of second and third
generation children and grandchildren of Greek migrants whoiwdne
childhood of the second generation Greegnannts99%-+ Greek in their world
outlook, have becomeULL -SPECTRUM ZIO -USA-ANGLO -
LOBOTOMISED THROUGH THE ENDESS, NONSTOP

BRAI NWASHI NG OF THE SATANI STS VI A AEDL
INDOCTRINATION, TV, ETC., SOTHAT THEIR LEVEL OF
CONSCIOUSNESS IS LIKE THE AVERAGE PESON UNDER 40 YEARS
OF AGE IN GREECE... = NO HOPE. NO FUTUREHE END.]]

The employees and workers of SydneyraoseBenakidike people [[Super Rich
benefactors of the Nation c. 1900]] and Cavafians [[the poet Cav@fyE OF
THE GREATEST POETS OF ALLTIME FORALL READERS OF GREEKH]
of Alexandria [[Egypt]]

NOR COULD THE SO-CALLED GREEK -AMERICANS EVER
EXERCISE IN THEIR CURRENT HOMELAND DECISIVE
INFLUENCE IN FAVOUR OF THE INTERESTS OF THE GREEK

STATE AND NATION [[THIS IS OBVIOUSLY
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APPARENT WHEN YOU COMPARE ZI O-USA
AND THE ISRAEL RELATIONSHIP AND HOW
ISRAEL HAS GROWN SINCE ITS MODERN
INCARNATION , WHILST GREECE /CYPRUSIS
CONTINUALLY SHRINKING AND LOSING
GROUND TO TURKEY, GERMANY, ... AND
SATAN, SATAN, MONKEY, MONK EY, SATANIC
CIRCUS MONKEY ... PROBABLY TO ISRAEL
TOO ( THOUGH 1 T6S NOT AS
(YET))..]].

At no stage = this is thagrievous, bleak, dolefulascertainment = was the
Greek state capableof effectively protecting broader Hellenism and to

suspend/delay its shrinkag and its disagearance.

OBV

On the contraryindeed, in 1974 the catastrophe was provoked, at least directly,

by the disastrous coulated act which came from metropolitan Greece.

And if dictators did that, parliamentary governments certainly have norréas

be proudor their lax up to nofexistent reaction vis:vis the uprooting of the

Greeks of Constantinoplef Imbros and of Tenedos.

The proven inability of the Greek state to defend the Greek nation i.e. to
carry out its primary and pre -eminent missioni constitutes the most

concerningomen regarding the future.
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Because already the Greek
state appears gradually to be
unable to protect even also
the nation which is found

within its borders.

As the Greek nation shrunk ceaselessly in order to coincide with the $ta
whose boundaries had ssentially been formed already from 1913Turkey
followed the precise opposite paththe borders othe Ottoman state shrunk to
coincide more or less, on the morrow of WW1, with the borders inside of which

the Turkish nation ouglb have livedexistedfrom now on.

Thanks to Kemal 0,shisgbruptarnd doomwus sransitian nott vy

only did not bring aboupolitical fragmentation, but on the other hand, was
connected with a reformatory work, with a new sensewfal and with a new
collective mythology, from which Turkey can directly draw even also today,
more than half a century later.

On the other handjtal remnants of Ottomanism remained active, diffuse and
from time to time, pressing currents of Musulman/Mohammedan populism,
problems of mimrities, regional inequalities/lack of symmetry and social
bottlenecks and difficulties and all of that constited and constitute a

contradictory plexus. These contradictions by no means necessarily have a
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negati ve ef f ec ticalpoiendl/oapacity JCOELDGHEIS p o | |
ALSO TOO APPLY TO ZIQUSA AT IT BECOMES MORE
MEXICANIFIED/LA TINISED???7]]

Machiavelli, who of course knew something abouytolitics
[[HAHAHAHAHAHAHANyg, stressed/underlined that the
uninterrupted expansion d Rome towards the outside was provoked and

brought on by the
p. 386

continual conflict/fights betweenplebians and patriciansinternally ,
precisely therefore what could have otherwise been considered the incurable

sore/wound of the city.

SO, internal fiction(s) and contradictions in certaat leastcases, set in

motion a torrential expansive/conqueringpulse. If this occurs in actual

reality, then what in the fibiassedo e\
Ademocr at so developmmamm asndiurhdkerdeni al of
society of <citizens) o, i srcismpcddanged i nt c

aggressivettacking foreign/external politics/policy with all available means.

Massesof semifull in the tummy or habhungrystarved capable of being
fanaticised knead and ferment with patriarchal valilesich masses, guided by
shrewd,cunning, longterm and coldly/cody thinking diplomatic and military
elites, constitute the organ of expansrdmch ismuch moreadapive than a
flabby, loose social body floating around the average of general prosperity,
where the highest mission of the poktiteadership is precisely to guarantee
the maintenance of this average and of this flabbiness and looseness.

| N rel ati on t disihprattee ikddferehtuntokvaigh,
crucible or cauldron/melting pot the contradictions will fall/be thrown in,

into what riverbed they will flow/go/enter, and with what symbolism they
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will be projected, if they therefore will take an Islamic (Musulman), or

rather military -Kemalist or rather economicp ol i t i cal d@Western

complexion.

Before the expansive unfolding of the geopolitical potential/capacity, all
thesethings aboveare superficial and chance/coincidentalmuch more

because whichever eld@takesthe reinsinto its hands over the long run, in

order to attract as far as possible broader masses, it will have recourse to

an elastic ideological eclecticisnThei Kemal i st 0 mi |l i tary
1997 combat Al sl ami s lomyger toatalritiemcguraged a t
after the coup of 1980 moderate religiousdtencies by wanting to use them as

a counterweight against lefting radicalismPrime Minister Ozal did the same

thing shortly later, netithstanding his liberaéconomistic orierttion.

Generally, the internal contradictions have a paralysing effect oithe weak
forces whilst they unbind expansiveexpanding forces for those who have
as a matter of fact/reality such a geopolitical potential/capacity, so that the
weak forcescannot leapjump anywhere or go forward with force. In other
words: the deeper strata of historicaland social existence of a collective

subject determine how its internal forces will work

| n t oTdirkey these are unbridled elemental forces at work, which

push the internal contradictions towards expansion And first amongst them

Is the population explosion whose basic facts/data we shall summarise in their
diachronic development/evolution and wntradistinction with the
corresponding Greek developments. Sgafter the eablishment of Turkey

and of
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p. 387

Greece within roughly todayods borders
192223, Greece in 1928 had 6,200,000 residents and TurkeyJ130&0in
1927.

1961 GreeceB,400,000

1964: Turkey 31,100,@

1991: Greece 10,000

1991: Turkey more than 62,000,000

The endemicdemographic situation in Greece already has perceptible

consequences for the economy and defence.

In Turkey the population increases at least 2% per ar{hQé8). Every year

more tharil,000,000 people aaded to the active/working pool of Turks

[[also implying that Greece has a much older population]] = one whole Greece
every 78 yearsbecause Greece has become a country of aged people, and it is

under tle pressure of a much younggrowing and largereighbour.

Around 2020 Turkey will have a population of or more than 100,000,000

[[THIS IS WRONG: THE CURRENT FORECAST FOR 2020 IS JUST

UNDER 84,000,000H{tp://www.worldometes.info/world-population/turkey

populationj . OF COURSE, | T MAKES NO DI FFERE
ARGUMENTATION. Greece is looking at just under 11 million in 2020 but

probably 1 million of these are alien peopleorhave no Greek consciousses

and s houthacountty, mMore thaninalf of the population is old or very
old, and out of the-2 million or so younger Greeks left in the country, perhaps
more than half are FULISPECTRUM ZIO/USALOBOTOMISED AND

INTO APE-FEMINOFAGGOTPOOFTERIOOJBN-ANIMAL -WORSHIP

ETC. (http://www.worldometers.info/worlghopulation/greec@opulation) =

328


http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/turkey-population/
http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/turkey-population/
http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/greece-population/

NO FUTURE. | T6S JUST A MATTER OF TI1 ME
MOHAMMAD PEOPLE TAKE OVER TO WORK BR TURKEY,
GERMANY, ZIO-USA AND PROBABLY ISRAEL TOO.]]

P.K. states that the total Albanian population in Albania, Kosovo and
Montenegro and in the former Republic of Macedonia [[P.K. had no problem in
saying t he ¢everrwnte Yugoslavien Rbplicoh Mateddnid)]

will be almost 8)00,000. AgainP.K. is wrong (but it makes no difference to

the overall argument, so P.K. again, as (nearly) alwaydS RIGHT) . It

seems to be around the 5,000,000 mark
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albanian diaspdra

P.K. states that it was politically reckless for the Greek state tsuppbrt the

state of SkopjHE DOES NOT SUGGEST A NAMETHOUGH IT SEEMS

HE WOULD PROBABLY NOT HAVE OBJECTED T@iSLAVIC
MACEDONIAOORANEW MACEDONIAOI F THAT WAS I N GREE!
INTERESTS]] The future danger for Greece will more likely come from

Albania [[P.K. DOES NOT consider the possibility of Germany or Turkey with
Z10-USA approval getting behind the Skopjeans.]] Rdfesaw a Muslim bloc

of Bosnians and Musulmen in Skopje/FYROM and he noted that tensions

between Slavs and Albanians in FYROM had alreadyrbdd@ also refers to

the added tensions or even uprising of Albanians of Kosovo.

