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Publisher’s Note

Research on the Military Theory of Marx and Engels is a new achievement to have emerged in recent years in the field of fundamental military-theoretical research in our country. Through thorough and detailed analysis, the book aims to give a comprehensive and systematic account of the various component parts of the military theory of Marx and Engels, the historical conditions under which that theory took shape, its theoretical characteristics, its research methods, its application and development in China, and the theoretical value, historical standing and contemporary significance of the military thought of Marx and Engels — thereby providing a basic thread and a frame of reference for those who wish to gain a deeper understanding of, and to study, this important body of military theory.
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Introduction

Military activity occupied an extremely important place in the great enterprise of revolutionary struggle and theoretical creation that filled the rich and eventful lives of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. In the course of their long revolutionary practice of founding scientific communism and leading the international workers’ movement, Marx and Engels devoted enormous energy to exploring and studying questions of military theory. They wrote a great number of special articles and commentaries on war, and put forward a series of important principles, propositions and conclusions revealing the essence and inner laws of armed struggle, thereby forming their own distinctive system of military theory.

As the founders of Marxist-Leninist military theory, Marx and Engels declared to the whole world as early as February 1848, in the Communist Manifesto, that the aim of the Communists was to overthrow the entire existing social order by means of violent revolution, in order to establish the rule of the proletariat itself. To this end the working class needed to study military affairs and master the laws of armed struggle. After the European revolutions that began with the French Revolution of 1848 got under way, Marx and Engels paid still closer attention to military questions. During 1848–1849 they not only followed closely the development of the revolutionary movements in the various European countries and the changing course of the fighting, studying and analyzing war strategy from a political and military standpoint and writing commentaries on the fighting (such as “The Revolution in Paris” and “The War in Hungary”), but also personally took part in uprisings in their own country, directly experiencing life on the battlefield. Later, after the whole movement had been defeated, they set about actively summing up its lessons. From August 1849 to September 1852 they wrote in succession such important military-political articles as “The Movement for an Imperial Constitution,” the “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League” (March 1850), “The Peasant War in Germany,” “Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” and “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution.” In these they analyzed in depth the reasons for the movement’s defeat, put forward the idea that the working class must build its own armed organization, expounded the rules that an armed uprising must follow, explored the strategies that a revolutionary party might adopt in armed uprising and civil war, and published many important views on the development of the military art of a proletarian revolutionary army that had won victory.

The twenty-two years from the defeat of the European revolutions of 1848–1849 to the outbreak of the Paris Commune uprising in 1871 were the period in which Marx and Engels (Engels above all) did their most important work of military research and writing, and the period in which their military thinking gradually matured. During these years, in response to the demands of the struggle then under way and the development of the international communist movement, Marx and Engels carried out serious research into questions of war, the army, and strategy and tactics, and wrote a great number of military articles and war commentaries. Engels’ “The Armies of Europe” gave a detailed account of the armies of the various European countries, describing the distinctive features of each country’s army — its organization, structure, training system, and the fighting quality of its officers and men. For the New American Cyclopaedia published in New York, he wrote more than sixty entries — “Army,” “Infantry,” “Artillery,” “Cavalry,” “Fortification,” “Navy,” and others — that gave a profound account of the history of warfare and of the development of armies since ancient times, analyzing the organization, equipment and training of armed forces in different periods, and the evolution of methods of combat. In articles written in 1860–1861 such as “The History of the Rifle,” “On Rifled Cannon,” and “The French Light Infantry,” he traced historically the process by which various weapons had been improved, the tactical development of different countries, and the way in which tactical development in turn drove the improvement of weapons. In the 1860s, Engels also wrote a set of articles specifically discussing the organization, training, cadre formation, and management of the British volunteer forces. In addition, during this period Marx and Engels published roughly 250 war commentaries and military essays on such major military conflicts as the Crimean War, the Indian national uprising, the wars of Italian unification, the American Civil War, the Austro-Prussian War and the Franco-Prussian War; through materialist analysis of these particular wars, they penetratingly revealed the intricate relationships between war and politics, the military and the diplomatic, strategy and tactics, and the development of weapons and the evolution of methods of combat, giving a scientific account of many law-governed phenomena in war. On the basis of summing up the experience of popular uprisings in various countries and of armed struggles against colonial and imperial aggression, they also put forward their incisive ideas on people’s war.

After the defeat of the Paris Commune uprising in 1871, Marx, by summing up the actual experience of that revolution, confirmed the correctness of the conclusion he had reached years earlier in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte — that the proletariat must smash the bourgeois state machine. In The Civil War in France he carried this principle further, arriving at another important conclusion: that “the working class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery and wield it for its own purposes.” In September 1871, at a meeting commemorating the seventh anniversary of the founding of the International, he further pointed out that the primary condition for establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat was a great army of the proletariat — thereby laying the theoretical groundwork for the practical task, after victory, of the proletariat building its own new-type army to consolidate its dictatorship. In the mid-1870s Engels published Anti-Dühring, the great work that Marx called “an introduction to scientific socialism.” Its three chapters on “the theory of force” bring together the core of Engels’ military thought, demonstrating the army’s dependence on economic conditions and its reaction upon the economy, and analyzing the material basis for the development of armed forces and methods of combat. This was a successful application by Engels, in the military sphere, of dialectical and historical materialism, and it marked the point at which the military theory of Marx and Engels became fully mature.

In articles written in the 1880s such as “On the History of the Ancient Germans” and “The Frankish Period,” Engels also touched on military questions. In The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State he specifically examined the origin and essence of war. In the last ten years of his life, Engels took particular interest in studying the prospect of a world war — carefully analyzing and drawing conclusions about the likelihood of such a war breaking out, its possible scale, characteristics and outcome, as well as the various factors that might be capable of averting it; most of these ideas are found scattered through his correspondence and his answers to journalists.

On the basis of critically inheriting earlier military theory, carefully studying the trends in world military thought in the latter half of the nineteenth century, and summing up the practical experience of revolutionary armed struggle, Marx and Engels wrote the above-mentioned series of military works and put forward a whole system of theoretical views on war, the army, the art of war, and military history and geography, thereby laying the foundation for proletarian military science.

The dissemination and study of the military theory of Marx and Engels has a history of more than half a century in our country. After Chiang Kai-shek’s betrayal of the revolution in April 1927, the Chinese Communists, with Mao Zedong as their principal representative, resolved to take the road of seizing power by armed force, and from the late 1920s on began exploring Marxist-Leninist military theory in order to guide China’s revolution. It was against this background that, in 1930, an important work that gave a comprehensive account of the basic principles of Marxism and devoted special chapters to the proletarian view of violence — Engels’ Anti-Dühring — was translated into Chinese by Wu Liping. In July 1937, after the outbreak of the War of Resistance against Japan, the study and research of Marxist-Leninist military theory received still greater attention from the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission. In 1938 the Central Military Commission decided to make the study of the military writings of Marx and Engels a required course for military cadres, and instructed the compilation and translation office then in Yan’an to translate Engels’ military writings and other works on Marxist-Leninist military theory. From 1939 to 1941 the Eighth Route Army’s political department successively published Selected Military Writings of Engels, Volume 1, Engels’ The War in Prussia (1870–1871), and War and the Army in Marxist-Leninist Theory, and similar works, providing our army’s cadres with the first precious body of literature for studying and researching the military thought of Marx and Engels. After the founding of New China, in the 1950s the People’s Publishing House brought out several volumes of Selected Military Writings of Engels translated by Cao Ru. After the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, the building of our army entered a new stage. In order to raise fundamentally the military-theoretical accomplishment and academic standard of army cadres, in 1959 the Central Military Commission proposed that senior army cadres should study the military writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. To this end, from 1959 to 1962 the Academy of Military Science compiled and translated a four-volume set, Selected Military Writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. During the ten years of turmoil [the Cultural Revolution], study and research of Marxist-Leninist military theory came almost to a standstill. In 1971, after the Lin Biao counter-revolutionary clique was smashed, in order to meet the need of the whole army, and cadres above the battalion level in particular, to study Marxist-Leninist military theory, the Academy of Military Science again, in 1972, compiled a select volume, Military Writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. Subsequently, beginning in 1978, and again building in the early 1980s on the earlier four-volume Selected Military Writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, the Academy further expanded and compiled seven large volumes, Military Works of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, for the study and research use of mid- and senior-level cadres in the army.

As for the study of the military theory of Marx and Engels specifically, even before the country’s founding, some of our army’s senior generals, such as Liu Bocheng and Ye Jianying, had already paid it considerable attention. After the founding of New China, as the military writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin were progressively translated and published, academic interest in this research grew as well. In the first half of the 1950s our scholars discussed Marx’s and Engels’ views on war in primitive society, and Engels’ method of analyzing peasant wars, among other questions, in the journals Study and Teaching of History. Entering the 1960s, more systematic study and research of Marxist-Leninist military theory was also actively undertaken within our army. For example, in 1962 General Xu Guangda gave a report at a military conference titled “Our Army Has Developed the Military Science of Marxism-Leninism,” which gave a systematic and concise account of the respective standing of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin in founding and developing Marxist-Leninist military theory, the contributions each had made, their respective principal military-theoretical views, and the academic value of those views.

Of course, comparatively comprehensive and systematic research into the military theory of Marx and Engels only really got under way after the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Party Central Committee. Over these twenty years, scholars both inside and outside the army (chiefly within the army) have written a body of papers studying the military theory of Marx and Engels; a number of higher military academies have also compiled teaching materials that incorporate Marxist-Leninist military theory into their curricula. In the last ten years, through the work of training graduate students, the disciplinary development of research into the military theory of Marx and Engels has advanced further still, and a number of newly proposed research topics await further argumentation and study by more scholars.

Conscientiously studying and researching the military theory of Marx and Engels is required by the modernization of our country’s national defense. The military theory of Marx and Engels is a product of the combination of the principles of dialectical and historical materialism with the practice of war and the army; it gives a scientific reflection of much that is law-governed in the military sphere, and has an important guiding role for people’s actual lives. Lenin said, “Without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement.” We may say: without a revolutionary, scientific military theory, there can be no healthy development of the practice of national defense modernization. The whole of our country’s socialist construction is guided theoretically by Marxism-Leninism, and the modernization of national defense is no exception. To do national defense modernization well, one must conscientiously master, and truly grasp, the military theory of Marx and Engels.

Conscientiously studying and researching the military theory of Marx and Engels is also required for inheriting and developing Mao Zedong’s military thought, and for deeply understanding and fully grasping the scientific content of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory. Mao Zedong’s military thought and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory are products of the combination of the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism with China’s revolutionary war, army building and national defense construction; they are also the direct development, in the fertile soil of China’s long revolutionary war and national defense practice, of Marxist-Leninist military theory. To inherit and develop Mao Zedong’s military thought and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory, it is hardly possible to do so without understanding their theoretical precursors and without studying the historical course by which their academic views took shape. Only by mastering the military theory of Marx and Engels, and understanding the basic principles and tenets of that theoretical system and their objective truth, can one gain a deeper understanding of Mao Zedong’s military thought and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory, and truly find the effective path to inheriting and developing them.

Conscientiously studying and researching the military theory of Marx and Engels is also required for identifying and refuting erroneous military ideas. Military theory, as part of the social superstructure, has always occupied an extremely important position in the ideological struggle between the socialist and capitalist systems. For various historical and geographical reasons, bourgeois military thought has had fairly wide influence around the world, and has received the attention of many people, including some of our own comrades. But because it is limited by its world outlook and methodology, bourgeois military thought’s understanding of many phenomena, movements and processes in the military sphere is often one-sided, and not a few of the conclusions it reaches are mistaken; some so-called military-theoretical views, moreover, directly serve the arms races and policies of aggressive expansion of the great powers, and are for that reason all the more deceptive. Workers in military theory in socialist countries must be able to identify the various erroneous views that appear in military academic circles, and must be capable of refuting them where necessary. To do this, one must first possess a solid grounding in Marxist-Leninist military theory.

Conscientiously studying and researching the military theory of Marx and Engels is also required by the practice of military-scientific research itself. To do military-scientific research well, mastering a good method is of the utmost importance. The research Marx and Engels did in military science was grounded methodologically in dialectical and historical materialism. They took care to grasp the interconnection and mutual conditioning of the phenomena of war, laying stress on examining the process of military movement in its development and change; they consciously took the law of the unity of opposites as the key to observing the movement of things in war; and they knew how to skillfully combine the historical method with the logical method — and it was because of this that they were able to reveal, with real depth, the various objective laws of military movement. This set of scientific methods they used for studying military phenomena has exemplary value for all workers in military theory. Conscientiously studying their military writings — especially studying them in connection with the historical background against which those works were produced — will bring us much useful enlightenment in matters of method.






Chapter 1 — The Historical Conditions for the Emergence of Marx and Engels’ Military Theory

The military theory of Marx and Engels took shape in Europe in the latter half of the nineteenth century, under specific social conditions, in response to the demands of the revolutionary situation of the time. Its emergence had historical premises, or what may be called objective conditions, in every respect — and, of course, it also had subjective causes rooted in its founders themselves.


Section 1. The Great Transformation Wrought in Military Affairs by the French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars

The French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars, which took place at the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries, occupy a special place in world military history. What makes this period of warfare especially worthy of attention is that these two wars reflected the fierce clash between the old and new military thinking of that age, and marked a great transformation in the field of Western military art in modern times.

The decline of military affairs in the Western feudal age. In Europe, the feudal age lasted a long time — roughly from the end of the fifth century to the eighteenth century. Amid the frequent warfare of this long historical period, military affairs, as a form of social superstructure, went through enormous change over the course of more than ten centuries, but by the mid-eighteenth century had come to a point of complete decline. At that time the replenishment of the armies of the Western states relied chiefly on mercenary recruitment and forced conscription; soldiers were recruited from the most degraded elements of society, and no small number of them were foreigners. Officers, meanwhile, were the exclusive preserve of the ruling class — chiefly the nobility, who alone were eligible to hold command posts. Armies conducted themselves on the battlefield entirely according to a set of rigid, mechanical drills instilled in peacetime, and soldiers had no capacity whatsoever for initiative in battle. Discipline, for its part, was maintained purely through the lash. The organizational structure of armies was, at this time, also rather backward, the regiment being the basic organizational unit of the armed forces of every country. The armies of the late Western feudal age were still equipped with muzzle-loading smoothbore muskets and smoothbore cannon, weapons whose performance was marked by a low rate of fire, short range, and poor accuracy, while the artillery pieces themselves were cumbersome and difficult to move. As for logistical support in combat, armies of this period depended entirely for their supply on fixed depots of matériel established in advance; once a force moved any distance from its base and its magazines, it immediately lost the capacity to carry out combat missions. In methods of combat, the eighteenth century in Europe was dominated by what came to be called the “maneuver strategy” and the “cordon strategy.” The former sought, through mobile forces, to cut an enemy’s lines of communication and threaten his base (his supply depots), thereby forcing him to retreat without the need for a decisive battle to occupy his territory; the latter was a passive defensive method of warfare that distributed troops thinly and guarded every point along a long frontier. The linear tactics that had finally taken shape during the Thirty Years’ War (1618–1648), and that had been put into actual practice by European armies for more than a hundred years, had by the end of the eighteenth century, owing to improvements in weaponry and changes in the composition of the soldiery, grown increasingly ill-suited to the needs of the battlefield.

The transformation carried out in military affairs by the revolutionary French people and by Napoleon I. It was just as Western feudal-age military affairs were falling into this decline and decay that the French Revolution broke out in Europe in 1789. This revolution resolved the contradiction between France’s relations of production and its productive forces, and swept away the social obstacles to the further development of military science. The revolution liberated France’s bourgeoisie and peasantry, breaking apart the old feudal social relations. Awakened masses of the people enlisted spontaneously, of their own accord, to defend the gains of the revolution. The old mercenary system was now transformed into universal conscription. The character of the army underwent a profound change. Corporal punishment of soldiers was abolished. The traditional notion that officers must be chosen from among the nobility was likewise broken. Backward linear tactics gave way to skirmishing tactics suited to the fighting style of revolutionary soldiers. In addition, because the army’s supply was now obtained by requisitioning locally, its capacity to fight at a distance from its bases was enhanced. This in turn created the conditions for the emergence of a wholly new kind of strategy — one that sought to decide the outcome of a war through a single great engagement. In assessing the contribution the revolutionary French people made, at the end of the seventeenth and the start of the eighteenth century, to the advance of modern military science, Lenin observed: “Revolutionary France was the first to display, not only within its own borders, but also in the wars of the close of the eighteenth century, that same tremendous revolutionary creative energy which had not been seen for hundreds of years: it transformed the entire strategic system, broke through every old rule and convention of warfare, replaced the old army with a new, revolutionary, people’s army, and created new methods of waging war.”①

Napoleon I, standing at this great turning point in modern Western history, made his own distinctive contribution to the transformation of military science. Engels pointed out that Napoleon took the new methods of combat created by the popular masses in the course of the revolutionary wars and developed them into a regular, formal system, absorbing what was useful from the old system to make this new method still more perfect. The distinguishing features of this new system may be summarized under five main headings. (1) In the conscription of troops, universal military service was adopted, so that the average strength of the army was twice what it had been in Frederick’s day, and could, if necessary, be greatly increased further still. (2) In wartime logistical resupply, the encumbrance of field baggage was abolished, the supply of the army from fixed magazines was ended, the amount of baggage that accompanied the army was drastically reduced, and the army lived off the country and took the field, thereby greatly increasing the army’s mobility and independence. (3) In organizing combat forces, infantry, cavalry and artillery were combined into corps- and division-level units, so that each division became a small army capable of operating independently — and even of resisting a numerically superior enemy. (4) In improving battle formations, columns, extended (skirmish) order and lines came to replace the former uniform linear formation. The column became the basic formation of the entire order of battle, since it was easier to keep in order, easier for a commanding officer to control, and could be moved rapidly. The combination of columns with skirmishers held a decisive tactical advantage over the old inflexible linear formation that could barely be maneuvered on the battlefield. (5) In the art of directing war, the old practice of seeking to avoid decisive battle through skillful maneuver was abandoned; the basic objective of operations was no longer to occupy the enemy’s territory, control lines of communication, or threaten the security of his base, but instead to destroy the enemy’s army. Accordingly, concentrating superior forces, choosing a suitable form of combat, and fighting a decisive battle to a successful conclusion became the highest goal pursued by a battlefield commander. In addition, Napoleon paid great attention to the massed employment of artillery and cavalry, and to the skillful use of reserves to turn around an unfavorable battle situation.

The influence of the French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars on the development of military science. In discussing the role the French Revolution played in every sphere of social life, Lenin observed that this revolution did so much for the bourgeoisie that the entire nineteenth century — the century that gave the world civilization and culture — passed under the sign of the French Revolution. Looking back on that period of history, the same was true in the field of military science. It was precisely the rich practical experience of the French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars that produced, in the first half of the nineteenth century, an unprecedented flourishing of European military-academic thought.

The summing-up of the experience of the French Revolutionary Wars had already begun as early as the end of the eighteenth century, and research into military theory became still more active after the end of the Napoleonic Wars. The transformation Napoleon carried out in military affairs made the French army invincible on the battlefields of Europe for a time. Although he was ultimately defeated, the innovations he made throughout his life in army building and in the direction of war prepared the ground for the formation of bourgeois military science. The experience of the Napoleonic Wars, after careful study and refinement by a number of European military figures and theorists of the first half of the nineteenth century — such as the Archduke Charles, Jomini, and Clausewitz — greatly deepened people’s understanding of the essence of war and of the laws governing the direction of operations, giving the art of the commander a relatively complete theoretical form for the first time. It was also in this period that European military-academic circles produced such works of far-reaching historical influence as On War and Summary of the Art of War.

For Marx and Engels, the French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars were the major war events in European history that lay closest to their own time and had extended over the longest duration. Marx and Engels — Engels in particular — devoted enormous energy, over the course of their long career of military-theoretical writing, to studying the great transformation the French people brought about in military affairs and the achievements and failures of Napoleon’s lifetime of campaigning, probing deeply into the command artistry of this “titan of war,” and drawing from it whatever was useful in order to enrich and deepen their own understanding of the laws of war and army building — thereby making the necessary academic preparation for forming the proletariat’s own system of military theory.



① Collected Works of Lenin, Chinese 2nd edition, Vol. 30, p. 79.





Section 2. The Working Class’s Revolutionary Struggle Required a Military Theory of Its Own

The military theory of Marx and Engels arose in Europe in the latter half of the nineteenth century. This was, first of all, connected with the vigorously developing workers’ movement of that time and with the revolutionary situation then taking initial shape. Given that the international proletariat, with the Communist Party as its vanguard, took as its mission the liberation of all mankind and the realization of the communist ideal, it could not, in facing the various ruling cliques of every country — cliques which possessed powerful armed forces in order to maintain and consolidate their own rule — as well as the entire international bourgeoisie, do without theoretical reflection of its own on military affairs. The practical revolutionary struggle of the working class of every country called forth the birth of proletarian military science.

To overthrow the old order, the proletariat needed a military program of its own. By the early nineteenth century, capitalism, having developed to this stage, saw the irreconcilable contradictions inherent in the system itself gradually come to the surface. With the recurring cyclical economic crises that began in the 1820s, the process of social polarization between classes steadily intensified, and the struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie grew ever sharper. Workers at this time were no longer struggling merely to improve their living conditions, but were also actively fighting to win political rights. The forms of struggle had progressed from machine-breaking to mass strikes, politically motivated demonstrations, and armed uprisings. In the 1830s and 1840s, fairly large-scale workers’ movements arose one after another in several of the leading countries of Europe. Among the most influential were the Lyon workers’ uprisings in France in 1831 and 1834, the British Chartist movement, which extended from the 1830s to 1848, and the Silesian weavers’ uprising in Germany in June 1844. These revolutionary events showed that the working class had become a mighty political force and had stepped onto the stage of history. Under this revolutionary situation, thanks to the energetic efforts of Marx and Engels, the first international communist organization in the history of the workers’ movement — the League of Communists — was founded in the summer of 1847; and in February of the following year, the first programmatic document of scientific communism — the Communist Manifesto — was publicly issued in London. This Manifesto gave a scientific demonstration of the objective historical law by which capitalism is bound to collapse and the proletarian revolution is bound to triumph, and solemnly proclaimed to the whole world that the aim of the Communists was to “overthrow all existing social conditions,” the means to that end being violent revolution.①

The revolutionary situation in Europe in the first half of the nineteenth century presented the working class with the great historical mission of seizing political power by force of arms and overthrowing the capitalist social system. But to accomplish this historical mission, it was not enough merely to demonstrate, from the objective laws of social development, the scientific truth that “the demise of the bourgeoisie and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.” Facing arduous and complex tasks under the new situation, the working class needed its party to put forward concrete strategy and tactics for waging armed struggle, and to formulate a completely new proletarian military program, so that the broad revolutionary masses would have something to follow in the great class battles that lay ahead. And as for the revolutionary leaders whose task was to organize hundreds of millions of working people to storm the enemy’s positions — without a rich store of military knowledge, without understanding the objective laws by which war develops, and without mastering the skilled art of armed struggle, they too would find it impossible to lead the masses to revolutionary victory. Marx and Engels were fully conscious of all this. They felt keenly that, in order to meet the demands of the developing struggle and of the revolutionary cause, the working class had to build a complete system of military theory, and had to have its own experts in military theory. On June 19, 1851, Engels wrote to Joseph Weydemeyer that military affairs would take on great significance in the movement of the near future. On November 15, 1857, writing to Marx, Engels again spoke of the main point of departure for his absorption in military-theoretical research: “In 1848 we used to say, now our time is coming, and in a certain sense it really did come, this time completely — now it’s a matter of life and death. My study of military matters therefore now has a more practical significance.”②

To thoroughly defeat the forces of reaction, it was necessary to study the army. The European revolution of 1848–1849 was a bourgeois revolution. It carried the historic task of destroying feudal relations of production and establishing a unified state. For this reason the working masses of the various countries had at first fought shoulder to shoulder with the bourgeoisie to overthrow feudal rule in their own countries. They organized armed uprisings one after another and staged revolts against their governments, and their ranks kept growing. But this aroused extreme alarm in the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie not only did not dare to carry the anti-feudal democratic revolution through to the end, but even went so far, in its opposition to the proletariat, as to compromise with the forces of reaction and betray the revolution. And once this happened, the armed workers within the combined insurgent ranks would immediately be disarmed. This bitter, blood-bought lesson taught the proletariat that, to thoroughly defeat the forces of reaction and to guard against betrayal by the bourgeoisie, it was necessary to study the army and to master the army. It was for this reason that, in March 1850, Marx and Engels, in the “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League” issued in the name of the Central Committee, explicitly put forward the demand that the working class build its own military organization. And after the defeat of the Paris Commune uprising of 1871, they went further, declaring that “the first condition for establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat is a proletarian army.”③ Because the army would play an important role both in the proletariat’s seizure of power and in consolidating the fruits of revolutionary victory once success had been achieved, Marx and Engels were compelled to devote enormous energy to the study of questions concerning the army.

The reason the question of the army so particularly drew the attention of Marx and Engels was not only the aspect of establishing the proletariat’s own armed organization, but also their far-reaching concern with winning over reactionary armies to join popular uprisings. After the defeat of the revolution of 1848–1849, Europe entered a period of extreme political reaction. As armies came to be relied upon still more heavily as the essential instrument both for external aggressive expansion and for the internal suppression of revolutionary movements, they received ever greater attention from the governments of every country, and army building was generally strengthened throughout the second half of the nineteenth century. By the 1880s and 1890s, the advantage government armies had come to hold, in numbers and in weaponry, made it extremely difficult for workers and other laboring people to launch urban armed uprisings. In light of this situation, Engels found it necessary to make a careful study of the armies of the various bourgeois states. He held that, in the future struggles of the proletariat of every country to seize power by force of arms, finding ways to win government troops over to the side of the working people would be the key to the success of any uprising.

To guide the workers to act correctly amid international disputes, it was necessary to study war. The latter half of the nineteenth century was a critical period in which capitalism was accelerating its advance toward the monopoly, or imperialist, stage. Contradictions among the various capitalist states intensified sharply, and wars occurred with great frequency. What attitude the proletariat and its parties should adopt toward wars among capitalist states, and what stance they should take, were questions to which the leaders of the working class had to give a clear answer.



① Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd edition, Vol. 3, p. 126. ② Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 29, p. 204. ③ Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd edition, Vol. 3, p. 126.

This required a study of the origins of these wars and of their class character, and an examination of the possibility of using the wars among the ruling cliques of the various states to advance the cause of the liberation of the whole proletariat. Engels studied virtually every large-scale military conflict of his time. He and Marx, through manifestos, commentaries and other means, repeatedly and profoundly exposed the aggressive policies of the ruling classes of the various countries, while at the same time setting out the correct stance and attitude the proletariat ought to take toward these wars, and putting forward a series of important theoretical principles.

It is particularly worth noting here that in the 1880s and 1890s, when Europe came to be divided into two great, tensely opposed military blocs — Germany, Austria and Italy on one side, and France and Russia on the other — the question of war and peace became a matter of universal concern to the peoples of the world. This compelled Engels, in his later years, to take up the study of military affairs once again. On the basis of the actual state of war preparations that had been under way for years in the various European countries, and the corresponding level of development of weapons and equipment, he made a scientific forecast of the scale, character and outcome of a future war, while at the same time analyzing the favorable factors that might for a time restrain the outbreak of such a war, exploring the possibility of disarmament, and proposing certain concrete measures for preventing a world war and safeguarding peace.

To keep the Party free of the interference of erroneous ideas from both within and outside its ranks, it was likewise essential to master military affairs. Marx and Engels were not originally military men, yet the development of the revolutionary movement demanded that they be skilled in guiding the revolutionary action of the workers of various countries from a military standpoint. Yet in the early days of the rise of the communist movement, the views they put forward did not always receive the respect they deserved from others. At that time certain old soldiers of humble military rank within the revolutionary ranks often used the pretext that Marx and Engels did not understand military affairs to groundlessly deny their correct views, going on to propagate their own erroneous ones. In order to combat this phenomenon, Marx and Engels had no choice but to apply themselves all the more to studying and mastering military affairs, so as to be able to meet the challenge posed by all manner of mistaken military claims.

The theory of armed uprising by the revolutionary masses is an extremely important part of Marxist military doctrine, and its very birth involved a fierce struggle between two opposing lines of thought within the revolutionary ranks. After the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, Marx and Engels carried out a long period of careful observation and deep analysis of the political and economic conditions in the various countries of Europe, and concluded that a new revolutionary upsurge could not be expected to arrive quickly. In an important piece, the “Review,” completed on November 1, 1850, Marx and Engels stated: “under conditions of this general prosperity, wherein the productive forces of bourgeois society are developing as luxuriantly as it is at all possible for them to develop within bourgeois relationships, a real revolution is out of the question. … A new revolution is possible only in consequence of a new crisis. It is, however, just as certain as this crisis.”① Marx and Engels, in light of these changed objective circumstances, believed that the Party’s tactics likewise had to be adjusted correspondingly to meet the new situation of the struggle. They advocated the long-term, painstaking accumulation of strength, the cultivation of a core of experienced workers within the workers’ movement, and the launching of a mass insurrectionary struggle only when conditions had matured in the future. But these correct views of Marx and Engels met with frenzied opposition from a small number within the Central Committee of the Communist League, chiefly Willich and Schapper. Disregarding the objective reality that, after 1848–1849, the revolution had entered a period of ebb, and ignoring the plain fact that even the bourgeois-democratic revolution’s basic tasks remained unaccomplished in most countries on the European continent, Germany included, this faction rashly and adventuristically proposed that the workers be mobilized immediately for an armed uprising to seize power. Relying on the backing of certain former Prussian army officers (such as Schimmelpfennig and Techow — Willich himself, too, having formerly been a Prussian officer), they claimed an absolute right to speak on military matters, insisting that only they were qualified to lead the revolution then under way, while dismissing Marx and Engels as mere “non-military men” who knew nothing about armed struggle. Marx and Engels therefore, in struggling within the Party against this “Left” opportunist clique, had to demonstrate, not only politically and theoretically, the extreme danger of its adventurist course, but also, militarily, the terrible consequences that its ideas of quick victory and its putschism might bring about on the battlefield. It was necessary to make these reckless elements within the Party understand that the “non-military men” of whom they spoke were, in fact, not ignoramuses in military affairs at all, but masters thoroughly versed in the art of armed struggle — men who could not be intimidated or overawed by the bluster of a small clique of officers. On May 23, 1851, writing to Marx about the vile factional airs displayed by that gang of “military sickness” cases — Willich, Schimmelpfennig and Techow — on the question of “non-military men,” Engels wrote: “All such things have shown me that the best thing I can do is to go on studying military affairs, so that at least one man among the ‘non-military’ will be able to hold his own with them in theory. I am determined, whatever happens, to see to it that these donkeys are not able to overwhelm me with empty talk.”②



① Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 7, pp. 513–514. ② Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 7, pp. 513–514.

The resolve Engels expressed here he later made good through his own actual conduct: in a series of articles written between August 1851 and September 1852 under the title “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” he gave a penetrating account of the question of armed uprising.

Over the long years in which Marx and Engels guided the proletarian parties of the various countries in carrying on the international communist movement, there continued to be instances in which figures like Willich and Schapper caused interference on major questions of decision and doctrine — such as Bakunin’s persistent propagation, during the First International, of anarchist views on the question of armed uprising, or Dühring’s various absurd pronouncements on the question of force in the 1870s. To eliminate such interference, Marx and Engels had no way forward except through the serious study of military questions. Naturally, in order to help the revolutionary parties of the various countries educate the broad mass of workers to make correct judgments on all manner of right and wrong questions touching the military sphere, it was also necessary constantly to criticize the various reactionary theories propagated by bourgeois military figures and scholars. For instance, at the start of 1859, on the eve of the outbreak of the war between France and Austria over Italy, an influential theory of aggression then current used military considerations as the basis for determining national boundaries — the so-called theory of “natural frontiers.” In order to expose the reactionary essence of this doctrine, which was repeatedly propagated by such bourgeois military figures as the Prussian von Radowitz, von Willisen, and Karl von Heldburg of Bavaria, Engels wrote a special essay, “Po and Rhine,” refuting the extreme absurdity of the “theory of natural frontiers” from the standpoint of military strategy. During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, he and Marx together further criticized this reactionary doctrine in connection with Prussia’s attempt to annex the French territories of Alsace and Lorraine. And the very process of carrying out these critiques was itself, in turn, a process of conscientiously studying and researching military questions.



Section 3. The Frequent Wars of Europe, Asia, the Americas and Africa in the 1840s–1880s

Practical experience of war is always the most direct source from which any military doctrine derives its understanding. The birth of the military theory of Marx and Engels is inseparably connected with the frequent wars of the era in which they lived. In the half-century from the 1840s to the 1880s, a series of wars broke out in Europe, Asia, the Americas and Africa; the organizational structure, weapons and equipment, and strategy and tactics of armies all underwent enormous change, thereby creating favorable conditions for a deeper human understanding of the secrets of military science itself.

Wars of many different characters arose in profusion. By the 1840s, the capitalist mode of production had come to occupy the dominant position in the advanced countries of Western Europe, and the United States, across the Atlantic, had likewise set out on the road of industrial revolution. The development of large-scale machine industry, on the one hand, made the inherent contradiction of capitalism — the contradiction between the socialization of production and the private ownership of the means of production — increasingly obvious, sharpening the struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie; on the other hand, it also spurred the capital groupings of the various countries, in pursuit of maximum profit, to compete for markets, sources of raw materials and profitable fields of investment all over the world, and to vie with one another in expanding their spheres of influence. At the same time, as production developed and the times progressed, the peoples of the various countries awakened on ever wider a scale, and struggles for national unification, national independence, and resistance to alien subjugation arose one after another.

In the four decades from the 1840s to the 1880s, the world found itself amid just such an intricate and complex political and economic situation; wars broke out one after another in such quick succession that they were almost too numerous for researchers to take in. To name only the most significant of them: the wars of the European revolution of 1848–1849; the Crimean War fought by Britain, France, Turkey and Russia in 1853–1856; the Spanish revolutionary war of 1854–1856; Britain’s colonial wars of 1856–1860; the Indian national uprising of 1857–1859; the Franco-Austrian war over Italy in 1859; the Moroccan war of 1859–1860; Garibaldi’s march on southern Italy in 1860; the American Civil War of 1861–1865; the Austro-Prussian War of 1866; and the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871.

Analyzed in terms of their political content, these wars were, in nature, of many different kinds. Viewed in terms of their progressive significance, there were wars of insurrection led by the bourgeoisie, in which the popular masses took part, against the feudal forces of their own countries; there were wars of national liberation fought to win national independence and resist alien subjugation; and there were progressive wars fought to achieve national unification against the obstruction of a foreign enemy. Viewed in terms of their reactionary character, there were wars to suppress revolutionary uprisings, wars of colonial plunder against weaker states, and wars fought in pursuit of dynastic self-interest and the struggle for hegemony. Judged by the scale of the belligerents, there were both civil wars fought within a single country and wars fought between two or several countries; and the numbers of troops mobilized showed a progressively rising trend — in the Franco-Prussian War of the early 1870s, the total number of troops fielded by the two sides actually reached as many as two million. Judged by the length of time the fighting lasted, some wars lasted only a few months, while others dragged on for four or five years. In other words, in this half-century from the 1840s to the 1880s, the large and small armed conflicts that broke out in Europe, Asia, the Americas and Africa were sufficient, taken together, to make up an entire spectrum of war, complete across every wavelength. For anyone seeking to reveal the true essence and inner laws of this social-historical phenomenon called war, this was truly a rare opportunity. Viewed from the historical process by which the military theory of Marx and Engels took shape, the careful examination of the important war events mentioned above was the principal route by which they arrived at their basic theoretical conceptions in the military sphere; and of the military-theoretical legacy they left to later generations, more than three-fifths consists in the discussion and analysis of these important war events.