It is historically and sociologcally baseless to a@pt a linear causal

relationship between population explosion and the expanding/expansive

aspirations with the tangible mlitary meaning of the term.

p. 388

However,we cannot just ignore such data. After the older analyses of Colin
Clark and the more recent research regarding the relationship of

demographic developments and the industrial revolution during the 18
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and 19" century, it 6s g upoputation pressane cohtributes to the

take-off of industrialisation and of econamic development more generally.

P.K. then compares economic data between the two countries, and there is no
comparison both as to aggregateusitial and other outpubut also to rates of
development etcMentionis made also of possible Turkish nucléuilities

with military implications.

P.K. stresses that many Turks are under 25 years old, and apart from their
economi ¢ a clbdchanneledeygthe govaremerd patriotically and in

terms of Turkish identity too, whereasteGr e e ¢ ey liwifig off, e a s

Il ntell ectuals produce ideology of fieas:s

supposedly superior to theicyoyht i miti vi ¢

Yet most of the clashes between Tur ke

common perception regardingi T k enisgiosn and Turkish
p. 389

greatness, whereupdmeir clash is referred to the questmiwhich flag and
identity Turkey should be undén light of the population explosion and the
geopolitical dynamism (seeking outlets in broader spaces) whbiek from the

economic dynamism related to the sharp increase in population etc..

Precisely this is the cruciahistorical difference

betweentody 6 s Greece and todayad

In the case of Greece, since the nation essentially coincided with the state,

Greece does not have vital/living historical and political aims outside of its

borders, it lacks, therefore, precisely whgever keeps a collectiveolitical
subject in tensionand vigilantly alert, in obliging it to transcend ceaselessly
itself (as e.g. ocurred in the Balkan Wars). [[THIS IS NOT A QUESION,
DUMB-FUCK ANIMALS, AND OTHER RETARDS, OF P.K. BEING
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AFOR OR A GBEXPANSION AND IMPERIALIS M. THIS IS A
DESCRIPTION OF THE REALITY OF THE EXISTENCE OF A
COLLECTIVE IDENTITY AND ENTITY (GREECE) WITHINT HE
CONTEXT OF OTHER COLLECTIVE IDENTITIES AND ENTITIES
(E.G. TURKEY, ALBANIA, ETC.) . THIS KIND OF ANALYSIS IS
PURELY DESCRIPTIVE AND EXPLANATORY W ITH THE
NORMATIVE ADDITION TO COME OF WHAT GREECE SHOULD
CONSIDER DOING RE: X, Y, Z SCENARIOS IF IT WANTS TO
SURVI VE AS GREECE AND NOT EVENTUALLY B
SATELLI AMDE-HELLENISE D OUT OF EXISTENCE AS IS
PRECISELY OCCURRING NOW .]|

Such aims are not rearguard battlesigard to Cyprus, where mosefuently

need is convertedinopr i de o, norl usi ArEuir.og.e ajno ii mic
which essentially is nothing but the spiceah-different-ways and disguised

desire for others to feed us and for others to guard our baers [[WE CAN

SEE WHERE THATSTANCE HAS GOTTEN GREECE. TO FULL APE

FLOODS OF APE ANOMIC ANDDISEASESPREADING HELL, WITH

TURKEY MOHAMMEDISING WHOLE FORMER GREEK ISLANDS AND
TERRITORIES FOR FUTURE INSTRUMENTAL USE BY TURKEY

AGAINST HELLENISM. AND WHAT DO A LARGE NUMBER OFFULL-
SPECTRUMZ | O/ USA/ TEUTON/ FRANK LOBOTOMI SED
THEY T LITERALLY FOR PEANUTS BECAUSE THEY ARE BY AND

LARGE TOO FUCKING LAZY TO WORK AND SMOKE SO MUCH

(REAL AND METAPHORICAL)DOPE( | T6S NO AACCI DENTO T
INTER ALIA, THE IDIOT SON OF A ZIGJOO MOTHER HASBEEN

PROMOTING THE USE OF DOPE FOR YEARBARE AIDING IN

SPEDlI NG ALONG GREECE®S OWN DEMI SE AND
GENOCIDE.]]
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So, entering the EU could have been part of national aspirations provided
there was a pulsating geopolital potential/capacity. Under conditions of
geopolitical shrinkage, all of thatis just substitutes, and for the most part

shadow fighting (shadowboxing).

And whilst Greek national aims have been de facto restricted to a passive self
preservation, whereupon various rhetoreakions and excitements have de
facto been restricted to the psyabgical functioning of overeplenishment
Turkey, still largely amorphous with all its contradictions and

asymmetries but with eminent sources of elemental geopolitical energy
continuously looks beyond its borders into wider/broader spacesowards
which very fresh and active hegemonic memories push it, as well as still living/
vital racial, linguistic and historical kinships/affinitie€80, the Turks can easily
build bridges between the mostent past and the direct present, whilst Greek
tradition nees many more invigorating injections aexpansivéexpanding
interpretationsn order to support todé&ytangible political desideratdahis, of

course, we do not knowut many othes see it

The broader spaces, in which a nation unfolds its primary energy with

various (economic, cultural, military etc.) modes/waysout always in

conjunction with superior political goals, constitute the geopolitical

potential/capacity in a second send§?]], narrower than the first sense and at

the same time interseaat) with it. These spaceobviously, are not chosen

abstractly, but armterrelated with the

p. 390

radius of the primary energy of a nation, with geography and its historical

antecedent happers/myths etc.They also correlate with the movement of

inimical forces, whereupon one space, which in itself would interest one

side only very little, comes to the centre of attention because the opposing
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side penetrates (into) this spacén the case ofsmall or medium/middle
Powers, their geopolitical potentialcapacity, in this second senséas an
essential meaning as to the deterination of their relations with planetary

Forces, which seek regional satellites, deputies or partners.

Indirectly, thus, the small or middle/medium Power becomes a factor of

planetary politics and, irrespective of this primary energy it has.

From this point of view, Turkey has at its disposamost incredible
advantages visa-vis Greece, which geopolitically does not gsent,
especially after the ending of the Cold War, a vital inteest for any existent
or up and coming planetary Powell[[HERE, PK. IS SAYING THAT
GREECE VERY EASILY WILL BE SACRIFICED, BECAUSE WHAT
COUNTS FOR ZIGUSA AND GERMANY (AND RUSSIA AND EVEN
CHINA) IS TURKEY, SO GREECE IS BASICALLWY PATHETIC AND A
DISPOSABLEPAWN, PARTICULARLY OF ZIGUSA (AND ISRAEL)
AND GERMANY]].

For various reasons, | have set out elsewheri@urope at the threshold of
the 215 centuryo = seefiThe Political in the 20" Centuryo pageat

www.panagiotiskondylis.cormn), Central Asia (including Caucasia andhe

Caspian Sea) and Siberia will play a crucial role in the planetary
developments of the 2%t century. As it seemsthe USA[[= zI0-USA, butP K. never

wrote that]]COttoned onto that relativefuickly, and they attribute to Turkey

corresponding significance as a country with historical and always more or

less live roots in this infinite, sprawlng, vast area and space.

Tur key 0s acking efistael angep American aegis [[this obviguss
changed since about c¢c. 2016 i1if 16dm not
reinstate omet i me i n the future. .showswmdho!l | |

how much loneterm framework thought he A meri cans view Tu
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exploitation/sage likewise, in the case of Northern Iraq being offered to the

discretion of the Turkish armed forces.

As | believe, the intensity betweénl s | ami st 0 and AKemal i st
during the firsthalf of 1997 deep down was not due so much to drowéters

of domestic/internal politics, as to the question of whether Turkey ooght

the following decades connect its own geopolitical amlitary aspirations with

Amer i cabs g e o arpdspirdtions, arlnotlze miitaryrpersonrtel

of Turkey 1 quite rightly 7 view collaboration with America as being

infinitely more important than having very close relations with Pakistan,

Indonesia or Libya, for instance.

They also see that Americanpgort can be useful not only in Caucasial

CentralAsia, but also in the Aegean and in the Balkansvhere the

Americans, on the one had do not have vital interests to the extent as they have
in the East, they however always have the power/dominard@naf or not
doing whaéverthey wantandof giving atthority and not giving authority to

whomever they want, to bomb and to make peace.
p. 391

Historical and political analysis can, in the best case, ascertain the currents

and the motive (driving) forces. ltcannot foresee facts

[[NOW, THIS IS A VERY INTERESTING STATEMENT(the statement
following) BY P.K., COMING FROM 1997!l.]] No-one knows today with
absolute certainty if after some years, the attempt of most Turkish
diplomats, military officers/personnel and business people to concethe
geopolitical unfolding/developmentof their country with the aims of the

planetary strategy of the United Stateswill go well and flourish, or if it will

have the fortune of the regime of the Shah of Persialo-one knows whethe

the very same USA will lave the will/vdition and the power to persistre:
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current strategic aims at a planetary levelAnd no-one knows whethexhat

today seems like difficult and inconceivabhall happen: will perhaps an

~

Nl sl ami co Tu rwithethe USAas thesnsoskpedientt@m Tukey

solution, since historical experience teaches that foreign policy/external politics

has its own logic, which survives both regimes and polities.

Whatever turn things take, Turkey in no case will proceed in theurrent

phase or in the future, togetha with the USA as thelU S A énsvilling

inferior , accepting and executing American orders

Even if Turkey undertakes to act as regional deputy for the USA, it will do
S0 in its own interestsand to promote its own podions, in order to have
access to hypemodern/i.e. the latest military technology, and so as to be

close to decisiormaking centres.

This will not be the first time in history when a small or medium/middle
Power works for its own plans from the positionof a deputy to a Great
Power i under the wings of the Great Power, BUT NOT WITHOUT ITS
OWN WINGS.

When the only Greek politician WITH BALLS , Eleftherios Venizelos,

asked for Greece to be alignddllied, no matter what the sacrificei even at

the price of civil war i on the side ofWestern Powes, he did so becausée

foresaw that the country only as deputy to the victorious Great Powers

would be able to realise its majonational dreams.

And he did not hesitate to movirovidethe Greek army even to the
mercenaries of the Amglo-French (e.g.in the Ukraine), in order to get in
return a Greece of Two Continents and Five Seas.

Such decisions are not dictated btoadying and voluntarily being a slave,

but by political genius and political greatness, the instinct of the Great

Player in the great game of politics. These characteristics of course do not
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have nationality and a race [[QUITE CLEARLY, P.K. ACCEPTS THAT
THERE ARE SUCH THINGSSOCIAL-in part at leastiso BIOLOGICAL
PHENONMENA)AS SUB-RACES TO THE HUMAN RACE WHICH CAN

BE JUST CALL E.LD, anfdha QueiSimational leadeship will

needthe said characteristid® a great extent/degree, if it goes down the path of
geopolitical unfoldingdevelopmenas theself-willed deputy of the world
Hegemori otherwise Turkey runs the risk of suffing what Greece suffered
after 1920 [[SO HERE P.K. IS INDIRECTLYEFERRING TO TURKY
LOSING TERRITORY, WHICH(possibly? probdly?) IMPLIES TO KURDS
e.g.WITH ZIO-USA-ISRAEL BACKING.]]

Indeed, the greatest future danger for Turkeyi and the greatest, if nd only

hope for Greecé' rests/is based on the
p. 392

possibility of the rise of Powers capale of competing with American
Turkish influence both in the Caucuses and in Central Asia as well as in the

Balkans [[IT WOULD APPEAR, THAT ROUGHLY P.K. GOT IT RIGIT, BECAUSE WHILST ZIO

USA CLEARLY HAS ITS SATANIC ZIGUSA UPPER HND IN THE BALKANS, AND CARES NOT
ABOUT HELLENISM AND ORTHODOXY BEING ERADICATED, AND OR EVEN ACTIVELY

PROMOTES HELLENI SM6S ERADI CATI ON (-OR®ATHEISTSMNS, PAPI ST
COCK-SUCKERS WERE ALWAYS THE ENENES OF HELLENISM (ALONG WITH ALL THE TURKIC
MOHAMMEDAN AND OTHER EXCREMENT i EVEN THOUGH TACTICAL, EVEN STRATEGIC

PARTNERSHIPS AREALWAYS POS S| BLE, | F THE CONDI TI ONS ARE RIPE E
TO BE VERY RUDE, ANTHINGTTO BO BUSIRESS.BRSINESS IS BUSINESS..i)

NOTHING HAS CHANGED QN THAT FRONT), IT WOULD SEB THAT IN THE CAUCUSES AND IN

CENTRAL ASIA, RUSSIA HAS DONE QUITE A BIT TO PISS OFF THE ZIPSYCHGCON-JOBBERS

AND ZIO-DEM-TARDS OF ZIGUSA, L.E. THE SATANST COMPONENT OF THE AMERICAN

PEOPLE, WHEREAS GOOPDECENTWHITE JACKSONIAN AMERICANS WHICH GAVE WORLD

CULTURE SUCH GREATS AS JOHN FORD AND JOHNNY CASH ARE REALLY VERY ENDEARING

PEOPLE.]]

Only a powerful, nationalistic and expansive/expanding Russia could
constitute a drastic dam to Turkish ambitions in the Balkand[PERHAPS
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NOT. WEO6LL SEE. TBHH]] $vhdéretheDI& Bussiabonds

with Serbia and Bulgaria would re reignited) [[IT SEEMS THAT WHILST
BULGARIA IS LOST TO ZIGUSA-GERMANIC/FRANCO SATANISM,

RUSSIA HAS DONE STUFF IN SYRIA.I. DON6I FORGET, THESE

NOTES IN BRACKHE'S ARE BY A LOONY AND SUPERMAD

LITERARY PERSONABORN MORE THAN 1000¥EARS AGO IN

HELLENIC ROME..]], and in the Eagtvhere alsothe old anti-Turkish axis

of Russa and Iran would be reactivated)l [ t hi s means that it
some point, Russia will discard Turkey and Turkey could possibly be broken up

in returning to the ZIGJSA fold. On the other hand, Turkey may not be broken

up at all and could retuo the ZIGUSA foldandorconiiue fAbal anci ng
between Russia and ZIOSA. If ZIO-USA drops the ZIGGLOBALIST

SATANISM ETC.), approaches Russia and becomes the ln$#der to

balancewith HAN-MAN CHINA, then that could change things too.]]

It is unknown whether this possbility will take place or if Russiawill

stagnateover the long run.

However with afliberalismf i ¢ adf RUSSIHO donot fTHE DRUNK Yelisin d e r

Russia in the 1990s was FULSPECTRUM ZIO/USA LOBOTOMISEDAND ZIO/USA-CRIPPLEDBY THE
HATE AND HORROR OF ZIGNEOCONJOBBERZIODEMTARD-SATANIC-PROTESTANTPAPIST

ATHEIST-COCK-SUCKING ZIO-JOODEVIL ANIMALS]] In the sense of adaptation to

American models and to American desires/wishiesould probably mean

Turkey becoming impudent and presimptuous, andalso= fatal blow to the

essentialsubstantial/significant, if not also for theformal, independence of

Greece.[[THIS HAS TAKEN PLACE ANYWAY, BECAUSE THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC

ELITE OF GREECE HAVE BEEN FULL -SPECTRUM ZIO-USA-GERMAN LOBOTOMISED AS
PARASITI C NON-PRODUCTIVE ZIOFIED -LOBOTOMISED ANIMALS IN A VERY INTENSE
VERSION THEREOF AT LEAST FROM THE 1980s/1990s.1]

All those who think liberally and economistically will obviously find it

difficult to understand this, but it is true. A Russia which would gradually
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enter or fit into the skin of the old Soviet Unioni that is what really scares
Turkey, and not opponents like thefdited Kurds which at no point in time
have even in the least threatemeore thara little the Turkish army. Rather, the
Kurds, ae of use for the Turkish army to do its military exercises and so that

the Turkish army can renmabattlehardened and combegady.

We now move onto thf3]] third and narrower concept of geopolitical

potentialtapacity which is more directly connectedo the geographical data

and must be analysed comparatively, because geoglapgives advantages

and disadvantages only in relation to someone elfend their spacds)]],

and whatever is from one point of view an advantage, can from the other

point of view constitute a disadvantage or the reverse

Russi abs c owdsiatldonNapoleonlandIHiter [[SEE P.K.
REFERS TO HITLER AS HE WOULD TO ANY OTHER LEADER. FROM
THE POINT OF VIEW OF SCIENCE, THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS
Al NHERENT GOOD A NHERBIR PBNER,[FORMS OF
POWER AND RELATIONS OF POWER + IDENTITIES ETC..pwever

that very same catinental bulk deprived Russia of access to the warm

waters[[c.f. manyofl, Mazi s6s analyses re: Spykman

Thus, the comparative analysis of tteopolitical potential/capacity of Greece
and Turkey in this narrower sense is connected in particitlartive problenof
the possible strategic physiognomy of a Gr&ookish war in the near or more

distant future.

Greeceobs fatal didrecampagnof1920k92Peinofderi a Mi r
to hold onto Smyrna, Ankara had to be occupied and again without a

greater certaty of final victory than what Napoleon had in trying to occupy
Moscow.This means: the depth of the space gulped down the Greek army,

eve if it was fighting in a space not altogether foreigf[WHAT THIS
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MEANS IS THAT EVENWITH THE GREEK TROOPSNTO ASIA MINOR

BEING CLEARLY A WAR OF NATI O NAL
LI B E RATI O N , IT PROBABLY SHOULD NOT

HAVE BEEN STARTED AT ALL... AS THERE WAS NO MILITARY WAY
TO SEE T THROUGH TO VICTORY...]]

And even though much has changed since ttt@ndepth of space Turkey has is

still important in termsof war. = elementary geographical
p. 393

given/fact/datum which is dual. On the one hand, the extent/area of the Turkish
stae is six times that of the Greabn the other hand, it is almost (apart from the
European component) a space whgbompact and altoundfull (re: its
sections)whereas the Greek space (and indeed the crucial as a theatre of war
region of the whole dhe Aegean, as well as Northern Greece from Evros up to
Thessaloniki) is constituted by scattered and isolatadsl§glands) or narrow

[[islet]] strips (of land).The strategic advantage which this gives to the

Turkish side is obvious.

The fragmented Greek spacean be occupied and held section by section,

even also very small sections; the foe is not obliged to gefolved in a

military adventure of occupying all of the Greek state in order to break any

one secttion off which it might want or be abled break off. If it occupies

one sectionit has the possibility, since it is predominant militarily, to
consolidatea rew situation, by creating in a relatively quick period of teme

fait accompli.
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Conversely, the Greek side does not have the possibil(iyith the slightest
of consolatory exceptions, of which we shall speak later), of detaching from
the great and conpact Turkish geopolitical bulk, a smaller or larger piece

without getting entangled mutatis mutandis in the tragic dilemma of 1922.