Weapons, equipment, strategy and tactics underwent tremendous transformation. From the 1840s to the 1880s, the development of capitalism in Europe promoted the advance of the productive forces, science and technology likewise made great strides, and the manufacture of weapons accordingly entered a new period. In the 1840s and 1850s, the armies of the various European countries were still equipped with smoothbore weapons; but by the 1860s the situation had changed enormously. By this time large-scale machine industry was already capable of mass-producing all manner of breech-loading rifled weapons. The combat performance of firearms improved greatly. Rifled muskets fitted with breech bolts and firing pins exceeded smoothbore muskets ninefold in rate of fire, range and accuracy. As for artillery, the switch from spherical to conical shells, and from smoothbore to rifled barrels, multiplied firing effectiveness many times over. In naval affairs, after the Crimean War of the 1850s, wooden sailing ships were quickly eliminated, replaced by steam-powered ironclads fitted with rifled guns. And such new achievements of the science and technology of the time as railway transport and telegraphic communication also, from the 1860s onward, came to be widely applied by a number of countries for military purposes, greatly enhancing the mobility of armies and their capacity for command.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, these improvements in weapons and equipment, together with the growth in the size of the armies of the various countries, inevitably brought about corresponding changes in the organization of combat operations and in strategy and tactics. During the period of the French Revolutionary Wars and the Napoleonic Wars, most military contests were decided through a single decisive battle. But once the second half of the nineteenth century arrived, the final conclusion of a war often required a number of engagements and battles fought, over the course of the fighting, in different places and at different times, and the disposition of forces in combat was no longer as simple as it had once been. Because the accuracy of rifle and artillery fire had increased, continuing to use the Napoleonic-era combination of columns and extended skirmish order would now bring enormous casualties, so armies at this time had no choice but to switch to the new tactic of the extended firing line. The increased range of firearms greatly extended the battlefield, and with the growing numbers of troops engaged, the command of armies became still more complex. Under these conditions, it had become altogether impossible for one man to combine within himself, as Napoleon had, the roles of both strategist and tactician, and a clear division accordingly emerged between strategic command and tactical command; and the use of the telegraph in military affairs provided the most effective means of achieving strategic command successfully across a broad battlefield. Army staff duties, too, underwent major development in the second half of the nineteenth century. The headquarters, whose task in the past had been merely to organize the marching and billeting of troops, developed, by the 1860s and 1870s, in some countries such as Prussia, into a general staff responsible for drafting strategic plans and coordinating entire military operations. And all of this, in its various dimensions, reflected the tremendous development of military science in the latter half of the nineteenth century.



Section 4. The Division of Labor and Cooperation between Marx and Engels in Creating Their Military Theory

The birth of the military theory of Marx and Engels was the product of the long and intimate cooperation of Marx and Engels. Yet between the two of them, in the work of founding the whole doctrine of scientific communism, there was also a rational and scientifically grounded division of labor — for military questions were only one among the many problems they encountered in leading the international workers’ movement, advancing the cause of revolution, and carrying on their theoretical work.

The scientific division of labor between two close comrades-in-arms. Marx and Engels began their creative and intimate collaboration after meeting in Paris in August 1844. From 1845 to February 1848 they jointly wrote such important works as The German Ideology and the Communist Manifesto, thereby firmly laying, for the Party, the philosophical foundation of dialectical and historical materialism as well as the theoretical foundations of Marxist political economy and scientific communism. The advent of the revolutionary storm of 1848 forced the leaders of the Party to place the question of the art of directing armed struggle at the top of the agenda. Someone within the Party leadership had to devote himself to the deep study of military affairs, yet at the same time another important task of Marxism — the study of political economy — could not be interrupted. In this way there arose, between Marx and Engels, the need for a rational, scientific division of labor. Engels had served in the military in his youth and had a passionate love of military affairs; and the great many commentaries he wrote for the Neue Rheinische Zeitung between February 1848 and May 1849, on the armed uprisings of the workers of France and Germany and on the revolutionary wars of the Hungarian and Italian peoples, gave powerful proof of his extraordinary ability to observe and analyze military questions — this provided the essential precondition for his taking on the Party’s task of military-theoretical research and writing. Marx, meanwhile, continued the studies in political economy that he had already begun long before.

As early as the summer of 1849, after the failure of the uprising in southwestern Germany, Marx had already thought that Engels ought to sum up, from a military standpoint, the experience and lessons of this revolutionary episode. On August 1, 1849, he wrote to Engels: “You now have an excellent opportunity to write a history of, or a polemical article about, the Baden-Palatinate revolution.”① On receiving this letter in Switzerland, Engels responded actively to the proposal Marx had put to him, and by the latter part of August had already begun this work, writing the essay “The Campaign for the German Imperial Constitution.” Two years later, when Marx, absorbed in his special study of political economy, had no time to meet the demands of his newspaper commissions, Engels again became the most suitable person to help him solve this difficulty. On August 14, 1851, Marx wrote to Engels: “As for the business of the New York Tribune, I am so busy with political economy that I need your help. Please write something about Germany since 1848.”② In response to this request from Marx, Engels, from August 1851 to September 1852, wrote a series of articles for the New York Daily Tribune under the general title “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” systematically summing up the experience of the German revolution of 1848–1849 and expounding the basic Marxist ideas concerning armed uprising.

In order to ensure that Marx would have the time and the concentrated energy to pursue his study of political economy — and, in particular, to complete his epoch-making masterwork, Capital — Engels willingly took upon himself the greater part of the work of writing for the newspapers. In recalling, after Marx’s death, this revolutionary division of labor between them, he wrote: “Because of the division of labor between Marx and myself, it fell to me to express our views in the periodical press, in particular in the fight against opposing views, so that Marx would have time to complete his great fundamental work.”① This warm-hearted support Engels gave to his comrade and companion-in-arms in his great work of Marxist theoretical creation is a concentrated expression of Engels’ communist ideals and selfless spirit.
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Intimate cooperation in founding their military theory. Although, in terms of the division of labor, the task of researching military questions fell to Engels, Marx, owing to his clear-eyed understanding of the important place this question occupied in the revolutionary cause, never once, even amid his extremely busy schedule of handling the affairs of the international workers’ movement and carrying out his own theoretical creative work, relaxed his concern for the progress of his comrade’s military-theoretical research. In this respect the assistance he gave Engels was very considerable indeed.

First, he went to great lengths to provide Engels with the books and materials he needed for studying and researching military questions. In the early 1850s, when Engels was just beginning to study and research military questions in Manchester, the first difficulty he encountered was a shortage of reference materials. To deal with this, he wrote, on the one hand, to friends and booksellers back in Germany, asking them to buy books on his behalf; on the other hand, he turned to Marx for help, asking him to search for materials in London. Marx handled this task Engels had entrusted to him with great conscientiousness, finding, in the library of the British Museum, the journals and books Engels needed, and sending them to him promptly. Not only that — he also took the initiative in recommending books on military science to Engels. On August 19, 1852, he wrote in a letter: “Since you want to make a thorough study of the whole of military science, I am enclosing below a further list of books on the subject, in case any of them might be worth your buying.”② The list of books he enclosed with the letter included thirteen works in English, French and German on military theory, war history and general reference, including a number of military writings of considerable academic value at that time — such as Camon-Nizza’s General Survey of the History of the Military Art, Köstler’s History of the Wars of the Various Nations, Rüstow’s Complete Encyclopedia of the Military Art, Rey’s The Military Science of the Greeks and the Romans, and Chambray’s On the Changes in Military Art from 1700 to 1815, among others.

Second, Marx not only borrowed the necessary military books for Engels and recommended reading lists to him, but also personally helped him track down data and points of information urgently needed in his research work. During the Crimean War, to support Engels’ writing of “The Armies of Europe,” on July 3, 1853, Marx sent him a bundle of material concerning the state of the European armies, writing in the accompanying letter: “I have collected all sorts of material — there may be something useful in it.”③ As for an earlier inquiry Engels had put to him, he replied that although he had gone through the entire ordinance, he had still not been able to find data on the number and calibre of the Spanish artillery pieces; still, judging from relevant discussion in the Portuguese journal Military Review, “the weapons of the Spanish artillery are, on the whole, modeled on those of France.”④ From another letter Marx sent Engels (dated July 3, 1855), one can see that Marx, seeking material on the Neapolitan army, spent three days in the library of the British Museum, going through a great number of books — such as McCulloch’s Dictionary of Commerce and Commercial Navigation, the Dictionary of Politics published in Turin, and the relevant works of Ricotti, among others. Yet he still failed to find the most authoritative data, because the work by Mario Mariotti that he tried repeatedly to consult was not available for loan. Nevertheless, drawing on the relevant literature he had access to, he supplied, in his letter, figures on the wartime strength of the Neapolitan army in 1848. It can be seen from this that Marx expended no little time and energy helping Engels resolve certain difficulties of data in his military-scientific research.

Again, in the scholarly work of founding proletarian military theory, the help Marx gave Engels also expressed itself in the high regard he showed for the latter’s military-theoretical accomplishment, and in his full recognition of the fruits of his scholarly labor. Marx referred to Engels as his “Ministry of War in Manchester,”⑤ someone he could consult on military questions at any time in daily life. He was full of praise for many of the military articles Engels wrote. In a letter of September 30, 1853, after reading Engels’ essay “The Russian Army in Turkey,” he told Engels: “Your military article is excellent. As the Russian army advances westward, I myself have become worried, though naturally I dare not trust my own judgment on such matters.”① And in March 1859, upon reading Engels’ essay “Po and Rhine,” he wrote with delight to praise it: “It is superb — even the political side of this difficult question has been handled very skillfully.”② Of course, what most won Marx’s admiration among Engels’ achievements in military research was his accurate forecasting of the entire course of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. Even at the very outset of that war, the first “war notes” Engels published predicting the course of the fighting were confirmed one after another in quick succession. On August 3, 1870, Marx wrote to Engels: “If the war goes on a while longer, you will soon be publicly recognized as the leading military authority in London.”③ Such high praise from Marx was, for Engels, without question, an enormous source of spiritual encouragement and support.

Finally, in the process by which Engels grew into a skilled military theorist, Marx’s assistance to him also showed itself in the exchange of views on correct research method. Marx more than once reminded Engels that in examining a question he must look at it comprehensively — not only analyzing military action on the battlefield, but also taking into account the political background off the battlefield, in order to avoid one-sided conclusions. During the American Civil War of 1861–1865, for example, in the early stage of the war, because the leadership of the Northern army included a number of reactionary elements drawn from the border slave states, who sought to fight the war on a basis of compromise with the slaveholders of the South, the North’s conduct on the battlefield was correspondingly passive and hesitant, and it suffered repeated defeats. This led Engels to doubt whether the North could ultimately win. Marx, however, did not see things that way. He saw that the North represented an advanced social system. In his reply to Engels of August 10, 1862, he stated explicitly: “As for the North, I still maintain my conviction that the North will in the end be victorious”④ — and he reminded Engels not to attach excessive weight to purely military considerations in forecasting the prospects of the American Civil War. The subsequent development of events in the American Civil War fully confirmed the correctness of Marx’s judgment; and his correction of the bias in Engels’ analysis of the situation on the battlefield undoubtedly carries important methodological significance. This is another vivid example of the close collaboration between the two of them in military-scientific research.
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Section 5. Engels’ Long-Term, Conscious Effort to Master the Secrets of Military Science

That Engels grew from a young professional revolutionary into the founder of scientific communism and the first military theorist of the working class was the result of many contributing factors. His ability to achieve such outstanding accomplishment in military-scientific research was inseparable from his long-standing, conscious use of every opportunity, and his tenacious pursuit, through every possible means, of study and work. Engels’ astonishing determination and painstaking spirit, sustained over decades of struggling for the revolution to master military science, has long been emulated and praised by Communists in armies the world over.

Taking part personally in revolutionary war, and gaining first-hand experience of life on the battlefield. Engels had loved military affairs since childhood. At the age of twenty-one or twenty-two he served for a year as a volunteer in the Prussian artillery, and gained a certain amount of military knowledge. Then, during the European revolution of 1848–1849, he personally took part in the practice of revolutionary war, experienced army life at first hand, and was tempered by actual combat on the battlefield. In explaining, in later years, why he had personally taken part in and helped to lead the armed uprising that broke out in western and southern Germany in the spring of 1849, he noted that, besides the objective change in the situation and the need for the insurgent forces to have a representative of the proletarian party among them, it was also “because I did not want to miss the opportunity of gaining military experience.”① Engels understood deeply that to become a genuine expert in the military profession, without personally going to the battlefield to hear the whistle of bullets and smell the smoke of gunpowder, would be extremely difficult. It was for this reason that, when in May 1849 the broad mass of workers, artisans and petty bourgeoisie of western and southern Germany rose one after another in revolt against Prussian feudal-absolutist rule, Engels resolved at once to throw himself into the ranks of this revolutionary struggle. He believed this was an excellent opportunity to gain military experience.

Initially he traveled from Cologne to Elberfeld, one of the centers of the uprising at that time, where he took on the task of directing the construction of defensive works and the placement of artillery; he promptly organized a company of engineers, energetically built barricades at every exit and approach to the city, and rebuilt a number of the old barricades that did not meet the requirements of combat, while also drawing up a concrete plan for adding new barricades. But the bourgeoisie, fearing that Engels’ growing influence in Elberfeld might lead to the emergence of a “red republic,” went to great lengths to force him to leave the city. Under these circumstances Engels had no choice but to return first to Cologne. Not long after, he went on to the Palatinate and Baden, where he joined a volunteer insurgent force “of markedly proletarian character,” serving as adjutant to the unit’s commander, Willich. He spent roughly a month with this force, taking part in and directing four engagements, and carrying out with distinction every task assigned to him. In order to learn and master more military knowledge through practice, he showed, with the fearless spirit of a communist fighter, no hesitation in appearing at the most dangerous and hard-fought points of the battlefield. On his very first day with the unit, he went with Willich to the front lines “to reconnoiter the battlefield and plan new dispositions for combat.”① On one occasion, leading troops in an attempt to seize a piece of high ground, he showed great boldness and resourcefulness, skillfully making use of the terrain, and “remained, for more than half an hour, almost completely without cover, in the most intense fire,”② yet his unit suffered not a single casualty. On another occasion, because he stood his ground calmly under fire near the enemy, he narrowly escaped being struck down by the horse of a charging dragoon. That Engels was able to act on the battlefield with such bravery, resolve and yet composed, unflustered self-possession stemmed, apart from his deep understanding of the great significance of revolutionary war and his high regard for the honor a Communist ought to hold in such a war (he took part in this war as the representative, so to speak, of the “red” Neue Rheinische Zeitung), also from another important reason: he treated the actual battlefield as the very best classroom in which to study military affairs himself. In a letter afterward, describing this experience to a friend, he said that through taking part in these engagements — the last of them, the fighting at Rastatt, above all — he “had the opportunity to see a great many things, and to understand a great many things.”③ And what he here calls “a great many things” was precisely the military experience he had hoped to gain from taking part in this war. These experiences laid an excellent foundation for his later deep study of military science and the formulation of his military theory.

Studying military theory and the history of war systematically, in a planned, step-by-step way. As noted above, Engels had once served as a soldier, taken part in an armed uprising, experienced life on the battlefield, and been tempered by actual combat. Yet these unusual personal experiences were, for him, only the beginning of his mastery of military knowledge. After that, in order to meet the needs of revolutionary struggle, Engels devoted long periods of time to the thorough, systematic and conscientious study of a great number of works of military theory, acquired knowledge across the various specialized branches of military affairs, and made a deep and detailed study of the military history of Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In November 1850, in order to secure a fixed income to support Marx’s work of economic research, Engels left London for Manchester, where he took up a position with the firm of Ermen & Engels. From this point on, his research into military questions ceased to be sporadic and instead became more comprehensive and systematic.

Engels approached the study and research of military questions with great seriousness and diligence. He believed that, to master a field of knowledge, “unless one studies systematically, one will not achieve any significant accomplishment.”① At the beginning of his studies, he devoted his main energy, for a time, to research on the military history of Europe at the close of the eighteenth and start of the nineteenth centuries, and on the armed struggles of the European peoples of 1848–1849. But when he tried, through this research, to gain a deeper understanding of the specific details of these wars and to make an accurate assessment of the historical facts of these conflicts, he discovered at once that his own basic military knowledge was insufficient. In his own words, he still “lacked the knowledge of the intervening link” — that is, the knowledge “required for the examinations of officers of the various arms.”② He therefore resolved to start again from the beginning, from the basic knowledge of military science. In the summer of 1851, in order to gather the necessary study materials, Engels wrote twice, in detail, to his friend Joseph Weydemeyer in Germany, explaining the various subjects in which he planned to supplement his studies. These subjects were: elementary tactics; engineering (fortification construction in particular); the history of military science; the history of weapons development; artillery; and the organization, structure, equipment, supply and medical services of the army, among others. Engels stressed that, for him, “what matters is knowledge of the real, actually existing state of things, rather than systems and inventions attributed to unrecognized geniuses.”① This was, in effect, the outline of his plan for studying the fundamentals of military science. To carry out this plan, he made repeated efforts to find textbooks. After a period of unremitting effort, he obtained a fairly substantial quantity of military books, thereby ensuring that his studies could proceed smoothly. On July 15, 1852, he wrote to tell Marx that the Cologne bookseller Schmidt had found for him a batch of military books very well suited to his needs, which would soon allow him to “make great strides” in his military studies and would let him “boldly voice independent views on military matters in public”; he added, “Just let me study military science for one more year, and the sergeants of the democratic party will get the shock of their lives.”② In April 1853, he further told Weydemeyer that, after a winter of study, he had made marked progress in Slavic languages and in military knowledge.

Using every spare moment, day and night, to carry on his writing on military questions. Engels’ study of military affairs, and his research and writing in military theory, in Manchester, were carried on without any guarantee of time. Because the commercial affairs of the firm where Engels worked were extremely demanding, he usually had to work very late before he could leave the office each day. This forced him to use his time for sleep and rest to forgetfully devote himself, for the sake of the Party, to study and work. Engels invariably arranged his military research and writing to take place at night. This tense and exhausting routine of his is reflected in letters he wrote to others. On July 6, 1852, he wrote to Marx: “There’s a great deal of work here — today I still have to write eleven letters on business, and it’s already seven o’clock. But I still want, if at all possible, to write, today or at the latest tomorrow evening, an article for Dana.”③ On March 11, 1857, in another letter to Marx, he said again: “At present I still have to stay busy at the office until eight o’clock every day; after dinner and so on are finished, I can’t begin work before ten o’clock; there’s no way around it.”① It can be seen from this that Engels’ military study and writing in ordinary times were, without exception, carried out at night.
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In order to carry on his military research and to write his military works, Engels often disregarded his own health, working day and night without rest, and sometimes even carrying on while ill. “The Army,” a celebrated work of military scholarship in the treasury of Marxist military theory, was written by Engels during August and September of 1857, while he was convalescing near Liverpool, first at Waterloo and then on the Isle of Wight. Marx, worried about his comrade laboring away at military scholarship and writing while ill, wrote to him on September 15, on learning that Engels, wholly disregarding his need to rest and recuperate, was spending his whole days writing “The Army” and other short military pieces: “I am only worried that you will damage your health by writing too much.”② In late September, Marx received the finished manuscript of “The Army,” and on seeing how much arduous labor, far beyond what any invalid ought to bear, Engels had put into it, his inner unease grew still more pronounced. On September 25, he wrote to Engels in another letter: “Your article on ‘The Army’ is very good indeed, only its sheer bulk alarms me, because such a heavy workload is bound to harm your health. If I had known you were going to work until so late at night, I would rather have let the whole thing go to the devil.”③

It was in this way, with a high degree of selfless dedication and a diligence hard for ordinary people to imagine, that Engels conscientiously and painstakingly studied an astonishingly large number of works of military theory and various introductory works on basic military knowledge, read through countless sources of war history, and wrote several hundred theoretical pieces, scholarly monographs and review articles analyzing and discussing war, the army, the development of weapons and equipment, military-academic thought, and various other military phenomena. According to preliminary statistics, judging solely from the contents of the fifty volumes of the Complete Works of Marx and Engels so far translated and published in our country, Engels, in the course of studying and researching military affairs, read, over time, some 250 works by nearly 100 different authors of various kinds; among the more notable modern authors were the Prussians Clausewitz, Willisen, Scharnhorst, and Gneisenau, and the great [Field Marshal] Moltke; the Englishman Napier; and the Swiss Jomini; among the authors he read there was also a portion of writers from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries, chiefly the Italian Machiavelli, and the Frenchmen Montalembert, Vauban, Colmar, and Frederick II of Prussia. The important military articles Engels left behind under his own name alone, together with the significant discussions of military questions scattered through his more general political writings and his correspondence, together total roughly 1.5 million characters [in the Chinese translation] — more than one-fifth of the 7.28 million characters that make up the whole of his collected works. And if one further adds the several dozen military articles he co-wrote with Marx, then the proportion that military writing occupies within his oeuvre as a whole becomes still larger.

From the facts and figures set out above, it is not hard to see just how tremendous a labor Engels expended in order to master the fundamentals of military knowledge and gain a thorough command of the theory of war — and how hard-won, in consequence, were the brilliant achievements he attained in military-scientific research.

Keeping in close touch with the realities of class struggle, and pursuing scientific methods of research. Of course, that Engels achieved such outstandingly excellent results in military-scientific research also had, from the subjective side, a third important condition: namely, that his study and research of military affairs did not proceed in a general way from book to book, but kept in close touch with the realities of the class struggle of the time, and paid great attention to scientific research method. The more than seventy years of Engels’ life and struggle fell precisely within the important historical period in which capitalism, before the onset of monopoly, was accelerating its development toward imperialism, a period in which class contradictions and national contradictions the world over were exceptionally sharp and armed conflicts followed one upon another. This gave Engels an excellent opportunity to further enrich his military knowledge through the observation and analysis of actual wartime phenomena, and at the same time created the necessary conditions for testing the results of his own study and research.

Engels made a study and analysis of nearly every war and armed conflict that occurred in his time. He applied the methods of dialectical and historical materialism broadly to military-scientific research, thereby profoundly revealing the objective laws governing the outbreak and development of these wars. His extraordinary talent for accurately forecasting the course of a war’s development won him high praise from European military and public-opinion circles of the time, and his comrades and friends around him affectionately, and with great respect, called him “the General.”

An accurate judgment of the objective development of events depends first of all on a correct standpoint, yet it is equally impossible to achieve without scientific research method. In examining the various phenomena of war, Engels attached great importance to this method, and was skilled at consciously applying it in his research work. Whenever he attempted to reach a firm conclusion about this or that complicated phenomenon in the military sphere, he invariably first carried out a great deal of painstaking and meticulous investigation and research. This matter — the question of research method — will be discussed in a dedicated chapter below, and need not be elaborated upon further here.

Constantly going deep among the troops to conduct investigation and research, and maintaining close contact with military affairs. Although Engels’ own career under arms was extremely brief, and although, viewed across the whole of his life’s activity, he was not a military man, he nevertheless, for the sake of revolutionary struggle, continued throughout the long years after he left the army to make use of every possible opportunity to go deep among the troops and into military-related departments to learn about conditions there, in order to increase his perceptual understanding of military science and make up for what mere book knowledge could not by itself supply. In September 1857, taking advantage of an opportunity to convalesce by the sea, he visited all the military installations at Portsmouth, England, and also watched a drill by the 47th Regiment of the British Army, taking careful note of the distinctive features of their formation changes. On September 24 of the same year, he wrote to tell Marx that he intended to visit Carisbrooke Castle on the Isle of Wight. In 1859, in order to guard against French invasion, Britain, besides strengthening the building of its regular army, also organized a volunteer force that was, to some degree, of a militia character. Engels visited this force on many occasions, learning about its organizational structure, the quality of its officers and men, its weapons and equipment, and its training, among other matters. Between 1860 and 1862 he attended three reviews of this force, and in 1860–1861 twice watched its drill in platoon formation. Through this long period of observation and study of the volunteer force, he ultimately arrived at the conclusion that organizing volunteer units was a good method by which a state could build up reserve military strength at low cost and with great effect. In 1863, Engels personally visited several ironclad warships of the British navy, and closely observed their sea trials. After that, he had occasion, more than once, to come into contact with military personnel. All of this greatly broadened the horizons of Engels’ military knowledge, and he gradually became a great military scholar who possessed both theoretical book-knowledge and a genuine understanding of the actual life of the army and the battlefield.

Engels’ study of military affairs and his engagement in military-scientific research were never sporadic; rather, he persisted in them unremittingly, right up to the very last breath of his life. He regarded the study and research of military affairs as his own vocation, and closely bound these activities to the cause of the liberation of the working class. It was for this reason that, throughout the whole course of his study and research, he displayed a high degree of conscious dedication and diligence.
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— End of Chapter 1 —







Chapter 2 — The Theory of War

In the scientific work of Marx and Engels to understand human society and find the way to transform it, war, as a frequently recurring social-historical phenomenon, received exceptional attention. Over several decades, Marx and Engels devoted enormous energy to studying a whole series of important academic questions — the origin of war, the essence of war, the character of war, the attitude the working class should take toward war, the relationship between war and revolution, the respective place and role of the popular masses and the commander in war, the relationship between men and weapons in war, people’s war, and the relationship between war and peace — thereby forming their own distinctive system of theory concerning war.


Section 1. Correctly Recognizing the Role of Violence in Social and Historical Development

War is a social-historical phenomenon, an act of violence. To study war, one must first examine violence, understand violence, and clarify what role it plays in the historical development of human society. In the 1840s, in the course of founding the dialectical-materialist and historical-materialist world outlook, Marx and Engels gave a full historical demonstration of the enormous role violence plays in social transformation. By the 1870s, in order to answer the theoretical challenge posed by the German petty-bourgeois vulgar philosopher Dühring, Engels, in Anti-Dühring, devoted three chapters specifically to criticizing Dühring’s reactionary theory of violence, giving a comprehensive exposition of the Marxist view of violence.

Violence serves the economic base; the emergence of private property is not the result of violence. The primary error of Dühring’s historical-idealist theory of violence lay in inverting the relationship between economics and politics. He held that politics was “the fundamental thing in history,” was “the decisive cause of economic conditions,” while economics was merely “a fact of second rank”; that political violence was people’s “point of departure for attaining their own ends,” rather than a means for attaining economic ends.① Dühring borrowed the plot of Robinson Crusoe, written by the seventeenth-century English writer Daniel Defoe, treating Robinson and Friday as the supposedly simplest elements constituting society, and used the fact that the former, “sword in hand,” subjugated and enslaved the latter to demonstrate his theory that violence produces enslavement and exploitation.

Engels pointed out that Dühring’s view, set out above, completely inverted the real relationship between economics and political violence, and could not answer the fundamental question of what gives rise to plunder and enslavement. Judging from the very example Dühring gave, Robinson’s purpose in enslaving Friday was not enslavement as such, but rather to appropriate what was produced by Friday’s surplus labor. And judging from the facts of history itself, the reason slaveholders used violence to impose their cruel rule over slaves was never in order to carry out “a political division,” but was, without exception, to maintain their system of exploitation and protect their economic interests. It should therefore be recognized that “force is merely the means, the economic advantage is the end. And the end is ‘more fundamental’ than the means used to attain it; the economic side of the relation is likewise more fundamental than the political side.”② Moreover, in order for Robinson to profit from Friday’s labor, the sword alone would not suffice — he had first to possess, in advance, the tools and objects that enslaved labor requires, as well as the means of production needed to keep the slave at work. Hence only once production had reached a certain stage, and inequality of distribution had reached a certain degree, did the emergence of slavery become possible. It can thus be seen that economics is the foundation of the social system and of political oppression, while political violence belongs to the superstructure — it is determined by the economic base and serves particular economic interests.

Dühring called forms of ownership such as slavery and wage-slavery “property based on force,” holding that the emergence of private property was the result of the use of force. Engels forcefully refuted this, pointing out that to make others perform enslaved labor, the one who compels them must first possess the means of production needed to keep those he compels at work, as well as the means of subsistence they need in order to live. That is to say, he must already possess a certain amount of property. Property may indeed be seized by means of force, but it must first be produced by labor. It can be seen, then, that the historical emergence of private property was in no way the result of plunder and force. Engels said: “Wherever we find private property, this is the result of an altered relation of production and exchange, in the interest of increased production and in furtherance of intercourse — that is, of economic causes. Force plays no part in this at all.”① Engels demonstrated the above principle by tracing the history of the emergence of private property in the late period of the primitive commune, as well as the prospects for the emergence, development, and disappearance or transformation of capitalist private property.

Economics is the origin and material basis of violence. In setting out his theoretical system of violence, Dühring laid particular emphasis on the claim that “the original thing must be sought in direct political force.”② In order to refute this fallacy of Dühring’s, Engels, through his examination of historical changes in the military sphere, demonstrated the relationship of dependence between armies and weapons, on the one hand, and the economy, on the other, thereby showing that economics is the origin and material basis of violence. He pointed out that violence is not a simple act of will; for an act of will to be realized, there must be the instruments of violence, weapons — and weapons are themselves produced, while the production of weapons in turn rests upon production as a whole. “Thus it is that the ‘triumph of force’ is based, according to Herr Dühring’s own admission, on the production of arms, and this in turn on production in general — therefore, on ‘economic power’, on the ‘economic situation’, on the material means which force has at its disposal.”③

Engels used the most highly organized form of violence — the army and navy — as an example to make clear the enormous dependence of the modern army upon economics, stating: “Nothing is more dependent on economic prerequisites than precisely the army and navy. Armament, transport, and organisation, and along with these tactics and strategy, depend above all on the level of production reached at the time and on the means of communication available.” In response to Dühring’s absurd claim, which inverted the relationship between the material and the spiritual, Engels went on to point out that: “what changes here is not the ‘free creation of the mind’ of any brilliant commander, but rather the invention of better weapons and the change in the human material, the soldiers.”① Viewed from the history of weapons development, the development of naval vessels best demonstrates the tremendous degree to which the instruments of violence depend on economics. Engels pointed out that in the twenty years since the Crimean War (1853–1856), it was precisely because of the development of industry that naval weaponry had progressed from two- or three-decked wooden sailing ships into enormous screw-driven steam ironclads. Moreover, this kind of modern warship was not only a product of modern large-scale industry, but a microcosm of it. Only the countries with the most advanced large-scale industry possessed, more or less, a monopoly on the ability to build such ships. It can thus be seen that the “original thing” of which Dühring spoke can absolutely never be found in so-called “direct political force.” On the contrary, “political force based on the modern warship proves to be not at all ‘direct’, but on the contrary mediated by economic power, by the high development of metallurgy, by the command of skilled technicians and of highly developed coal mines.”②

Violence has also played a revolutionary role in history. One of Dühring’s important aims in propagating his absurd theory of violence was to try to negate proletarian revolutionary violence. He portrayed violence as an absolute evil, insisting that the very first act of violence was an original sin, and thereby besmirched the whole of human history up to the present. He absurdly claimed that any application of violence would bring about the moral degeneration of the person who applied it.

Engels thoroughly criticized these various absurd claims of Dühring’s, and gave a comprehensive assessment of the role of violence in history. Engels pointed out that all political power originally rests on some economic, social function, and that, once political power has made itself independent of society and turned from its servant into its master, it can act in either of two directions: it may act in accordance with the direction and spirit of lawful economic development, in which case it accelerates that development; or it may act in opposition to economic development, obstructing or delaying it, in which case political power itself will collapse under the pressure of economic development.

Engels gave full affirmation to revolutionary violence. He wrote: “force plays yet another role in history, a revolutionary role; that force is, to use Marx’s words, the midwife of every old society which is pregnant with a new one, that force is the instrument with the aid of which social movement forces its way through and shatters the dead, fossilised political forms.”① Engels pointed out that although Dühring insisted that violence causes moral degeneration, the actual state of affairs is that “each victorious revolution has brought about a mighty advance in morality and spiritual freedom.”②

The idea of Marx and Engels that violence has also played a revolutionary role in history received great attention from Lenin and Mao Zedong. In writing The State and Revolution in 1917, Lenin cited Engels’ statements concerning violent revolution as set out in Anti-Dühring, and pointed out further that “the substitution of a proletarian for a bourgeois state is impossible without a violent revolution.”③ And the October Revolution, led and initiated by Lenin, was a successful attempt by the Russian people to put this advanced idea of Marx and Engels into practice. In the 1920s, Mao Zedong likewise drew inspiration from the idea, set out in the Communist Manifesto, of overthrowing an unjust social system by violence, and put forward the famous thesis that “political power grows out of the barrel of a gun”④; he led the Chinese people through twenty-two years of revolutionary war, and ultimately won the great victory of establishing New China.



Section 2. War Originates in the Clash of Economic Interests and Will End with the Disappearance of Class Society

Countless wars have occurred throughout human history. War, as a social phenomenon, has long received the attention of philosophers, sociologists, and military theorists of every country. They studied this peculiar human activity repeatedly, and wrote a great number of theoretical works. Yet before the advent of Marxism, on a number of fundamental questions concerning war, no one had ever given an explanation truly consistent with objective reality. On the question of the origin and the end of war, for instance, their understanding was completely at variance with the true face of history. In their view, the emergence of war had absolutely nothing to do with the development of society’s material production, but was determined by man’s biological nature, and war was accordingly eternal and unavoidable for human society. The ancient idealist philosopher Plato once declared that war was a common, natural phenomenon among states, one that had existed in the past and would exist forever in the future. This mistaken understanding of the phenomenon of war, handed down over thousands of years, was only corrected in the nineteenth century, in the works of Marx and Engels. Through their deep examination of the development of material production in primitive society and of the social relations among different tribal groups, Marx and Engels revealed, with compelling evidence, the historical origin of war, and looked ahead to the prospect of this social phenomenon’s eventual end.

War is not a phenomenon that has existed for as long as humanity itself; it is a product of humanity’s development to a certain stage. In the early clan societies of humankind, the productive forces were extremely low, and each member of the clan could survive only by relying on the joint effort of the whole collective in production. Within the clan, common ownership prevailed, with joint labor and joint consumption, so that people were bound together in very close solidarity, and there existed no conditions for internal conflict to arise. The clan organization’s external relations were expressed chiefly in its dealings with the natural world — that is, in the possession of a certain range of land and natural resources. Because land was extensive and population sparse, and natural resources were abundant, there was basically no contact between different clan groups, still less any clash of interest between them, and so war had no occasion to arise. That is to say, in remote antiquity, humanity did indeed pass through a period of history without war.

Engels once gave the following description of the social conditions of this period: “And a wonderful constitution it is, this gentile constitution, in all its childlike simplicity! No soldiers, no gendarmes or police, no nobles, kings, regents, prefects, or judges, no prisons, no lawsuits — and everything takes its orderly course. All quarrels and disputes are settled by the whole of the community affected, by the gens or the tribe…”①

The main reason underlying the emergence of the phenomenon of war in human history was the clash of economic interests. So then, how, precisely, did war arise? Marx and Engels, from a historical-materialist standpoint, laid bare the essential cause underlying the origin of war: the clash of economic interests. Because of the low level of the productive forces, the clan groups of primitive society, in order to survive and multiply, depended to a great degree upon the means of subsistence furnished by the natural conditions of the region they inhabited. In this way, the population of any given area was limited by the total quantity of the means of subsistence that area could produce. Once the population exceeded this limit, the original equilibrium would be broken, and people would be forced to migrate to other regions. And such migration would often infringe upon the economic interests of other social groups, thereby giving rise to the earliest form of war in human society. According to Marx’s explanation, for the primitive commune, “war then is the great comprehensive task, the great communal labor which is required either to occupy the objective conditions of being alive, or to protect and perpetuate the occupation.”① It can thus be seen that the wars that first occurred in human history were not brought about by any supposed innate human bellicosity, but arose from the social relations among clans and tribes, and were determined by the form of economic ownership then prevailing in society.

This limitation inherent in the clan form of ownership not only produced war, but was itself, through a relation of reaction, also sustained by war. Marx observed: “property in one’s own labour is mediated by property in the condition of labour — in the plot of land, which… is guaranteed by the existence of the commune, and the commune, in turn… is guaranteed by the surplus labour of its members in the form of military service.”② Nevertheless, this kind of war in primitive society differed enormously in character from war in class society. For the aim of war in primitive society was to seize objects of nature, tools of labor and means of subsistence, not to possess and enslave every member of the defeated side. Marx wrote: “war is then one of the earliest tasks of every such natural community, both for the defense of property and for its acquisition.”③ That is to say, the wars of primitive society occurred chiefly in connection with the process of production and with pure economic interest; they were clashes of economic interest between different social groups, and did not pursue any political aim. Another common form of armed conflict in primitive society — blood feud — while not directly caused by production needs and pure economic interest, likewise pursued no political aim, but sought only to preserve the inviolability of the members of the clan or tribe.