If e.q.for reasons oflistraction/diversion/decoying it constructed bridgeheads

to the coastal Asia Minor space, Turkisindes could even totally ignore it

completely, turning against théiime Grek sideonly afterthe outcome of the

major theatres of wdfelsewhere]lhave beemlecided because such

bridgeheadsvould be cut off and could not be dsather way as a springboard

for furtherpenetration of the Turkish spadéhe occupation of Turkish lands by

the Greek side runs into the depth of space, but natdhigpation of Greek

lands by the Turkish Sid@o E.G. THIS WOULD MEAN THAT INDONESIA WOULD NOT BE

ABLE TO EASILY i IF AT ALL TAKE i AUSTRALIA, WITHOUT E.G. HAVING SERIOUS E.G.
CHINESE BACKING AND WITHOUT ALSO AUSTRALIA HAVING INTERNALLY BECOME A HEAP

OFA MUL-TULTURALO SHI T W THOUT ANYY AHISHASAHINGSN | DENI
STAND, | T LOOKS LIKE IN 2019 THATISBECEMNG THOYGHVHAT AUST
SUPPOSE WITH INTENSE BRAINVASHING i ZIO OR NOTi THOSE LEVELS OF NATIONAL

CONSCIOUSNESS COULD CHANGE ARLY QUICKLY (?)]]

So, how can Greece overcome, neigeain the case of war, its serious

geographic disadvantages?

We shall highlighfour points, withoutmeaning them hierarchically even
though the last two points need to be particularly stressedlunadkr
nevertheless, only the energeticeoastence othe four can give to the Greek
side real possibilities of victory. As is selfident, this analysis is limited only
to the fundamental strategic magnitugasd simply touches upon, where it
seems tdoe indispensable, military undertakings (i.e. major miligctions
through the ceexistence of many units), whilst the tactical leveias discussed
at all, and nor can it be discussed: because in a geniitaty conflict/war
between Turkey and Geee

340



p. 394

there would nojust be one battlefield, upon vdhii if one considered it to be
known from the beginnindhe movements of theombatantsvould be
calculated in detaibut rather there would be various broader theatres of war

with essential dferences between them.

[[1]]Let 6s begin with the gaastwingsmcedf | 0s s ¢
seems to me to be obvious thia Turkish side will connect its justification and

conductivaging of war on its part with territorial claims.

If this applies, then the Greek sidewd do very badly to be restricted to the

defence of her violated lands. If these lands were more thaamhé,the

successful defence of all of them were not possible, then the Turks would in the
end have a clear gain/wiaven if that were smadindex post facto seemed to

be fidi sproportionateo (the concept i s
sarifices.For this reason, the Greek side must as far as possible seek
autonomous land gains, either as a counterweigfor its own permanent

lossesor for possible exchange in subsequent and posterior negotiations.

Where these gains should be soughten the basically compact and-edund
full (re: its sectionsgharacter of the Turkish national space, a quick ogervi

of three possible theatre$ war shows us: Thrace, The Aegean and Cyprus.

In Thrace, or rather Evros, the derse concentration of trogs on both sides
[[of the border between Greece and Turkey]] means that whoevaewill be
able to break(up/open) first the opposing lineswill have the possibility of
cutting off immediately, in a cyclical manoeuvre almost on the spokarge

enemyunits.

However, this is not the only reastor which the Greek forces will have to
from the beginning seelwhilst making eery sacrifice &énd the dense

concentration will demand in all probability serious sacrificé® breaking up
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of the inimical frontfand notbe satisfied with one passive defeceERre ARE

NOT ENOUGHGREEK YOUTH WITH ENOUGH GREEK CONSCIOUSNESS FOR US FOCKING DO
ANYTHING. AFTER DECADES OFOUR OWN NON-PRODUCTIVECONSWERISTIC PARASITISM
ALONG WITH ZIOJOOUSA BRAIN-WASHING AND FEMINO-FAGGOTISATION, WE ARE
BASICALLY DEAD.]]

A quick advance of armoured units in Eastern Thrace [[Turkey]], which

the flat ground and the limited distances favours, could bring to Greece the
most siguificant counterweight vis-a-vis whichever losses of landccur in

other areas.Indeed, nowhere else except in Thrace, doetteek side have

the possibility of evaluatirgssessin{the possibility of]]the obtaining
obtainmenbf lands, as limitetdestrictedas someone judges this possibility; and
yet it exists, and sinced the only possibilityit must be exploited to ¢

maximum and with consistency.

In the theatre of the dgean, as we said, it is of no meaning to create
bridgeheads into the Asia Minor coast, even if the bridgeheads could be held for
a little while; the only act, which could bring here land gains, wbelthe
occupation of Imbros and Tenedos, provided thatGreek navy would be in a

position to cover (t@ air cover
p. 395

we consider fundamental and selfident both as regards a landing on the
islands, as well as re: an advance into Thrace; howténeproblem of

domination of the air space is so cructhht we shall talk about it later).

Finally, in Cyprus, the Greek side has very little to await. And if it can defend
something, that is possibdmly if the Cypriot population in its totality

appeas to be prepared to go to war, if need be, tooth and faThis,

unfortunately, did not occur in 1974 when we saw of course the tragedy of

the Cypriots, but we did not see a per

extremes. However, this time tieeis no South to flee to. Only the sea exists.
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[[2]] The second point, which we desire to underline is the need for the
concentration of force3.he geographical fragmentation of the Greek space

easily gives rise tthe temptationn respecbf the correponding fragmentation

of the armed forces, so that thefar as possible more complete covkthat

space can be achieved. This temptation can prove to be fatal, besides, the goal is
in itself utopian.The numerical superiority of the Turkish side and tre

multitude of possible aims/objectives, gives,ibbjedively, certain margins

of choice and execution of misleading landirgelated and other moves with

the goal of thei either way1 existent temptation of the Greeks re: the

fragmentation of forces.

The Greek side must be vigilant and aware it cannotaefend everything and

owing to numerical disadvantaged the absolute necessity of air presence at
all the crucial points of military undertakings, must also put on the backburner
the defence of citieand civilians and concentrate what it has availabtem

the covering of space, but exclusively in the obliteration of the main bulk of
inimical armed forces, there where they will add their weigihd if possible

before they are able to develop fully.

In order for this upmost goal to bdfilled, possibl the numerically inferior
[[Greek side]] will need to run the risk of the loss of lands and or the carrying
out of military undertakings with odeside open [[to attack by enemy fire]],
something wtgh it must supplement/replenish witlexibility and speed.

However, the final outcome on the basis of all that which will take place at that

level touches upon the same/very essence of war.

War meansfirst of all and primarily the seeking of the crushingof
inimical/enemyarmed forces,.. on andfrom that does everything else
depend and flow.And if this is achieved, then sooner or later everything
else isachieved,re: all that one sacrificed wanting to concentrate his forces

at the decisive moment at the decisiveoint/place.
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p. 396

[[3]] Thirdly, the Greek side will not be able to weigh up its geographical
disadvantagesvigvi s t he Tur ki sh si deds, Pttt
firepower the totality of the Turkish territory and not simply the theatfesar

and the limited depth of trepace ayund the said theatres of wahe small

depth of the Greek space gives to Turkey the possibility of striking the whole
surface with shorterange weapons (already Turkey is obtaining American

missles ATACMS with a radius of 12300 kilometres) a@ng withaeroplanes

they have of a smaller beneficial radius of adtation radiughan the Greek

planes And conversely: the comparatively great depth of the Turkish space

allows Turkey to withdraw into its inner spai.e. beyond the radius of Greek

firepower(Turkey has even started discussing with China the purchase ef long
range land to land missiles) as well as aeroplahagyreater beneficial radius

of action/action radiud_et it be noted that the Turkishraplanes can, starting

from the furtlest to  airports of Anatolia (Batman, Erzourourbg fueled in

the air whilst they are still in Turkish air space and thus execute missions inside

the Greek territory as if they had taken off from airports of Mizor coasts.

So, in case of war, en if the Geek side wanted to surprise the Turks with a
pre-emptive(preventive, anticipatory, prophylactisirike [[= FIRST

MENTI ON OF THE-EMPRMVEPRBHRI KEO ABOUT H.
THROUGH THE CHAPTERY]]it is not atall certain that it would find the nra

body ofits air forces at the closest airpoiTis crucial problem can only be

solved by missile systems of a suitable range and with essential possibilities of
fueling/resupplyingf the Greek aeroplanes in the @.g. between Crete and

Cyprus).

Matters would have been far simpler if Greece and Cyprus were not

countries with limited and reduced sovereign rightsif actually their
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decisions were not dependent directly or indirectly on wha{ the-]]USA

accepts and whatufkey considers casus belli.

In the case of actually having state sovereignty, the sovereign Cypriot
gdovernment would call the sovereign Greek government to install
underbelly of Turkish territory . Greece like Turkeysia guaranteeing power

of Cyprus and legally can have its air force and airpower present in Cyprus like
Turkey has [[in the Northern Conquered Pai]lt such brave moves are not
possible oreven a dream when a sideds to beg for every spare part and

evay bolt [[owing to Greek bankruptcy and not producing those parts and bolts

itself as Greecel]].

[[4]] Fourthly and finallyjn view of the general advantageous position of

Turkey, the Greekide would not have serioymssibilities of military
p. 397

victory if it did not find the strength and the decisiveness to bring about the

first (mass) strike by surprising the foe The first strike is imposed as a

necessity t odaymongoetr idiepgsitzon, bueby thd logit ofa r
modern weapons systentise logic of the means is autonomised (made
autonomous and independeray we refer to our introductory observations, and

essentially determines the orientation of military strategy.

If the Greeksde, by saying fidefense dogmao me:
of being exposed in the eyes of international public opinigjfwhich in the

West is GROSSLY DISPROPORTIONATELY ZIGOOAND ZIO-USA

MANIPULATED ANYWAY]] and of allies, is prepared in whateverase of

(general) war to leave the initiative as to movements drthe advantage of

the first (mass) strike to the foe, then it has in all probability signed itself

and from the beginning its own condemnation and conviction.

345



Given Turkish superiority of military f orces and more general Turkish

geopolitical superiority, a (mass) first strike from the Eastwill paralyse

technically, but also mychologically the Greek side

In older wars, conducted on land, the offensive/attacking initiative could be
left to the foe uniil he exhausted his powersHowever, this presuppaséhat
he defending himself possessed positions naturally or artificially fortified,
which allowed him to keep his own forces relatively untouched/undamaged

until he could go on the counterattack

Today, the power and the range of fire from every directioriowards every

direction, and the displacement of the military centre of gravity from the

land to the air cancels this presuppositionThere are no hiding places

anymore for the armed forces, andhe (mass) first strike aims precisely at
the obliteration of the means of counterattack on a broad scale. These same
technical factors make time the decisive magnitude, in other words they

give to the beginning phase of every war, a crucial significance.

Whatever is not won or whatever is lost in this phase is nsbdifficult to be

obtained and replenished subsequentlyr'hat is why the first strikavhich

inaugurates the decisive initial phase of waust be as far as possible more

massive anall themore timely 1 N€ first strike In the
strategic sense of the termis not the

first chance shot which is fired during

the first nNnhot epi so

confrontation: it Is a co-ordinated and
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Immediate act of all branches of the
armed forces towards the annihilation
of the vital points of the inimical
(enemy)military potential/capacity,
especially of those which appear crucial

Inside the given conjuncture.

It can be brought about within the framework of the culmination of a local

Afwarm epi sodeo, but whenindeedmis ashertasnedo n e r

that an inimical/enemystrike is about to happen the executive plan of the

first strike must therefore be in the drawer from during times of peace, without

that meaning at all that whoever has designed it and mapped it out
p. 398

andwhoever will apply itis necessan the attacker in the historical and

political sense of the term.

As the geopolitical potential/capacity of Turkey
Il n reinforced over the

IS shrinking long-term, the offensive/attacking

side In the historical and in the political sense

cannot be anyone else but Turkeyrespective of
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national mythologies this fact has no relationship with moral, ethical or
racial properties, but is due to the formation of the correlation of forces,
and things wauld turn around, only if the correlation of forces turned

around.

But whoever, wanting to or not, adopts a
defensive strategy at the historical and the
political level, is not for this and only this
reason obliged to adopt a defensive strategy at
the military level. The two levels shouldot be

confused in any way whatsoever.

Defence is one thing as a historicgiolitical goal, and another thing is
defence as a military means, one thing is the defensive character of a war,

and another thing, the defensiveonducting/waging of a war.
Besdes, from a military point of view, the
purely defensive conduct/waging of avar is
deprived of meaning and is in practice
Impossible.

If we took it seriously(i.e. the purely defensive conduct of war)it would
mean thatthe offensive/attacking side camlo whatever it wants without
punishment, by running the risk of coming back to its initial position and to

get itself ready to try again.
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In regard to the above four points we synopsised the preconditions under

which Greece could win a war against TurkeyCAUTION: we are not

saying that Greece is in a position to do it, or will do jtwe are saying that if

Greecdloes it, it can do it only undehose preconditions.

In their turn, however, these preconditions presuppose other thingshat is

certain military potential/capacity, certain firepower and a certain

structuring of the armed forces [[So, all o this applies mutats mutandis

and cetds parilusi to Tawan and China; Ukraine and Russiagea and

Persiaetc, etc., etc..]]

The keeping of the rule/orm of the concentration of forces has no value

when onebdés forces are paltry; g@mahd t he
profits when you did it with a hunting rifle [[AAAA -

HAHAHAHAHAHA!ImI 1 that is why, incidentally, also the

underlining of the stragicsignificanceof thefirst strike does not at all include

some indirecencouragement for someone to start a war bybwathful, virile,

admirable male enthusiasm and whenever one feels likengansthat only if

a combatant has at his disposal $ficient means for a cruwcial first strike, he

must usesuch means since he wants to win a war, given modern and ultra

modern technological circumstances.
p. 399

Since, therefore, the strategic presuppositions/prerequisites of a victory are

not even possible to beollected if the necesay military potential/capacity
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does not existthe question is put automatically in whistatetoday is the
Greek state foundrom this point of view, always in comparison to the Turkish

side.

And sincethe Turkishgeopolitical potential/capacity (in oalready known

triple sense of the term) is superior to that of the Greek (potentiatitgy the

guestion is posed as to what extent the Greek side equalises its organic
disadvantages with its superiority in th@eomic sector and sector of

armamentand equipping itself t o what extent does Gre
precedence make up for ditetive shortcomings and deficiencies. The answer

is clear:Greece does not have at its disposal sufficient means of deterrence

if we define deterrencel as we oughto define it as the ability to bring

about a timely first strike and to paralyse for along period of time, the foe

Neither the qualitative superiority tie Greek sidgwhich definitely does not exist today
(2019) thats for sure, and dloubt verymuch it existed in 1997, and if it did,only barely existed]]
counterbalances its qui#tative disadvantags, nor does Greek firepower cover

thetotality of Turkish territory, and thus unable to effectively protect Cyprus

as well.

And the worstisnoteven todayoés picture in iItsel

development/evolution if we fdlow it during the last fifteen years and if we

make plausible projections into the future based on the already present and

weighty indications.

Then we shall see thatetexpansion of the distance between the military
capacity/potential of Greece and tlbaflurkey roughly faithfully depicts the
extension of Trkish geopolitical potential/capacity and the shrinkage

(shrinking)of Gr eeceds corresponding geopoli
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The numbers are overwhelming and symmetrically cover all the sectors, fr
the economigin the wider senseo those affecting rarmamentsrad military

equipment in the narrower sense.

1980: Greece GDP was 80% of the Turkish GDP, but in 1995 it was 40%
approx. ofthe Turkish GDP.

1980 Greece industrial production/output stitated 60% of Turkish industrial
production/output, in 1995 it was noone than 30%, and in particular in regard
to the production oéngineering equipment the relationship went froo &
Turkeyos in 1980 to 35% in 1995.

1980 Greek exports were nbathree times those of Turkish expqrits 1995
they were only 60% of Tursh exports.

Such massive economic changes = also massive changes in comparative

military expenditure.

From 1985oer capita military expenditure increased by 80% in Turkey, and

deceased by 20% in Greece. P.K. then gives some comparative dollar figures.
p. 400

1980 Greece per capita was above Turkey in military expenditure by 1% but in
1995 is down cf. Turkey by 40%!

In regard to crucial not general military equipment expenditufg), from
Greece spending double c. 19890 Turkey spending three times tludtGreece
in 1995.

Also, 1977 Greece importéf¥53 millionand Turkey 245; in 1987 Gree$#87
million, Turkey 925!

More important over the long run is the fact that Turkey connected its

military equipment/armament(s) programme to the development of it®wn
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military industry through extensive programmes of ceproduction. Thus,
today [[1997]], Turkey is abolB0% selfsufficient, moving upand with an
exporting directiorforientaton (Egypt bought a while ago Turkigtroduced F

16 aeroplanes).

Conversely, th&reek dgree of autarky/sefufficiency dropped from 120%
in 1980 to 5% approx. and | fear that 5% includesassetostly SHIT like the
antraircraft ARTEMIS 30. + other pitical errors re: ceproduction, planes,

etc..

Whereas Turkey bought 160 F16s andimmediately instituted a

programme of coproduction.

Whilst there is a relative equilibrium re: naval forces, the scales are seriously in

favour of Turkey on land and inghair, particularly if one considers that Greece

will urgently need a success in Evroggdancursion into Eastern Thrace in order

to courterbalance losses in the Aegean and in Cyprus.

Turkey has more than four tinmeen the ir

times c. 2019!]], Turkey has more than three times the fireanus
p. 401
two times thetanks.

On the Evros front, things abetter for Greece as it can gather more forces
there than Turkey. But Turkey has a great advantagé geBeration tankstc.

esp. re: a terrain fAimade for such tanik

Of course, crucial will be the fig/combat in the air as the first strike wikve

a huge bearing on the outcome of war. Turkey is fully aware of all of that and
its armament programme provides ab®@¥% of the budget for the air force

incl. the modernisation of the older planes e.ghefR4 with the assistance of

Israel.
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Talk re planes, radars, 1ieieling etc., all in favour of TurkeYor eece won ot
even have dominance over the air space over gdugean, nor will it be able to

strike the totality of Turkish territory, nor bring ab@ucrucial strike.