On the question of the character of war in primitive society, Engels, in his later work The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, gave an explanation to the same effect. In discussing the gentile system among the American Indians in the age of savagery, he pointed out that the tribal organizations formed under that system were nothing other than the natural structure peculiar to society at that stage: “it can settle all conflicts arising within the society so organized. External conflicts are settled by war, which may end with the extermination of the tribe, but never with its subjection. It is magnificent to have such a constitution, with all its childlike simplicity! No power outside the community itself is even conceivable; for power, subjection, is out of the question in it.”①

The war of class society came to a wholly new stage of development, one essentially different from the war of primitive society. So then, how did the war of primitive society later evolve into the war of class society? Engels went on to explain further. The continual development of the productive forces and the gradual increase in the rate of labor productivity brought about the emergence of a division of labor within society. First animal husbandry separated off; later, handicrafts and agriculture separated off as well. Engels pointed out that the growth of production in animal husbandry, agriculture, domestic handicrafts, and other branches enabled human labor power to produce more than was necessary to sustain that labor power. In this way there arose the possibility of appropriating the products of others’ labor, and of a resulting economic inequality — thereby giving rise to the phenomenon of the exploitation of man by man and to private property, and leading society to be divided into classes. From this point on, war in its original form withdrew from the stage of history, and war of the class-society type arose to replace it. Engels wrote: “before, war was waged only in retaliation for injuries, or to extend territory that had become too small; it is now waged simply for plunder, and becomes a permanent occupation.” That is to say, along with the disintegration of the ancient clan organization and the emergence of classes and the state, “war of tribe against tribe gives way to warfare by land and sea for plunder of cattle, slaves and treasure, and becomes a regular industry.”② From this historical stage on, war lost its direct connection to the process of production, and was transformed into the continuation of the politics of class.

It can thus be seen that the war of class society and the war of primitive society are essentially different in kind. The war of primitive society was a part of people’s economic activity at that time. This kind of war had the following characteristics: (1) it was a collective activity carried out by all the members of a clan group in order to satisfy shared needs of production and of life; (2) what the two sides in the war contended for was not material wealth created by human labor, but natural resources; (3) the aim of the war was not to enslave and exploit other social groups or individuals. In the period of the primitive commune, war was very closely connected with production: the clan group was at once an organization of production and an organization of the military; the members of the clan were at once hunters or farmers and soldiers; the instruments of production were themselves the weapons. The war of class society, by contrast, was different: it underwent a wholly new development. (1) It was no longer directly connected to the process of production. (2) It was no longer carried out by all the members of the social group, but chiefly by professional armies established to safeguard class interests. (3) What was contended for was no longer merely natural resources, but also the material wealth, and even the labor power itself, created by human beings. It may therefore be said that the war of class society is the form of armed struggle undertaken by state against state, nation against nation, and political grouping against political grouping, each for its own interest — it is politics with bloodshed.

With the disappearance of class society, war will ultimately withdraw from the stage of history. War, as a social phenomenon, has occurred so frequently and so often across the passage of history — will there come a time when it dies out? What is the prospect for its final end? On this question Marx and Engels both gave a clear answer: war will automatically withdraw from the stage of history along with the disappearance of private property and of classes. In July 1870, in the first address he drafted on behalf of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association concerning the Franco-Prussian War, Marx stated: “…the ultimate abolition of war… once the association of the working classes of all countries shall have grown into maturity… against that old society, with its economical miseries and its political delirium, a new society is springing up, whose international rule will be Peace, because its national ruler will be everywhere the same — Labour!”①

In February 1845, in discussing the disappearance of standing armies, Engels likewise spoke of a prospect in which war would no longer exist in communist society. He wrote: “and in the communist society no one will even think of a standing army. What would a standing army be needed for? Is it to maintain internal peace? We know already that no one will think of disturbing internal peace…”
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With the disappearance of class society, war will ultimately withdraw from the stage of history (continued). “…is it to wage a war of conquest? Communist society is well aware that it can only lose, and not gain, in men and resources, through a war of conquest, that it could at most only gain a few provinces full of dissatisfied and therefore dangerous people, and thus only disrupt social order — how, then, could it wage a war of conquest!”①

The extensive discussions Marx and Engels gave concerning the origin of war and the prospect of its ultimate end tell people a truth: war is neither a product that has existed since human society began, nor a thing that will be handed down through countless generations and never disappear. It is merely a temporary phenomenon in history. The development of human society brought about the emergence of this monster; equally, the development of human society will bury it forever.



Section 3. War Is the Continuation of Politics by Violent Means, Waged as Class Struggle for Material Interests

Before the birth of Marxist military doctrine, history had already seen many different accounts of the social causes and essence of war. Some, for example, held that war among human societies was governed by the same principle as the struggle for survival among animals in nature, and was determined by man’s biological nature. Others said that every nation was like a growing organism, driven to constant expansion, the seizure of new territory, and the annexation of other nations, so that the cause underlying the emergence of war was, first of all, geographical. Still others held that the waging of war was demanded by “human morality,” that peace would lead to stagnation, while war brought progress. The famous German philosopher Hegel once said that, by means of war, the “ethical health of peoples” could be preserved, and that war could prevent “the corruption of nations.”② There were no small number of “theories of war” similar to those set out above, which need not be enumerated one by one here. What needs to be stressed is only this: all these explanations of the phenomenon of war shared one thing in common — none of them connected war to the politics of society, still less connected war to the economics from which that politics arose.

It is true that in the early nineteenth century, the celebrated Prussian military theorist Carl von Clausewitz put forward, in the field of war theory, a number of incisive views that contained a certain materialist element. Yet, taken as a whole, his understanding of war never managed to break free of the cage of an idealist system of thought. In answering the question “What is war?” he wrote: “War is nothing but an extension of the duel.” Although he did put forward the important theoretical thesis that war is the continuation of politics by other means, because his understanding of what politics is lacked correctness, this thesis of his was never able to help him thoroughly solve the problem of understanding the essence of war. In Clausewitz’s view, politics was the personified intelligence of the state, “the representative of all interests of the community,” the diplomatic relationship between this government and that one.① He did not understand that politics is the concentrated expression of economics, and could not see that the basis giving rise to war is the clash of economic interests, is class struggle; hence he was unable truly to unlock the riddle of the essence of war.

One of the major contributions Marx and Engels made in developing the theory of war lies in this: applying the methods of dialectical and historical materialism, they profoundly revealed the social cause and essence of war, and clarified the fundamental basis from which all war arises.

All historical conflict is rooted in the contradiction between the forces of production and the forms of intercourse. The materialist conception of history arose in the 1840s. As a complete system of thought, it was first reflected in the manuscript of The German Ideology, jointly written by Marx and Engels in 1845–1846. Even earlier, however, as far back as 1844, Marx had already, in his economic-philosophical manuscripts, set out the basic principle that material production plays the decisive role in historical development, holding that this principle applied to every sphere of human activity. He wrote: “Religion, family, state, law, morality, science, art, etc., are only particular modes of production, and fall under its general law.”② And war, as an important aspect of human activity, is likewise governed by the universal laws of this production. Of course, in The German Ideology, Marx and Engels gave a further, more explicit account of the relationship between war and social material production. There they first demonstrated the principle that intercourse in the process of society’s material production determines every other kind of intercourse, and then went on to point out that war, as a social phenomenon, has itself, historically, been a “customary form of intercourse” inseparable from social material production. They wrote: “According to our conception, all collisions in history have their origin, according to our view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and the form of intercourse.”① This located the true social cause of the emergence of war.

Marx and Engels also, through their analysis of the major military conflicts of their own time, further revealed the social essence and class roots of war, explaining the relationship between war and economics, politics, and class struggle. Marx, for instance, in The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850, used a wealth of facts to show how economic interest drove the French bourgeoisie onto the road of war — repression at home, aggression abroad. Again, in March 1853, in a letter to Engels revealing the causes of the clash of interest among the European powers over the Eastern Question (a question that later led to the outbreak of the Crimean War of 1853–1856), he specifically drew his correspondent’s attention to “the encroachments of Russia on Turkey, the covetousness of Austria, the ambition of France, the interests of England — the seeds of this quarrel, both in their commercial and military implications.”② Marx also, in a number of articles, exposed the true reasons that led one of the chief instigators of the Crimean War, Napoleon III, to pursue adventurism in the Eastern conflict. He pointed out that, for Louis Bonaparte, foreign adventure was an effective means of maintaining his reactionary Bonapartist dictatorship and preserving his own throne. Marx wrote: “revolution at home or war abroad — that is the alternative now placed before him.” And again: “the real cause of the present crisis in the East is Bonaparte’s usurpation.”③ Again, at the very start of the American Civil War in the nineteenth century, Marx and Engels had already discerned the war’s political and economic essence. They held that the struggle between the Northern and Southern armies was in reality a struggle between two social systems — the system of slavery and the system of wage labor — and pointed out that slavery was “the greatest impediment to the political and social development of the United States,”① and ought to be destroyed. They also scientifically foresaw that the Northern states, representing the more advanced social system, were bound to win, and that once slavery was smashed, America would flourish. The subsequent course of the war itself, and the historical development of the country after the war, fully confirmed the utter correctness of the judgment made by Marx and Engels.

Politics dominates war in every respect, and war forever serves politics. In many of their articles, Marx and Engels, in expounding the relationship between war and politics, also showed, through analyzing certain examples of war in the latter half of the nineteenth century, that politics not only can bring about the outbreak of war, but can also influence every aspect of war, including the scale of the war, the location of the fighting, and even the intensity of the conflict. For instance, the main aim of Britain and France in the Crimean War was merely to push back Russian influence in the Near and Middle East and to weaken Russia’s military strength, but not to genuinely bring down Tsarist Russia. This was because they feared that the collapse of this reactionary pillar of Europe would thoroughly shake the counter-revolutionary order in Europe that they themselves had helped to establish at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 — that is, the joint suppression, by all the powers, of every workers’ revolutionary movement and national-liberation movement. In exposing the criminal designs of the ruling cliques of Britain and France, Marx pointed out that the aim of the Crimean War “was not to abolish the treaties of Vienna, but to complete them, by adding Turkey to the protocol of 1815. There was a hope that from that time forward the millennium of conservatism might begin, and that all Governments might unite their efforts merely for the ‘tranquillity’ of the European mind.”② Precisely because the political aim of Britain and France in this war was limited, the scale of the military conflict was correspondingly limited as well. The Anglo-French allied forces did not attack Russia’s principal strategic direction, but rather a corner of it — the Crimea. In Engels’ words, it was a “blind alley,” one “from which there was no issue, even after the most decisive victory.” Likewise, this limited political aim also caused the army’s actions on the battlefield to lack resolve, giving rise, as a result, to “a series of contradictory and illogical phenomena”: “extravagance of language and pettiness of action; gigantic preparation and paltry results”; “generals unusually mediocre, and armies unusually brave.” On the basis of these hard-to-explain manifestations, Engels concluded: “The Anglo-French war with Russia will, no doubt, go down in the history of war as the ‘incomprehensible war.’”①

It should be pointed out that these views of Marx and Engels concerning the relationship between war and politics, although broadly consistent with the formulation, mentioned above, of Clausewitz — that war is the continuation of politics — nevertheless differed from it in the content of certain of their concepts. The “politics” of which Marx and Engels spoke had a rich class content. What, then, is the essence of war? If one were to summarize it precisely in their own words, it would be this: every war that has ever occurred has, in essence, been class struggle waged for perfectly definite, material class interests.② And this kind of historical-materialist explanation of war is nowhere to be found in Clausewitz’s On War. This is one of the outstanding contributions Marx and Engels made in enriching and developing the theory of military science for the world.



Section 4. Understanding the Nature of War Clearly, in Order to Adopt a Correct Attitude toward It

Human history has witnessed countless wars, and new wars continue to break out in people’s present-day lives. What effects does war, as a frequent social phenomenon, have upon the development of human society as a whole, and what principles must be followed in evaluating any specific war — these have always been questions of great concern to philosophers, historians, and military theorists. Proceeding from different class standpoints and the different class interests they sought to defend, they have put forward all manner of views on the subject. Hegel, in order to defend the war policies of the German Junker landlord class and the bourgeoisie, loudly proclaimed the “positive” role of reactionary war in social development, declaring that
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“fortunate wars have prevented internal unrest and consolidated the internal power of the state.”① Dühring, meanwhile, in order to meet the needs of Bismarck’s German government policy of suppressing and sabotaging the workers’ movement and obstructing the outbreak of revolutionary war, again portrayed violence — of which war is the principal expression — as an absolute evil, attacking violence as the original sin that had besmirched the whole of history down to the present. Only Marx and Engels gave a correct assessment of the role of war in history — that is, of its relationship to social development — and put forward a standard for distinguishing the differing character of different wars.

The character of a war is determined by the effect it produces on the development of society. In exploring the role of war in history, Marx and Engels waged a sharp struggle against every tendency, heedless of the class content of a war, to arbitrarily exaggerate or belittle the role of violence. They opposed both the opportunists’ denial of the significance of revolutionary war and the reactionary ruling clique’s apologists’ defense of counter-revolutionary war. They pointed out that it is wrong, without regard to the concrete social effect of a war, to declare in a blanket fashion that war is reactionary or that it is progressive. In their view, to determine the character of any given war, one must first look at whether that war promotes social progress — that is, whether it hastens the demise (or weakening) of a reactionary system and promotes the establishment of a new and more progressive system — or whether it obstructs social progress — that is, whether it leads to the consolidation of a reactionary system and stifles the birth of a new and more progressive one. There is no other standard besides this. Proceeding from this view of the historical role of war, they divided wars into two great categories: progressive, revolutionary, liberating, defensive wars, on the one hand, and reactionary, plundering, aggressive, offensive wars, on the other. The account Marx gave of the changing character, at different stages, of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 is a brilliant example of a proletarian revolutionary teacher applying dialectical and historical materialism to scientifically analyze the character of war.

In the first stage of the war (that is, from the outbreak of the war on July 19, 1870, to the surrender of the French Marshal MacMahon’s army at Sedan on September 2 of the same year), the war, from Germany’s side, bore a progressive character. This was because it was being fought, for the sake of winning national unification for the German people, against a France harboring aggressive and hegemonic ambitions. The establishment of a unified Germany was beneficial to Germany’s social and economic development and to the working class alike. Hence Marx said: “In Germany,
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the war was looked upon as a war of defence.”① But once the war entered its second stage — that is, from September 4, 1870, the day on which Napoleon III’s Second Empire was completely overthrown — the political content of the war underwent a fundamental change. From this point on, from Germany’s side, the war began to take on an aggressive character. For it now sought, through the further prosecution of the war, to achieve the shameful aim of annexing French territory — Alsace and Lorraine. In the “Second Address of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-Prussian War,” Marx promptly pointed out this important turning point in the character of the war, and gave a merciless exposure and denunciation of Prussia’s annexationist ambitions and chauvinism.

Marx’s scientific revelation of the changing character of the Franco-Prussian War at its different stages tells people an important truth: the character of a war is not fixed and unchanging; it depends on what aim the side leading the war is pursuing and what effect that particular war produces upon the development of society. Any judgment that departs from this standard will fail correctly to reflect the objective reality of the war under examination. The profound analysis and account that Marx and Engels gave of the character of the various wars of their time provided the earliest theoretical foundation for the principle, later put forward by Lenin, distinguishing just wars from unjust ones.

Study the contradictions, distinguish the different levels, and treat them differently. Many of the wars of Europe in the latter half of the nineteenth century were dynastic wars, of which the Franco-Prussian War is the most representative example. What stance the working class ought to adopt in a war of this kind was a question that working-class parties had to answer clearly. Generally speaking, it might seem that, once the character of a war has been made clear, the position of the working class is not hard to determine: simply approve of and support progressive, defensive wars, and oppose and resist reactionary, aggressive ones. But in fact matters are not so simple. For in a dynastic war, the contradictions among dynasties, among nations, and among classes are intricately intertwined with one another, making it hard to tell right from wrong; and, in addition, the ruling classes of the belligerent countries invariably do their utmost to whip up chauvinism in order to deceive the masses. All this sometimes left working-class parties uncertain and unable to make up their minds on questions of war. In the Franco-Prussian War, for example, the leaders of the German Social Democratic Workers’ Party (the Eisenach faction), Wilhelm Liebknecht and August Bebel, although, in the vote on military appropriations in the North German Confederation’s parliament,
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abstained from voting, and won the approval of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association for doing so, nevertheless put forward, during the first stage of the war, a proposal for neutrality that was not, in fact, consistent with the interests of the entire German people.

The consideration Marx and Engels gave to the standpoint and attitude of the German working class during the first stage of the war was not so simple. They carried out a careful study of the many contradictions then existing, and then distinguished them into a number of different levels, adopting different approaches to each. Marx and Engels held that the contradiction of the first level was that between Napoleon III and the German nation. If Germany were defeated by Napoleon III, Bonapartism would be consolidated for some years to come, while Germany would face bankruptcy for years, perhaps even generations. Should such a situation come about, the workers’ movement would have to yield entirely to the struggle to restore national existence. If, on the other hand, Germany won, French Bonapartism would go bankrupt, and the obstacle to German unification would likewise be removed. In this sense, then, this was a war for national survival, and the working class ought to give it support. The contradiction of the second level was the latent contradiction between the Prussian royal house and the French people. Marx and Engels understood clearly that the Prussian royal house, too, had all along been planning this military conflict, so as to use it to achieve the aims of plundering France and securing the rule of the House of Hohenzollern. Not long after the war began, Marx, in the “First Address of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-Prussian War,” had already explicitly stated that the German working class could not allow the present war to “lose its strictly defensive character and degenerate into a war against the French people.”① There was, moreover, a contradiction of a third level, namely that between the Prussian royal house and the German working class. Marx and Engels saw sharply that it was none other than Prussia that had driven Germany into a position where it had no choice but to defend itself, thereby making it possible for Napoleon III to wage war against Germany at all. It was precisely Prussia’s prime minister, Bismarck, colluding secretly with Napoleon III, who sought, through war, to “crush the internal enemy [the German Social-Democratic Workers’ Party] and to secure Hohenzollern aggrandizement in Germany.”②

Faced with such a tangle of contradictions, how, precisely, ought the German working class to act? The Central Committee of the German Social Democratic Workers’ Party had specially sought Marx’s counsel on precisely this question. Marx,
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after conducting a detailed study of the matter together with Engels, replied to them in a letter in late August 1870, setting out the strategic line the German Social Democratic Workers’ Party ought to follow in the war; its central idea was set out by Engels in a letter to Marx of August 15: (1) support opposition to the war of Napoleon III, so long as the aim of that war was the defense of Germany; (2) stress the need to distinguish between the national interests of Germany and the dynastic interests of Prussia; (3) oppose any and all attempts to annex the French territories of Alsace and Lorraine; (4) once Paris came under the control of a republican, non-chauvinistic government, strive to conclude an honorable peace with it; (5) continually emphasize the identity of interest between the German and French working classes.① The approach that Marx and Engels took — distinguishing, according to the differing character of the various contradictions within a war, different levels, and proposing, for each level, a way forward and a rule of action — not only gave direct guidance, at the time, on how the German workers ought correctly to act in the war, but also, theoretically, enriched the content of the proletarian view of war.

One must not confuse the political content of a war with the character of its military operations. In distinguishing the character of a war, the concept of “defensive war” that Marx put forward was, first of all, framed in terms of the war’s political meaning; whereas from a military standpoint, a defensive war is a war of active defense. In his first address concerning the Franco-Prussian War, Marx had already pointed out: “of course, in their given circumstances, the German workmen’s defensive war does not at all preclude their taking the aggressive.”② And yet some people did not understand this. They confused the military operations conducted in a war with the war’s political content, believing that to wage a defensive war meant only that one could defend and could never go on the offensive. Marx gave a friendly critique of this muddled understanding. During the Franco-Prussian War, on August 17, 1870, in a letter to Engels, Marx offered the following remarks on the one-sided understanding shown, on this question, by Ludwig Kugelmann, a member of the First International in Germany: “Kugelmann muddles up the defensive war with defensive military operations. According to him, if a fellow attacks me in the street, I can only parry his blow but not knock him down, because I would then become an aggressor! All these gentlemen lack dialectics
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to the very end.”①



Section 5. War Is Closely Related to the Development of Society

In the long river of humanity’s historical evolution, war has occurred so frequently, so continually — what role, precisely, does it play in the development of society, and what relationship does it bear to that development? For a long time people holding different world outlooks have each had their own understanding. The views Marx and Engels held on this question come closest to reality, and are of the greatest scientific value and practical significance.

War will pass final judgment on a social system that has lost its vitality, and can, under certain conditions, give rise to revolution or social transformation. In analyzing the impact of war on social development, Marx and Engels not only saw the direct impetus that progressive war gives to social development — Marx said that “violence is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one”② — but also saw that reactionary war, too, under certain conditions, may, contrary to the wishes of those who launched it, bring about positive consequences for social development. In commenting on the Crimean War of 1853–1856, Marx observed: “War is now passing its final judgment on the forms of political existence in Europe that have outlived their vitality.”③

In studying the various wars launched by exploiting-class ruling cliques for their own private gain, Marx and Engels saw clearly that, because such wars are unjust in themselves and enormously destructive, they can often serve to intensify the class struggle within society, thereby creating favorable conditions for the proletariat to achieve its revolutionary aims.

As early as the period of the European revolution of 1848–1849, Marx had already expressed the idea that war might give rise to revolution. At the time, he predicted that, were the Prussian government to suffer defeat in a military clash with Russia,
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then the day of revolution in Germany would not be far off. In his essay “The Russians,” he wrote: “once Germany has tasted the Russian knout, its conduct will be different.” “It is the Russians who will be the true liberators of Germany.”①

By the 1850s, Marx and Engels, in a series of articles discussing the Crimean War, developed further the idea that war might give rise to revolution and social transformation. They hoped the Crimean War might bring about a turn favorable to the vigorous development of the revolutionary situation in Europe. They once imagined that, as the consciousness and understanding of the broad masses rose, this filthy war, brewed up by the ruling cliques of Britain, France, Turkey and Russia in pursuit of their own private ends, might be transformed into a revolutionary war of the peoples of Europe against the fortress of continental reaction — Tsarist Russia. Were this war against the Tsarist system to take on an all-European character, then a war of this kind would surely give rise to a new revolutionary upsurge in the countries of Europe, causing the anti-popular autocratic systems of those countries to collapse thoroughly. Engels, in his essay “European War,” pointed out that once the “sixth great power” — that is, revolution — should appear, the character of the war would change; this “power” of revolution would make the so-called five “great” powers all submit to it and tremble in its presence. Although the course of this war later, owing to the effect of a variety of factors on every side — such as the fact that the governments of the participating countries, wary of the impact a revolutionary tide might have on their own countries’ political systems, kept their military actions confined throughout to a limited area, and the fact that many countries in Europe did not yet possess the conditions needed to launch a large-scale revolutionary movement — did not develop successfully in accordance with the blueprint that Marx and Engels had originally envisioned, their principle that war can give rise to social transformation nevertheless received ample confirmation, after the war, in certain countries of Europe. Take Russia, for example: the defeat in the Crimean War ultimately led to the arrival of a revolutionary situation in 1859–1861 and to the appearance of a series of bourgeois reform measures. As Marx said in 1871: “Russia’s defeat in the Crimea — though the defence of Sevastopol may retrieve its military honour, and the diplomatic victory at Paris may dazzle simpletons abroad — has laid bare, before the whole world, the rottenness of its social and administrative system; and thereafter its government
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freed the serfs after the war, and reformed its entire administrative and judicial systems.”①

Unjust wars may lead to the collapse of reactionary political power, and a world war would lead to the swift triumph of socialism. Certain unjust wars have at times even been sufficient to bring about the thorough collapse of an entire reactionary regime and state machine. In the first stage of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, the rotten government of Napoleon III’s Second Empire, following repeated defeats on the battlefield, automatically collapsed — this is the clearest evidence on this point. As early as the “First Address of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-Prussian War,” Marx had already pointed out: “Whatever the fate of the Hohenzollern armies, the death-knell of the Second Empire has already sounded at Paris. It will end as it began, by a parody.”②

Marx and Engels’ thoroughgoing study of the various wars of the mid- and late-nineteenth century made it possible for them to reach the conclusion that a future world-scale war, owing to the vast mobilization such a war would entail, would inevitably give rise to revolutionary upheaval on a correspondingly vast scale, so that mankind would ultimately bury capitalism. In October 1891, Engels pointed out that a future world war “will lead either to the immediate triumph of Socialism, or it will so shatter the old order of things, will leave behind it everywhere such a heap of ruins, that the old capitalist society will become more impossible than ever.”③ The subsequent development of history essentially confirmed the correctness of Engels’ prediction: the two world wars that followed both ultimately weakened the rule of capitalism across the world, while at the same time enabling this new thing, socialism, to become firmly established on the earth and to develop continuously.

Of course, the impact of wars launched by exploiting classes upon social development is not confined to positive effects such as accelerating the collapse of the old system and prompting certain countries to carry out social transformation; there is also the negative side of such wars — their unfavorable effect on the development of revolutionary forces, and even their direct devastation and destruction of revolutionary movements. Marx and Engels also revealed this in their own writings. They pointed out that the reactionary heads of certain countries (such as Napoleon III of France) had, more than once, successfully used foreign war to suppress the development of revolutionary forces at home. These carefully
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planned wars are often capable of stirring up, among the popular masses, intense chauvinist sentiment and national hatred, placing the workers’ movement in a passive and unfavorable position; such wars can also furnish bourgeois governments with a pretext for ruthlessly suppressing revolution, thereby further strengthening their reactionary rule. For this reason, from the late 1870s on, Engels repeatedly cautioned the working-class parties of the various European countries to remain highly vigilant regarding any war that might break out among the great-power military blocs.



Section 6. The Popular Masses and the Commander Each Have Their Own Place and Role in War

War is waged by the broad masses, yet no war can dispense with the direction of a commander. How correctly to view the respective place and role of the popular masses and the commander in war is likewise an important question that any theory of war must answer.

It is not any individual commander but the broad masses of the people taking part in the fighting who determine the fate of a war. Before the 1840s, a widely prevalent view of the role of the popular masses and the individual in history was idealist and metaphysical. Those who held this view invariably explained every change in human society as the embodiment of the thought of emperors and generals, heroes and great men throughout the ages, thereby placing such figures in the position of masters of history, while regarding the broad masses of the people as an unthinking herd devoid of any creative spirit. Only Marx and Engels gave, for the first time, a scientific account of the role of the popular masses in history. In their early work The Holy Family, they had already pointed out that advanced ideas by themselves can only enable society to transcend the intellectual bounds of the old system, and that “to carry out ideas men are needed who dispose of a certain practical force.”①

War is a social-historical phenomenon, and the materialist principle, formulated by these two scientific giants, that the popular masses make history, can fully be used to explain the role of the popular masses in war. In analyzing the course and outcome of war, Marx and Engels always first considered the role played in it by the popular masses. In 1854, in discussing the
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tremendous power of resistance to the invading French army latent among the Spanish people, Marx pointed out that Napoleon I had regarded Spain as a lifeless corpse, “but he found that if the Spanish State was dead, Spanish society was full of life, and every part of it was overflowing with power of resistance,” and that this “unpleasantly surprised” him.① Engels, too, held that it was not any individual commander or hero but the broad popular masses taking part in the fighting who determined the fate of a war. He pointed out: “The time is past when small numbers of conscious men could bring about historic revolutions by putting themselves at the head of the unconscious masses. When it is a matter of the complete transformation of the social organization, the masses themselves must also be in it, must themselves already have grasped what is at stake, what they are fighting for, body and soul.”②

Of course, the popular masses invariably adopt different attitudes toward wars of differing character, and this differing attitude in turn often influences an army’s methods of combat and the war’s final outcome. Marx and Engels held that only when a war possesses genuinely revolutionary character — that is, only when those directing the war truly succeed in boldly and fully mobilizing the masses, so that the masses take part in the revolutionary cause of the war consciously and of their own accord — can that war hold out the hope of victory. For only in such a war will the masses bring their intelligence and resourcefulness fully into play, and create advanced methods of combat.

The role of the commander should also be affirmed; the mark of a successful commander lies in his ability, in the art of war, to adapt to the development and change of objective social conditions. In their own writings, Marx and Engels not only fully affirmed the decisive role of the popular masses in the process of social development, but also gave due appraisal to certain outstanding figures in history, including certain distinguished military men and commanders and their activities. They held that the role played by outstanding military figures in war must be given the necessary recognition. Marx, in his assessment of Spartacus, leader of the slave uprising of ancient Rome, and Engels, in his assessment of the role played, through correct command, in war by such figures of the modern era as Napoleon, Garibaldi, and Moltke, consistently gave objective appraisals. Engels even called Napoleon a “titan of war.” Yet they never mystified or made abstract the commanding ability of such figures. Engels pointed out that the achievements of outstanding commanders were not determined
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by the free exercise of their personal will, but were determined by the material preconditions created by the popular masses, and by the historical environment and social-class conditions within which they carried out their practical activity. He pointed out that what made those great military figures of history so remarkable was that they were able, more quickly and more profoundly than others, to perceive certain new things that were bound to arise from the development of production and changes in social relations, and were skilled at bringing these new things to bear on the military art, thereby driving the development of military science.

In explaining the reasons certain outstanding commanders achieved brilliant military success, Engels pointed out: “Every great captain of an epoch making period in the history of the art of war, every founder of a new method of warfare, is not the inventor of new material means of warfare, but merely of new methods of utilising material means which either had already been invented by someone else, or which were adopted by him from other kinds of arms. Between the epochs of Turenne and old Fritz, a revolution had taken place in infantry tactics; the musket with a bayonet had superseded the pike, and the flintlock with a percussion-cap had superseded the matchlock. Old Fritz’s great merit in the field of military science consists in the fact that within the range of the current methods of warfare, he was the first to reform and improve the old-style tactics so as to adapt them to the new type of weapon. Likewise, Napoleon’s immortal achievement lay in this: that he discovered the correct method — the only correct one — of using large armed masses in tactics as well as strategy.”① Yet if commanders do not know how to actively adapt themselves to changes in the objective conditions of combat, then soldiers will, regardless of what their superiors say, instinctively create new forms of combat on the basis of the actual conditions on the battlefield.



Section 7. Victory or Defeat in War Depends on Both Men and Weapons

The relationship between men and weapons in war is an extremely important part of the theory of war. In discussing this question, no small number of military theorists have artificially split apart the roles of men and weapons in war, invariably stressing one side while excluding the other, thereby thoroughly distorting the correct relationship between men and weapons in war. Marx and Engels were different: they regarded men and weapons in war as a unity that itself contains a contradiction, holding that men and weapons are
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the two inseparable components making up fighting strength.

Economic conditions are the material basis of war; “economic conditions” include both matériel and men. Engels once put forward a thesis most familiar to people: economic conditions are the material basis of war, and without this basis, war cannot achieve victory. To explain this idea, Engels, in Anti-Dühring, offered one very famous statement: “The whole organisation and method of warfare of the army, and along with these, victory or defeat, prove to be dependent on material, that is, economic conditions.”①

It should be pointed out that the “material, that is, economic conditions” of which Engels speaks here have a different meaning from what we ordinarily mean by “material” and “economic.” What Engels calls the “material conditions” or “economic conditions” themselves already include the factor of men. On this point, he explained himself, in this same work. He stated explicitly that what he meant by “material, that is, economic conditions” was “human material as well as arms,” was “the quality and quantity of the population” and “technique.”

According to the thoroughgoing dialectical-materialist view, man in war is, first of all, a material entity, an objective force possessing material activity, capable of acting upon other matter and changing the state of other matter. That is to say, man in war possesses not only spiritual attributes, but material attributes as well. “Numbers decide” — this too expresses precisely the same truth. Hence Engels said that victory or defeat in war depends on men, on the “quality” and “quantity” of the population. As for why men can also be regarded as an “economic condition,” this is related to the point Engels raised — that victory or defeat in war depends at the same time on the “quality” of the population. For a person’s quality is, to a great degree, determined by his economic position within society. It is a fact known to all that, in war, soldiers occupying different economic positions invariably display different fighting qualities. This is, in fact, precisely a reflection, in war, of man’s economic attributes.

Of the two factors that jointly determine victory or defeat in war, the role of man is the more important. From the above discussion it can be seen that, in Engels’ view, to win victory in war, the roles of both men and matériel are indispensable. But is there, among them, a distinction of primary and secondary importance? Engels’
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answer is “yes.” In examining the relevant factors that determine victory or defeat in war, what Engels thought of first was the fighting strength of the army, and the fighting strength of an army is constituted by the organic combination of men and matériel. Hence the relationship between men and matériel in war is, in Engels’ view, a unity, each complementing what the other lacks. But it must be pointed out that, of the two factors determining fighting strength — men and matériel — Engels held that the role of man, and in particular man’s subjective initiative and courageous spirit in war, is the more important. Let two historical examples serve, briefly, to illustrate this. In the latter half of the 1850s, for instance, the rapid-firing needle-gun began to be issued in large numbers to troops in several of the major countries of Europe, and some military men, over-relying on the effect of this weapon, held that it would be utterly futile for a unit to charge in the face of rapid, continuous volleys of needle-gun fire. Engels disagreed with this view. He pointed out that the Italian war of 1859 showed people that the firepower of the modern rifle was, for a boldly charging unit, no longer as terrifying as all that: “it is the man and not the gun that wins battles.” Again, when the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 came to an end, many military commentators attributed the Prussian army’s victory solely to the power of the rapid-firing needle-gun. Engels once again refuted this mistaken understanding. Having fully affirmed the tremendous role of this new-style weapon, he went on to stress: “The gun itself will not go off; it needs a brave heart and a strong arm to use it.”①

It should be pointed out here that Engels never overestimated the role of spiritual factors. During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, he once observed that, at such a severe test, the French army could not rely on its own glorious tradition and the natural courage of its soldiers alone to maintain its position as Europe’s foremost army. He held that spiritual force can play its proper role only when closely combined with material factors. He pointed out that no matter how high the patriotic fervor of the popular masses may be, if they lack weapons, or possess weapons but do not know how to use them, then their fighting spirit will be of little value once war breaks out.

Engels’ emphasis on the role of “economic conditions” had its own specific historical background. In the chapters on “The Theory of Force” in Anti-Dühring, Engels made a great many statements stressing material conditions, such as “the more perfect
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defeats the less perfect,” “the pistol… vanquishes the sword,” and “the triumph of force… is based… on the production of arms,” while saying comparatively little about the role of man. Some people did not quite understand this, feeling that it seemed to be in contradiction with what he said elsewhere. In fact, the reason Engels laid such stress, at that time, on the role of “economic conditions” had its own specific historical background and need.

Engels’ account of the materialist principle that matter is primary, that matter is the origin of all things, had, even during his own lifetime, given rise to doubt and even misunderstanding among some readers. For this reason, in his later years, Engels did a good deal of work clarifying the point. On September 21, 1890, in a letter to a student at Berlin University, Joseph Bloch, he wrote: “we had to emphasize the main principle vis-à-vis our adversaries, who denied it, and we had not always the time, the place or the opportunity to give their due to the other elements involved in the interaction.” He also said: “According to the materialist conception of history, the ultimately determining element in history is the production and reproduction of real life. More than this neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. Hence if somebody twists this into saying that the economic element is the only determining one, he transforms that proposition into a meaningless, abstract, senseless phrase. The economic situation is the basis, but the various elements of the superstructure — political forms of the class struggle and its results… also exercise their influence upon the course of the historical struggles and in many cases preponderate in determining their form.”② It can be seen, then, that when Engels, in some of his own writings, elevated the role of matter to a highly prominent position, this was often in order more forcefully to defend a correct principle that had been denied by his opponents, and by no means implied that he attached importance only to matter and was blind to the role of man.

“The Theory of Force” is the important set of chapters that Engels wrote in Anti-Dühring specifically to criticize Dühring’s reactionary, historically idealist view of violence. The crux of Dühring’s view of violence was this: he regarded political violence as primary, as the original thing, and regarded economic relations as secondary, as derivative. On this basis he limitlessly exaggerated the role of violence in history, using violence to explain the origin of private property and of classes, and portraying violence as the chief motive force of social development, as the wellspring of life, as the cause of every social transformation. In order forcefully to refute
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the various fallacies by which Dühring persisted in inverting the true relation of theory and fact, Engels was compelled, in his own polemical work, to elevate the decisive role of material — that is, economic — conditions to an extremely prominent position. He used a great mass of historical fact to demonstrate that the fundamental, determining force of social development is material production; that violence, including violence in the military sphere, is, at bottom, the result of the emergence of the possibility of appropriating the labor products of others, and even the labor power of others itself — that is, the result of the emergence of private property. In other words, the enslavement of man by man arises not from “direct violence,” but from economic causes.