Talk of purchasing AmericaR15-E or Russian St27. That would be a first

step in the right direction, but nowhere near enough, because in the cek de
p. 402

Turkey will spend about three times that of Greece. Andl@sause for any
military armament programme there are huge economic and political

preconditions...

because it I' S obvious that fflounskhingd e f e n

national economyo.

An economy is flourishing whent produces with
Increasingtempi/rhythms tangible goods to both
satisfy internal/domestic needs, as well as for export
In order to pay for other goods, which a country
cannot or does not consider in its interdgo produce

itself, with as much as possible a greater surplus.

The ecmomy consists eentially in the production of goods and in all the
services which are offered on this basis (in both Greece and the USA, services
are approx. 60% of the economy, e productive bases of the two countries
are absolutely different [[eveaadlowing for canparative mutatis mutandis

ceteris paribus adjustments]]. The economy does not consist of indicators of all

kinds of magnitudes and or of money. Development indicatid2%o or 3% do
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not mean much when devel cepsnde n(twhnecahn si ni

Greece = fresh air/=nothing).

And the reduction in inflation, i.e. f
achievement, when it emerges from the shrinking of the economy.

Wherever no-one buys anything, and neone does not sell anything, there,

there exists naturaly no inflation. In Greece, inflation might be down to 5

or 6% [[= still with the Drachmal]], but industrial production remains

stagnant for mor e attypographidaberror)ewhareas (i t 0's
the yearly deficits of balance of trade are laeady at 16, 17and 18 billion

dollars yearly (this is not a typographical error either). | doubt very much

this is the Path to a flourishing economy able to support the defencé the

country.

The reduction in inflation does not in the leeshstitute a sufficient corittbn

for the encouragement of productivelustrial investments, and this will be
proved shortly [[IN THE EU, THERE®S N(
ALL FOR GREECE!! thoughl dond see how Greece can movedsde of

the Euro and or the EU ancthieve independence. Th&eaot enough youthful

ficattled with suficient Greek consciousnesy]..

What is needed to have capital for investments is cutting baan

parasitical consumerism And as much capital is savdtien in turn it must be

reallyinvested productivelyto give to the country

p. 403
a noteworthy contemporary industrial substructure/infrastructure.

Such investments aref course much more diffcult than investments of dl
ki nds of @publ iubiouswsefulness beoalise thdytoech d
much more intensely upon the problem of education, of technological

know-how and of productivity. The cutting back on parasitic consumption,
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with which the whole sociaexture of he country runs up againstabsolitely
necessary+ again, the insurmountable obstacle of the functioning of the

political system on a cliergolitician basis= a disaster

Only under European pressure have some cutbacks been made, behthe c
politician charater of the political systerdoes not at all essentially change,
despite the change in government rhetoric. (For the deeper nexus re: parasitic
consumption, political system and geopolitical shrinkstgaking in post1975

Greecen, see Kondylis Planetary Politics.. Addendum [[available at

www.panagiotiskondylis.corfj

A flourishing, productive economy on a contemporary industrial basis

gives a country the possibility of deterrenceFor this possibility to be

realised, a country must or, at any rae, its leadership must really believe in
the necessity of deterrence, i.e. to have cautly diagnosed the character

and the extent of the threatened clash.

If the diagnosis is in error anddeficient, if it attributes clashes totransitory
or secondarycausesthen belief in the necessity ofleterrenceis reduced

correspondingly.

It is the greatest of errors to think that increasing Turkish pressure on

Greece is not due to the widening ohte difference between the geopolitical

potential/ capacity of the two countries, but for dynamic Turkish

expansiveness in conguering otheyas being atributableto A Ot t o mani s mo
and to the AAsiatic charactero of Turl
conclusion that when Turkey follows our enlightened examples and gets

over fAnationalistic atavismso it wild/
substitute military activities with economic activities and the threat by

Turkey to Greece will automatically be overcome
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More and mor¢fidiots, fuck-sticks, parasite§;ULL-SPECTRUM ZIQUSA-
GERMAN/FRENCH/EULOBOTOMISEDAUTOMOTONS]] in Greece think
in that way having the impression that this way thg can get over
nationaligic confrontations, and that in oppositionnaionalistic
ideologem(e)sthey can suggest restic solutionsetc.. They are right and
justified when they sathat the nationalists start from an abstract model

regarding the nation, to which they often subject even also
p. 404

superior commands of pital realsm. The politically damaging monopolistic

pursuit of the name of Macedonia showed this recentlyiff 4997, it seems

P. K. would have been Afineo with New |
rest of the fideal oWewarotofcawse@verkeowve 6 s | nt
what he would have thought abouyt 2018/

thoughwe can hazard a gse.]].

However, whatone sees in his opponent, one does not see in himsEle

opponents and combatants ofationalistic

iIdeologem(e)s do not understand how whatever they

contradistinquish themselves to nationalism or

rather to its caricatures, are alsadeologem(e)s,

abstract ahistorical models, and indeedckt o day 0 s

dominant mixing of universalism and economism,

wherethe cosmopoti i s m_of Ahuman ric

nci vi | ssnedwinedtindibferant ways with

the individualism (atomism) of the capitalstic homo
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oecnomicus and with the old liberal utopia that

trade will replace war.

Just like nationalism, so t0o. its opponent

IC,

e.

In certain cases, indeed, not only selfishness, but also the naivety of the

latter surpasses that of the former.

The same takes place, for stance, also as to the appraisal of Greeo
Turki sh relations. The nationalists are found much closer to realitwho
believe that the opposition between Turkey and Greece is unbridgeable
rather than those who believe such opposition can be ended with a
AEupgeano and e c o nicevweniktheifamer sre lead to theirn

diagnosis by false presumptions.

Let us note thiabothnationalistsas well asi E u r 0 p eoraenonnistsagree

as to the fact that Turkish Azxpahnhstconi
past, t-odembder &@isttdoi coor tfiefxatsucrie/ composit
state etc., with the differee that the former consider these features permanent

and insurmountable, whilst the latter see them as variable characteristics of a
historical phasealready long outdated; they nevel us of coursevhenthey

will be changedthe said variable characteristicbgcause if this takes place in

one or two centurieshen the fight has no practical object.
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The ideological belief that econone collaboration or intertwining

necessarily lead to the blunting of geopolitical and polical

oppositions/conflicts has no historical backingl refer to a very blunt
example. From 1900 to 1914, Frer@lerman trade increased by 137%
GermanRussian by 21%, and GermaBritish by 100%, whilst most ohe

then international cartels of productioonstituted a common Germanitish
ownership (one of those actually produced explosive materials). All of those
impressive rising indicators did not obstruct #®ve countries from getting
embroiled in one ofhe most murderous wars since the begigmh[[known
historical]] time.Economic collaboration is born in itself from economic

needs and necessitiashich
p. 405

do not have a necessary relationship witlriendly or inimical intentions

from a political point of view; It (ECONOMIC
collaboration) consttutes an indication of
good political relations only with the
precondition that any chance geopolitical
loose ends have been solved, i.e. who is
permitted to unfold in a sovereign and

dominant manner over which spae.

And as the data/facts etonomic collaboration do not determine
deterministically (even if thefrequently influencejhe formation and the

exercising of a national foreign policy/external post thusneitherthe form
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nor the quality/characteris8 of the domestic/internalgene necessarily
determinsit. Liberal and the economistic logic contends: the development
of an economy gives rise to an order of liberal business peopi@o in certan
countries are fleaulturedparasitebankingusuryzI0/J00fied]} WhO promote modemnisation
and democratisation, whereupon the countrjpecomes peacéving,
because only nordemocratic countries are expansive/conqueringlhis
syllogism is ideological ad incorrect all along/down the line.Even if we
accept hat the business class everyvene and always prefers the
parliamentary regime to a direct or indirect dictatorship made to measure
for its own purposes, needs, wants and capacities/abilities (thisastremely

doubtful, but is of no interest here),and agan it has no reason to hold bak

national expansion, if it judges it to be in its interests. Which business class

has not benefitted by the expanded political and military power of its

country?

What dbes the zeal show which todayurkish businessmemave heir

eye/focus their attention or,on there where the [[Turkish]] diplomatic

military leadership has its eye/focuses its attention, e.g. on the Caucuses, on the
Middle East, on Central Asiaalsoon GreeceThe armament programmes of

their countrythey dso welcome, as they welcome them everywhere and

always, businessmen (and workers), when they are connected with investments,

employment and state orders.

More generally, the components of geopitical potential/capacity, which
determine the diachmonic resultant of foreign policy/external politics, only
by chancécoincidentally and externally are connected with the democratic
or semidemocratic, dictatorial or semtdictatorial form of the

domestidinternal regime.