Once one understands this background to Engels’ writing, and then rereads the contents of the letter to Bloch mentioned above, it becomes considerably easier to understand why Engels, in “The Theory of Force,” placed such stress on the importance of matter.

Mao Zedong’s statements concerning the relationship between men and matériel in war do not contradict Engels’ thinking. On the question of the relationship between men and weapons in war, Mao Zedong has a well-known saying, familiar to all: “Weapons are an important factor in war, but not the decisive factor; it is people, not things, that are decisive.”① Is this thesis consistent with the related thinking of Engels? The answer is yes. There is no contradiction between them.

The original meaning of Mao Zedong’s thesis that the decisive factor in war is people, not things, was once willfully distorted by some. These people, disregarding man’s objective existence as an entity, completely abstracted the human element out of the relationship between men and things, thereby reducing “people,” in this context, to a matter of spiritual factors alone, and proposing that “spiritual force” should “replace and surpass material force” — which is, of course, extremely absurd. Others took Mao Zedong’s thesis above and made a crude comparison with Engels’ statements that “the triumph of force is based on the production of arms” and “the more perfect defeats the less perfect,” concluding that Mao Zedong attached importance to spirit while Engels attended only to matter. This, too, is naturally inappropriate.

Anyone familiar with modern Chinese history knows that Mao Zedong’s thesis that the decisive factor in war is people, not things, was put forward under the specific historical conditions of the early period of the War of Resistance against Japan, directed against the mistaken theory — the theory of “weapons decide all” — with which the Kuomintang government of the time sought to excuse its policy of non-resistance. If we read this thesis carefully, we can understand its full
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meaning clearly. Mao Zedong said: “The so-called theory that ‘weapons decide everything’ constitutes mechanical warfare theory, a subjective and one-sided way of seeing things. Our view is opposed to this; we see not only weapons but also people. Weapons are an important factor in war, but not the decisive factor; it is people, not things, that are decisive. The contest of strength is not only a contest of military and economic power, but also a contest of human power and morale. Military and economic power is necessarily wielded by people.”①

Reading this passage, and setting it side by side with the corresponding discussion in Engels’ chapters on “The Theory of Force” in Anti-Dühring, and considering, further, the respective background against which each of these two pieces of writing was produced, we find that, although in broad direction the content of what these two classic authors were discussing both concerned the relationship between men and things in war, what each of them was respectively trying to explain is not the same. It is quite clear that what Mao Zedong is trying to resolve here is not the question of which is primary — social being or social consciousness — in the matter of war, but only wishes to explain which of these two kinds of social existence, man and weapons, is more able to determine the outcome of armed struggle.

Mao Zedong’s view of “man” in war is, like Engels’, at once materialist and dialectical. Here he brings in, at the same time, the two concepts of “human power” and “morale.” This best shows that the “man” of whom he speaks in his discussion refers not only to man’s spiritual attributes, but to the material aspect as well. This is extremely close, in meaning, to what Engels meant by “the quality and quantity of the population.” Not only that: on the question of which — man or weapons — is more able to determine the outcome of armed struggle, their views are likewise consistent. As already noted above, Engels’ propositions that “it is the man and not the gun that wins battles” and “the gun itself will not go off; it needs a brave heart and a strong arm to use it” are, in substance, entirely consistent with Mao Zedong’s propositions that “it is people, not things, that are decisive” and that “military and economic power is necessarily wielded by people.”

The more advanced military technology becomes, the higher the demands placed on the quality of the men who use it. Fighting strength is constituted jointly by men and weapons; hence there exists a certain relation of mutual coordination between the quality of men and the development and improvement of weapons. Engels made a long-term study of this relationship. He held that the more advanced military technology becomes and the better the performance of weapons, the higher
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the demand placed upon the quality of men, and the more attention must be paid to military training.

Engels pointed out, as early as the 1850s, that “no army nowadays can fight without military science.”① By the 1880s and 1890s, with the advance of science and technology, the weapons-manufacturing industry had developed still further, and the performance of many weapons had been greatly enhanced, thereby placing many new demands upon combat personnel. Certain figures in the German military at that time were unable to keep pace with the times, still clinging, in troop training, to their old ways of doing things. Engels criticized this phenomenon. In an article of February 1893, he pointed out: “there is probably no other field today which is as revolutionary as the military field,” and that “technology is inexorably discarding everything, even quite recent things, as soon as they’ve become obsolete.” Yet the higher circles of the German military “were forcing, as recently as five years ago, upon their army the whole apparatus of ceremonial drill and dangerous stunts of the old linear tactics of ‘old Fritz’, which had already vanished from the battlefield.” This, of course, would not do. Engels went on: “when the wave of the technical revolution is surging on every side… we need newer, bolder minds.” He stressed that, in line with the change in objective circumstances, one must “teach the soldiers only what is of use to them in the fighting, and not waste their time uselessly on any traditional old things.”② These statements of Engels’ let us see yet another level of expression within this complex structure that is the relationship between men and weapons in war, and at the same time enlighten us: we ought to strive to learn how to apply dialectics in studying and analyzing the various phenomena of the military sphere.



Section 8. People’s War — A Vivid Embodiment of the Materialist Conception of History in the Military Sphere

The historical materialism of Marxism holds that the popular masses are the makers of history, that the popular masses are the decisive force of social transformation; that every truly revolutionary movement in history has, in essence, been the working masses themselves rising up to wage
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a life-and-death struggle against the exploitation and oppression of the ruling class or against foreign aggression and enslavement. This struggle has, in many cases, moreover, most often manifested itself in the form of war, and so we may say that people’s war is the concrete, vivid expression, in the military sphere, of the materialist conception of history. Marx and Engels examined people’s wars of differing scale throughout history, and studied the distinctive features and functions peculiar to this type of war. They scientifically termed this kind of war “genuine war.”

People’s war is a genuine war in which the popular masses, on a conscious basis, rise up to resist their own country’s oppressors and foreign invaders. People’s war is a genuine war in which the people rise up consciously to take part; this is the first characteristic of people’s war. Marx and Engels consistently held that the liberation of the people is, in the final analysis, the people’s own affair. Proceeding from this understanding, they termed every military action, undertaken by the people on the basis of a full understanding of the purpose of the fighting, in conscious struggle against the enemy, a people’s war. Engels, in his own writings, first put forward the concept of people’s war in the spring of 1849. At that time, the army of the Kingdom of Piedmont (a state in Italy) had just suffered an initial defeat at Novara in its war of resistance against the invading Austrian army; this setback was, however, not a fatal blow to Piedmont’s overall power of resistance. Engels therefore said: “If, immediately after the defeat, a genuine revolutionary war had been begun, if the remnants of the Italian army had immediately proclaimed themselves the nucleus of a general uprising, if the regular, strategic war between armies had been transformed into the sort of people’s war that the French waged in 1793, then this loss would have amounted to next to nothing.”① There are two ideas in this passage of Engels’ that particularly deserve attention. In order to defeat the invading enemy, Austria, it was necessary, first, to transform an ordinary war into a “genuine revolutionary war,” and second, to transform a war between government armies into a “people’s war” in which the people took part directly. Here Engels applies the term “people’s war” to describe the military actions of the French people of 1793 in resisting the armies of the First Coalition formed by the various monarchies of Europe against Revolutionary France. He and Marx also applied the term “people’s war” to the war waged by the Spanish people in 1808–1814 and by the Prussian people in 1813 against Napoleon, to the Second Opium War of the 1850s, in which the Chinese people resisted the aggression of British and French imperialism, to the war of 1861–1865 in which the people of the northern United States fought against the slaveholders of the South, and to the war waged by the French people
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against the invading Prussian army after the fall of the Second French Empire on September 4, 1870. It is quite evident that these wars were all wars in which the people took part consciously; they differed from those wars carried on solely by the armies dispatched by the governments of the belligerent states. Under such conditions, because the people understood the just character and lofty significance of the war, as well as the benefits the war would bring to them, the people themselves consciously became the masters of the war. It was likewise in this sense that Engels called this kind of war “genuine war.” As a counterpart to “genuine war,” Engels also put forward the concept of “customary war” — a war fought “according to certain rules.”

During the Franco-Prussian War, in early December 1870, after the failure of an operation by two French corps made up of irregular units to relieve Paris, a good many voices in European public opinion raised doubts about the French people’s capacity for further effective resistance, generally holding that France’s way out lay in immediately handing over Paris and ceding a portion of its territory, so as to bring the war to an end as soon as possible. Engels disagreed with this mistaken proposal, which disregarded the interests of the French nation. He held that France’s potential for resistance lay in the broad popular masses, lay in waging a genuine war — that is, a people’s war. He wrote: “The point is that the very idea of what a real people’s war is has been completely lost sight of. The Crimean, Italian and Austro-Prussian wars were nothing but chess games played by rule between the diplomats and the generals, and the game was invariably given up as lost as soon as the machinery of the government which was directing it was broken or damaged. For several generations we have not, in central Europe, seen a genuine people’s war.”① But the situation in the second stage of the Franco-Prussian War was different. “For three months, after their regular armies had been beaten, and even done things which their regular armies were absolutely incapable of doing during that war. They have won a great success, and their partisan actions in many instances have been very successful. They have taken cannon and material from the enemy, and made prisoners.… Behind these more or less regular bodies there is the mass of the people, the levée en masse, who have been driven, by the Prussians themselves, to defend themselves.”② That is to say, in the second stage of the Franco-Prussian War, the war, from the French side, took on an entirely different character from that of the first stage: it was now a genuine war, waged with the conscious participation of the people, of resistance against a foreign invader.
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The conduct of people’s war requires strong leadership that is bold enough to fully mobilize the masses and rely on them. Since people’s war is a military struggle waged for the fundamental interests of the people, the popular masses should naturally become the subject of the war. Marx once said: “the working classes have got to conquer their right on the battlefield itself.”① Although people’s war is a genuine war in which the people themselves directly take part, it should not be a simple assembling together of ordinary, spontaneous armed struggle on the part of the popular masses, but rather organized military action under a unified strategic intention. To achieve this, there must be strong leadership that is bold enough to fully mobilize the masses and rely on them.

There have not been a few instances in history in which the popular masses possessed extremely high enthusiasm for resisting the enemy in war, yet the government, for the sake of the private interests of the ruling clique, did not hesitate to betray the nation’s interests, compromising with the enemy and obstructing the vigorous conduct of resistance by its own people. The war of resistance waged by Piedmont against Austria in the spring of 1849, referred to above, is precisely a case of this kind. Engels, in his essay “The Defeat of the Piedmontese,” pointed out that Charles Albert, king of Piedmont, in order to keep his own throne, feared his own country’s people even more than he feared the invading Austrian army, and consequently did not dare to boldly mobilize the masses and rely upon them, wishing instead to deal with the enemy relying merely on the limited strength of the government army; and after losing a decisive battle shortly after the war began, the monarchy he headed “preferred to come to terms with the most detestable but legitimate enemy, sooner than fraternize with the people,”② thereby losing what might have been the earliest opportunity for the Italian nation to win its independence.

Of course, history has also seen instances of another kind — namely, cases in which, although the leaders of a movement shared common interests with the popular masses and personally led them in a life-and-death struggle against the enemy, they nevertheless, owing to their ignorance of the particular laws governing people’s war, and their inability to organize effectively the strength available on every front or to pay due attention to strategy in struggle, still proved unable, in the end, to lead the masses to victory. The armed uprising of the Paris Commune of March–May 1871 may be said to be the most representative example of this kind. Marx and Engels gave a fair assessment of the conduct of the Commune’s leaders in this uprising, which bore the character of a people’s
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war. On the one hand they fully affirmed the correctness of the Commune leadership’s action, in the early period after the Commune’s establishment, in replacing the old standing army with an armed people; on the other hand, they also gave an account of the shortcomings and deficiencies the Commune leadership displayed in the course of directing this great class struggle, in which internal and external contradictions were intertwined. These shortcomings were chiefly: neglecting to draw in the broad mass of the peasantry to take part in the Commune’s armed struggle; failing to understand how to coordinate, in an organized way, the combat operations of the capital’s National Guard with those of the insurgent forces in the provinces; lacking vigilance against fresh offensives by the counter-revolutionary armed forces of the bourgeoisie, and, in particular, failing to organize in time a march on Versailles, the gathering point of the counter-revolutionary armed forces, and so on. In sum, the leadership of the Paris Commune was, in both military-theoretical accomplishment and in practical ability to organize large-scale military operations, comparatively weak. They lacked a unified, centralized consideration and arrangement of the Commune’s armed struggle. This became still more evident after the Commune elections held by the people of Paris on March 26, 1871, for, once the election had been completed, the Central Committee of the National Guard ceased to exercise leadership, while the newly elected leading body of the Paris Commune lacked sufficient knowledge and experience to organize military struggle. On April 11, 1871, Engels gave an analysis of this at a meeting of the General Council of the First International. He said: “So long as the Central Committee [of the National Guard] retained command, things went well… but immediately after the [Commune] elections were over, this fighting activity ceased. The moment for the offensive against Versailles, which was highly favourable and could easily have succeeded, was allowed to slip by.”① The error the Commune’s leadership committed in this major strategic decision led to the Commune’s ultimate defeat. It can thus be seen that, to conduct a people’s war effectively, strong and capable leadership is absolutely indispensable.

The conduct of people’s war requires a powerful regular army to serve as the backbone of the entire armed force. In conducting people’s war, while boldly mobilizing the masses and calling the whole people to take part in the fighting is of great importance, it is equally difficult to achieve major results without a powerful regular army to serve as the backbone of the entire armed force. Engels discussed the role of the regular army in war in many of his articles. The most concentrated account he gave of it is in “Notes on the War in America,” written at the end of November 1861.

The American Civil War, which broke out in the 1860s, plainly bore, for the North, the character
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of a people’s war. Yet this distinctive character of the war was not displayed at all in the first stage of the fighting (1861–1862). On April 12, 1861, the Southern army’s bombardment of Fort Sumter in the harbor of Charleston opened the prologue of the Civil War. In the six or seven months that followed, the actions of both belligerents lacked resolve, and neither side managed to achieve any result of real substance. Engels held that this was a rare phenomenon in history. He wrote: “The war now being carried on in America is unprecedented in its mode of conduct. From the Missouri to the Chesapeake Bay, opposing armies numbering close to a million men have confronted each other for about six months without engaging in a single great battle.”① In explaining the cause of this phenomenon, he pointed out: “On both sides the majority of the troops consist almost entirely of volunteers, while the small core of professional soldiers of the former Federal army has either been absorbed by them or is too weak in numbers to influence the mass of untrained recruits concentrated on the battlefield. There are not even enough drill sergeants to turn these men into soldiers”; and even were there a sufficient number of properly trained soldiers, “there are not enough officers to lead them. To say nothing of commanders, they certainly cannot be recruited from civilian life; and even if every lieutenant and second lieutenant of the regular army were made an instructor, there would still not be enough officers to fill such posts. Hence, it is unavoidable that a great many colonels should be recruited from civilian life.”② That is to say, the reason the American Civil War, in its opening stage, failed to produce anything resembling a proper set battle lay in the fact that neither the Northern nor the Southern army possessed a regular army of sufficient size to serve as its own backbone. And any army, if the quality of both its soldiers and its officers is extremely poor, will find it hard to imagine organizing large-scale combat operations. For this reason Engels said that anyone familiar with the actual state of volunteer forces, “seeing McClellan or Beauregard held in check by a handful of six-months colonels drawn from civilian life, who refused to undertake offensive operations or complicated strategic maneuvers,” would not think them at all cowardly for it.③
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What has been discussed above concerns only the infantry. As for the training of cavalry, artillery, engineers, and logistical support personnel, the time required is naturally still longer. Hence, the two volunteer forces hastily assembled in America could, of course, not possibly, within the space of a few short months, possess everything needed on the battlefield in the way a regular army would. This is likewise the main reason the two armies, North and South, lacked fighting strength in the first stage of the war. Besides the American Civil War, Marx and Engels also cited a number of other examples to illustrate the role of the regular army in the conduct of people’s war. In discussing the people’s war waged by the Spanish people in the last decade of the nineteenth century’s first ten years against Napoleon I’s army, Marx specifically mentioned the backbone role played by the remnants of the Spanish regular army after they joined the guerrilla forces: “they formed the nucleus around which the people could really gather in arms.”① And Engels, in commenting on the Franco-Austrian war over Italy in the spring of 1849, stressed from a different angle the importance of the regular army in conducting a people’s war: the Piedmontese regular army, having failed to shoulder the heavy responsibility of serving as the core of a general popular uprising after losing a decisive battle, thereby lost the opportunity to turn the tide of battle, and allowed the flame of people’s war to be finally extinguished by the enemy.

The conduct of people’s war requires a flexible set of methods of combat suited to bringing the power of full popular participation into play. People’s war is a defensive, just war. Whoever wages such a war is, in the early stages of the struggle, usually in a position of relative weakness. In order gradually to change the balance of forces on the battlefield and turn it to one’s own advantage, it is necessary to adopt flexible methods of combat suited to bringing into play the power of the participation of the entire people. This is what is commonly known as guerrilla warfare tactics. Marx and Engels gave a penetrating account of the theoretical significance and practical value of these tactics in the conduct of people’s war. As early as April 1849, Engels, in discussing the Italian people’s struggle against Austrian foreign rule, had already pointed out that “a nation trying to assert its independence should not restrict itself to ordinary methods of warfare,” that is, to “‘proper’, old-style war,” conducted by regular armies alone against the Austrian army, but should instead stir up “popular insurrections, revolutionary war, guerrilla parties everywhere” against the invading forces; he held that doing so was “the sole means whereby a small nation can hope to
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maintain itself against a large one,” and the only means by which a weaker army could resist a stronger, better-organized one.①

In October 1854, Marx, in a number of articles discussing the Spanish revolution, gave high praise to the guerrilla struggle waged by the Spanish people in the 1810s and 1820s against French invaders, once again affirming the enormous role that guerrilla warfare, as an effective method of combat, could play in the struggle for national independence.

In 1857–1859, the people of India waged a great armed uprising against British colonial rule. In his many articles assessing this uprising, Engels further developed the doctrine of people’s guerrilla war that he had already put forward as early as the 1840s. He held that the main way for a small, weak nation such as India to deal with the British colonial army was through guerrilla warfare. He pointed out that “the strength of national insurrection is not in pitched battles, but in petty warfare, in the defense of towns, and in the interruption of the enemy’s communications.” He likewise stressed that in guerrilla warfare one must “cut communications between towns occupied by the enemy, waylay small bodies of troops, interrupt convoys of provisions, and stop supplies,” among other things.②

At the end of the 1850s and start of the 1860s, in analyzing and commenting on the resistance the Moroccan people put up against the invasion of the Spanish army, Engels once again set out the important idea that a small, weak country’s people must, against the invasion of a foreign enemy, resort to small-scale warfare and guerrilla warfare. In analyzing the combat operations of the Moroccan army, he pointed out: “for such troops as they have, engaged in such a country as theirs is, small warfare is exactly the sort of struggle they could carry on to wear out the invader.”③ And the tactics of this kind of warfare consisted chiefly in the continual harassment of the enemy’s flanks and rear, and in cutting off or threatening his lines of communication.

During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, in more than fifty war commentaries that Engels wrote for the London Pall Mall Gazette, he set out most fully the strategy and tactics of the people’s guerrilla war, of which particularly incisive treatment is given in such articles as “The Fighting in France,” “The Military Situation in France,” “Prospects of the War,” and “Free Shooters in Prussia.”
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Section 9. New Theoretical Contributions on the Question of War and Peace

The latter part of the 1880s and the first part of the 1890s were an important period in which free capitalism was making the transition to monopoly capitalism. In this stretch of roughly ten years, capitalism’s process of monopolization steadily accelerated, and the struggle over colonialist expansion and the partition, by the great powers, of the territory of weaker states grew increasingly acute. The entire world was thrown into profound turmoil and instability. The situation in Europe was still more perilous. After the end of the Franco-Prussian War in 1871, relations between France and Germany remained comparatively tense. This gave Russia an opening. In 1877 it launched an offensive against Turkey, displaying a fresh momentum of expansion toward the Balkans and Central Asia, provoking widespread discontent in Britain, Austria, and Germany; and Italy, having incurred resentment through its rivalry with France over colonial possessions in Africa, quickly drew close to Germany and Austria. In this way, by the mid- to late 1880s, two great military blocs had gradually taken shape in Europe — France and Russia on the one side, Germany, Austria, and Italy on the other. These blocs competed vigorously with one another in expanding their armaments and preparing for war, each poised with drawn sword, so that the shadow of war hung over the entire continent. The last ten years of Engels’ life were spent in precisely this tense and turbulent international atmosphere. The development of the workers’ movement in every country has always been closely bound up with the vicissitudes of the international environment. What attitude the proletariat ought to take toward the arms races and war adventures of the ruling classes of the various countries, and what judgment ought to be made concerning the actual likelihood of war breaking out amid a complicated international situation — these were major questions that the practice of proletarian revolution needed to resolve. Engels, as the leader of the international workers’ movement at that time, saw this clearly. In order correctly to guide the victorious development of the workers’ movement in every country, he devoted enormous energy, in his later years, to conscientiously studying a whole series of questions relating to war and peace in the 1880s and 1890s — such as the characteristics of a future war, the relationship between war and the development of the workers’ movement, the factors constraining the likelihood of war, and strategies for opposing war and safeguarding peace — and wrote a great number of articles and letters, putting forward many important views and insights, thereby further enriching, in theory, the doctrine of scientific socialism that he and Marx had jointly founded.

The war of the future would be a world war of unprecedented scale, immense loss, and grave consequences. Under the unpredictably shifting international circumstances of the 1880s and 1890s, correctly understanding the characteristics of a future war, and accurately estimating the stakes this war would hold for the cause of world proletarian revolution, was of the utmost importance for guiding the smooth development of the workers’ movement in every country. Engels, on the basis of his profound insight into the history and current state of Europe, and his thorough understanding of the state of development of military technology over the last thirty years of the nineteenth century, made an extremely scientific prediction of the characteristics of a future war.

First, Engels held that the war of the future would be a world war between one bloc of states and another. He pointed out: “In the days of Napoleon III, local wars were still possible; in our day, war can only be general.”① The reason Engels reached this judgment was that he saw that two great military blocs had already formed in Europe at that time, and that a war fought by armies so numerous and possessing such enormous destructive power would bring devastating consequences upon the defeated state. Hence no single state would lightly dare to launch such a war.

It is worth noting that Engels put forward the concept of world war more than twenty years before the outbreak of the First World War. In September 1886, in analyzing the policy of German Chancellor Bismarck and German Emperor Wilhelm I toward Russia, he pointed out that, faced with Russia’s challenge, Germany found itself in a dilemma when it came time to make a choice: to yield to Russia would mean sacrificing Austria’s interests; while to resolve to resist Russia might well “lead to a Franco-Russian alliance and a world war”②. The famous nineteenth-century Prussian military theorist Clausewitz once observed that different eras have different kinds of war. It was precisely on the basis of the characteristics of different eras that Engels analyzed the evolution of war. In Engels’ view, the wars that took place before the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 belonged to the era of manufacture, and the wars of that time were, in the main, all fought within a limited local area. But after the Franco-Prussian War, as the manufacturing era finally gave way to the era of large-scale machine industry, the wars of the manufacturing era also began the
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transition toward the wars of the machine age. The scope within which war was conducted could no longer be confined to some particular local area, but was bound to expand to encompass the entire world. Engels’ analysis and judgment of the evolution of war in the latter part of the nineteenth century is highly instructive for our study of the origins of world war.

Second, Engels held that the war of the future would be a war involving a number of combatants unprecedented in scale. In the wars before the 1880s, because the size of the armies of the various states was itself limited, and because the level of production at the time also constrained the scale of mobilization possible for the participating states, and, moreover, because war was usually local in character, the total strength of the armies on both sides was generally only a few tens of thousands or a few hundred thousand men, and rarely reached or exceeded a million. But in the last twenty years of the nineteenth century, as the countries of Europe feverishly prepared for war, the size of their armies grew sharply, while the rapid development of large-scale industry made it possible for these countries to conscript enormous numbers of soldiers in wartime. Hence it is not hard to imagine that, once the flames of a world-scale war were ignited, the total number of troops drawn from the various countries caught up in it would reach a truly staggering figure.

Engels had already pointed out, in the early 1850s, that, given the level of production in Europe in the first half of the nineteenth century, a state’s capacity to conscript troops generally would not exceed 7 percent of its total population. But by the 1880s and 1890s, he held that this percentage had risen considerably, pointing out that, once war broke out, Germany would at the very least be able to send into the field a body of troops equal to 10 percent of its population — that is, five million soldiers. He estimated that the total number of troops committed across the entire theater of war would reach fifteen to twenty million. This rough estimate he made of the number of troops that would take part in a future world-scale conflict was later broadly confirmed by the First World War.

Third, Engels held that the war of the future would be a war of enormous loss and extremely grave consequences. In predicting the outcome of this war, he gave full consideration to the state of weapons development in the latter half of the nineteenth century. At the end of the 1840s, the effective range of infantry firearms did not exceed 300 paces; at that distance a soldier could safely withstand the volley fire of an entire battalion. The firepower of field artillery was almost ineffective at a distance of 1,500 to 1,800 paces. In the period of the Franco-Prussian War, the effective range of the rifle was 600 to 1,000 paces, and the maximum range of artillery was 3,000 to 4,000 paces. But by the 1890s, the range of the improved rifle had come close to the effective radius of artillery, and the penetrating power of bullets had increased three- to fivefold compared with the past. The power of artillery shells, too, thanks to the use of high explosives, had increased enormously. Engels therefore pointed out that this war, in which hundreds of thousands, even millions, of soldiers would employ weapons far more powerful than in the past, “would be a war the like of which has never been seen,”① would bring about “universal famine, epidemic disease, and a general brutalization both of the armies and the mass of the people, produced by extreme want,”② and would result in “the impossibility of foreseeing when a state of things will again be reached in Europe” resembling that before the war — in other words, “a level of devastation not seen in Europe for two hundred years.”③ It is highly interesting that, in analyzing the process of destruction this future war would bring, Engels once used a striking comparison, saying that it would be “a general devastation such as the Thirty Years’ War brought about, compressed into a period of three or four years, and extended over the whole continent.”④ This far-sighted judgment of his corresponds, in the length of time and the scale of loss involved, remarkably closely to what actually took place in the First World War. It may be said that his estimate was a remarkably accurate one.

The war of the future would bring tremendous harm to the international workers’ movement and to the broad laboring masses. Through the examination described above of the characteristics of the future war, Engels also saw clearly the various kinds of harm that such a war might bring to the world proletarian revolutionary movement and to the broad masses of working people.

First, war would bring about a temporary strengthening of the reactionary rule of the various states, making it difficult for the revolutionary movement to develop normally, and greatly delaying the time at which it might achieve victory.

The last ten years of Engels’ life were a period in which the world workers’ movement developed relatively smoothly. In the two largest countries of Western Europe — Germany and France — influential parties founded on Marxism as their theoretical basis had already emerged. And Germany’s Social Democratic Party, in the 1890 Reichstag elections, won more than 1.42 million votes, becoming the party with the largest number of voters. In Austria-Hungary, Italy, Spain, the United States, Belgium, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and many other countries, socialist organizations had, one after another, been established and consolidated. Russia’s earliest Marxist group, the “Emancipation of Labor” group, was likewise carrying on activities to spread scientific socialism within its own country. Under these
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circumstances, the reactionary forces of the bourgeoisie greatly hoped to use war to check the development of the revolutionary movement. Should war break out, the ruling cliques of the various countries would gain the best possible pretext for suppressing revolutionary activity. For this reason,

Engels gave full consideration to this potential danger lying in the path of the workers’ movement’s advance. He pointed out that a world war would “in the first instance and for a long period throw back the workers’ movement throughout Europe,”① even, in many countries, utterly destroying it.

Second, war would stir up chauvinism and national hatred, splitting the ranks of the international workers’ movement.

The outbreak of a world war would touch upon the vital interests of every nation. This would give those with ulterior motives an opportunity to stir up chauvinism and national hatred, thereby risking a split in the ranks of the international workers’ movement. In December 1882, Engels, in a letter to Bebel, expressed his concern: “I think that a European war would be a misfortune for us this time, as its outcome cannot be foreseen. It could very well, in the long run, everywhere revive chauvinism, since every nation would be fighting for its very existence. All the work of the Russian revolutionists, who are on the eve of victory, would be rendered nil and void; our Party in Germany would be temporarily submerged and swept away by a wave of chauvinism, the same thing would happen in France…”②

Third, war would increase the burden of military expenditure borne by the working class, making the laboring people still more impoverished.

In capitalist countries, the overwhelming majority of the economic burden of war invariably falls upon the working class and the laboring people. They must also endure the destruction that war brings to personal property. For this reason they would be the greatest victims of the war of the future. Engels pointed out that one important reason socialists cared about maintaining peace was that “it is they who will have to pay the whole cost of it.”③

Although Engels saw that war would create so many serious obstacles to the development of the international workers’ movement, he never wavered in his conviction that the cause of proletarian revolution would ultimately prevail. He held that, fundamentally speaking, the world catastrophe of war that the reactionary ruling classes might stir up in order to consolidate their own position could only
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create the conditions for their own final demise. And once this tragedy had run its course, “the victory of the proletariat will either already have been won or at any rate will be inevitable.”① The reality, after two world wars, of a substantial portion of the earth’s territory throwing off the enslavement of the capitalist system offers eloquent confirmation of how correct this scientific prophecy of Engels’ was.

Scientifically estimating the factors that might be sufficient to check the outbreak of war. Since a world war of such vast destructive power would set back the socialist revolution by many years, then a lasting, stable international environment would take on special importance for the development of the cause of world proletarian revolution. For this reason, Engels, by the mid-1880s, had already put forward the demand to “strive for peace at any price.”② Of course, in calling for the struggle to secure peace, Engels was not indulging in a simple subjective wish. He made an objective analysis of the actual possibility, at that time, of maintaining peace. He held that Europe of the 1880s and 1890s possessed at least five factors sufficient to check the outbreak of world war.

First, the vast scale of such a war made its consequences impossible to foresee.

By the mid-1880s, as the two great military blocs of Europe gradually took shape, any contemplated military action already carried with it a certain latent implication of drawing in the whole alliance. In the autumn and winter of 1886, for instance, Russia at one point attempted to defeat Austria on its own, while Prussia was set on single-handedly crushing France — yet neither wished to run the risk of provoking a European war. Contrary to their wishes, however, both knew that whichever side struck first would become the instigator of a world war. And just how much benefit such a large-scale war would bring to one’s own country remained, meanwhile, a very great question mark. Engels held that if the consequences of a war could not be foreseen, then this very uncertainty about the war’s prospects was itself an important factor checking that war. In March 1887, in a letter to Sorge analyzing the situation of war and peace in Europe, he pointed out that the age of local war had already passed, and that Prussia and Russia, who might attempt to launch a war, were “after all a bit afraid of the risks of a world conflagration whose outcome no one can foresee.”③ He stressed: “and this is our only guarantee of peace.”④
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Second, the tremendous transformation and rapid development of military technology deprived people of confidence in their ability to control the course of a war and to secure victory with certainty.

After the Franco-Prussian War, with the continuous advance of industrial production and natural science, military technology and weapons manufacturing entered a period of great development. From the mid-seventeenth to the mid-nineteenth century, the armies of the various countries had been equipped uniformly with muzzle-loading smoothbore rifles and smoothbore cannon. The caliber of the rifle was about 20 millimeters, it weighed five kilograms, and it could fire once per minute; its effective range against a massed target was 150 meters, though in practice this weapon’s firepower was only truly effective at 50 to 80 meters. The artillery of the time used spherical shells, with a range not exceeding two kilometers. But entering the latter half of the nineteenth century, and especially by the 1880s and 1890s, machine industry was already able to mass-produce breech-loading rifled rifles and rifled cannon. The combat capability of firearms increased sharply. The rate of fire and accuracy of rifles exceeded that of smoothbore weapons ninefold. Because artillery had switched from spherical to conical shells, its firing effect was greatly enhanced. This unprecedented improvement in the tactical-technical performance of weapons, and the rapid, ever-changing development of military technology, made people feel it had become difficult to smoothly control the course of a war and achieve its aims. Engels held that this was yet another important factor checking the outbreak of world war. In 1893 he stated: “there is probably no other field today which is as revolutionary as the military field. Between the smoothbore muzzle-loading six- or seven-pound howitzer that I once used at Kufstein and the modern breech-loading rifled cannon of today, there seems to lie a gap of centuries — as great, or almost as great, a gap as that which separated the large-caliber smoothbore gun of that time from the modern breech-loading rifle firing five rounds a minute.”① He also said: “the accuracy, range, and rate of fire of new rapid-firing weapons, together with the use of smokeless powder, mark such a transformation in military affairs that no one can any longer say what correct tactics would be under these new conditions.”②

Third, the very countries eager to launch war were themselves beset by internal difficulties.

The latent risk of war smoldering in a given region has, first of all, to do with a particular
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country in that region being accustomed to resorting to war as a means of pursuing its political aims. If a country of this kind, though possessed of a certain degree of war fever, is itself beset by some insurmountable internal difficulty, then the likelihood of war breaking out in that region will likewise be constrained. Speaking specifically of the Europe of the 1890s, Russia was the force posing the greatest threat to peace on the continent. Yet because its domestic political and economic problems were comparatively serious, it several times failed to dare take action on the international stage. In April 1892, Engels gave an interview to a reporter from the French newspaper L’Éclair. When the reporter asked him whether he was at all worried about the consequences that might follow from a Franco-Russian alliance, Engels replied: “Not in the slightest. Last year, Russia perhaps had aggressive intentions.… But today everything is completely different. In fact, even if Russia wanted to fight, it could not do so. At present it has no choice but to contend with an enemy more dangerous than any other — namely, famine.” And he added: “This calamity is not the accidental result of some natural disaster. It is the consequence of Russia’s new social system”.② What Engels described here shows that certain internal crises or difficulties within a belligerent state can often effectively constrain the release of that state’s capacity for war.

Fourth, in a world war, the favorable strategic position held by one country may at times render the tenfold effort of other countries fruitless.

In a local war, those who launch it are usually rather confident of achieving their aims. But in a world war, the favorable strategic position enjoyed by one country can sometimes cause the results other countries achieve through arduous fighting on the battlefield to come to nothing. Engels held that this, too, was one reason certain countries did not dare lightly to launch a world war. To illustrate this important phenomenon of deterrence against war, he discussed on several occasions Britain’s uniquely advantageous position in a European war. He wrote: “we must not forget that the outcome of the coming war will depend on England. In the event of the Triple Alliance fighting Russia and France, then, like France, whose territory is separated from Russia by hostile lands, they too would only be able to obtain the large quantities of grain they need to import by sea. But at sea, Britain is unquestionably supreme. So long as Britain
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makes her ships available to only one side of the conflict, the other side will simply be starved into submission by a blockade… the starving side will have no choice but to surrender — this is as certain as that two times two equals four.”①

Fifth, an anti-war force, made up chiefly of the proletariat of every country, restrains the realization of the war plans of the European powers.

The great powers’ vigorous expansion of armaments and preparation for war brought profound suffering to the working class and laboring people of every country, both politically and economically. And what they were about to face, moreover, was a comprehensive war of enormous scale and destructive power. For this reason the proletariat of every country was particularly opposed to the plundering, expansionist policies and war preparations of the ruling cliques, and took actual action to defend world peace, becoming, on the international stage, a major force opposed to war. Engels held that this was, at that time, an extremely important factor restraining aggressive war. Taking Russia, the main breeding ground of war in nineteenth-century Europe, as an example: after the Crimean War, and especially entering the 1890s, owing to the awakening of the popular masses, the Tsarist ruling clique found it increasingly difficult, in every quarter, to peddle its schemes for war. Engels once observed on this point: “Russian diplomacy fearfully sees that the day when the Russian people will be masters of their own house is no longer far off.”②

Through his careful analysis of the five constraining factors set out above, Engels reached the conclusion that, although the Europe of the 1880s and 1890s faced a serious risk of war, the possibility of securing peace nevertheless existed. He called on the workers’ parties of every country to make full use of this possibility, so that the revolutionary movement might continue to advance along the “natural path” of its own development.③

Firmly securing the four important links in checking war and striving for peace. Not only does experience show, but the record of changes in the international situation across different periods of history also confirms, that the objective existence of factors constraining war does not by itself mean that peace has already been secured. Its maintenance still requires the efforts of hundreds of millions of people. Under these circumstances, from which directions, precisely, ought the proletariat and its parties in every country to proceed? Engels held that they ought chiefly to secure the following four links.
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First, one must continually expose the schemes of those plotting war, and actively propagate the importance of safeguarding peace.

For those accustomed to scheming for war, only by exposing their vile faces to the light of day can this dregs of humanity be prevented from carrying out their deceptions. The workers’ parties of every country must treat the continual exposure of the schemes of war plotters as their primary task in opposing war and safeguarding peace. This was the demand Engels made of them, and he was no exception to it himself. Disregarding his own advanced age and declining health, he wrote, in his later years, a great many articles exposing the war schemes of the principal aggressive powers of Europe — Russia, France, Germany, and Britain. In October 1886, for instance, in his essay “The European Political Situation,” he analyzed the international situation of that autumn. At the time, owing to the so-called Balkan crisis and the resurgence of chauvinism in France and Germany, the danger of war had grown especially acute. He pointed out that the ruling classes of the various countries of Europe were preparing for war, and treated war as one means of suppressing the revolutionary movement. “The spectre of social revolution has already appeared before them, and they know of only one remedy — war.”① In propagating the importance of safeguarding peace, Engels likewise spared no effort. He wrote repeatedly to the leaders of the workers’ parties of various countries, explaining to them, and through them to the broad mass of socialists, how important the preservation of peace in Europe was for the development of the socialist movement. For a future war would not only bring destruction and grievous suffering on a massive scale, but would also be used by reactionaries to launch attacks upon the working class and its vanguard, thereby forcing proletarian parties to lead the broad masses into premature uprising before conditions were sufficiently mature, resulting in a temporary setback for the cause of revolution. Hence, in October 1891, Engels wrote to Bebel: “I still hope that peace will be maintained. In view of the progress of our cause, we have absolutely no need to stake everything on one card — but war would force us to do just that.”②

Second, one must do everything possible to eliminate any potential hazard that might give rise to war.

The danger of war existing in a given region is often closely related to a certain expansionist ambition on the part of an aggressive state in that region, to disputes left over from history, and to the great powers’ long-standing covetous eye on certain strategically sensitive
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areas. All of these are potential hazards that may give rise to war, and they must be dealt with, and eliminated, in peacetime. Engels held that, in the latter half of the nineteenth century, there existed chiefly three such hazards in Europe: first, Germany’s annexation of Alsace-Lorraine; second, Tsarist Russia’s ambition to occupy Constantinople; and third, the great powers’ contest for the Balkans. In order to eliminate these hazards, he made long and unremitting efforts. For example, on the question of the status of Alsace-Lorraine, as early as September 1870, while the Franco-Prussian War was still under way, Engels, together with Marx, in the “Second Address of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-Prussian War,” condemned the covetousness of the Prussian Junkers and the German bourgeoisie toward Alsace-Lorraine, and foresaw that this annexation would drive France into the arms of Russia and pose a constant threat to the peace of Europe. After the end of the Franco-Prussian War, his prediction became reality. Engels made use of every opportunity to continually build public opinion in favor of a just resolution of the Alsace-Lorraine question. Right up to two years before his death, in June 1893, when a reporter for the British Daily Chronicle asked, in an interview, for his views on resolving this question, he once again offered the fairest possible solution: “to let the people of Alsace-Lorraine themselves decide their own fate — either rejoining France, or remaining with Germany, or joining Switzerland, or becoming an independent state.”①

Third, one must vigorously advocate the reduction of armaments.

Armies and military equipment are the material basis for the conduct of war. To prepare for war, it is necessary in advance to greatly expand armaments, and this rapid increase in armaments in turn increases the likelihood that war will break out. For this reason, in order to strive to maintain a peaceful and stable international environment, it was necessary to find ways to get the countries of the world to reduce their armaments. In the 1890s, in response to the actual situation, in which no small number of European countries were feverishly expanding their armaments and engaging in an arms race, Engels made vigorous calls for disarmament in every country the central item on the agenda of the workers’ parties of the various countries, as the principal measure for preventing a European war. In February 1893, in order to check the German government’s expansion of its army and its demands for additional military appropriations, he responded to the request of the German Social Democratic leader Bebel by personally writing an opinion paper calling for general disarmament in every European
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country — “Can Europe Disarm?” In this document, Engels put forward the proposal that, beginning with a reduction in the size of the existing armies of the various countries, and once conditions had matured, standing armies should ultimately be abolished altogether; at the same time, he further discussed concrete methods, through a general shortening of the term of service, of moving toward a militia system. Engels expressed his confidence that, so long as the working class and laboring people of the countries of the world acted in concert, actively advocating and promoting the adoption of disarmament measures by the governments of the various countries, the arms race then under way across the globe could be brought under a certain degree of control, and the danger of war could correspondingly be eased to a certain extent. He therefore affirmed with certainty: “Disarmament, and thus the guarantee of peace, is possible.”①

Fourth, one must formulate a common international policy for preventing wars of aggression, and oppose each country going its own separate way.

Under circumstances in which the risk of war exists, a coordinated, unified attitude on the part of the socialist parties of the world toward possible future military conflict would help to eliminate the international crisis; conversely, a lack of such coordination might instead cause the danger of war to grow. For this reason, Engels held that, in order to safeguard world peace, it was “necessary to establish a common international policy”② among the various socialist parties, so as to unify everyone’s actions. In Engels’ later years, there was a period during which certain erroneous tendencies appeared within the workers’ parties of Europe on the question of how to deal with war. Some, for instance, were keen on adventurism, hoping to prevent war by calling an international general strike; others everywhere propagated the chauvinist idea of loyalty to king and country, peddling opportunist tactics; and still others, consciously or unconsciously, made excuses for the chauvinism of their own country’s bourgeoisie. Engels waged a resolute struggle against these mistaken tendencies, and made use of every opportunity to expose the serious consequences to which such absurd actions might lead. In October 1892, in a letter to the French socialist Paul Lafargue, he analyzed the dangers that might arise from the idea, put forward by the Dutch semi-anarchist Ferdinand Domela Nieuwenhuis, that an international general strike might be used to check war, pointing out that “were his plan carried out, you would be leading the whole of the European socialist parties to their destruction.”③ Engels consistently attached great importance to the unity of the various socialist parties in the formulation of policy, holding that only by achieving this could they become “a power more
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decisive than any of the great powers.”①

Of course, striving for a lasting international peace, and delaying or even entirely preventing a world war, is in the fundamental interest of the international workers’ movement, and is what the proletarian parties of every country earnestly desire. But this outcome does not depend on wishes on one side alone. Even as he gave full consideration to efforts to steer events in a favorable direction, Engels also seriously reckoned with the possibility that “war may break out independently of the will of the governments concerned.”② Should such a situation arise, Engels held, the workers’ parties of the various countries should, in accordance with the differing character of the war, determine their own differing attitudes toward it, and make use of the special conditions that war provides, seizing the opportunity as it arose to lead the working class and the popular masses in the struggle for the victory of the socialist revolution.
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— End of Chapter 2 —







Chapter 3 — The Theory of the Army

The army — this special social organization so closely bound up with war — has always been an important object of study for revolutionaries, sociologists, and military theorists. It may almost be said that, throughout their respective lives, Marx and Engels devoted no less attention to the army than they did to war. In order to meet the needs of guiding the international communist movement militarily, they conscientiously studied many questions relating to the army, such as its origin, its social nature and responsibilities, the relationship between the development of the army and social production and the political system, a rational system of military service, the various factors making up an army’s fighting strength, the role of armed organization in the proletariat’s seizure and consolidation of political power, the Communist Party’s leadership over the proletarian army, and the new characteristics of the proletarian army — thereby forming a complete doctrine of the army for the proletariat.


Section 1. The Army Arose in the Course of the Disintegration of the Clan System and the Formation of the State

How, precisely, did the army, as a social phenomenon, first come into being? Before the advent of historical materialism, no one had ever given a scientific answer to this question. Marx and Engels examined the origin of the army against the broad background of social development, and arrived at a scientific conclusion consistent with objective reality.

Primitive society had no specialized military organization. In 1857–1858, in order to gain a deeper understanding of the capitalist mode of production, Marx resolved to examine the various social forms that had preceded capitalism. He studied the system of ownership of the primitive commune, and examined the social conditions that sustained this form of ownership. Chapter 2 of this book, in discussing the origin of war, briefly touched upon the important role that warfare in humanity’s early period played in sustaining the ownership system of the primitive commune. What needs particular emphasis here is this: although large-scale wars did occur in primitive society, there was never, in that society, any specialized military organization separate from production. In the society of that time, every male member apart from children bore the obligation of military service and of taking part in fighting; war was their great shared task and shared labor; and the commune itself was “organized… as a military organization”① (Marx even called primitive society itself a “military organization.” This is, of course, merely a figure of speech, and does not mean that the commune was the kind of professional army that later appeared in class society.) In the Homeric epics, the phratries of primitive society were themselves treated as military units.

According to Marx’s analysis, in ancient society, the continued existence of the commune depended upon the participation of the commune’s members in war against outsiders, while the members of the commune, in turn, were able to labor and live normally only so long as the commune continued to exist. Marx wrote: “The continuity of the commune requires the reproduction of its members as proprietors of those minute [plots of land], the appropriation of whose surplus labour by others is thereby ipso facto rendered impossible. Time in excess of the labour necessary for this appropriation, hence belongs to the commune, to the labour of war, etc. Property in one’s own labour is mediated by property in the condition of labour — in the plot of land, which… is guaranteed by the existence of the commune, and the commune, in turn… is guaranteed by the surplus labour of its members in the form of military service.”②

It can thus be seen that the peculiar system of ownership in primitive society determined that such a society could not have, and had no need for, the kind of military organization that would later appear in class society. The armed force of primitive society was a “spontaneous armed organization” formed by all its adult male members joining together to win and protect the conditions of nature upon which their survival depended. It was neither a means of oppression within the clan commune, nor an instrument for enslaving other tribes.

The army arose in the period of the disintegration of the clan system and the formation of the state. How, precisely, did the army come into being? Engels answered this question in the course of examining the origin of the family, private property, and the state. In the later period of primitive society, after the second great social division of labor had occurred, and along with
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the emergence of private property, the intensifying inequality in the distribution of social wealth, and the gradual formation of antagonistic classes and of the state, the institutions of primitive society and its military organization began to disintegrate, while the strength of the personal retinues of clan military chieftains grew, day by day, ever greater. As the power of military chieftains and of the tribal aristocracy who owned slaves continued to expand, these retinues became their social pillar and instrument, becoming “a private organisation of the military chief for offensive and defensive war.”① This, in fact, was the embryonic form of the army.

In analyzing the distinction between the state and the old clan organization, Engels once pointed out that their second point of difference is that the state establishes a new “public power” to take the place of the armed force organized by the clan itself — and “this public power exists in every state; it consists not merely of armed men but also of material adjuncts, prisons and institutions of coercion of all kinds, of which gentile [clan] society knew nothing… This public power is increased in proportion as class antagonisms within the state become more acute.”② That is to say, the character of armed organization changed: the kind of armed organization that had once taken as its own mission the defense of the interests of the entire people, and that had been formed by the voluntary coming-together of all adult males, was now replaced by an expanded retinue that served solely the clan military chieftain and the aristocratic slaveholders.

Once society had split into antagonistic classes, the organizing principle of armed force necessarily had to change correspondingly as well. Under these conditions, an armed organization set up by the people themselves could not possibly serve to protect the interests of the ruling class. The tribal aristocracy therefore separated armed organization from the people — that is to say, the state established and maintained an armed force devoted specifically to protecting the interests of the ruling class. In Engels’ words, this was “an organized armed force which the state maintains for attack or defence.”③



Section 2. Armies of Different Character Have Different Social Functions and Features

Before the advent of Marxism, some sociologists and military theorists were fond of portraying the army as a state organization that stood above class, was free of political control, and represented the interests of the entire people. This shallow and mistaken understanding of the essential nature of the army persists, even today, in no small measure in the writings of bourgeois scholars. Historically speaking, it was Marx and Engels who first revealed the social nature and function of the army. They stated explicitly: the army is “organized violence,”① is the state’s “special public power”; armies of differing character have differing social functions.

A reactionary army is a tame tool for carrying out despotic rule at home and serving the plundering wars of a ruling clique abroad. The mid- to late nineteenth century was an important period in which capitalism was developing from free competition toward concentrated monopoly. In order to amass wealth to the greatest possible degree, the major capitalist states of Europe continually launched wars of aggression abroad, while tightening their suppression of democratic movements at home, thereby exposing, with extreme thoroughness, the reactionary essence of the armies of these states.

With respect to the domestic function of a reactionary army, Marx had already, as early as 1850, explicitly pointed out that it is “the mainstay of repression.”② In 1860, in assessing the role of the army of the Kingdom of Naples in Italy, Engels likewise said: “the recruitment and organization of this army had but one special purpose — to keep the people in subjection.”③ The reactionary armies raised by the bourgeoisie were utterly ruthless in trampling down revolutionary forces. In June 1848, in discussing the setback suffered by the Parisian proletarian uprising, Engels observed: “the conduct of the Garde républicaine and the Garde mobile was simply disgraceful. Reorganised and purged, the Garde républicaine suppressed the workers with extreme cruelty, winning acclaim as the republic’s guard for its role in crushing them.”① These armies became the ruling cliques’ willing instrument against the revolutionary masses for two main reasons: first, the composition of the army itself stood opposed to a healthy society; and second, its members had all been bought at a high price. Engels pointed out that the Garde mobile was chiefly recruited from among the lumpenproletariat of Paris — its members being recently reformed beggars, vagrants, hooligans, and thieves — who, “thanks to their generous pay, quickly became the paid mercenaries of whoever happened to be in power.”② Engels was filled with loathing for these hired vagrants who had sold themselves, bitterly denouncing their criminal conduct in “accepting a bribe and agreeing to slaughter their own brothers for thirty sous a day.”③

Judging from the history of the succession of dynasties and governments in modern Europe, reactionary armies also had another extremely important domestic function: helping political adventurers stage coups d’état to seize state power. The two founders of scientific socialism also exposed this in their own writings. In explaining the reasons for the rise of Louis-Napoleon, Engels pointed out that he became Emperor of France through the favor of the army and the tolerance of Europe. And in The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850 and The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, Marx gave a still more penetrating exposition of the important role the army played in helping Louis-Napoleon carry out his plot to make himself emperor.

As for the external functions of reactionary armies, the writings of these classic authors show that these, too, were manifold. First, such armies were widely used to wage colonial wars. From the 1840s to the 1860s, Britain, France, Germany, Russia, Italy, Spain, and other European countries vied with one another in deploying their armies and navies, organizing various expeditionary forces, and sailing across the seas to carry out large-scale aggressive expansion against a number of countries and regions in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Marx and Engels kept a close watch on the various shameless acts by which these European countries used their armies vigorously to carry out colonial policy, and repeatedly and mercilessly denounced and exposed them. In May 1853, in discussing the causes of China’s Taiping Revolution, Marx laid bare the truth behind Britain’s use of its army to force the export of opium to China for enormous profit. He
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wrote: “England forced China to buy with cannon the narcotic called opium… meanwhile the silver coin of China — its very blood — began to flow to British East India.”①

Second, another external function of reactionary armies was to be used against the people of dependent states and colonies. Every colonial power, in order to maintain its long-term rule over dependent states and colonies and to suppress the resistance of the oppressed people in each locality, had no choice but to station a certain number of troops there, or to organize native forces controlled by a small number of officers from the mother country. In discussing the enormous role the army played in consolidating Britain’s colonial rule over India, Marx observed: “two hundred million subjects were controlled by a native army of 200,000 men, officered by Englishmen, and that native army was in turn kept in check by an English army numbering only 40,000.”② It can be seen from this that a large colonial power, if it lacked this important instrument — the army — would not be able to rule over and manipulate, for even a single day, the various dependent states and colonies whose populations far exceeded its own. Of course, even where an occupying army was stationed, the people of dependent states and colonies would never for long meekly endure such rule, but would always resist, in one way or another. For this reason, remaining constantly prepared to suppress national uprisings among the people of every dependent state and colony became a basic external function of the armies of the mother countries. During the European revolution of 1848–1849, the brutal suppression by the army of the Austrian Empire of the national uprisings of the Italian and Hungarian peoples was the most representative example of this. Engels gave a profound exposure and denunciation of this in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung.

Finally, among the external functions of the armies of capitalist states, there was yet another extremely important item: being used to wage wars of plunder against other capitalist states. In the 1860s, Prussia was an important state in Europe that pursued a policy of contending for hegemony with the other great powers. In 1870, in analyzing the distinctive features of Prussia’s military system, Engels pointed out: “so long as the Prussian dynasty and the Prussian government continue to pursue their traditional policy, they will need an army to serve as the obedient instrument for carrying out that policy”; Prussia was, at that time, “building up a huge army for the purpose of carrying out an oligarchic foreign policy and a reactionary domestic one.”③ Engels held that, in the 1880s and 1890s, the extent to which the armies of the European powers were used to
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contend with one another for hegemony was increasing, thereby carrying within it the danger of the outbreak of a world war.

A revolutionary army is an instrument by which the oppressed people oppose their oppressors. While continually exposing the social nature of reactionary armies, Marx and Engels also gave a detailed analysis of the social function of revolutionary armies. They held that a revolutionary army is an instrument by which the oppressed people deal with their oppressors, an “extremely authoritative means” by which the revolutionary masses “compel another part of society to accept their will.”①

Engels called reactionary armies the “chief instrument of oppression”② in class society, whereas the mission of a revolutionary army is to help the toiling masses escape this oppression. Out of profound sympathy for the oppressed people, and out of the need to sum up experience in order to guide the movement, Marx and Engels made a deep study of the armed struggles of the people, both historically and in their own time, and carefully examined a number of characteristics that distinguish a revolutionary army from a reactionary one.

First, what a revolutionary army represents is the interest of the oppressed laboring people. In whatever historical period, those in society who take up arms and throw themselves into revolution are invariably those toiling masses who suffer oppression and exploitation at the hands of the ruling class, economically and politically. Hence a revolutionary army is, first of all, naturally the armed force of the oppressed people. In analyzing the historical fact that the insurgent forces resisting Britain during the American War of Independence repeatedly defeated the British colonial army, Engels spoke of one extremely important reason: the insurgents “were fighting for their own vital interests, and so did not desert in the face of the enemy the way mercenary soldiers do.”③

Second, revolutionary armies all have a lofty ideal that they pursue. In February 1845, in describing the political-ideological quality of the armed forces of a communist society, Engels spoke of the lofty spiritual bearing displayed by the French revolutionary army at the end of the eighteenth century in the course of smashing the armed intervention of the counter-revolutionary forces of Europe, stressing the tremendous spiritual power that an ideal might confer upon a revolutionary army. He said: “and I would ask you to note further that, should war break out (and, of course, such a war could only be against those countries hostile to communism), this
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society will unquestionably be defending its true fatherland, its true home, and will therefore be filled with a spirit and will fight with a resolution and courage such as would put to shame the most highly trained army of automatons. Do but consider, gentlemen, what miracles were performed between 1792 and 1799 by armies which were fighting merely for a chimerical fatherland, an imaginary country; then you will see what may be expected of an army that is fighting not for a chimera but for something tangible.”①

Third, a revolutionary army possesses a spirit of fearless dedication to its cause. Their oppressed status and their lofty ideal together determined that a revolutionary army possesses an outstanding political-ideological quality that a reactionary army can never hope to attain: a spirit of fearless dedication to its cause. In his account of the June 1848 revolutionary events in Paris, Engels gave the highest praise to the heroism and the profound spirit of self-sacrifice displayed by the ranks of insurgent workers. He wrote: “the heroism the workers displayed in this battle is amazing. Some thirty to forty thousand workers held out, for three whole days, against more than eighty thousand soldiers and a hundred thousand members of the National Guard, and against shells, grenades, and incendiary rockets, and against generals who did not hesitate to draw upon their ‘precious’ military experience from the methods of warfare used in Algeria!”②

Finally, a revolutionary army is bold in continually innovating in its methods and manner of combat. Because the broad officers and men of a revolutionary army generally come from the newly rising class of a particular historical period, they think dynamically and are not bound by traditional patterns; expressed militarily, this means they are bold in continually innovating in their methods and manner of combat. The emergence of skirmish tactics and of the combination of skirmish and column formations in the history of the modern art of war is precisely the result of this kind of continual innovation. In examining certain military-historical phenomena of this sort, Engels pointed out that, in the American War of Independence, the army of the North American colonies “did not, as the English had hoped, engage them in line formation on open ground, but instead attacked the British with agile groups of skirmishers concealed in the forests. Here, line formation was helpless, and was defeated by an enemy it could neither see nor come to grips with. Thus was invented skirmishing — a new mode of combat arising



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, pp. 47–48. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 3, p. 25.

out of the changed composition of the troops.”①



Section 3. The Development of the Army Is Closely Bound up with Social Production and the Political System of Society

The army, as a special organization that has existed in human society ever since the emergence of classes and the state, has always been a question of great concern to sociologists and military theorists of every country: what, precisely, determines the development of this organization itself, and this is a question to which they have had to give a direct answer. Through their examination of the evolution of armies in different historical periods, Marx and Engels reached the conclusion that the development of the army is, in the final analysis, determined by the state of society’s material production, and that the development of the productive forces is the material precondition for the perfection of the army’s organization and the improvement of its methods of combat.

The development and refinement of an army’s organizational structure is, first of all, related to the development of social production and the continual improvement of weaponry. For a very long stretch of human historical development, because the productive forces were at a low level and weapons-manufacturing technology was backward, the means used by opposing armed groups on the battlefield to settle their disputes were, throughout, cold weapons. The organizational structure of armies at that time was comparatively simple. According to the account given by the ancient Greek historian Herodotus, the army of the ancient Persian Empire, in accordance with the needs of command and management, was divided into units of ten, a hundred, and a thousand men, each unit commanded by its own leader, while the main body of the army, or the various columns of the army, were commanded by members of the royal family or relatives of the ruling house. In discussing the organizational condition of the ancient Greek army, Engels pointed out: “the organization of the army was based on the small unit established by Lycurgus; two small units formed one middle unit, two middle units combined to form one large unit, and eight middle units, or four large units, formed one regiment. This was how the Spartan army was organized in Xenophon’s time.”② In the age of cold weapons, the arms of an army were also relatively few — chiefly infantry and cavalry — and within these two arms, depending on the mission and equipment, there was a further distinction between light infantry, heavy infantry, and light cavalry. The navy of that time, because both ships and
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weapons were comparatively crude, and the division of tasks was singular, likewise had a comparatively simple organizational structure.

The invention of gunpowder opened an entirely new realm for the manufacture of weapons, and the emergence of hot weapons in turn created the necessary conditions for the development and perfection of the army’s organizational structure. Marx and Engels gave full recognition to the revolutionary significance of these two great advances in the history of humanity’s military development. At the same time, they also saw that this progress was, above all, closely bound up with the overall level of development of social material production. Engels pointed out, in Anti-Dühring: “That gunpowder came to Europe from the Arabs by way of Spain, and revolutionised the whole method of warfare, is common knowledge in every elementary school. But… the introduction of gunpowder and firearms was… an industrial, and consequently an economic advance.”① Marx, in his essay “Wage Labour and Capital,” in discussing the connection between the changes in people’s social relations and the development of production, specifically used, as an illustration, the example of changes in an army’s internal organizational structure brought about by the development of weapons. He wrote: “The social relations within which individuals produce, the social relations of production, change, are transformed, with the change and development of the material means of production, the productive forces. The relations of production in their totality constitute what are called the social relations, society, and, specifically, a society at a definite stage of historical development, a society with a peculiar, distinctive character. Ancient society, feudal society, bourgeois society are such totalities of production relations, each of which denotes at the same time a special stage of development in the history of mankind.” And more specifically: “With the acquisition of new productive forces men change their mode of production, and with the mode of production, they change all the economic relations which were but the necessary relations of that particular mode of production.” As regards the army in particular: “with the invention of a new instrument of warfare, firearms, the whole internal organisation of the army necessarily changed; the relations within which individuals compose an army and can work as an army were transformed, and the relation of different armies to one another also changed.”②

This is indeed how matters actually stood. According to Engels’ investigation, because of the invention of gunpowder-based weapons, “by the end of the fourteenth century every European army already possessed both artillery and units equipped with firearms.”③ For the sake of ease of command, the various countries began organizing their infantry, cavalry, and artillery into companies. And as weapons and equipment developed further still, by the early period of capitalist development, the organizational structure of the armies of the various European countries came to include tactical units such as the battalion and the regiment, as well as wartime command units such as the brigade, division, and army corps. It can thus be seen that the evolution of an army’s organizational structure is inseparable, in every respect, from the development of weapons and equipment.

The development and improvement of an army’s organizational structure is also closely connected with changes in the class structure of society and in the political system. In the view of Marx and Engels, the transformation of an army’s organizational structure is related not only to the level of development of the social productive forces, but also to the social hierarchy that emerges alongside the new productive forces. Engels held that, historically, the transformation of the feudal army of the Middle Ages, dominated by cavalry, into the modern bourgeois army, dominated by infantry and artillery, was the result of the continual development of the burgher estate in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. He said: “To obtain gunpowder and firearms, industry and money were necessary, and both of these were in the possession of the burghers. Firearms were, therefore, from the very beginning, the weapons of the towns and of the rising monarchy, which relied on the towns against the feudal nobility. Up to this time unscalable, the stone walls of the noblemen’s castles fell before the cannon of the burghers; the bullets of the burghers’ muskets pierced the knight’s armour. Along with the feudal lords’ armored cavalry, feudal rule itself dwindled away. With the development of the bourgeoisie, infantry and artillery became more and more the decisive arms, and under pressure from the artillery, military affairs was compelled to add a new department that was purely industrial — the engineering corps.”① It can thus be seen that the emergence of certain technical arms within an army was likewise entirely the result of the development of the productive forces and of new social strata.

The army is the organic combination of men and weapons. Changes in an army’s organizational structure are related not only to the level of development of weaponry, but also to the number of men a given state is able to conscript. How many men a state can withdraw from production for military service is, in turn, related to that state’s level of social-production development and to its social-political system. Compared with the army of a feudal-absolutist system, the army of the bourgeoisie is far greater in number. Engels held that being numerous and possessing mobility were the two great characteristics of the modern, civilized army. On the basis of the differing levels of production development and differing social-political systems of several of the principal European states, he examined the numbers of troops that each could possibly conscript, concluding that France and Prussia could, with relative ease, conscript 5, even 7, percent of their entire populations, that Austria could reach only 5 percent, and that Russia could not easily manage even 3 percent — because Russia was, of the great powers of Europe at that time, the country whose production and social-political system were the most backward. Of course, for all these countries, if they wished further to raise the percentage of their armed forces relative to their total population, the fundamental means of doing so still lay in reforming their social-political system and raising their productive forces. Engels pointed out: “unless Russia undertakes a complete reform, not only of her social and political organisation, but also of her production, she cannot raise her military strength from 2 or even 3 up to 5 per cent, any more than Germany and France, without a change in their mode of production, could raise their forces from 5 to over 12 per cent.”①

The army plays an important role in economic development. In studying the relationship between the army and the economy, Marx and Engels examined the matter from two directions. On the one hand, they saw that the growth of the social productive forces and the transformation of the social-political system drove the continual perfection of the army’s organizational structure. On the other hand, they also paid close attention to the positive, driving role that the army, as a special social organization, played, in certain respects concerning economic relations, in the development of the entire human economy. Marx held that no small number of economic relations developed earlier within the army than within bourgeois society itself, and that the organic connection between the productive forces and the relations of production was likewise especially conspicuous within the army. For this reason, he wrote to Engels in September 1857: “Nothing shows more clearly than military history that our view of the connection between the productive forces and the relations
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of production is correct. Generally speaking, the army plays an important part in economic development.”② He pointed out that such economic phenomena as the payment of wages, the recognition of the individual’s right to own movable property, the establishment of guild systems, the large-scale use of machinery, the use of metal as currency, and the division of labor within particular branches — all of these had first developed within the ancient army. Hence, studying the history of the army enables one to gain insight into the whole history of civil society (that is, later bourgeois society).

Certain economic relations within society developed earlier in war and in the army than within bourgeois society itself; the history of the army best demonstrates the correctness of the theory that the productive forces determine the relations of production. This penetrating insight of Marx’s appeared repeatedly, more than once, in his writings and letters. Between August and September 1857, in the Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy, Marx likewise gave expression to this same important idea. At the conclusion of this Introduction, in setting out his plan for the next steps of his work, he put forward the following important principle: “War is developed earlier than peace; the way in which certain economic relations such as wage labour, machinery etc. develop earlier, owing to war and in the armies etc., than in the interior of bourgeois society, can be seen to throw light on the relationship of productive forces and the relations of production also in this respect.”① Marx held that these points were among the primary points he “must… mention and not forget” in the later chapters in which he would expound his own materialist concept. Very soon after, in September of the same year, he wrote the above-mentioned letter to Engels.

Some eight or nine years later, in July 1866, Marx returned once again to this same subject. By that time, the first volume of Capital was nearing completion. Yet this soon-to-be-published masterpiece of economics still lacked something he had long cared about — content concerning the important role the army plays in economic development. He hoped that Engels might help him make up for this deficiency. He said to Engels in a letter: “Where could our theory that the organization of labour is determined by the means of production find more brilliant confirmation than in the human slaughter industry? It would surely be worth your while, if you have the time, to write something on this subject for me (I lack the technical knowledge) — I could then use it, with acknowledgements to you, as an appendix to my volume. Please think it over.”② That is to say, Marx, on three separate occasions, stressed the close relationship between the army and both economic development and the materialist conception of history — and this at the same time shows that Marx consistently examined the army against the great backdrop of society’s material production as a whole.



Section 4. The Composition of an Army’s Fighting Strength Depends on Conditions in Many Respects

Through their meticulous examination of the practical fighting experience of the armies of many countries, historical and contemporary, Marx and Engels concluded that an army’s fighting strength is not any single factor, but is constituted by many conditions. These conditions may be summarized, broadly speaking, under six headings.

Relatively sound weapons and equipment. Weapons and equipment are the material basis of an army’s fighting strength. Engels consistently attached great importance to this foundation. He held that “violence is not a simple act of will; it requires very real preconditions before it can be effective, especially instruments.” He also said: “in a word, the triumph of violence is based on the production of arms.”① Engels stressed that, where both sides possess weapons, the side possessing relatively sound weapons will often defeat the side whose weapons are relatively inferior. Engels specifically discussed this question in analyzing the reason for the Prussian army’s victory in the Austro-Prussian War of 1866. He wrote: “There can be no doubt that the rapid-firing needle-gun played a very great part. Without this weapon, the junction of the two Prussian armies might well not have succeeded, and it can be stated with complete confidence that without this superiority of firepower the Prussians would not have won so great and so swift a victory, for the Austrian army has never, unlike most European armies, been so prone to panic.”② In July 1866, in a letter to Marx, drawing on the actual experience of the Austro-Prussian War, he further clarified the enormous effect that advanced weapons could have on an army’s fighting strength. He said: “Here is a simple fact: Prussia has five hundred thousand needle-guns, while the rest of the world together has fewer than five hundred. Within two or three years, even five, no army will be able to equip itself with breech-loading rifles, and before that time the advantage lies entirely with Prussia.”③ Engels also pointed out that, viewed historically, for a considerable period after the end of the age of cold weapons, an army’s superiority in the number and construction of its firearms remained the principal factor determining victory or defeat in a decisive battle. It can be seen from this how much importance he attached to the role weapons and equipment play in determining an army’s fighting strength.

Scientific, rational organization. Scientific, rational organization is an extremely important means of guaranteeing an army’s fighting strength. Given the same number of troops, an army organized differently will often have very different fighting strength; and where the two sides’ forces are greatly disparate, if the weaker side is properly organized, it can sometimes successfully defeat its opponent. This is an objective truth that Marx and Engels arrived at through their careful examination of a great mass of historical examples of war. Marx held that organized offense and defense produce results altogether different from disorganized, haphazard fighting. He pointed out: “The offensive power of a squadron of cavalry, or the resisting power of an infantry battalion, is essentially different from the sum of the offensive or resisting powers of the single cavalry or infantry men taken separately.”① This difference in quality lies precisely in the fact that many individual cavalrymen or infantrymen, through scientific and rational organization, produce a new quality — fighting strength.

Engels twice, in his writings, mentioned the experience that Napoleon summed up from his successful use of cavalry in Egypt, in order to stress the importance of an army’s organization. Napoleon held that the main reason French cavalry was able to defeat the numerically superior Mamluk cavalry of Egypt lay in the fact that the French army had carried out scientific, rational organization, and ensured, through strict discipline, close coordination among individual cavalrymen, thereby forming an overall fighting strength far exceeding the simple sum of the strength of individual soldiers. Although, taken individually, French soldiers were inferior to Mamluk cavalrymen in horsemanship, riding skill, and swordsmanship, as Napoleon said: “Two Mamelukes were unquestionably more than a match for three Frenchmen; 100 French cavalry were equal to 100 Mamelukes; 300 French cavalry could generally defeat 300 Mamelukes; and 1,000 French cavalry would always defeat 1,500 Mamelukes.”②

Engels also, in his essay “The Army,” discussed an example from the seventeenth century, in which King Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden improved his army’s organization to raise its fighting strength. In the past, the Swedish army had fought in deep column formation, with the strength of each regiment reaching as many as two or three thousand men. Gustavus Adolphus changed the deep column formation to a shallower one (reducing the pikemen to six ranks and the musketeers to three), thereby not only raising fighting strength, but also reducing the strength of each regiment to thirteen or fourteen hundred men. Engels pointed out: “With this formation he defeated enemies who were usually massed in dense formations thirty ranks deep, of column or square type.”③

Sound military training and quality. Military training is the essential precondition for promoting the combination of men and weapons and thereby transforming that combination into fighting strength. Engels consistently attached great importance to the decisive role military training plays in raising an army’s fighting strength. First, he held that without strict training, it was impossible to master advanced weapons and equipment and bring them to their fullest effect. He pointed out: “every intelligent soldier
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should know the design principles and performance of his own weapon.”① He also said: “without discipline and organization, enthusiasm alone can never win a battle for anyone.”② In discussing artillery and engineering troops, he stressed in particular that these are two highly technical arms, and that consequently “officers and men alike must undergo long and meticulous training.”③ Second, he held that only through strict training could soldiers acquire strong adaptability, good conduct, firm will, a high degree of self-discipline, and a robust physique. In discussing the Roman army, he pointed out that this army’s “discipline in training soldiers was extremely severe,” its aim being “to increase, by every possible means, the soldier’s physical strength,” while also “cultivating the habit of enduring hardship.”④ Third, Engels also held that strict training could instill in a unit a high degree of organizational discipline. In discussing the significance of close-order drill, he pointed out that the purpose of carrying out such drill is precisely to “make the soldiers feel that they are truly like a single man, entirely in the grasp of a commanding officer able to make use of their strength without the slightest delay and to maximum effect.”⑤ Finally, Engels stressed that only when training is carried out according to the needs of actual combat can an army truly possess fighting strength. He held that it was essential to “teach the soldiers only what is of use to them in the fighting, and not waste their time uselessly on any traditional old things.”⑥ He criticized the Prussian army’s practice, in the organization of its training, of proceeding not from the needs of actual combat but from mere showy formality, pointing out: “Under the guise of exercises, they created for themselves an artificial, ritualized kind of warfare in which everything is utterly unlike real war; it is nothing but teaching officers and men to find every conceivable excuse for not taking the initiative, and instilling in them completely unrealistic concepts.” He also said that organizing and training one’s own army in such a fashion “was bound to lead to defeat.”⑦

Excellent political and ideological quality. Excellent political and ideological quality is an extremely important component of an army’s fighting strength. It generally refers to the deep understanding, on the part of the army’s broad body of officers and men, of the army’s purpose and mission, their utter loyalty to their homeland and boundless love for the people, and their firm conviction in the ultimate victory of a just war. What people commonly call high morale is precisely the integrated expression of these excellent qualities. Where morale is high, a unit will display, on the battlefield, courage and composure, fearlessness in the face of danger, willingness to sacrifice, and a high degree of organizational discipline; it will find ways and means to overcome difficulties and secure victory. This is a tremendous, intangible fighting strength, and Marxist military theory gives it full affirmation. In February 1845, Engels offered a speculative account of the spiritual bearing that the people of a state that had already achieved communist society might display in resisting foreign invasion. He pointed out: “should war break out… the members of this society will unquestionably be defending its true fatherland, its true home, and will therefore be filled with a spirit and will fight with a resolution and courage such as would put to shame the most highly trained army of automatons.”① Engels held that the spiritual factor in fighting strength is more important still. In the 1850s, some in Prussian military circles mistakenly believed that the mass equipping of troops with rapid-firing, breech-loading needle-guns would drive traditional hand-to-hand combat from the stage of war history. Engels refuted this view. He wrote: “Fortunately, the Italian war tells everyone with any sense that the firepower of the modern rifle is not, after all, so terrifying to a boldly charging battalion… A purely passive defense, however good the weapons employed, is bound to end in defeat.… it is the man and not the gun that wins battles.”② In other essays he further pointed out that courage and the conviction of certain victory often bring a battle to a victorious close, and that, under certain conditions, the spiritual factor can be transformed into material force.