History shows that democacies @n be equally expansive/conquering and

battle-ready as tyrannies.The English Empire was constituted precisely in
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parallel with the establishment, consolidation and the deepening of the
parliamenary polity in the metropolis. And American imperiatis
[HAHAHAHAHA! 111 HE CAILALHD®EMOT Al MPER

HAHAHAHAHAHAHANIIMII [ [ 1 F WEBRE GOING TO CALL A PARLI

REGIMEWM TH ELECTI ONS A ADEMOCRACYO, THEN WE CAN CALL A
POWER, ABRARAMPSTI C0 POWER, MBEREALLYFOPENLEHASIND

COLONIES As sucH]} is found today at the climax of its world power by flying
the flag/ displaying the banner of pant

r i g hjtz® @00)USA FEMINOFAGGOTIS ED OTHER-WORSHIPPING FULL -SPECTRUM

FREAK -SHOW-CIRCUS-HEDONISED-DRUG-FUCKED-TATTOOED -ZIO -LOBOT OMISED
SATANISM]]

The 4wl @fg® versi on of uni versalism and

confuseghe levels of internal/dongstic and of foreign/external politics,

which argues as follows Turkish expansionism constitutes

p. 406

basically the attempt of the ruling class to deftigertthe attention of the
masses away from insoluble internal profe it will recede when tise
problems are solved by democratic and socialisticds, because all peoples
have nothing to divide between one anotiher have nothing to fight over)

[[yea, good one. Smoke some more DORE.

This argumentation goes lithg lamefrom the very first step, lbause it does
not explain the reasons for whithe diversion/deflection of the people through

nationalism and expansionism often has such good results.

Why, in truth, is the people allowed/free to be divertethisway, what does
it/the peopleparticulaly like in thisdeflection/diversion, so th#hisand not

some other diversion is chosao, that it/the people can be misteBefore

1914, very powerfulsocialistic parties declared in Germany and in France that

they will abort/call off/frustratthewaand t hat At he two peoj
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to divide between themselvéise. nothing to fight oved) When, however, war
actually broke out, then not only socialists, but even also nationalists themselves
Al o s torelinview d the patriotic enthusiasrhthe masses on all sides [[of

the politicd spectrum]].

If, from the historical examples, we move onto sociological generalisation,
we can say that' irrespective of what the demographically declining and
spoilt populations of weak/impotent countries @, where nationalistic
stupid slogansfrequently simply serve the need for psychical
replenishmentsi masses of young people in countries with a great

geopolitical potential/capacity spontaneously and honestly take board

the expansionary/conquering slogas. ON 11 September

1882, Engels wrote to Katsky from
London: NYou ask me wh
workers think about colonial politics? The

same as what the bourgeois think... the

workers too, eat jovially/cheerfully from

Engl and o0 s inmhe woddntaiket

and I n t he@gewBic®hitodEngd, 8 O

regard to higigood bit® was a FUCKING LEGEND!!! Henace MANY
pertinent observatiorisfar more than people ually give him crelit for.]]

In our contemporary Turkey, there is no evidence that sections of the

people disapprove of Turkey 6 s pol i ci es re: the Aegea
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| have never heard of any group demonstration [[by Turks]] reexbiglsion of

the Greek element from Constantinople, from Imbros and from Tenedas, nor
respecbf the colonisation of Northern Cyprus. That doesat@ll mean that

every Turk hates every Greetor every Greek, every Skopjeavhen the

Greek denies the Skopjeanthe ght t o cal | his state i
entirely different things, that is why Greeks lapse into a serious optical illusion

when over a getiogether and pisap with bouzoukidetween Greeks and

Turks, Greeks rush to jump to political conclusdrwithout of course having

ever detached from
p. 407

their collocutors, calrinkers and cgplayers a binding declaration in favouraof
specific/concrete Gregsosition(, and against a Turkish pdsn. (Let me
provide readers with personal testimony, with a mepperhaps instructional
for readers. | have engadmderacted withover the last 25 years on many
occasions with Turks fromarious social and educational strata and of very
different political convictns. Since | am unable to say anything other than
what I think [[I| HAVE MY GRAVE DOUBTS ABOUT THAT ONE!]], my

i nterl ocutors knew that [[THhmed.Fn 0 fAnat.i
NATI ON I S FUCKED (( NEAR) DEAD) I TS FUEKIEDO S$OMBDOMEB NE
PUTs oN IT], and that | never hesitated to openlgt@gate and everywhere

whatever felt to be erroneous on the Greek or Cypriot sigig.| never hear on

theT u r k s, 6ot gven iinta gallant/courtly kind of reciprocation, a
corresponding express accavwsthance for T
Hellenism & Constantinople or re: Armenians, for instance. The current 1982
Constitution of Turkeyin its German @nslatons peaks of t he fet ¢
fatherl andoi, shhet dadhedyaddrkhe Ahistori
Tur ki sm andwhisathe Peesident of hherRepublic swears not only

to God etc. but to Atihet Geastedly,imur Ki sh
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such wordshonest convictions are echog@dejudices and fanaticisms (no
matter what we call them, it is in practipelitically indifferent) of the greatest

majority of) todayds Tur ks.

The principle thatndgthe pedgdshoesv énve
constitute an invention of peoples, but ohtellectuals, that is why,

incidentally, it is never withdrawn, as much as expgence falsifies it.

On the contrary, experience is matgerpreted suitably so that the principle can
remain uninjured. As is known, when in 194 Turkish invasion of Gyrus

took place, the PM of Turkey was the Socialist Etsevit of an admirable Weste
education and with poetic accomplishments worthy of being translated into
several European languagésd Greeks saidheasn ot a fAgenui neo
butan A Ot t ofimfat ntdikd damkith nonsocialistsHowever, the

correct and much more worrying political conclusion ought to be the
following: in the great matters of foreign/external policy/politcs, the

Turkish socialists think like Turkish military personnel, just as the French
socialists in 1956 ordered as government the intervention in the 8z

Canal, or when slightly earlier they started a savage colonial war in Algeria
whilst the teachings & the catastrophe in Indochina were still fresH[in

their memories]].

The taming of Turkey ttough its inclusion in Europe, is closely connected with
the hopes and with therers of Greek politicsThe very same Greek side itself

continually confesseard involuntarily, how pointlessthe hopes are
p. 408

when on the hand, itis assertedthdie acceptance of AEuUro
make Tur key a i-oving cainirysveitstat tree sanne tome,arc e
the other hand, it ascertains in practicethéte Eur opean bearers

use thee valuewery flexibly and go beyond them with eashenever they
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judge it to be advantagedimstheir interestss o t he acEumpeanance 0

valueso does not seem to Iimprove in it

There is a wrong appraisal [[by Greeks]] ofthegsni f i cancfer of AEwuU

Turkey. Because Greece, unable to stand alone on itsemtyvd wRrITE OFF

YOUR MASSIVE DEBT AND TO E.G. RETURN TO THE DRACHMA YOU HAVE® HAVE AN ELITE
AND YOUTHFUL PEOPLE FULL OF DETERMINATION AND PASSION, AND EXACTLY THE
OPPOSITE IS WHAT GREECE HAS = BEING TORN TO SHREDS IN EVERY CRUCIAL RESPECT,
FROM THE ECONOMY TO THE APE INVASIONAND EXTENSIVE FULL-SPECTRW ZIO-USA-
GERMAN ANTI-HELLENIC FEMINOFAGGOTISEDDEEPCIRCUSFREAKSHOW OTHERISED

NEGROFETISHISED MCHAMMEDAN -BLIND LOBOTOMISATION, ETC.]], tends to project its

own situation and dispdgin onto the situation and disposition of others,
thinking that e rkgy.the Safhe absolpte mearting asfof or T
GreeceTurkey undoubtedly will try to get as much out of the EU as

possible; but for Eurasian Turkey, Europe is only a field d activity

amongst other fields of activitieswhereas for Greece, Europe is essentially

the only field of activityBecause in the Balkans, Greece does not have either

the eonomic or the military to play a hegemonic raad this is not achieved

becauséen or twenty small or mitevel businessmen make profits in Rumania

orin SerbiaTurkey 6 s r el ati onship i s more compao
Greedd®s EU canodot Satkseyysattlémands, ho
vital interests do not allow it to fully disenchant Turkey. Turkey remains to a
significant degree independent of the EU, pargllell however, Tur ke
vital interests dictate to it to make of Europe, variousntpaconomic

demands.

Over the next one or t wozaallzeoveed Bukeyt h e r ¢
and the EU, with tensions and lulls, whereupon Turkish demaitidse
supported by the USA [[THIS DOES NOT SEEM TO BE THE CASE c. 2019!
though it probably oaared unti c. 2016 if Bm not mistakelj, which indeed
aked the EU to accept Turkey as a full member [[SO(4M@D)}USA OF
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GLOBALIST SATANISM IN THE 1990s WAS IN FUL DESTROY
CHRISTIAN EUROPE VIA MOHAMMEDANISM SWINGMODE..]].

The EU (its most powerful menbers), not being able to satisfy Turkey,
most likely will use Greece [[like ZIO-USA too]] incl. in pressuring Greece
to accept Turkish positions re: the Aegean and Cyprud most intensely fear

this [[OBVIOUSLY P.K. COULD NOT FORESEE THE TURKISHISA TENSIONSOF c. 2016
ONWARDS, THOUGH THERE IS NO REASON TO BELIEVE (YE early 2019 GREECE WILL GAN
ANYTHING SIGNIFICANT AND OVER THE LONGRUN OVER SUCH TENSIONS]] = another one

of those tragic ironies, which History seems to come up Withilst Greece

bodyanrd soul gave herself to AEuropeo, I
p. 409

herself from the Turkish dange, precisely its European orientation will

convert Greece into ade factoorganfo converting Greece i
satellite[ [ THI S | S E XA GHHARPENING-EMNTE 215, WITH

THE APEFLOOD ZIO-GLOBALISING SUPERHATE-
MOHAMMEDISING-EVIL-DEVIL-SATANIC DE-HELLENISATION OF

THE MAJOR GREEK ISLANDS NEAR TURKEVY!]].