Unified, resolute command and thorough, reliable logistical support. Unified, resolute command and thorough, reliable logistical support are an indispensable link in the composition of an army’s fighting strength. Engels examined the causes of a series of military defeats, and concluded that in no small number of cases an army’s loss of fighting strength was, above all, connected to a lack of unified, resolute command. In analyzing the reasons for the Austrian army’s defeat at the Battle of Magenta in 1859, he pointed out that the universally accepted strategic principle requires an army to avoid conducting a flank march within reach of the enemy; yet the French emperor Napoleon III, relying on his own numerical superiority, deliberately violated this principle. Under these circumstances, the Austrian commander-in-chief, Gyulai, could actually have used a force of close to 120 battalions to launch a fierce attack upon, and win a decisive victory over, the long, mutually disconnected columns of the Franco-Italian allied force. But, overawed by the reputation of the French army, he, faced with such a favorable opportunity for battle, actually “hesitated,” “losing his resolve,”① and in the end suffered defeat. Engels attributed Gyulai’s clumsy performance in directing the battle to “the decrepitude and stupor of the monarchical system.”②

In analyzing the reason for the failure of another important engagement of this same war — the Battle of Solferino — Engels emphasized the tremendous impact that a lack of unity in the command exercised by the supreme headquarters had on the army’s fighting strength. He pointed out that, because there was confusion and a lack of unity in the command of the Austrian high leadership, “the actions of the three corps [the 1st, 5th, and 7th] were so contradictory and uncoordinated, and at the decisive moment so lacking in mutual liaison, and so frequently mutually obstructive, that from the Austrian reports we can draw only one, though indisputable, conclusion: that the defeat of this battle was due less to inferior numbers than to extremely poor command.”③

Even with unified, resolute command, if logistical support is not thorough and reliable, front-line troops will still find it difficult to carry out their combat missions. In late July 1870, Napoleon III of France, in launching the war against Prussia, traveled from Paris to Metz on July 28, personally assuming command of the Army of the Rhine the following day, resolved to organize the French army immediately to cross the border and strike, in a single blow, at the dispersed Prussian forces before they could be concentrated. In fact, however, owing to lapses in logistical support on the French side, the Army of the Rhine had still not managed to move by August 6, thereby losing the excellent opportunity to seize the initiative and dictate to the enemy. In analyzing the cause of this major error on the part of the French high command, Engels pointed out: “the reason is simple: if the French soldiers were ready, their supply services were not.” He also said: “It was precisely the confusion that arose in this area that delayed operations for almost a week at the most critical juncture of the war.”①
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And it was precisely the Prussian army that made use of this one week to concentrate its forces, thereby escaping its previous strategic passivity and becoming, thereafter, the master of the battlefield.

Advanced military thought. Advanced military thought is the reflection, in the human mind, of the laws of war and of combat operations, and is the key that guarantees that every military activity will achieve its maximum effect. In examining the factors that determine victory in war, Engels, besides attaching importance to relatively sound weapons as the material basis, also placed great stress on the dynamic, guiding role that advanced military thought plays in defeating an opponent, and regarded it as an extremely important component of an army’s combat fighting strength. He held that, for an army to achieve a leading position amid an international environment crowded with formidable rivals, it must constantly maintain the advanced character of its military thought. In 1855, after a thorough and careful examination of the condition of the armies of the various European countries, he pointed out: “under conditions of military openness as they now stand, it is only by using one’s head, by constantly improving and innovating in the sphere of military affairs and in the use of the state’s resources, and by developing the military qualities peculiar to one’s own nation, that a country’s army can, for a time, leap to the very forefront among its competitors.”② Russia was a great power in Europe, and its soldiers fought very bravely, yet the Russian army was repeatedly defeated by other countries — the main reason being that its military thought was backward. Engels pointed out: “one must remember that not a single Russian general, not even Suvorov, has ever had an original idea”; in the Battle of Inkerman during the Crimean War, in November 1854, although the Russian army had, beforehand, formulated an excellent plan of attack, in the course of carrying it out it disregarded method and strategy, engaging in nothing but reckless, headlong charges — “every idea of tactical maneuver was abandoned: forward, forward, forward — that was all that was done,”③ and this ultimately led to defeat in the battle.

A revolutionary army, if it possesses advanced military thought, combined with capable leadership, can often defeat a stronger enemy even while numerically inferior. Engels paid close attention to this phenomenon, common in the history of war, and took care to examine the important role correct ideas might play in this kind of military activity. In 1860, he made a detailed analysis of the successful experience of the Italian revolutionary leader Giuseppe Garibaldi, who, leading his “Thousand,” marched into Sicily and defeated the army of the Kingdom of Naples. At the time, the volunteer force Garibaldi led numbered only 1,400 men, together with more than 3,000 peasant guerrillas from southern Italy placed under his command — together fewer than 6,000 men in all. Yet the Sicilian capital, Palermo, which they sought to capture, was defended by 22,000 troops of the army of Naples. Despite this, the insurgent force led by Garibaldi still won the day. The key reason for this lay, above all, in the fact that advanced strategic guidance played its part. Engels pointed out: “we may now say that the maneuvers Garibaldi undertook in preparation for the assault on Palermo at once proved him to be an exceptionally able general”; “the method by which he succeeded in deceiving the commander-in-chief of the Neapolitan army into the grave error of allowing half his troops to be drawn far away from the city, his rapid flanking march, and his wholly unexpected reappearance before Palermo from an unanticipated direction, together with the resolute assault he launched, seizing the moment when the garrison had been weakened — all these display his military genius even more strikingly than anything he did during the Italian war of 1859.”①



Section 5. The Armed Organization of the Proletariat Is an Entirely New Kind of Revolutionary Army

On the theory of the army, Marx and Engels, even as they examined every non-proletarian army of history and of their own time, also made a careful study of the armed organization of the proletariat, and put forward a series of principles concerning the emergence and development of a proletarian army. They held that the armed organization of the proletariat is an entirely new kind of revolutionary army — one that, besides possessing the excellent qualities of a revolutionary army in general, also has many distinctive features peculiar to itself.

The emergence of a proletarian army is a necessary consequence of the development of world socialist revolution. Marx and Engels once imagined that the socialist revolution would triumph simultaneously in all, or in most, of the countries of the world. But this did not mean that so vast a social transformation would concentrate itself and be completed all at once, on a single day. In “The Principles of Communism,” Engels pointed out: “the communist revolution will not be a merely national one; it will take place simultaneously in
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all civilized countries, that is to say, at least in England, America, France and Germany.”① That is to say, in imagining the launching of a future proletarian revolution, Engels never placed all countries on the same starting line. And Marx, in forecasting the general course of development of the socialist revolution on a world scale, likewise cautioned the workers: “not only to change existing conditions but to change yourselves and make yourselves capable of political rule, you must go through fifteen, twenty, fifty years of civil wars and international wars.”②

Before the great harmony can be realized across the whole world, an unavoidable transitional period will emerge, in which two systems coexist. In these circumstances, if a country in which socialism has already achieved victory does not possess powerful armed force, then its revolutionary regime will find it difficult to consolidate, and the fruits of its revolution will likewise come to naught. The brief history of the rise and fall of the Paris Commune of 1871 offers a pitiless confirmation of this irrefutable, objective truth. It can thus be seen that the appearance of the proletarian army, as a new thing, is the necessary result of the development of world socialist revolution.

A proletarian army is the armed force of the people, faithfully carrying out the political program of the Communist Party and subject to its absolute leadership. Marx and Engels became aware of the tremendous role armed organization plays in proletarian revolution as early as when they first founded the theory of scientific socialism. In February 1848, in the Communist Manifesto, they put to the proletariat of every country the grand goal of “the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions.”③ Yet the victorious fruits that the working class won through bloody sacrifice in the armed uprisings of the European revolution of 1848–1849 were entirely usurped by the bourgeoisie. In light of this grave historical lesson, in March 1850, in the “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League,” Marx and Engels explicitly put to the proletariat the solemn task of establishing its own armed organization. They pointed out that the bourgeoisie, having joined with the workers in an anti-feudal, anti-foreign-enslavement armed uprising, would betray the revolution the moment it had achieved victory. They therefore stated that “the workers must be armed and organised,” that “they must form their own independent guard, with commanders elected by themselves… who will take their orders from a revolutionary communal council set up by the workers.”①

This passage of Marx’s and Engels’ laid the first theoretical cornerstone of the Marxist doctrine of army building, and possesses extremely important academic value and practical guiding significance. What needs particular attention here is this: Marx and Engels, besides pointing out that the proletariat must possess its own armed organization and preserve its independence, also specifically stressed the question of whom this organization ought to obey. Because, in the early 1850s, there did not yet exist, in the various countries of Europe, any Communist Party organization in the true sense, the “revolutionary communal council” spoken of here was precisely, at that time, the political representative concentrating and reflecting the interests of the working class. That is to say, at the very moment Marx and Engels first put forward the idea that the proletariat must build its own independent armed organization, they had already given consideration to the question of the absolute leadership of the army. In their view, a proletarian army must, first of all, be an armed force of the people faithfully carrying out the political program of the Communist Party and subject to its absolute leadership.

Judging from the experience of the Paris Commune, what the Commune lacked, in its life-and-death contest with the bourgeois government of France, was not armed force, but rather a proletarian party politically mature and skilled in the correct and effective use of armed force. In the wake of the successful uprising of March 18, 1871, the revolutionary people and army of Paris found themselves facing an extremely favorable situation. At that time the number of French government troops was very small, and the Commune’s armed forces held a clear advantage. Yet the Commune’s leadership did not understand how to make use of this advantage in order, militarily, to consolidate what the Commune had already achieved, and instead applied themselves eagerly to holding Commune elections. Engels pointed out: “the Commune itself was divided into a Blanquist majority and a Proudhonist minority, neither side knowing what it should do, and the two sides waged a pointless struggle against one another, exhausting the Commune’s strength.”② It can be seen from this that no proletarian army, however powerful, can bring its positive role into play at all without the strong leadership of a firm Marxist party.

The primary function of a proletarian army is to defend the dictatorship of the proletariat. The primary condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat is that the proletariat possess organized armed forces. This is what Marx said in a commemorative address given four months after the defeat of the Paris Commune, and it later became one of the basic principles of Marxist scientific socialism. The reason this statement is so important lies in the fact that Marx, on the basis of the historical experience of the Paris Commune, here explicitly established the close connection between the organized forces of the proletariat and the dictatorship of the proletariat.

On September 25, 1871, in celebration of the seventh anniversary of the founding of the First International, a meeting was held in London. Marx was elected chairman of the meeting and delivered a speech, profound in content and concise in expression. He pointed out that the European proletariat had already taken part in the bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1848, but had gained from it only empty promises that were never fulfilled, the result of the revolution amounting to nothing more than one set of oppressors replacing another. And what made the Paris Commune different from every movement that had come before it was precisely the fact that it was the working class itself that seized political power. Marx held that one of the important reasons for the Commune’s defeat was its failure to establish a new form of class rule — that is, to transfer all the means of production to the producers, thereby eliminating the existing conditions of oppression. Of course, to bring about this kind of social transformation, it was first necessary to carry out the dictatorship of the proletariat; and to carry out the dictatorship of the proletariat, it was, first of all, necessary to have an organized social force capable of resolute resistance against the exploiting classes. Hence Marx said that the primary condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat “is a proletarian army. The working classes have got to conquer their right on the battlefield itself.”①

In carrying out its function of defending the dictatorship of the proletariat, a proletarian army, besides dealing with the resistance of domestic class enemies, also bears the mission of resisting foreign invasion. Marx and Engels called this the waging of a war of self-defense. Yet a proletarian army will absolutely never wage a war of aggression, nor will it wage war for the purpose of exporting revolution. Engels pointed out: “an army raised entirely by the people can absolutely not be used to carry out subjugation abroad.”② And also: “The victorious proletariat cannot force any blessings of any kind on any foreign nation without undermining its own victory by so doing.”③

A proletarian army is an army possessing, at one and the same time, a spirit of patriotism and a spirit of internationalism. A proletarian army is the army of the sons and daughters of the laboring people, established for the purpose of defending the fruits of socialist revolution and consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat; hence it possesses, above all, a strong spirit of patriotism. Engels gave a profound account of the lofty spiritual bearing that the people’s army of a communist state would display, of its own accord, in courageously fighting to defend the fatherland and the homeland; this has already been introduced in Section 2 of this chapter.

A proletarian army differs from other revolutionary armies also in another important respect: it possesses a distinct spirit of internationalism. Because the proletariat of every country shares a common social position, common interests, and a common goal for which it strives, it is readily understandable that, in the struggle to win their own liberation and consolidate the fruits of revolution, they should show mutual concern and mutual support for one another. This is the foundation of the unity of internationalism and patriotism. As Engels put it: “since the condition of the workers in all countries is the same, since their interests are the same, since their enemies are the same, they must also fight together.”① Marx consistently attached importance to cultivating this fraternal, comradely sentiment among the workers of different countries. In September 1866, in a document drafted at the request of the Provisional Central Council of the First International, he pointed out: “one of the great objects of this Association is to make the workers of different countries not only feel but act as brethren and comrades in the army of emancipation.”②

The long practice of the international workers’ movement gave Marx and Engels a deep sense of just how crucial it was to preserve unity among the workers of every country. The founding declaration of the International Working Men’s Association had already pointed out: “past experience has shown how disregard of that bond of brotherhood which ought to exist between the workmen of different countries, and incite them to stand firmly by each other in all their struggles for emancipation, will be chastised by the common discomfiture of their incoherent efforts.”③ The events of the Paris Commune, in the spring of 1871, contained precisely this kind of lesson. In summing up the experience of this episode, Marx pointed out: “‘Revolution is one and indivisible,’ — such the Commune has taught us to say. The Commune’s fall was owing to the fact that no simultaneous revolutions of the working class of the standard of the Paris proletariat took place in Berlin, Madrid, and elsewhere.”①

The proletarian army as Marx and Engels envisioned it was precisely this sort of revolutionary army — grown up under the education of internationalism, and understanding how to unite patriotism with internationalism.

A proletarian army is an armed force superior to all other kinds of armed forces in political and ideological quality, in the ability to direct combat operations, and in organizational discipline. During the European revolution of 1848–1849, the workers of various countries, having organized themselves into hastily assembled armed forces on the eve of insurrection, faced government troops that were numerous and well equipped; nevertheless, relying on their own hastily built barricades, they carried on a tenacious struggle to remarkable effect. Marx and Engels conducted a careful and detailed observation and analysis of this, and examined the reasons why the workers’ armed forces were able to achieve such results in military struggle. In assessing the scenes of bloody struggle waged by French workers during the June revolution in Paris, Engels pointed out: “The reason we have given a purely military account of this struggle is to tell our readers how bravely, how united, how disciplined, and with what military skill the Parisian workers fought. Forty thousand workers held their own for four days against an enemy four times their number, and very nearly won.”② And he explained, with a certain wonder, why this miracle came about: “What is astonishing is how quickly the workers grasped the plan of military action, how systematically they supported one another, and how skillfully they made use of extremely complex terrain — this was because the workers had, while working in state factories, been very well organized along military lines, formed into companies; hence it was enough merely to apply their industrial organization to military action, and a tightly organized army came into being at once. Without this, the phenomena described above would be utterly incomprehensible.”③

Engels’ analysis above is thoroughly dialectical-materialist in character. The conditions of production and social-economic position of the workers determined that the army composed of them would necessarily be an entirely new type of army. Such an army, in its political and ideological quality, its ability to direct combat operations, and its organizational discipline, would necessarily be
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superior to every other type of armed force. According to Engels’ vision, with the continual advance of industry and the tremendous growth of the social productive forces, the future proletarian army, in terms of its numbers and its strategic mobility, would possess a strength unprecedented and astonishing. And the soldiers of this army, “in strength, skill, and cunning,” would “certainly surpass any soldiers that modern society is capable of producing.”① Engels further pointed out that this kind of army, composed by the people themselves, “would be utterly unconquerable in the defense of its own native soil.”②



Section 6. Abolishing the Standing Army of the Bourgeoisie, and Establishing and Maintaining a Standing Army of the Proletariat

The question of the standing army is an extremely important part of the Marxist doctrine of the army. Marx and Engels published a great number of incisive views on this question and carried out deep theoretical investigation of it. They not only attached great importance to examining the history and present state of the standing army, but also noted that the standing army has a different nature and plays a different role under different social systems. They firmly advocated the abolition of the bourgeois standing army, while at the same time firmly holding that a proletarian standing army must be established.

The modern standing army is a product of the rise of the urban burgher class. In Engels’ view, the modern standing army arose on the basis of the disintegration of the feudal army, and from its very inception bore the character of a future bourgeois army.

In Europe, feudal society lasted for more than ten centuries, from roughly the fifth century to the eighteenth. Over so long a period, the army underwent very great change. In the early period of feudal society, each feudal lord held sway over his own territory, and, in order to expand his feudal domain and suppress peasant resistance, each possessed his own army. But at that time, because the level of development of the productive forces was very low and state organization was still very unstable, the number of troops held by feudal lords was quite limited. Later, as handicraft and manufacturing modes of production developed, the material-economic basis for waging war continually expanded; and as monarchical power was consolidated and centralized states took shape, the scale of warfare also gradually grew larger. In addition, monetary-commodity relations developed considerably during this period, giving rise to both the possibility and the necessity of establishing a professional standing army. In his essay “The Army,” Engels, in discussing these changes, pointed out that “the general dissolution of feudalism and the rise of towns brought about a change in the composition of armies.”① Because the power of the feudal lords had been weakened, “the power of the lower nobility was broken by the central authority acting in concert with the towns. Feudal armies no longer existed. New armies began to be composed of large bodies of mercenaries, the disintegration of feudalism having given the mercenaries the freedom to serve whoever paid them. Thus arose an army resembling something like a standing army.”② It can thus be seen that the modern standing army may, in a certain sense, likewise be regarded as a product of the rise of the urban burgher class (that is, of what would later become the bourgeoisie).

Nevertheless, throughout the whole of feudal society, because the level of production and the development of weaponry were both subject to certain limits, in Europe, even in the later period of this society, the size of the armies of the various states remained small. It was only with the arrival of capitalist society that, with the development of industry and of capitalist relations of production, the exploiting classes acquired the ability to compel large numbers of laboring people to serve as soldiers, while also possessing the industrial-technical conditions needed to supply these troops with large quantities of weapons and equipment — and it was in this way that there arose the bourgeois standing army, far larger in number than the feudal army had been.

The bourgeois standing army brings serious harm to social production and to the economic and political life of the people. The era in which Marx and Engels lived was precisely the period in which the bourgeois standing army achieved accelerated development. At that time, the great powers of continental Europe were in constant rivalry, and hostilities were frequent; the proletariat was awakening ever more each day, and the workers’ movement was flourishing vigorously; and the ruling classes of the various countries, in order to carry out their reactionary domestic and foreign policies, found themselves compelled to greatly expand their armaments and prepare for war. This long-running, international arms race brought tremendous misfortune to normal social production, and to the economic life of the people, everywhere.

As for the harm the bourgeois standing army might cause economically, Marx and Engels spoke of this many times, at different periods. In February 1845, in a speech given at a gathering in Elberfeld, Germany, Engels said: “The standing army is one of the most costly institutions indispensable to modern society; it draws away the strongest, most needed part of a nation’s population, making that part
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incapable of engaging in production, and forcing the state to support them.”① In the mid-1860s, in August 1866, Marx, in his instructions to the delegates to the First Congress of the International Working Men’s Association, likewise pointed out: “the destructive effect of a huge standing army on production” had already been demonstrated at various congresses convened by representatives of the bourgeoisie under all manner of names.② Somewhat later, by the mid-1870s, Engels, addressing the harsh reality that, after the Franco-Prussian War, the powers of Europe had launched a fresh wave of expanded armaments and war preparation, pointed out sharply that, after the Franco-Prussian War, because every great power on the European continent had universally adopted the Prussian-style military system — that is, a system combining a standing army with a reserve army — this had greatly increased the economic burden on the people. The serious consequence of this practice was: “The army has become the main purpose of the state, and an end in itself; the peoples are there only to be soldiers and to feed soldiers. Militarism dominates and is swallowing Europe.”③ In the 1890s, the situation of the arms race among the powers of Europe grew still more severe. Engels once again sounded the alarm, pointing out: “the standing-army system has now been carried to such a pitch in Europe that it must either lead to the economic ruin of the peoples in consequence of the military burdens, or it will degenerate into a general war of extermination… unless in the meantime the peoples revolt beforehand against this system of competitive armaments.”④

As for the reactionary political essence of the bourgeois standing army, the founders of Marxism likewise exposed it profoundly, on many occasions. On August 13, 1867, in a speech, Marx pointed out: “the expansion of huge armies across Europe today has its origin in the revolution of 1848. The vast standing army is the necessary result of the present state of society. The maintenance of a standing army today is not for the purpose of waging war abroad, but is for the purpose of suppressing the working class. Yet there are not always barricades against which such an army can hurl itself, or workers whom it can shoot down; hence, so as not to let the soldiers lose their fighting proficiency, it may also be used to provoke an international conflict.”⑤ This statement of Marx’s represents the most thorough and vivid analysis that can be given of the internal and external functions of every bourgeois standing army. In the autumn of 1870, in discussing the Prussian military system, Engels likewise pointed out that the bourgeois standing army is “the tool of the policy of an oligarchic ruling clique,”① and is “built up for the purpose of carrying out an oligarchic foreign policy and a reactionary domestic one.”②

The bourgeois standing army must be resolutely abolished. Because the bourgeois standing army does such tremendous harm to social production and to the economic and political life of the people, Marx and Engels devoted almost their entire lives to striving for the abolition of the bourgeois standing army. They made use of every occasion, every opportunity, to expose the evils of the bourgeois standing army, and to set out the reasons for abolishing it and the means for replacing it. The most comprehensive and systematic exposition of their thinking on this subject is found in Marx’s account, in summing up the experience and lessons of the Paris Commune, of the question of the standing army. In The Civil War in France, Marx pointed out: “The multiplicity of interpretations to which the Commune has been subjected, and the multiplicity of interests which construed it in their favour, show that it was a thoroughly expansive political form, while all previous forms of government had been emphatically repressive. Its true secret was this. It was essentially a working-class government, the produce of the struggle of the producing against the appropriating class, the political form at last discovered under which to work out the economical emancipation of Labour. Except on this last condition, the Communal Constitution would have been an impossibility and a delusion.” More specifically: “The Commune was formed of the municipal councillors, chosen by universal suffrage in the various wards of the town, responsible and revocable at short terms. The majority of its members were naturally working men, or acknowledged representatives of the working class. The Commune was to be a working, not a parliamentary body, executive and legislative at the same time.” And: “The first decree of the Commune, therefore, was the suppression of the standing army, and the substitution for it of the armed people.”③ In this same work Marx also, from both an economic and a political standpoint, further elaborated the benefits of abolishing the bourgeois standing army. He pointed out that abolishing the standing army was “the first condition of all social improvements,” for it “at once cut down the cost of the state machine — its political
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state expenditure”; it lifted “the tax-burden which lay heavy on the peasant,” ceasing to make the peasant “the never-ending source of forced taxation and state debt”①; that is to say, it fulfilled the “cheap government” slogan long dreamt of by the bourgeois revolution②(though, of course, cheap government was by no means the ultimate goal of the Commune). Politically, Marx stressed that abolishing the standing army could eliminate the constant danger that reactionary classes, relying upon armed force, might usurp the government — that is to say, it could ensure that military power was placed genuinely in the hands of the people.

In his later years, in discussing the abolition of the bourgeois standing army, Engels put forward the concrete means by which it might be replaced: “the establishment of a people’s army,”① or “its reorganization into a militia founded on the universal arming of the people.”② Engels held that this approach had the following benefits: first, it could reduce the enormous expenditure of the various European governments as they feverishly expanded armaments and prepared for war, changing the situation in which “the people are already gasping under the weight of the burden of military expenditure”③; second, it would enable the laboring people, through the training received “in this general school — the people’s army,”④ to acquire the skills of handling weapons and the necessary military techniques, so as to be ready for the struggles of the future; and third, it would be conducive to preventing “a great catastrophic war.”

Through the above analysis of the relevant statements of Marx and Engels, it can be seen clearly that they firmly advocated abolishing the bourgeois standing army, and consistently hoped to see the universal arming of the people realized in states where the bourgeoisie held power.

A socialist state must establish and maintain a proletarian standing army. After the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, Marx and Engels, drawing the historical lesson of the bourgeoisie’s betrayal of the revolution and its disarming of the workers, put forward the idea that the working class must build its own independent armed organization. They held that, in order to counter the counterattacks of the bourgeoisie and overthrow the existing system of exploitation, the workers must possess their own regular army. On this point, everyone is in agreement, with no doubt whatsoever. But, after the socialist revolution has achieved victory and the proletariat has seized state power, ought armed force still to be retained, and in what form? Did Marx and Engels carry out any research on this question and put forward corresponding theoretical principles? The answer is yes. They not only carried out research, but also offered argumentation. They held that a socialist state must establish and maintain a standing army of the proletariat, adopting a military system combining a standing army with a militia.

As early as the early 1850s, Engels had already begun to pay attention to this question. In April 1851 he imagined that, should the proletariat of France achieve victory in a socialist revolution, it would inevitably face the combined intervention of the feudal monarchies and capitalist states of Europe. Under these circumstances, how ought revolutionary France organize the people to resist the enemy’s assault? Engels held that two forces would need to be formed: “(1) A civil guard for internal service in the towns, and the trusty part of the rural population organised into a national guard; (2) a regular army for defence against foreign attack.”① What Engels here calls the “guard” is, in fact, a force of a militia character, while the “regular army” refers to the proletarian standing army. It is clear that, in Engels’ conception, the mainstay of France’s armed force structure at this time would be the regular standing army, not a militia.

This important idea of Engels’ — stressing the backbone role played by a regular standing army within an armed force structure of every type — is reflected in many of his subsequent writings as well. For example, in the late 1850s and early 1860s, in his careful study and examination of the training of Britain’s volunteer forces — a body of bourgeois militia organized at the time to guard against French invasion — and of the fighting conducted by the volunteer forces of North and South during the American Civil War, Engels wrote a good many important essays evaluating and comparing the different military quality of regular and irregular forces (or of standing armies and militias). In November 1861, in commenting on the American Civil War, he pointed out that the million or so soldiers on the two sides had confronted one another for as long as six months without fighting a single proper battle — a mode of combat truly without precedent. The reason this state of affairs came about, he explained, lay in the fact that “on both sides the majority of the troops consist almost entirely of volunteers,”② and neither the South nor the North possessed a proper military organization. In comparing the situation of Britain’s volunteer forces with that of the combatants on both sides in the American Civil War, Engels wrote: “Neither volunteer soldiers, nor the public, should ever imagine that volunteers can, to any degree, someday replace a regular army.” And: “Any new army composed of civilians, if it does not receive the cultivating influence of the great spiritual and material resources of a comparatively strong regular army — chiefly the cultivating influence and support of the basic element of a regular army, namely organization — will never possess fighting strength.”①

In January 1868, in a letter to Marx discussing the armed force structures of a number of countries in the Americas and Europe, Engels once again expressed his consistent view regarding the inherent shortcomings of the militia system. He held that an outstanding army must, “above all, have good officers and men’s trust in their officers — and under a militia system, both of these are absolutely impossible to achieve!” He wrote: “Any rational military organization must be something between the Prussian and the Swiss systems — but what, precisely? That depends on the particular circumstances of each case. Only a society organized along communist lines and educated in a truly cultivated manner could come reasonably close to the militia system, though even then it could not fully attain it.”②

This passage of Engels’ is of the utmost importance for correctly understanding the true meaning of the idea he and Marx jointly put forward concerning the abolition of the standing army. Engels tells us here that under no circumstances is it possible to make effective use of a militia system (or a volunteer system) without a standing army, constituting the core of the armed force, to serve as its backbone; that even in a society established according to communist principles and cultivated in a communist spirit, one can only approach such a system, not fully implement it; and that, in a future society, so long as non-communist states continue to exist, the military system of a state in which the proletariat holds power can only take the form of a combination of the standing-army system and the militia system, and can be nothing else. A socialist state must not only establish its own proletarian standing army, but must also maintain it over a considerable historical period, consolidating it, until such time as the army, together with the state, ultimately withdraws from the stage of history.

The armed force structure of the Paris Commune confirms the correctness of Engels’ inference. For a long time, there has circulated, in theoretical circles, a misunderstanding to the effect that Marx advocated the abolition of every standing army. The basis for this misunderstanding is that Marx put forward the statement that “the first decree of the Commune… was the suppression of the standing army, and the substitution for it of the armed
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people,“① without going into what, precisely, was the character of this”standing army,” or what, precisely, was included under “the armed people.” This inevitably gives rise to a biased understanding. In fact, the “standing army” of which Marx speaks here has a very definite and specific target: it refers to the standing army of the French bourgeois government of the time (and, indeed, of every bourgeois government); while “the armed people” refers to the “National Guard” of Paris at that time. Let us now analyze, in concrete terms, precisely what sort of army the “National Guard” was, and precisely what sort of armed force structure the Paris Commune actually adopted.

Judging from the relevant historical materials, the military organization of the Paris Commune, although initially a militia force universally armed from among the people, was later, as the development of the struggle and the actual need to deal with a formidable enemy required, reorganized by the Commune, and a new armed force structure was established — a composite armed force structure consisting chiefly of a full-time regular army, supplemented by militia combining production and military duty. The National Guard in the later period of the Commune was itself made up of two large components: one part was the full-time regular army, consisting of three main combat army corps (each corps comprising three divisions), along with certain naval, cavalry, and artillery units; the other part was a militia not withdrawn from production. In addition, the Commune also possessed a large number of mass volunteer armed organizations of a militia character, such as the various militia battalions and various urban and battlefield service units. In this way, the armed force structure of the Paris Commune gave the fullest possible expression to the idea of universal military service. It can be seen from this that the idea of universal military service by no means excludes the possession of a regular standing army; on the contrary, under certain historical conditions, if it lacks a regular standing army, a proletariat that has won revolutionary victory will be unable effectively to deal with powerful class enemies at home and abroad, and it will likewise be difficult to consolidate, over the long term, the fruits of revolution already won. It is precisely in this sense that we can gain a deeper understanding of Engels’ statement of January 1868, that “any rational military organization must be something between the Prussian and the Swiss systems.” The armed force structure adopted by the Paris Commune was, just as Engels had already foreseen, only somewhat close to the militia system, without ever fully attaining it. Of course, after the October Revolution in Russia in 1917, the armed force structure of the various socialist states also fully
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confirmed the utter correctness of what Engels had inferred at the time.



Section 7. The Key to the Army’s Progress Lies in Reform

For any army that seeks to hold its own among the armed forces of the various countries of the world, it must, in its development, never fall behind; and if it is, in its development, to remain forever progressive, the key lies in reform. This is an important insight Engels drew from decades of observing the development of the armies of various countries. Through deep research, he found that the victories and successes of many armies in history were, without exception, closely bound up with the carrying out of military reform. Countless facts prove that, in guiding the practice of army building, reform produces a scientific and rational organizational structure, produces updated weapons and equipment, produces advanced strategic and tactical thinking, and produces an inspiring spiritual outlook. In sum, in a word, it produces quality, it produces fighting strength. Given that reform is so important in army building, then how, precisely, must it be carried out in order to succeed? Judging from the many works Engels left to later generations concerning this question, he examined it carefully and in detail, and, through the analysis of numerous concrete examples, found certain law-governed principles, thereby answering this question through the combination of theory and practice.

The foundation of army reform is an accurate grasp of the opportunity provided by transformation across the whole of society. Engels held that army reform, as a part of the content of the social superstructure, is the concentrated reflection, in the military sphere, of the progress of an era; it is, first of all, inseparably connected with the transformation of the whole of society at the time, and may even be said to be the direct product of that overall transformation. In the early nineteenth century, Napoleon achieved extremely significant success in military reform — Engels said that this success made “the French army almost invincible.”① And the primary reason for achieving this success was that, in 1789, France had experienced the bourgeois revolution that destroyed the feudal monarchy, thereby creating the necessary conditions for building a numerous, new-type revolutionary army. Engels pointed out: “Napoleon’s remarkable
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reforms in the art of war cannot be regarded as a miracle; the new military science was the inevitable product of new social relations.”① And also: “The modern art of war is premised upon the emancipation of the bourgeoisie and of the peasantry; it is the military expression of this emancipation.”② Here Engels, in concise, condensed language, gives a historically materialist account, of profound theoretical significance, of the intrinsic connection between army reform and the overall transformation of society.

The reforms Napoleon carried out in army building were comprehensive in every respect. He adopted universal military service, thereby greatly increasing the size of his army; he abolished field encampment equipment and the practice of supplying provisions from fixed magazines, adopting instead the practice of living off the country while campaigning, thereby greatly increasing the army’s mobility and independence; he combined infantry, cavalry, and artillery into corps- and division-level units, thereby strengthening the army’s flexible, mobile combat capability; and he took the destruction of the enemy’s army as the basic objective of operations, abandoning the traditional approach of seeking to avoid decisive battle through skillful maneuver, thereby raising the army’s capacity to fight and destroy the enemy. Yet all of these reforms depended on two preconditions: change in man, and progress in weapons. The change in man expressed itself concretely in two respects: first, the productive forces had developed, so that the state was able to withdraw more manpower for the army without affecting the normal functioning of the national economy or its capacity to sustain a prolonged war; second, the composition of the soldiery had changed. The broad mass of soldiers no longer served on the basis of a mercenary relationship, but fought for their own vital interests. As for the role weapons’ progress played in bringing about army reform, Engels gave a penetrating account of it in Anti-Dühring. In analyzing the achievements Napoleon attained in reforming methods of combat, he pointed out that without the design by Gribeauval, in the mid-eighteenth century, of lighter gun-carriages, which raised the mobility of artillery on the battlefield; and without the improvement made to the French musket’s stock in 1777 (changing the straight stock to a curved one), which raised the accuracy of firearms, “then the use of the old-style weapons would not have made possible the waging of skirmishing warfare.” For this reason, Engels called these two advances the “technical preconditions”③ for Napoleon’s reform of methods of combat.

That being the case, then, under these conditions, what role, precisely, does the agent of reform — the commander or strategist — play? Engels held that the mark of a successful military reformer lies not in his carrying out any so-called “free creation of the intellect,” but in his ability, faster and more deeply than others, to perceive changes in the objective world, to accurately grasp the opportunity provided by the overall transformation of society, and to know how to use conditions that have already changed to create methods and manners suited to the distinctive features of the army’s activity under the new circumstances. He pointed out that the influence a brilliant commander can exert on military reform amounts to nothing more than his being able to “adapt the method of fighting to the new arms and the new fighters produced by these changes”;① and Napoleon’s own contribution in this respect lay in the fact that “he discovered the correct method — the only correct one — of using large armed masses in tactics as well as strategy.”②

The essence of army reform is overcoming conservative thinking so as to keep pace with the development of the times. The trade the army practices is, in Marx’s words, “the industry of slaughter.” In struggling against the enemy, in order to avoid being destroyed oneself while effectively destroying the opponent, one must attend closely to the means used for overcoming the opponent — weapons — and the improvement of weapons has never, in any period, been separable from the development of production. For this reason, ever since its birth, the military sphere has always been one of the fields of social life in which the achievements of production technology are put to the most, and the swiftest, use, and many new technologies have, moreover, first been invented and developed in the military sphere. Engels pointed out, as early as the 1890s: “there is probably no other field today which is as revolutionary as the military field,” and that “technology is inexorably discarding everything, even quite recent things, as soon as they’ve become obsolete.”③ The swift, ever-changing development of military technology requires that those engaged in military activity consciously adjust their mutual relations, in accordance with this development, adapt their manner of activity, and update the various concepts on the basis of which people act, in both peace and war. That is to say, there must be a kind of thinking unwilling to fall behind the times, eager to press forward, and bold enough to undertake reform, so as to adapt to the new, objectively changed circumstances. Yet, historically speaking, the army has also often been a place where conservative thinking readily takes root. For this reason, the process of army reform has always been bound up with a struggle against conservative thinking.

In the German military circles of the 1880s and 1890s, because the German army had won two not inconsiderable victories — in the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, and in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 — it now carried the heavy burden of a victorious army’s laurels, and, confronted with a war that was itself continually developing, had grown set in its old ways and reluctant to move forward. Military conservatism was extremely serious. The training of troops did not proceed from the needs of actual combat, but considered only how to present a “magnificent” spectacle to onlookers on the parade ground. After new infantry regulations were promulgated, because of obstruction from old, entrenched habits, they could not be conscientiously carried out and implemented. Engels pointed out: “Regulations are one thing, the carrying out of regulations is another. The spirit of drill for drill’s sake, which dominates the Prussian army in all times of peace, causes the officially discontinued waste of time to be reintroduced through the back door of the grand reviews.”①

Engels himself thoroughly detested conservative thinking. In his later years, when he saw that the German army, in matters of system, structure, organization, and the guiding thought and methods of training, among many other respects, suffered from serious shortcomings requiring reform, yet could not win the support of the army’s upper echelons, he felt deeply uneasy, and in a number of essays launched a sharp critique of this backward, ignorant phenomenon. He pointed out: “our highest military authorities are, in their own sphere, mostly conservative to a terrifying degree,” and that “they were forcing, as recently as five years ago, upon their army the whole apparatus of ceremonial drill and dangerous stunts of the old linear tactics of old Fritz, which had already vanished from the battlefield,” and, “I would urge everyone to adopt an attitude of the utmost distrust precisely toward ‘authoritative opinion’ on military matters.”②

Confronted with the objective reality of the rapid development of European science and technology at the end of the nineteenth century, Engels fully assessed just how serious the consequences might be, for the entire army and even the entire nation going forward, of this conservative thinking held by a small number of people, and felt that he himself could not stand idly by, but should instead “intervene in the matter.”③ He wrote: “I believe that, whether for the German people or even for the German army, at a moment when the wave of the technical revolution is surging on every side, to let these conservative prejudices dominate the army will do no good. We need newer, bolder minds…”④ In his view,



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 184. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 184. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 15. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 12. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 187. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 488. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 486. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, pp. 488, 489, 487. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 489. ④ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 489.

there was certainly no shortage of people of this sort of mind within the German army. Engels, at any time, always placed great hope in those new forces bold enough to undertake reform.

The core of army reform is fundamentally raising fighting strength. There may be many and various standards by which to judge whether a particular military reform has succeeded, but the most fundamental one is whether the army that has undergone that reform can withstand the test of a future war. If army reform has a core, then that core is fundamentally raising fighting strength. This is another important conclusion Engels reached in examining the question of military reform.

In the latter part of 1859, Austria, one of the principal great powers of the German Confederation, suffered defeat in the Italian war, thereby setting off, throughout Germany, a great clamor for military reform. Yet many people did not understand how this reform, precisely, ought to be carried out. At the time, people spent a great deal of time debating such non-substantive questions as soldiers’ uniforms, knapsacks, and even the number of men per battalion or company, while such matters directly bearing on raising the fighting strength of units, such as unifying the caliber of rifles and artillery, went unattended by anyone. Engels was extremely dissatisfied with this state of affairs. In an essay assessing this round of military reform, he pointed out: “While all the attention was directed toward matters of uniform style and clever ideas about battalion strength and organization, the great defects and crux of the German military system were overlooked. The officers argued endlessly over the style of a pair of trousers or a collar, while remaining perfectly indifferent to the fact that the army of the German Confederation had some twenty different calibers of field guns and almost as many indistinguishable calibers of small arms. What, frankly, are we to make of officers like this?”①

Why, in the course of Germany’s contemplated military reform, did this phenomenon of particular interest in the style of soldiers’ uniforms arise? Engels carried out a careful analysis, writing: “In Germany, so long as the upper echelons do not give up the notion that building an army is for the purpose of holding reviews rather than for fighting, there can be no progress whatsoever in military affairs.”②

Engels consistently held that an army is built in order to fight, and that military reform is carried out in order fundamentally to raise fighting strength. He stressed that it was absolutely necessary to “teach the soldiers only what is of use to them in the fighting” and let them not waste their time uselessly on any traditional old things.① He criticized the Prussian army’s practice, in reforming troop training, of not proceeding from the needs of actual combat but engaging only in showy formality. He wrote: “Under the guise of exercises, they created for themselves an artificial, ritualized kind of warfare, in which everything is utterly unlike real war; it is nothing but teaching officers and men to find every conceivable excuse for not taking the initiative, and instilling in them completely unrealistic concepts.” Engels pointed out that building and training one’s own army in this fashion “was bound to lead to defeat.”②

Reorganizing troops promptly, in line with the needs of the development of war, is an extremely important link in raising fighting strength, and is also the principal focus of every military reform in history. To illustrate this principle, Engels cited a good many examples of famous military reformers. In his own writings, he touched, in a number of places, on the successful experience of Frederick II in reorganizing the cavalry. The power of cavalry lies, essentially, in its light, swift charge. But what Frederick II inherited from his father was a clumsy, heavily armored cavalry. This cavalry, quickly routed by the enemy in the First Silesian War, thereby prompted Frederick II to carry out a thorough reorganization of it. Engels pointed out: “the cavalry, which his predecessor had neglected, was now thoroughly reformed. It was drawn up in only two ranks, and, except when in pursuit of a fleeing enemy, firing from horseback was strictly prohibited. Horsemanship, formerly little attended to, now received the greatest attention. Every change of formation had to be carried out at the trot, so that soldiers were required to pay particular attention to maintaining close formation. Frederick’s cavalry, through the efforts of Seydlitz, surpassed every other cavalry of that time, or indeed of any earlier time: in the suppleness of their movements, the neatness of their formation, the fierceness of their charge, and the speed with which they could rally, no cavalry of any later age could compare with them.”③

Engels also, in his essay “The Army,” discussed the example of Napoleon’s relying on the artillery specialist General Gribeauval to reorganize and improve the artillery in order to raise fighting strength. In the time of Louis XV, the French artillery had been in a state of complete neglect: the guns came in every conceivable caliber, the gun-carriages were outdated, and even their basic
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design was not standardized. Napoleon held that this state of affairs could not meet the needs of a new kind of war, and resolved to carry out reform. His artillery general, Gribeauval, absorbing the experience of certain advanced military powers of Europe at the time, carried out a comprehensive overhaul and improvement of France’s existing artillery: he introduced a new organization for artillery units, distinguished between siege artillery and field artillery, reduced the varieties of gun calibers, improved the design of the guns, and simplified the overall construction of the artillery pieces. Engels pointed out: “as a result of Gribeauval’s various reform measures, French artillery, during the period of the Revolutionary Wars, was stronger than the artillery of any other country, and swiftly became a force of unprecedented power in Napoleon’s hands.”①

The scientific rationality of an army’s organizational structure bears a very great relation to its fighting strength. Engels, too, often focused his attention on this point in examining the process of military reform in various countries. In analyzing the reasons for the defeat of the Austrian army in the Italian war of 1859, he pointed out that although Austrian soldiers had fought bravely and tenaciously, they “failed to win a single victory,” because the organization of the Austrian army “was not as suited to the actual needs of war as that of their enemy.”② As for the reason Napoleon III’s army was so thoroughly crushed by its opponent in the Franco-Prussian War, Engels attributed it to “the entire administrative system of France, and, in particular, an excessively centralized system of military command and administration.”③ At the time, France, for military purposes, had divided the entire country into twenty-three military districts, each district garrisoning one infantry division. There was no intermediate link between the divisional commanders and the War Ministry. The whole army, in peacetime, had no fixed organization adapted to war. “France’s military administrative organs (such as the quartermaster corps and so on) do not accept orders from commanding officers (marshals or generals), but receive their orders directly from Paris. Under these circumstances, should Paris fall into a state of paralysis… then the various localities would have no organizational core at all, and would likewise fall into a state of paralysis.”④ It can thus be seen that an excessively centralized system of command and administration is unfavorable to bringing into play the spirit of initiative and independent combat of subordinate units.
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An excessively centralized administrative and command system in the army is certainly harmful. But if things are made excessively complicated, that too is unfavorable to the army’s action in wartime. In 1855, in examining the armies of the various countries of Europe, Engels reached the following conclusion: the more numerous an army’s personnel and the more fine-grained its differentiation, the more complex the organism, the more its institutional arrangements need to be simplified. He held a very low opinion of the system of multi-headed administration then employed by the British army in the mid-nineteenth century. He pointed out that Britain’s military leadership was not, as in other countries, concentrated in a single department. Here there were four departments, each going its own way and each obstructing the others. There was a Secretary of State for War, a Commander-in-Chief, a Master-General of the Ordnance, and a Secretary of State for the Colonies. All four of these men had authority over military affairs, and the result was a multi-headed leadership that brought no small amount of trouble to those below. For instance, if a regiment wished to draw supplies, it had to deal with several different departments at once: “the uniform was issued by a special colonel; the greatcoat, however, was issued by the Ordnance department; the equipment and knapsack were issued by the office of the Commander-in-Chief, while the firearms were issued by the Ordnance department.”① War is the best touchstone for testing every measure of war preparation. It was precisely this extremely unscientific institutional arrangement that caused the British army to suffer no small hardship in the Crimean War. On January 1, 1855, The Times observed: “All our military administrative and command departments have collapsed under the weight of the present war’s burdens.”②

The three examples cited above all illustrate the same problem: if the phenomenon of irrational organizational structure is not resolved promptly, it will inevitably harm the army itself when war comes; and the root cause of this abnormal phenomenon going unresolved over the long term lies in the stubborn political resistance of conservative forces to reform. In January 1855, in analyzing the reasons Britain had, over the long term, preserved the above-mentioned irrational command-and-administration system, Marx pointed out: “the maintenance of this system was by no means due to some relationship with parliament or the constitution, but had another cause — namely, that in reforming the command-and-administration system to meet the needs of modernization, the power of the oligarchic form of government would, at least in this sphere too, be destroyed. At the last session of parliament, the ministers, apart from agreeing to separate the War Office from the Colonial Office, refused to undertake any innovation whatsoever.”③ It can thus be seen that reform of organizational structure is more difficult than reform in other aspects of the army; here one needs the resolve and the means to overcome the resistance of the old, traditional forces.



Section 8. Absorbing the Useful Experience of Foreign Armies while Making Full Use of One’s Own Favorable Conditions

In 1855, during the Crimean War, Engels carried out a comprehensive, systematic study of the armies of the various countries of Europe, and wrote a scholarly monograph on the study of armies — The Armies of Europe. In this work, besides giving a detailed account of the organization, structure, training system, and fighting quality of officers and men of the armies of the various European countries, he also put forward a number of conclusions of great significance for the development of every army, the most important of which was this: for an army to walk ahead of other armies of the same era in the quality of its development, the key lies in how skillfully it can combine absorbing the experience of foreign armies with making full use of its own favorable conditions. This incisive thought of his is likewise reflected in a number of his other related writings, such as “The French Light Infantry” and “The Rise and Fall of the Army.”

The consistency and the individual distinctiveness of the armies of the various countries of the world in their army building. In the 1850s, in the various countries of Europe, the design of ordinary weapons and the state of an army’s organization were, on the whole, generally public knowledge to one another. Consequently, the approaches taken in the army building of the various countries were also, broadly speaking, generally consistent with one another. Engels pointed out: “Owing to this openness, it may be said that the war departments of the civilized countries of the world constitute, in peacetime, one great military commission, whose purpose is to discuss the merits of some new measure, so that every member may draw upon the experience of every other member. In this way, the system, organization, and general administrative institutions of nearly all European armies tend to converge, and, in this sense, it may also be said that the army of one country closely resembles the army of another.”① What is spoken of here is the consistency found in the army building of the various countries of the world.

At the same time, because every nation has its own particular geographical and living environment, its own historical origins, and its own cultural attainments and military-development traditions, the army of each country necessarily also has its own distinctive features in its own construction and development. Engels said: “yet national character, historical tradition, and, above all, differing levels of culture, give rise to many differences, and produce the particular strengths and weaknesses peculiar to the army of each country.”②

Confronted with this situation of simultaneous consistency and particularity, Engels held that, for an army seeking its own continual development, the most important thing was to attend both to absorbing the beneficial experience of foreign armies and to developing the military qualities peculiar to one’s own nation.

Skillfully absorbing the experience of other countries can turn a weak army into a strong force. That an army grows from weak to strong may have many and various causes, but being skilled at learning from others (including learning from one’s own enemies) is an extremely important factor that promotes the rapid progress of a weak army. In the nearly forty years from the end of the anti-Napoleonic wars in 1815 to the outbreak of the Crimean War in 1853, Europe saw no war among the great powers. During this relatively peaceful period, the countries there made comparatively little military progress. France alone was the exception: since 1830 it had waged a continuous war of conquest lasting more than twenty years in Algeria, thereby giving its army a wealth of battlefield experience. The Crimean War of 1853–1856 tempered this armed force once again, and the Italian war of 1859 further made “the French army the model of Europe’s armies.”③ But Engels immediately went on to point out: “This war, which raised the French army to the first place in Europe, also stimulated the efforts of other nations; the immediate result was the appearance of a rival, later followed by the appearance of one that surpassed it.”④ This referred to Prussia.

Like the armies of every other country in Europe, the Prussian army, from 1815 to 1850, remained, essentially, stagnant in its own development. At that time, each brigade of the Prussian army was composed of one regular and one reserve regiment, and, whenever war broke out, half of the field units had to be entirely reorganized; moreover, weapons and equipment were in very short supply. For this reason, in 1850, when Prussia, over its attempt to intervene in the internal affairs of Kurhessen, found itself in conflict with Austria and needed to mobilize for war, the entire Prussian military system showed itself to be utterly incapable, so much so that Prussia had no choice but to yield to Austria and submit. Stung deeply by this humiliating episode, the Prussian government resolved to spend a sum of money to replace all its weapons and equipment, but left the army’s overall organizational structure untouched. When the Italian war of 1859 again raised the need for wartime mobilization, although weapons and equipment had already been improved to a certain degree, the problems in organizational structure still remained. This forced Prussia to take a careful look at how France maintained its army’s fighting strength in peacetime. Prussia consequently carried out a major reorganization of its army, converting all thirty-two reserve infantry regiments to active service, and, after bringing them up to strength, reorganizing them as regular regiments, thereby increasing the number of regular regiments from forty to seventy-two. At the same time, the number of artillery pieces was correspondingly increased, and the cavalry, too, saw considerable improvement. As for weapons and equipment: the breech-loading needle-gun, formerly used to equip only a small portion of the infantry, was now used to equip the entire infantry force; and the rifled cannon, whose design had, after years of trial, finally been standardized and put into production, was now gradually replacing the smoothbore gun. In troop training: “the excessive parade-ground drilling handed down from the obstinately traditional days of old Frederick William III is increasingly giving way to a better system of training, one focused chiefly on training in outpost duty and skirmishing — and in both these respects, to a great extent, the French Algerian troops served as the model.”① In sum, the entire Prussian army underwent a fundamental transformation. This was the visible result of Prussia’s humbly learning from France. And the real significance of this achievement was demonstrated in the great victories Prussia later won in its three wars — against Denmark (1864), against Austria (1866), and against France (1870–1871).

In learning from foreign experience, one must not forget to make full use of one’s own favorable conditions. Engels held that openness in military affairs provided the various armies of the world with the possibility of learning from one another. But in learning from others, one must not forget the particular conditions of one’s own country and the distinctive features of one’s own nation; one must, on the basis of absorbing what is strong in others, develop one’s own advantages and be bold enough to open new ground and innovate, in order to accomplish anything of substance. This was an extremely important idea of his concerning army building. In 1855, after examining the state of the armies of a dozen or so countries of Europe, he wrote: “under conditions of military openness as they now stand, it is only by using one’s head, by constantly improving and innovating in the sphere of military affairs and in the use of the state’s resources, and by developing the military qualities peculiar to one’s own nation, that a country’s army can, for a time, leap to the very forefront among its competitors.”② This is a law governing the competition and rivalry of the armies of the world, one that remains at work, even today, in people’s actual lives.

Engels did not approve of the approach taken by those who, themselves, did not know how to make effective use of their own particular conditions, and merely mechanically copied the experience of foreign armies. He carefully examined the process by which the light infantry of France — later emulated by many armies across Europe — grew to maturity, demonstrating that French success lay precisely in the fact that, in learning from others, it never forgot to make use of its own particular conditions. Engels wrote: “For light infantry, the true training ground is the presence of the enemy, and in this respect the French made of Algeria the best school for their light infantry; the terrain there was uneven and difficult, and the men defending it were, to this day, the bravest, the most tenacious, and the most cunning of skirmishers — the Kabyles. It was here that the French developed, to the very highest degree, the capacity for fighting in extended order and making use of terrain that they had displayed, in every war since 1792; here, too, the Zouaves made particular use of the most beneficial lessons they had learned from the native soldiers, becoming a model for the whole army.”①

Britain possessed, in India, a region with terrain similar to that of Algeria. Yet, because it did not know how to make use of it, Britain, over a long period, was unable to cultivate outstanding light infantry. Later, compelled by circumstances, it had no choice but hastily to take the French army as a model, in order to properly overhaul its own forces. Engels pointed out: “Britain possesses, on the northwest frontier of India, a region that, from a military point of view, closely resembles Algeria. The climate and terrain features are almost identical, and the border inhabitants, too, are almost the same. There, plunder and various hostile clashes occur frequently.… but this prolonged, extremely instructive conflict has failed to have any lasting effect on the methods by which the British light infantry carries out its various duties; although this portion of the army fought the Afghans and the Baluchis for more than twenty years, it remains just as unprepared as before, so that it has had to hasten to learn from the model of the French army in order for its infantry to become, in this respect, an effective fighting force — a state of affairs that is indeed a curious one.”②

Not only that: as already noted above, Engels also stressed, with great emphasis, that learning must not consist merely of mechanical copying, but must involve one’s own originality and development. Yet in this respect the British performed comparatively poorly. Although they had learned certain modern methods of skirmishing from the French, they learned them only superficially. Engels therefore asked: “yet there is much more that could still be improved — why does the British army not make these improvements? Why, even today, can the forces stationed on India’s northwest frontier not make the sort of contribution to the British army that the French light infantry and Zouaves made to the French army?”①
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Chapter 4 — The Doctrine of Armed Uprising

The doctrine of armed uprising is a subject peculiar to Marxist military theory. It is directly connected with the proletariat’s fulfillment of its historical mission, and is therefore also one of the practical questions of the workers’ movement to which Marx and Engels gave comparatively extensive thought and comparatively deep study. Through their systematic summing-up of the experience of armed uprisings of the laboring people of history — and, in particular, of a number of countries in Europe and Asia in their own time — they gave a comprehensive account of a series of principles concerning the proletariat’s conduct of armed uprising, thereby enriching the whole of Marxist military theory. The doctrine of armed uprising that Marx and Engels developed has substantive content in many respects; here we shall examine only some of its principal questions, such as: the important place armed uprising occupies among the paths available for achieving revolutionary goals; the social-economic causes of armed uprising and the conditions for its maturation; the independence the proletariat must maintain in joint uprising activity with the bourgeoisie, and the necessity of possessing its own armed organization, as well as the importance of alliance with the peasantry; the objective rules that armed uprising, as an art, must follow; the need, while basing strategy on armed uprising, not to exclude, tactically, the use of every legal means favorable to peaceful development; and the development and change of the combat forms of armed uprising.


Section 1. Armed Uprising Is the Main Means and Form by which the Proletariat Achieves Its Revolutionary Goals

By what path, and relying chiefly on what method, ought the working class to proceed in order to overthrow the reactionary rule of the bourgeoisie and establish its own political power? This is a major question that the practice of proletarian revolution and the guidance of proletarian theory needed to resolve from the very outset. Marx and Engels expended enormous effort in resolving this question, and waged a long and unremitting struggle against the various mistaken ideas on the choice of revolutionary path that appeared within the ranks of the international communist movement.

Imagining that a small number of countries might accomplish social transformation without armed struggle. In carrying out a socialist revolution and overthrowing the system of exploitation, it would, from the subjective wishes of the proletarian side, be best if bloodshed could be avoided. As early as the 1840s, Engels, in the course of exploring the principles of communism, had already, in answer to the question “can private property be abolished by peaceful means,” said: “It is to be desired, and communists in particular would be the last to resist it.”① By the 1870s, Marx, drawing on the actual development of the international workers’ movement at the time, expressed this same idea on more than one occasion. In July 1871, in a conversation with a reporter for the New York World, he pointed out: “In a place where it is possible to attain this end more speedily and more securely by peaceful propaganda, it would be unwise to have recourse to an insurrection.”② And in September 1872, at a mass meeting in Amsterdam, when discussing the question of the working class seizing power, he said again: “we have never asserted that the same means would have to be employed everywhere to achieve this end.”③ By the 1890s, in light of the new circumstances arising from the revolutionary situation in Germany, Engels made a careful examination of the value of parliamentary struggle, affirmed the achievements the German party had at that time made in making use of universal suffrage, and affirmed the necessity of legal forms of struggle, holding that this represented “a completely new tactic for the proletariat.”④ From the above statements of Marx and Engels, it is not hard to see that adopting peaceful means was, from the outset, the true intention of the proletariat, and was likewise the first choice by which they sought to resolve the problem of social transformation.

Not only did Marx and Engels, on numerous occasions, express, on behalf of the entire proletariat, the wish to achieve social transformation through peaceful means — they had also indeed imagined the prospect of a small number of countries achieving socialism without armed struggle. In September 1871, in his speech in London commemorating the seventh anniversary of the founding of the First International, Marx said: “England is the only country
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where the workers have reached such a level of development and organization that they can use universal suffrage to work genuinely in their own interest.”① A year later, in another speech, Marx said again: “We know that special allowances must be made for the institutions, customs, and traditions of the various countries; and we do not deny that there are countries, such as America and England — and if I understood your institutions better, I might perhaps add Holland — where the working people may achieve their aims by peaceful means.”② Of course, this was only Marx’s understanding in the early 1870s; later, as the political situation in these countries developed and changed, both his and Engels’ understanding changed as well. The reason for dwelling here specifically on their earliest views is chiefly to show that, in considering the path of socialist revolution, Marx and Engels never made an absolute of violent means, but instead made various different suppositions in accordance with the different national conditions of different countries.

In achieving social transformation, the fundamental means is violent revolution, of which armed uprising is the main form. Revolution is a transformation of relations of production, a change in the structure of ownership; viewed from the situation of human social development since history began, it has always, in essence, meant that the oppressed class uses violence to struggle against the oppressing class. This was true of the slaves’ revolution, true of the peasants’ revolution, and true also of the bourgeoisie’s revolution. That Marx and Engels, in explaining the question of the path of revolution, while also entertaining the possibility of peaceful development, nevertheless treated violent means as the focus of their thinking, was by no means accidental. This was the inevitable conclusion they reached from their study of the history of class struggle across thousands of years — and, in particular, from their examination of the history of the proletarian revolutionary struggle in Europe since the mid-nineteenth century. Marx pointed out: “There is, in history, absolutely no example of monarchs restricting their own privileges and yielding to the demands of the people except under strong outside pressure.”③ As already noted above, the proletariat and the laboring people have always hoped that revolution might be accomplished peacefully, without resort to arms. But the plain truth, confirmed by history, tells people that reactionary classes have generally been the first to resort to violence, placing the bayonet on the agenda and forcing the oppressed class to have no choice but to take up the same means in order to contend with them. For this
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reason, Marx and Engels, in their own writings, consistently and repeatedly set out one idea: the fundamental means for achieving social transformation is violent revolution; even where the possibility of a peaceful development of the revolution exists, preparation for violent means remains absolutely indispensable.

It was precisely during that conversation of July 1871 in which Marx was interviewed by a reporter for the New York World that the reporter expressed the view that socialism might be achieved in England without violent revolution, and Marx at once raised an objection, saying: “I am not so sanguine on that point as you are. The English bourgeoisie is prepared to accept the decisions of the majority as long as it holds itself the power of the sword and the cannon. But mark me, as soon as it finds itself outvoted on what it considers vital questions, we shall see here a new slaveholders’ war.”①

And in that same meeting in Amsterdam in September 1872, after speaking of the possibility that the workers of America, England, and Holland might achieve their revolutionary aim by peaceful means, Marx immediately went on to stress: “But we cannot deny that in most countries on the Continent it is force which must be the lever of our revolutions; it is force which will have to be resorted to for a time in order to establish the rule of the workers.”②

Let us now consider, further, Engels’ attitude and position on this question. In the 1890s, the German Social Democratic Party achieved certain successes in making use of parliament to carry on legal struggle. Engels affirmed this, thereby giving rise to considerable misunderstanding at home and abroad. The Italian bourgeois statesman Zerboglio once groundlessly accused Engels of speculating that the German Social Party would obtain a majority in parliament and thereby seize power — calling this a fantasy. Engels, in response, refuted him, saying: “I have never said anything of the kind — namely, that ‘the Social Party will obtain a majority, and will then seize power.’ On the contrary, I stressed that, in all likelihood, our rulers would resort to violence against us long before that moment arrived, and this would push us from the stage of parliamentary struggle onto the stage of revolution.”③ These few remarks of Engels’ most clearly demonstrate that the bourgeoisie will never lightly, and without a fight, hand over its own political power, and that the proletariat, for its part, will never naively abandon its preparation, in the final analysis, to seize power by violent means.

Within the German party itself, certain leaders, bowing to bourgeois pressure, and striving in every respect to remain “legal,” dared not, in either word or deed, step in the slightest beyond what the government had prescribed. Engels gave a sharp critique of this irresolute stance and of their insistence on “confining activity strictly within legal bounds.” In a letter of March 8, 1895, to Richard Fischer, the secretary of the Party’s Executive Committee, he pointed out: “If you are going to try to obey legality of the most absolute kind, of legality under all circumstances, even legality violated by those who made the laws, and yet still obey the legality of this law — that is, in short, obeying a policy such that if someone strikes you on the right cheek, you turn the left cheek to him as well — I cannot condone your doing this.… I believe that if you preach the absolute renunciation of violent struggle, there is no benefit in it at all. No one will believe this; and there is no party in any country that would ever give up the right to take up arms in resistance against illegal action.”①

It can thus be seen that on the question of the path of revolution, the consistent view held by Marx and Engels was this: revolutionary violence must be regarded as the fundamental means of achieving social transformation; the peaceful development of the revolution can and should be striven for, and legal means of struggle can and should be made use of, but under no circumstances should preparation for revolutionary violent means ever be set aside. For this reason, armed uprising, as the main form of seizing political power, ought naturally to receive sufficient attention from every revolutionary party.



Section 2. The Success of an Armed Uprising Depends above all on the Maturing of Revolutionary Conditions

Over the roughly half-century during which Marx and Engels led the international communist movement, a number of countries in Europe experienced armed uprisings one after another, including uprisings of a scale as large as the Paris Commune, yet in the end none of them succeeded. In order to sum up the experience and lessons of these episodes, Marx and Engels conscientiously examined the full course of every such uprising, deeply analyzed the reasons for its failure, and carefully studied the question of the timing for launching an armed uprising, arriving at the conclusion that the success of an armed uprising depends, above all, on the maturing of revolutionary conditions.

The correction of a mistaken judgment of the revolutionary situation. Before June 1850, in judging the prospects of the European revolution, Marx and Engels had somewhat overestimated the degree of maturity of the economic development of the various countries of the continent, believing that economic crisis there would follow, one upon another, in quick succession, and that, as a result, revolutionary high tides would likewise arrive one after another. But not long afterward, they perceived signs of upward economic development in the various countries of Europe, and also saw the strengthening of political rule in each of these countries and the ebbing of popular sentiment, and gradually came to realize that their original estimate of the revolutionary situation had not been correct. After carefully and thoroughly analyzing every aspect of the matter, they reached a new conclusion: the economic boom and prosperity that appeared in a number of capitalist countries of Europe and North America in 1849–1850 meant that the development of capitalist society had entered a temporary period without revolution. In November 1850, in a review of international affairs, Marx and Engels pointed out: “under conditions of this general prosperity, wherein the productive forces of bourgeois society are developing as luxuriantly as it is at all possible for them to develop within bourgeois relationships, a real revolution is out of the question.… A new revolution is possible only in consequence of a new crisis. It is, however, just as certain as this crisis.”①

On the basis of this scientific analysis of the entire objective situation, Marx and Engels saw clearly that, although the outbreak of revolution would ultimately be inevitable, when conditions were not yet mature, to organize workers rashly and hastily to stage an uprising would not only hold out no hope of success, but would also incur a needless attrition of revolutionary strength. They therefore repeatedly cautioned the revolutionary people that they must treat the launching of armed uprising with great seriousness and must choose the timing accurately. In 1852, in “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” Engels stressed that the launching of an uprising must be “fully prepared,” and that one must “not play with insurrection.”② More than forty years later, in March 1895, in discussing the lessons of the failure of the Paris workers’ uprising of June 1848, Engels again explicitly pointed out that the fundamental reason for the setback lay in the fact that “the state of economic development on the Continent at that time was in
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no way ripe for the elimination of capitalist production.”① This was because capitalism still possessed, at that time, considerable potential for further development. It can be seen from this that whether the launching of a socialist armed uprising can succeed will, in the final analysis, depend on the degree of maturity of the social and economic development of the time.

Without mature revolutionary conditions, there can be no successful uprising. Following the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, the successive failures of the Paris Commune uprising of 1871 and the Spanish uprising of the summer of 1873 once again confirmed a plain truth: without mature revolutionary conditions, there can be no successful uprising. At the time when Marx and Engels, in summing up their experience, put forward this correct understanding in the wake of the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, it met with the resolute opposition of Willich, Schapper, and others within the League of Communists, the crux of the disagreement lying precisely in their differing judgments of the situation. Willich, Schapper, and others refused to acknowledge that the revolution was in a period of ebb, and attempted forcibly to launch another adventurist uprising in order to seize power. Marx and Engels naturally could not agree to this. It was precisely because of their resolute opposition that the mistaken proposals of Willich, Schapper, and others failed to produce disastrous effects among the working masses of the time.

After the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War in July 1870, Marx and Engels kept a close watch on developments within France. On September 2, the French army suffered a crushing defeat at the Battle of Sedan, more than eighty thousand officers and men surrendering, and Napoleon III was taken prisoner. The disastrous military defeat at the front stirred up widespread popular discontent in the capital, sparking the Paris revolution of September 4. Workers and petty-bourgeois masses surged into the Legislative Assembly’s chamber in the Bourbon Palace, demanding the establishment of a republic and the defense of the fatherland. At the time, on the surface, it appeared that Paris — and, indeed, the whole of France — was covered with sparks ready to ignite, and that revolutionary action on a still larger scale was on the point of breaking out. But Marx, after a comprehensive analysis of France’s economic, political, and class situation, held that revolutionary conditions in France were not yet mature, and therefore did not favor the immediate launching of an armed uprising. The subsequent defeat of the Paris Commune offers the clearest possible confirmation of the correctness of Marx’s judgment.

In the 1870s, Spain was a country comparatively backward in its social and economic development; the bourgeois-democratic revolution had not yet been carried through to completion, and the conditions for proletarian revolution were entirely lacking. The Bakuninist anarchists, disregarding whether objective conditions were mature, vainly attempted, by launching an uprising, to achieve so-called “autonomy.” In the summer of 1873, the Spanish workers who had come under the influence of Bakuninism, guided by this mistaken line, ultimately fell into the trap laid by the bourgeoisie, serving as cat’s-paws for the irreconcilable faction and suffering enormous losses to their own ranks. In summing up this experience and lesson, Engels pointed out: “the Bakuninists in Spain have given us an excellent example of how not to make a revolution.”①



Section 3. The Independence of the Proletariat within a United Struggle, and the Necessity of Building Its Own Armed Organization

In the mid- to late nineteenth century, the task of social transformation facing no small number of countries in Europe remained that of accomplishing the national-democratic revolution. The leading class of this revolution was the bourgeoisie, but the social forces committed to it were, in greater measure, the popular masses beyond the bourgeoisie, the working class forming the principal component among them. Under these circumstances, if the working class wished to prevent the fruits it had won at the cost of blood from being lost, it needed to devise a set of effective methods for dealing with the bourgeoisie. In order to find such methods, Marx and Engels carefully observed the outcomes of numerous armed uprisings.

Independence within united struggle is the precondition for dealing with the incompleteness of the bourgeois revolution. Judging from the circumstances of the German revolution of 1848 and 1849, neither the liberal bourgeoisie nor the petty-bourgeois democrats were willing to transform the whole of society and carry the revolution through to the end; rather, the moment they had secured private advantage, they hastened to bring the revolution to a close, compromising with feudal forces and joining together with them to deal with the proletariat. For this reason, Marx and Engels held that, in a democratic revolution, when the proletariat joined with the bourgeoisie to oppose a common enemy, it must remain constantly on guard against the possible treachery of the bourgeoisie toward the revolution. The proletariat must, at all times, preserve its own independence, must not be made use of by the bourgeoisie, must not become its
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appendage — while, once the bourgeoisie truly turned traitor to the revolution, resolutely struggling against it.

Building the workers’ own armed organization is an effective method of countering the bourgeoisie’s offensive. Through their investigation of the full course of numerous armed-uprising events, Marx and Engels discovered a fairly common phenomenon: once an armed uprising succeeded, the first thing the bourgeoisie would do was strip the working class of its political rights and disarm it. Workers had, in the past, no experience of this, still less any preparation for it. In the face of the bourgeoisie’s treacherous offensive, they were utterly incapable of striking back. The result was that the fruits of revolution were stolen by the bourgeoisie, while the workers remained in a position of political oppression and economic exploitation. This was, of course, not what the working class had intended when it took joint action with the bourgeoisie in the struggle against feudalism. For this reason, in order effectively to deal with the bourgeoisie’s assault on the proletariat after betraying the revolution, Marx and Engels put forward the idea that the working class must build its own armed organization. In the “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League,” issued in March 1850, they pointed out: “the whole proletariat must be armed at once with muskets, rifles, cannon and ammunition,” building an independent, armed workers’ organization, forming “an independent proletarian guard.”① They explicitly demanded of the workers preparing to rise up in arms: “under no pretext should arms and ammunition be surrendered; any attempt to disarm the workers must be frustrated, by force if necessary.”② This is the earliest thinking Marx and Engels set out concerning the necessity of building a proletarian army.



Section 4. The Complete Victory of an Armed Uprising also Requires the Active Support of the Peasantry

Through a deep, comparative examination of the historical German Peasants’ War and of the German workers’ movement of their own time (in particular, the German workers’ armed uprising of 1848–1849), Marx and Engels discovered that tremendous revolutionary strength lay latent among the broad German peasant masses, but that certain inherent weaknesses of the peasantry itself meant that they could not independently
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carry the revolution through to the end. And the proletariat, itself not yet constituting a majority of the German people, in the face of the counter-revolutionary alliance of feudal forces and the bourgeoisie, needed, in order to win victory in armed uprising, a reliable ally of its own — that is to say, it needed to unite with the peasantry in joint action, in order to achieve good results.