Through European and American struggles, Tarkifluence will be exercised

on Greece not directly, but somewhatdemted [ THI'S BASI C NOTI ON OF AT

EUROPEAN AND AMERI CAN STRUGGLESO WHI CHRUSSNESOBVI OUSLY
AGAINST RUSSIA AND CHINA ETC., SEEMS TO ME TO BE THEBASISFORHEFAI STOS6S MANY
OUTSTANDING ARTICLES ON THIS THEME]].

And, of course the Greek side being weak, in seeking consolations and
rationalisations (justifications), will commence sometime to consider

concessionso Turkey as a selfevident part and selfevident duty of its

AEur opearnssateonoi vi,whosavagndbeyordn s 0
Anationalistic atavismso, do not cO0mme
our refined world as rights of sovereignty[[AA AAAAAAAAAAA AA-
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HAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAI Y] Aé@dN | d),¢ A

B3O) ¢RI E) ¢ 0 Kq
Doesthis mean that Greece should breakftomday 6 s al |l i ances.
as no alternative exists. But the Greek side must comprehend in practice,

factually, not just in wordghat the value of an alice for one of its members

Is determined by the special weight of the latter inside thétyoté the

alliance. Mordine-tuned-allles are of as much value to

you, as you are to thenmo alliance and nprotection secure

whomever is foundn the alliance to ba a sate of unilateral dependence.

Noone i s impressed by Greecebs fAjust c

claims is a pariah with a permanently held out hand, someone who lives

withloans,s ubsi di es and #Aproo.grammes of supp

National viability = a matter of a productive, not an accounting, basis, and

also for the exercising of a serious foreign policy/external politics. National
resources must beountered/confronted with geopolitical and strategic

criteria, not as numericd A icrad 9% of the. nationa income which

comes from an increase in tourism is not the same as 1% whithe

contemporary armaments industry gives| do not understand how Cyprus

with levels of 5% yearly over the last 15 years of economic growth does not
contribute economicallyto Greeges ar mament s progr ammes
aneffective defence force itself]]. Howevevhoeverfeek he is a part of

Hellenism proves it by lifting national weightsi ACTUAL FACT, THINGS HAVE

GONE IN THE OPPOSITE DIRECTION, WITH CYRES AND GREECE COLLABORATING FAR [ESS
THAN WHAT THEY SHOULD IF THEY REALLY WANTED TO SURVIVE and with Cyprus committing

suicide, and Greexstanding by andoplauding, whilst waiting for is own suicidé as a very wise man puts

it..J].
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Now is the timewith Greece dOWIHEAVEN FORBID IF P.K. KNEW THE SITUATION c.

201520191 OH MY FUCKING GOD!!l DEAD, DEAD, DEAD. FORGET ABOUT IT!I! GO TO THE
BEACH, HAVE SEX IF YOU WANT, EAT ASPINACH AND OR CHEESEPIE, AND FORGET ABOUT

ITMiAND THATO6S EXACTLY VWHARTES SORB BERNS SH A P.R SIRCentBings | |
need to be put back on track without any furlbesof ground, in the hope that
future realignments in thdgnetay correlation of forces Wiweaken the
geopolitical potential/capacity of Turkey and will allow Greece to take a
historical (deep) breatlTHis DID NOT HAPPEN! THINGS ARE GOING FROM BAD TO
WORSE!!]]

If, however territoryis lost in the near future, thesses will be irreparable and
most likely fatal [[YOU CAN SAY THAT AGAIN!!!]

p. 410

Naturally, hopes do not amount to certaintiesWe underline again, one

more time, that the deeper cause of increasing Turkish pressure on Greece
Is neither cultural nor narrow ly political and transitory , but depends on the
continual widening of the difference between the geopolitical potential/

capacity of the two countries.

In crucial sectors like the demographic sector, the game is already LOST.

In other field of strateqic significance, irreversible developments have

started to become fixed Greece is being transformed steadily into a

country with restricted and limited sovereign rights, i.e. rights whose

sovereign exercising is dependent on the volition and reactions of third

parties, whilst in parallel its stance is becoming all the more passive or
contradictory [[ALL OF THIS HAS TAKEN PLACESINCEK . 6 s DEATH,
AND DEEPENED ETC...]]

The declaration that fAwe crewmauderde not hi
positive resultwhen the country begs in crucial imes the mediating

attempts of the USA knowing that they will be paid with concessions, or e.g.
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whenGreece is pressured to withdraw its veto on Turkey joining the EU
custons union and- becoming a satellite of Turkey exactlytlrough the

AEur opeamnf rtolmed oi nfl uence of HAEuUropean
Suchacts are simply erroneous or at least
controversial ways of handling affairs. They
constitute the epiphenomena of a deeper
historical tiredness, of a progressive,

hedonistic indeed paalysis.

To the extent tha Greece Is made
Imperceptibly the geopolitical satellite of
Turkey, the danger of war Is distanced,
the delusions will run riot/grow, and the
paralysis will become even more

nedonistic since conceding ground will

pe recompensedy American and
European praises, which the

modernised Balkan needs urgently, and
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also with loans and gifts so that parasitic

consumerism can be funde@ris s exacriy

WHAT HAS HAPPENEDi THE FULL-SPECTRUM FEMING
FAGGOTISED ZIO/USA CONSUMERISTIGNARCISSTIC ZIO-MAMMOM
FREAKSHOW FULLY FUCKED IN THE HEAD AND TOTALLY BRAIN-
WASHED NEGROAND MOHAMM UD OTHERISING ZIO-USA
LOBOTOMY. WHY DOESNST ISRAEL, E.G, FULLY OPEN ITS
BORDERS TO6 (SIX) MILLION ANEW ISRAELI0 BLACK AFRICANS
AND OR BROWNISH MOHAMMEDANS? WHY? WHAT WAS THE
REASON AGAINT].

So, what will actually be dending of Greek resistance under the pressure of
superior Turkistpotential/capacity, Greeks will get used to slowlgwly
calling Acivilised behaviouro At he tre

A Eur 0 ead[moadak R.OHAD HIS OWN INCOMPARABLE WAY OR WRITING AND

DEALI NG WITH | SSUES, BUT BASI CAATLEVHHRE OISO VBEEENAISDAY I NG V
ABSOLUTELY FUCKING PATHETIC WITH A FULL-SPECTRUM ZIO/USAZIO-GERMAN/FRENCH

LOBOTOMY OF BEING A HEDONISTIC CONSUMERISTIC DEB-BLAVE FREAKSHOW GRCUS

OTHERISING OTHERWORSHIRNG PARASITE= GONE, FINISHED FUCKED, DEAD.]]

Il n reality, todayodéds dilemma is objecti
unbearable: peace means for Greece, satédiification, and war means

being CRUSHED. [[TURKEY DOES NOT NEED TO FIGHT A WAR WITH GREECE. IT HAS

BEEN GETTING WHAT IT W ANTS, BIT BY BIT, BY CONTINUAL CONCESSIONS OVER THE
YEARS, AND WHEN THE TIME IS RIPE, IT CAN THEN MOVE IN FOR THE KILL ,IF NEED BE.]]

It would be a HerculeanlLabour/Task for Greece to overcome and

transcend t hi s sdeobokticahaad stratecg correlatioms; 6
which Greek society, the way it is, DOES NOT HAVE THE BALLS.
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The mediocrities, theLOW hypo-mediocrities and the even lower or anti
hypo-mediocrities which jointly make up the Greek political and para

political
p. 411

world, do not have the stéure to set and solve historical problems of such

an extent and such a depth perhaps they will collapse even in the case where

they are found to be before the great decision to conduct/wage a war. Because if

war is the continuation of politicsvhich war will continue a spasmodic

politics?

The broader masses, guided by the same instit of short-term self-
preservation, have found their own psychologically convenient solution:
service to the nation in the white and blue which does not cost anyig,

but whilst continually stealing in all kinds of manners:

by not paying taxes, by inardn at e/ gr oss profiteering a
[[= in Greece, where by bribery of officials buildings are ({)aliilt without
regard to planning, local lawscet ] ] 0 , up to the easily o
t hrough Party c¢hann éobussiudymeetct],ithelpw one 6 s
productivity of labour (not even 50% of the average of the EE!), and the
screaming/blatant/vociferous inequality between whateyaoduced and

whatever is consumewjth the results of the debtenslavement and the

political dependence of the country.

If we take into consideration all that is done, and leave entirely aside the

picture which those who act/do have of themselves, therseems

,.on condition that things are
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directed (cinematographically) in such a way that nabne has direct

responsibility, and also on conditiorthat | make with skill and artistry

invincible, soothing rationalisations/justifications(no matter whether,

AHel |l enocembmpieadi ai nfHfB) . Per haps ot hel
the comedies whicban describe with the appropriate hues/tints/shadings this

particular social and psyological situation.

What comes to my mind is the trite/banal but alwaystraight-shooting wise

A

and psychologicallycalmsayingnt he way one makes oneo:

one al so g[oless itfo ysdwrep@r oupds/ Tri beds/

basedon parasitism, auttobotimisation, seldenial of Identity and Cultural
Continuity etc.,h e n y oiuodd way og andthdér what the Aboriginals or
the Red Indians GOT, and which the Satanic Circus Monkey People will also

get too,when their timecomes aroundbutfor now, they are comparatively

well organised and reiaely strong, and that as a question of Poweéris all to
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