The main theme of the proletarian revolution requires the accompaniment of the peasantry’s chorus. The role of the peasantry in proletarian revolution was a matter to which the founders of Marxism gave attention from the very outset. As early as the late 1840s, before that revolution arrived, Engels had already pointed to the inevitability of a worker-peasant alliance. He said: “there can be no doubt that, one day, the impoverished, ruined peasants will unite with the proletariat, at which point the proletariat will develop into a higher class and declare war on the bourgeoisie.”① But, at that time, in Germany, before the proletariat could declare war on the bourgeoisie, it first had to declare war on the feudal class — first, together with the peasantry, overthrow feudal monarchical rule. After the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, Marx, on the basis of the reality of class struggle in France, gave a profound analysis of the changes in the economic position and political attitude of the French peasantry, and of their natural connection with the working class. Marx pointed out that, as small-scale land ownership progressively disintegrated and the peasants’ illusions were shattered, “the peasant… finds his natural ally and leader in the urban proletariat, whose task is the overthrow of the bourgeois order,”② and that they would, through their own actual conduct, actively support the proletariat’s struggle against the bourgeoisie. Marx vividly compared this kind of support to a chorus, and gave high praise to its role, pointing out that, without such a chorus, the proletarian revolution “would inevitably become a solitary song of mourning in every country of peasants.”③ Marx’s analysis here of the role of the French peasantry applies equally, and fully, to Germany’s future revolution as well.

Small peasants and agricultural laborers are the most numerous natural allies of the industrial proletariat. Engels was a scholar who gave comparatively extensive study to the German peasantry. In 1850, in order to trace, historically, the causes of the German bourgeoisie’s betrayal of the revolution in the mid-nineteenth century, he made a special study of the medieval Peasants’ War in Germany, writing The Peasant War in Germany. The results of his scientific analysis showed that, from the mid-sixteenth to the mid-nineteenth century, the primary cause of the German people’s two great revolutionary movements’ failure lay, in both cases, in the betrayal of the bourgeoisie. Engels pointed out that three hundred years had passed since the Peasants’ War, and that although certain things had changed, the Peasants’ War was not so very distant from our struggle of today, and the enemy we must oppose is, in the main, still the same. That is to say, viewed historically, the peasantry has always stood opposed to the propertied classes; only under the new historical conditions, those who exploit and oppress them are, besides the feudal landlords, now also the industrial bourgeoisie — and this prepared the conditions for their forming an alliance with the working class. And from the standpoint of the proletariat’s own need, the experience of the revolution of 1848–1849 showed that, without the support of some other reliable laboring class, it would be very difficult for the urban workers, in launching an armed uprising, to win complete victory. In 1870, in the preface he wrote for the second edition of The Peasant War in Germany, besides discussing the dual character — at once weak and reactionary — of the German bourgeoisie, Engels also gave a careful analysis of the other classes of German society, with the aim of showing that only the peasantry was the true partner with whom the working class ought to ally itself. This was because the petty bourgeoisie and the urban lumpenproletariat were both unreliable, while the small peasantry — including tenant farmers and owner-cultivators who served the feudal lords — could not, without the help of the proletariat, achieve their own emancipation. And in places where medium and large landed estates predominated, agricultural laborers formed the most numerous class in the countryside, sharing the same living conditions as the urban proletariat, and even suffering greater poverty — making them the “most numerous natural allies” of the industrial proletariat.① Here Engels once again stressed the importance of the worker-peasant alliance in advancing the cause of proletarian revolution.



Section 5. Armed Uprising, Like War, Is an Art

At Marx’s suggestion, Engels, on the basis of summing up the experience of the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, formulated a set of principles and rules concerning armed uprising. He pointed out that armed uprising, like war, is an art, requiring a thorough mastery of its laws and careful organization.

Armed uprising is an art that must observe certain rules. In exploring, on the basis of the practice of struggle, the correct path of armed uprising, Engels first stressed the objective laws of armed uprising and the necessity of people consciously recognizing and mastering these laws. He pointed out: “Insurrection is an art quite as much as war or other, and subject to certain rules of proceeding, which, when neglected, will produce the ruin of the party neglecting them.”① Second, Engels gave a concrete account of the content of these rules. First: never embark on it lightly without full preparation. “Insurrection is an equation with very many unknown quantities.” In view of the fact that the enemy’s fighting forces hold the advantage in organization, training, and traditional prestige, “unless you can bring strong odds against them, you are defeated and ruined.” Second: once launched, never waver, and press forward resolutely with the offensive. “The defensive is the death of every armed rising”; one must strike the enemy by surprise while his forces are still scattered; one must strive every day to achieve fresh successes, so as to maintain the psychological advantage gained at the outset; one must win over those wavering elements who always follow whoever is stronger and always stand on the safer side; one must force the enemy to retreat before he is able to concentrate his own forces to attack the insurgents. In sum, one must without fail face the enemy boldly, and resolutely, with courage, go on the offensive.② He and Marx both cautioned the revolutionary people to draw the lesson from the painful, final defeat brought about when the members of the Paris Commune adopted a defensive strategy in their uprising action.

Without thorough preparation, meticulous organization, and forceful leadership, an uprising cannot succeed. Engels attached great importance to the preparation and the organizational and leadership work involved in launching an uprising. He held that, before an uprising, the revolutionary people must formulate a thorough plan of action, and must properly organize the command apparatus and the weapons, equipment, and logistical support of the insurgent forces. In summing up the experience and lessons of the defeat of the insurgent force in the Palatinate, in western Germany, during the revolution of 1848–1849, he pointed out that this force had, at the time, been unable to carry out genuinely organized military action, because it lacked a unified plan of action and forceful leadership, and its commanding cadres generally lacked military competence, and were not skilled at leading the masses in armed struggle — and thus the defeat of the entire uprising action became inevitable.

In the concrete organization of an armed uprising, Engels stressed that the various insurgent cities must take joint action under the unified leadership of the Party, launching offensives simultaneously in different places, in order to eliminate the possibility of the government army concentrating its forces to deal with a single city. The approach taken by anarchist elements was precisely the opposite of this. For this reason Engels sharply criticized Bakunin. As early as the period of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, Bakunin had mistakenly held that each city, each village, and each town should wage its struggle independently. The French, however, did not accept his advice. But this same mistaken proposal of Bakunin’s, in 1873, came to dominate the situation in Spain, thereby causing the defeat of the entire uprising.



Section 6. Basing Strategy on Armed Uprising while Not Excluding the Tactical Use of Legal Means

As already noted above, Marx and Engels always held that, in carrying out social transformation, one must, strategically, base oneself on armed uprising. Yet they never made an absolute of the use of violence; on the contrary, proceeding from the fundamental interests of the world proletariat, they consistently held that, in the application of tactics, one must keep an eye on striving for the peaceful development of the revolution, and avoid needless bloodshed and sacrifice.

The Association prescribes no fixed form, requiring only that all movements point toward a single goal. In July 1871, in explaining to a reporter for the New York World what the international union of the world’s working class was aiming at, Marx specifically discussed the question of the means for achieving this aim — the emancipation of the working class through the seizure of political power, the realization of socialism. He pointed out: “The Association does not dictate the form of political movements; it only requires a pledge as to their end.”① In October 1892, in a letter to August Bebel, Engels expressed this same idea. He held that, for the Party, it would be best to achieve its goal through a peaceful path; that the view holding that a proletarian party must always resort to violence, and that violence is under all circumstances revolutionary, does not hold water. He pointed out: “there can be no question of revolutionary violence save where there is reactionary violence that must be opposed.”① Engels also vividly compared the process by which the proletariat seizes power to the siege of a fortress by an army, writing: “our struggle is a siege operation, and it goes well as long as the siege lines advance steadily.” He stressed that, before one has succeeded in silencing the enemy’s cannon and using siege artillery to breach a gap in the enemy’s walls, “slowly and calmly to continue the work of encirclement is the surest guarantee against a premature attack and needless sacrifice.”②

Even during the lifetimes of Marx and Engels, their thinking on the active pursuit of legal struggle amid a favorable revolutionary situation had already demonstrated its tremendous theoretical power in the practice of the workers’ movements of a number of countries. For example, under the care and guidance of Marx and Engels, the German Social Democratic Party, founded in 1869, skillfully combined legal and illegal struggle by making use of the small degree of “democracy” the bourgeoisie was compelled to allow, maintaining close, continuous ties with the broad masses, and continually expanding its revolutionary strength. By February 1890, this Party had at last won thirty-five seats in the Reichstag, gaining more than 1.42 million votes in total, over a quarter of all votes cast — and the German ruling class, compelled by this situation, had no choice but to abolish the extraordinary law aimed at restricting and obstructing the development of progressive forces; Bismarck himself was, at the same time, driven from office.

Actively pursuing legal struggle while never forgetting preparation for the final decisive battle. As for legal means — so long as the situation is favorable, they should be made use of to the fullest extent possible; on this there can be no question. But peaceful transition has, after all, no precedent in history. For this reason, in publicizing and explaining the importance of pursuing legal struggle, Marx and Engels never forgot to remind the proletarian party to maintain a high degree of revolutionary vigilance. Take the case of Germany in the 1890s, for instance: from the start of that decade, Engels, on the basis of the objective reality of the German Social Democratic Party’s ever-widening influence in the Reichstag, wrote a number of articles arguing for the importance of legal struggle, publicizing the achievements the German party had won through legal struggle, and analyzing that aspect of universal suffrage available for the working class to exploit. Yet in setting out these questions, he consistently attended to a single central point — that everything was for the sake of the final, decisive battle.

In March 1895, on the basis of the rapid increase in the German Social Democratic Party’s vote share in the parliamentary election of 1893, Engels made the following prediction: “If it [our party] continues in this fashion, we shall, by the end of the century, conquer the greater part of the middle strata of society, petty bourgeoisie and small peasants, and grow into the decisive power in the land, before which all other powers will have to bow, whether they like it or not.”① Yet immediately after this highly optimistic assessment, Engels went on to write a passage of great importance: “our chief task must therefore continue to be… to increase this mass until it outweighs the governmental system, and this is not to be done, either, by frittering away this shock force in vanguard skirmishes, but by keeping it intact until the decisive day.”② Not only that: in the same article, when discussing how prematurely provoking bloody conflict with the enemy might bring harm to the revolution, he had this further to say: “This would slow down the growth of the party of overthrow… but at the moment when it becomes serious, if we do not have the mass army all prepared, we shall be fighting the decisive battle later, less well-prepared, and only at the cost of greater sacrifices.”③ These various discussions of Engels’ allow us to see clearly: in his conception, Germany’s social transformation could absolutely not be completed without a great, final armed struggle; and every instance of legal struggle in peacetime was, throughout, aimed at a single purpose — preparing the conditions for the final, decisive battle.



Section 7. The Forms of Combat in Armed Uprising Develop and Change

The manner in which an armed uprising is conducted bears directly on the success or failure of the uprising, and this has always received attention from Marx and Engels. Not only did they, on the basis of the practical experience of combat in the popular uprisings of the various European countries in 1848–1849, sum up the experience of conducting barricade warfare — they also, in the 1890s, in light of the changed objective environment, explored the new forms of combat that armed uprising might adopt under new historical conditions.

Barricade warfare once played a positive role in a particular historical period. Viewed historically, barricade warfare, as one form of combat for armed uprising, did indeed play no small positive role in the 1830s and 1840s, and even into the 1850s. In July 1830 and February 1848 in Paris, and in 1854 in Spain, the revolutionary people had employed this method of combat to win uprising victories. And in June 1848, the forty thousand workers of Paris, France, relying on the barricades constructed in advance, held out for four days in fierce battle against an enemy four times their own number, and very nearly won the day. Engels, at the time, gave full affirmation to this form of combat. In assessing Gaillard, an insurgent leader who had successfully directed this instance of barricade warfare, he said: “no force in the world could prevent the adoption of his tactics in all future street fighting.”①

After the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, not a few people raised doubts about the role barricade warfare might play in armed uprising. Nevertheless, the successful fighting of the insurgent people during Spain’s Fourth Bourgeois Revolution of 1854 once again confirmed the power that barricade warfare possessed under the conditions of the time. Commenting on this phenomenon, Engels observed: some hold that, since June 1848, “no barricade anywhere has ever done any good, however it was constructed.” Barricade fighting, as a form of resistance by the residents of a large city against an army, seems fundamentally unable to attain its objective. “This prejudice has now been disproved. Once again we have seen a victorious, impregnable barricade.”②

As objective conditions change, the forms of combat used in uprising will see new development. Military-academic views, like every other form of thought in the ideological sphere, develop continually in accordance with changes in objective material conditions. After Spain’s bourgeois revolution of 1854, as time passed, the political and economic situation and the state of class struggle in the various countries of Europe changed, and military technology developed with great speed; by the 1890s, the conditions under which the working class conducted armed uprising had already come to differ utterly from those of the 1840s and 1850s. In light of this state of affairs, Engels, in the final days of his life, in March 1895, once again put forward a new view concerning the role of barricade warfare under the new conditions. He pointed out that, because “the conditions of the struggle had changed fundamentally. Rebellion in the old style, street fighting with barricades, which decided the issue everywhere up to 1848, was to a considerable extent obsolete.”① This was because, in the 1880s and 1890s, the army that a reactionary government could use to suppress a workers’ uprising was far greater in number than in the past, and this army was no longer as easy to win over as before; the power of its weapons, too, far exceeded that of older-style firearms and cannon; and, in addition, the streets of newly built cities were both longer and straighter and wider, making it easier for new-style artillery to bring its firepower to bear — all of which compelled insurgents to consider adopting other, more effective forms of combat in future struggle. After analyzing the above circumstances, Engels wrote: “does that mean that in future street fighting will play no further part? Certainly not. It only means that the conditions since 1848 have become far more unfavorable for civilian fighters and far more favourable for the military. In future, street fighting can, therefore, be victorious only if this unfavorable situation is compensated by other factors.”② Engels held that, in the initial period of a future great revolution, should insurgent workers possess a force large enough to conduct street fighting, it would be better to use that force “to attack openly rather than to rely on the passive tactics of the barricade.”③ The circumstances set out above show that the forms of combat in armed uprising are subject to development and change, and that those who lead an armed uprising must respect this law, applying it flexibly in accordance with concrete circumstances, in order to achieve victory in the struggle against the enemy.
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— End of Chapter 4 —







Chapter 5 — The Theory of the Art of War

The art of war — the touchstone people have, for thousands of years, relied upon to defeat the enemy in battle — has always been one of the principal objects of research for military theorists. Through a meticulous and thorough analysis of the course of numerous wars, historical and contemporary, Marx and Engels systematically investigated the line of cognition to be followed in the guidance of war, the strategic and tactical principles that must be observed in organizing large-scale combat operations, and the conduct of operations under special conditions, thereby forming a body of theory on the art of war of extraordinarily rich content.


Section 1. The Guidance of War Must Adhere to the Dialectical-Materialist Line of Cognition

For many years, the concept of the art of war has been understood by not a few people as a purely spiritual activity of the commander. Some bourgeois military theorists have gone so far as to claim that, apart from men of genius, ordinary people are incapable of grasping the laws of combat operations. The great achievement of Marx and Engels lies in the fact that they scientifically revealed the objective basis that gives rise to strategic and tactical thought, and held firmly to the dialectical-materialist line of cognition in the guidance of war.

War activity and combat operations are governed by laws, and these laws are knowable to human beings. In the field of cognition concerning the guidance of war, certain predecessors of Marx and Engels, confined by the era and class position in which they lived and by an idealist world outlook, generally would not acknowledge that objective laws exist within war activity that human beings can come to know and master. Clausewitz, for example, the founder of bourgeois military theory, held that war is a realm full of contingency and uncertainty, and would not acknowledge that there exists, in war, anything resembling law reflecting the regularity of the movement of things. He wrote: “The concept of law is… superfluous for the conduct of war, because the intricate phenomena of war are not regular enough.”① That is to say, Clausewitz maintained that war is unknowable.

Marx and Engels, proceeding from the principles of dialectical materialism, held that war, like every other social phenomenon, is an objective process governed by the movement of certain laws; its occurrence, development, and outcome are related to certain economic, material, scientific-technical, spiritual, and specifically military factors. For this reason its laws are knowable, and the laws governing the army’s movement within it can be sought out. How, then, should the role of contingency in war be correctly understood? Marx and Engels made many incisive statements on the relationship between contingency and necessity. Their most central idea is this: in nature and in human society, what occupies the dominant position is not contingency but necessity; everything essential in the objective world is brought about by necessity — that is, by the objective law (or so-called rule) governing the development of things — and not determined by contingency. Why is this so? It is because necessity is grounded in the essence of a phenomenon or process, and arises from the internal connections and relations among things; whereas contingency is not grounded in itself, but in something else, and does not arise from the internal connections and relations of a thing, but from a secondary cause. Hence it is necessity that determines the basic direction of a thing’s development, while contingency is merely a supplement to and a form of expression of necessity.

Clausewitz did not understand this dialectical relationship between necessity and contingency; instead, he set the two in opposition to one another, inverting primary and secondary, elevating the role of contingency to first place — and this left him disarmed in the face of the elusive phenomena of war, leading him to the extremely mistaken conclusion that the success or failure of war depends, to a great degree, on “the chances and the luck that come with contingency.”② Engels once said: “in places where, on the surface, chance holds sway, that chance is always subject to the operation of hidden inner laws, and it is only a question of discovering these laws.”③ This scientific proposition of Engels’ applies not only to nature but also to human society, and military activity is naturally no exception. It tells people that the task of the art of war is precisely to uncover necessity through complex contingency, and to find the underlying law.

One must have a profound understanding of the laws of war and act in accordance with them. Since war is governed by law, what effect, precisely, does this law have on the conduct of war? Engels wrote that, once orders have been given, “the military movements, both by sea and land, are no longer subordinate to the wishes and plans of diplomatists but to the laws which regulate warfare, in violation of which no army or fleet can be exposed without danger.”① For this reason, in order to secure victory, those who guide war must constantly study and thoroughly master the laws of war, and, in actual conduct, strictly act in accordance with those laws, take advantage of favorable circumstances, seize the initiative, and place themselves forever in an unassailable position.

Historically, there have been no lack of cases in which a monarch or commander, disregarding the constraining role of the laws of war, gave orders in a subjectively idealist and haphazard manner, ultimately bringing about the tragic outcome of a defeated army and a ruined state. And the destruction of Marshal MacMahon’s army and the collapse of the Second French Empire, in September 1870, during the Franco-Prussian War of the 1870s, is one of the most representative examples of this. Engels regarded this harsh episode as a typical case in which the conduct of war was not governed by the laws of war, but was instead forced to conform to the political needs of the cabinet, leading to total collapse.

From the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War in early August 1870, after several engagements along the border between the two countries, Napoleon III’s army suffered repeated setbacks. By August 18, the Prussian offensive had made further gains, successfully encircling, at Metz in northeastern France, the Army of the Rhine (some 170,000–180,000 men) under the command of the French commander Bazaine, so that the only French force still able to move freely in the open field was Marshal MacMahon’s army of 110,000–120,000 men. At the time, MacMahon proposed to retreat toward Paris, luring the enemy deep, and to organize the defense under cover of the capital’s fortifications, so as to gain time and wait for an opportunity to defeat the enemy. But the Imperial government, fearing that a continued retreat would provoke revolution, forcibly ordered MacMahon to advance toward Metz in order to relieve the encircled Army of the Rhine. Even when MacMahon, his advance blocked, again proposed retreating toward Paris, this too was refused — and this ultimately brought about the enormous tragedy in which Napoleon III and MacMahon, together, later led more than 80,000 officers and men to surrender to the German army at Sedan.
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Even Napoleon III himself later admitted that this was the result brought about by “Paris’ forcing the execution of a plan of operations that violated the most basic principles of military science.”① In assessing this instance of severe defeat, brought about by political leadership’s disregard for the laws of war and its high-handed interference in correct action on the battlefield, Engels pointed out that, in the face of the pursuit and blockade of superior enemy forces, the French army, instead of retreating toward its center — Paris — instead departed from that center, marching north to relieve Metz; this was not the plan of a strategist, but of a political and military adventurer; and the reason the French army adopted this “desperate action” “can only be explained as arising from political necessity.”②

Methods of combat come from practice, and develop as practice changes; mechanical copying must be scrupulously avoided. Where, precisely, do methods of combat come from? Are strategic and tactical principles eternal and unchanging? This is a major question that the art of guiding war must answer. Historically speaking, most military theorists before the birth of Marxism generally believed that methods of combat came from the genius or intuitive creation of the commander, and not a few of them held that strategic and tactical principles were eternal and unchanging. Marx and Engels, who took dialectical and historical materialism as their tool for observing social phenomena, gave an answer to this question diametrically opposed to theirs. Marx and Engels held that methods of combat are the repeated summarization and abstraction, by commanders and soldiers, of the experience of numerous engagements; they come from the practice of war, and are determined by certain social-economic and political conditions; hence they are not eternal and unchanging, but continually develop as the objective material basis changes. That is to say, old methods of combat are constantly being perfected and superseded by other, newer methods of combat. Engels stressed that the art of guiding war can never be separated from the practice of war. It is precisely the rich practice of war that continually propels strategic and tactical thought forward. In discussing the significance of the defense of Paris during the Franco-Prussian War, he pointed out: “here we may witness, at first hand, something in this war of research value, and perhaps of the greatest significance for military science — the last such struggle of its kind.”③ Any method of combat is formed on a certain objective material basis, and its applicability is therefore likewise conditional. To mechanically apply strategic and tactical principles suited to a particular set of historical conditions,
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forcing them onto a battlefield whose objective environment has already been completely transformed, is bound to result in defeat. In his essay “Blenheim,” after analyzing the reasons for the defeat of the joint Franco-Bavarian army by the joint Anglo-Austrian army at the Battle of Blenheim on August 13, 1704, Engels pointed out: “this action has a special interest from a tactical point of view. It shows most strikingly the enormous difference between the tactics of that day and modern tactics. The same circumstances — two villages holding the flanks — which nowadays would be considered as one of the most favourable conditions for a position of defence, was, in the last century, the cause of a defeat. At that time the infantry was totally unfit for irregular formations, such as skirmishing evidently is; while, at the present day, skirmishing is the very tactic which renders even a hastily fortified stone-and-mortar village almost impregnable to attack.”①

Judging from the large body of relevant commentary and analysis that Marx and Engels left behind concerning the various wars of the mid- to late nineteenth century, in examining armed conflicts large and small, they followed precisely this dialectical-materialist line of cognition in the guidance of war set out above. This line of cognition may be summarized as follows: (1) it is acknowledged that war activity and combat operations are governed by law, and are knowable to human beings; (2) those who guide war must have a profound understanding of the laws of war and act in accordance with them, or defeat will inevitably follow; (3) strategic and tactical thought and methods of combat come from practice, and develop as practice changes, and those who guide war must scrupulously avoid mechanical copying.



Section 2. Strategic and Tactical Principles that Must Be Followed in Organizing Large-Scale Combat Operations

In order effectively to defeat the enemy, the commanders and generals who guide war and direct the movements of the army on the battlefield must be thoroughly familiar with the laws of war, and must be skilled at applying these laws to their own actions, seizing advantage and avoiding harm, maintaining the initiative, and forcing the enemy to submit to their will. For this, one needs a correct set of strategy and tactics. Through their careful observation and conscientious study of dozens of wars, large and small, historical and contemporary, Marx and Engels put forward a series of strategic and tactical principles that must be followed in organizing large-scale combat operations.

Concentrate one’s forces, strike the enemy’s vital points, envelop him, and seek his total annihilation. In offensive operations, Marx and Engels advocated carrying out a thoroughgoing battle of annihilation. To this end, they stressed, one must concentrate one’s forces, strike the enemy’s vital points, and envelop him so as to leave no gap through which he might escape — and none of this could be achieved successfully without skillful, timely maneuver.

The principle of concentrating forces and striking the enemy’s vital points is touched upon in many places in the military writings of Marx and Engels. On September 29, 1857, in assessing the combat operations of the British army in India, Marx pointed out: “The secret of strategy lies in the concentration of forces. But the plan of the British in India was to disperse their forces. What they ought to do is to reduce as much as possible the number of their garrisons, so as to free themselves promptly of any encumbrance from noncombatants, evacuate all posts of no strategic significance, and thereby concentrate as many troops as possible for operations in the open field.”① And earlier, on September 24 of that same year, Engels, in a letter discussing with Marx the British army’s disposition of forces in India, had expressed a similar view. He wrote: “The concentration of force is always important. The reinforcements sent up the Ganges have been completely dispersed, and not one man has yet reached Allahabad. Perhaps this was necessary to hold these posts, or perhaps it was not necessary at all. In any case, the number of posts that must be held should be reduced to the absolute minimum, because the concentration of forces is needed for operations in the open field.”②

After this, in assessing other war events of the latter half of the nineteenth century, Marx and Engels repeatedly stressed the importance of concentrating one’s forces, pointing out that, in order to win victory in war, “one should not hesitate to sacrifice all the small military operations,”③ drawing strength from every direction in order to reinforce the army group acting in the direction of the decisive engagement. In discussing Napoleon’s strategic characteristics, Engels pointed out that this meant concentrating one’s main force at the point of decisive battle. Marx and Engels sharply criticized the way in which the North’s commander-in-chief, George McClellan, dispersed his forces during the American Civil War (1861–1865). McClellan had planned, on the one hand, to encircle the Southern army, while at the same time blockading the Southern states. Marx and Engels pointed out: “According to this plan, the army was to be spread out along an extensive front to surround the rebels, gradually to narrow the
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encircling ring, and finally strangle the enemy. This is completely child’s play. It is a repetition of the so-called ‘cordon system’ invented in Austria around 1770; between 1792 and 1797 people stubbornly employed this system against the French, and always with the result of failure.… The French concentrated their superior forces and struck at a single point, cutting this ‘great serpent’ into two segments. Then this ‘serpent’ was chopped up piece by piece.”① McClellan’s plan violated the operational principle of concentrating forces, and was consequently unworkable in practice. Marx and Engels, by contrast, on the basis of the balance of forces between North and South and the state of the battlefield, put forward what they held to be the only correct view of how the Northern army should conduct its operations. They held that the North ought to concentrate its forces and deal a fatal blow against Georgia — the region on which the very life of the South depended — because Georgia was the linchpin holding the entire territory controlled by the Southern confederacy together; once Georgia was lost, the Southern confederacy would be cut into two parts, thereby providing the opportunity to defeat it piece by piece. The subsequent course of the American Civil War eloquently confirmed the keenness and superiority of their strategic vision. In the latter half of 1864, the North broadly followed the plan of operations they had proposed, and successfully defeated the South.

Marx and Engels gave an extremely penetrating critique of Napoleon III’s foolish way of using troops — his failure to concentrate his forces or strike at the enemy’s vital points — during the Crimean War (1853–1856). They compared the way Napoleon III conducted the fighting with the art of command displayed by Napoleon I, pointing out: “Napoleon’s secret lay in concentration, while his successor’s secret lies in dispersal”; “Napoleon struck at the heart of the countries he fought against; today’s France is attacking a dead end in Russia, a remote and out-of-the-way place,” “where even the greatest victory could settle nothing.”② In his essay “Infantry,” Engels also specifically mentioned the theoretical contribution the ancient Greek general Epaminondas made in first proposing the idea of concentrating forces. He wrote: “Epaminondas was the first to establish the great tactical principle, still followed today in nearly every decisive battle: do not divide your forces evenly along the front, but concentrate your forces for the main attack at the decisive point.”③

To attempt the total annihilation of a particular enemy grouping is likewise difficult
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to accomplish without a suitable form of combat. Engels attached great importance to this. In many of his essays, he repeatedly stressed the great significance of carrying out flank attacks and adopting envelopment tactics. In his essay “Cavalry,” he gave a detailed analysis of the operations of the famous Carthaginian commander Hannibal in his great victory over the Roman army at Cannae in August 216 BC. The Battle of Cannae is an extremely important battle of encirclement and annihilation in world military history. Hannibal, with an inferior force of 40,000 infantry and 10,000 cavalry, through the successful tactics of flank and rear attack, brought the Roman army of 80,000 infantry and 6,000 cavalry to the brink of total destruction (a total loss of 70,000 men). Engels pointed out that never before in the history of war had there been so thorough an annihilation of an entire army.

Emphasize defense at key points, strike the enemy opportunistically, combine defense with offense, and integrate attack and defense. In defensive operations, Marx and Engels advocated the conduct of active defense carried out through offensive means. To this end, they stressed the need to emphasize defense at key points, strike the enemy opportunistically, combine defense with offense, and integrate attack and defense.

Historically speaking, for any given country, the organization and conduct of large-scale defensive operations has generally taken one of two approaches: one is to distribute all one’s forces evenly along the entire border, relying on prepared fortifications to resist the enemy on the spot, striving to stop the enemy at the border; the other is to select certain key points along the border for defense-in-depth with part of one’s forces, while keeping the bulk of one’s forces as a mobile reserve, so as to strike the enemy opportunistically through offensive action. The former approach is called passive defense, and is one Marx and Engels firmly opposed. The latter is active defense, which Marx and Engels not only fully affirmed in many of their works, but also expounded in detail.

To conduct defense at key points, one must first determine the strategically vital points that bear upon the overall situation of the war. Engels attached great importance to this. This was because the failure of no small number of defensive wars or campaigns was often due precisely to the commander’s neglect of the defense of such key areas. Not long after the outbreak of the Crimean War, in October 1853, Engels analyzed the important strategic position occupied by Batum in Turkey’s defense of its Asian theater. He pointed out that Batum was the key point controlling the Asian region on both the northern and southern sides of the Caucasus mountains, being “the key point of Turkey’s entire Asian theater,”① and that the Turkish army had to hold this important stronghold. In July 1854, he likewise gave high praise to the importance of Silistra in Turkey’s defense of the Balkan theater, holding that “Silistra is an extremely important point militarily; the fate of this fortress will determine the fate of the entire campaign,”② and pointing out that “because the Russian army was unable to capture this fortress, this campaign was, for them, a complete failure.” As for the Crimean Peninsula theater, after studying the line of advance the Anglo-French allied forces took toward the Alma River and Simferopol, Engels held that the Russian army ought to have concentrated its main forces for defense in the favorable terrain of Inkerman and the hills to its east. But the Russian army failed to do this, and this ultimately led to the defeat of the Battle of Inkerman that followed (November 1854).

Once the strategic key points or directions for defense-in-depth have been chosen, and a certain quantity of forces has been deployed there, the next step is the question of how to weaken and destroy the enemy, transform the balance of forces, and create the conditions for counterattack and offense. The crux of the matter here is being able, while remaining overall in a defensive posture, actively to take offensive action to strike the enemy on one’s own initiative. This is precisely the essence of the idea of active defense held by Marx and Engels. Engels pointed out: “the most effective defense remains active defense carried out through offensive means.”③ In Engels’ view, the most central idea of active defense is to transform a passive position in operations into an active one. He pointed out that generals skilled at conducting offensive operations within a defensive war are often able entirely to disrupt the disposition of the attacker. In carrying out active defense, the solid defensive positions upon which passive, purely defensive action relies exclusively become so many traps that may lure the enemy into launching his main attack there, while the main force of the defense is directed instead against the enemy’s enveloping columns, so that every enveloping column may itself be enveloped, falling into precisely the desperate situation it originally intended for the defender. At this point the primary and passive relationship is transformed: the attacker becomes the defender and the loser, while the defender becomes the attacker and the victor. This is the enormous, intangible role that the idea of active defense may play in the practical guidance of war. Marx and Engels stressed that the realization of the idea of active defense presupposes the full exercise of human subjective initiative. In examining the changes, past and present, in methods of mountain warfare, Engels spoke of the difficulty of organizing mountain defense under modern conditions, while also pointing out the correct method of defense. He wrote: “Defense should not be merely
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passive; it should draw strength from mobility, and, whenever an opportunity arises, the defender should take the offensive.”① Here, Engels laid down an indispensable condition for the conduct of active defense: one must be skilled at actively seeking out and making use of every opportunity favorable for taking offensive action. But, in actual life, such opportunities are not always consciously made use of by the defender. In 1859, during the Italian war, Engels touched upon precisely this state of affairs when speculating about Austria’s possible plan of operations. He wrote that, for a country in a defensive position, “Austria’s best method of operation is to attack.… If the Austrian army confines itself to purely defending its own territory, then it will, in the end, miss the excellent opportunity for victory.”② The outcome of the war showed that this judgment of Engels’ was entirely correct. Austria, faced with the offensive of the Franco-Italian allied forces, engaged only in passive resistance, without effective counterattack, and ultimately lost a war.

The idea of active defense does not exclude the important role that a solid, prepared defensive position may play in the engagement that blocks an attacking enemy. Although, on the basis of the principle of active defense, Engels placed greater emphasis on mobility in defensive operations, he was also consistently attentive to the role that could be played by permanent fortifications distinguished by the quality of their construction and their geographical position. He held that a well-organized defense is one the enemy finds hard to overcome. To illustrate this point, he cited the historical example of the fortress of Mantua in northern Italy blocking a French invasion. In 1796, Napoleon took only a week to occupy the whole of Piedmont and Lombardy, but the French army’s next move met with the stubborn resistance of the Austrian-held fortress of Mantua. Engels wrote: “The walls of Mantua held him back, and this greatest commander of his age took nine months to overcome this obstacle.”③

The idea of active defense, tested through the long course of history, has been shown to be the sure guarantee of victory for every just war. Offense and defense, as the two principal forms of combat operations, have, since ancient times, always been the subject of debate and disagreement as to which is superior — and Engels, through a careful examination of the successes and failures of a great many famous commanders and generals of history on the battlefield, clearly discovered that the view holding “offense is initiative, is victory” is one-sided. Viewed across the whole of military history, it is not the case, as some hold, that whoever attacks first seizes the initiative first and will achieve a decisive advantage; in fact, the actual situation is precisely the opposite. Engels pointed out: “The history of every great pitched battle in the world proves that, under the following circumstances — namely, that the army under attack possesses a firm, composed spirit, sufficient to carry on continuous resistance until the attacker’s firepower begins to weaken and his forces are nearly exhausted, and only then turns to the offensive and attacks — the defender’s method of fighting is the most reliable.”① The method of combat Engels describes here is precisely the concrete embodiment, in the practice of war, of his own idea of active defense. History has given people ample confidence that any weak people or nation, when engaged in military contest with a powerful enemy, can hope for final victory in war only by strictly implementing the idea of active defense.

Victory in war depends, at the most fundamental level, on holding the initiative. War, according to the definition given by Clausewitz, “is an act of violence intended to compel our opponent to fulfil our will.”② For this reason, those who guide war, whether on offense or on defense, always strive to gain the advantage in every respect, forcing the enemy to submit to their own will, while themselves enjoying greater freedom of action. To achieve this, the most fundamental thing is to hold the initiative. This is another important idea of Marx’s and Engels’ concerning the guidance of war. How should an army be judged to hold the initiative in war, and by what means can it seize the initiative? Engels analyzed this question in a number of essays.

In June 1854, after a careful study of the disposition of forces of both sides in the various theaters of the Crimean War, Engels concluded that, on the whole, the initiative on the battlefield was held by the Russian army. This was because, in the Crimean theater, “the allied fleet was, instinctively and involuntarily, drawn to the Russian fleet sheltering at Sevastopol; because it could not attack this fortress without the assistance of a land army, this fleet was pinned down by an enemy fleet inferior to it in number and quality of ships, and unable to move freely.”③ In the Danube theater, the Russian army launched a strong assault on the fortress of Silistra. And in the Caucasian theater, the Russian garrisons along the Black Sea coast were able, right under the eyes of the Anglo-French fleet, to organize a timely withdrawal. Engels therefore concluded: “Up to now, the actions of the Turkish army, the allied land forces, and the allied fleet have
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been controlled by the actions of the Russian army.”④ That is to say, the Russian army enjoyed greater freedom of action on the battlefield.

Engels held that the initiative is an expression of superiority, and possesses a certain spiritual power. He wrote: “Being able to hold the initiative proves that an army enjoys superiority — either in numbers, or in quality, or in the art of command — and that this superiority can also be maintained through every setback and retreat, short of a decisive defeat. It was precisely this initiative that both united Wellington’s small army, surrounded in Spain by hundreds of thousands of French troops, and made it, over the course of five years of war, the center of every event. You may be forced to retreat, you may be defeated, but so long as you can control the enemy’s actions, rather than submit to being controlled by him, you still hold, to some degree, the advantage. And more importantly, every one of your soldiers, and the army as a whole, will feel that they stand a cut above their opponent.”① Here Engels sets out, with the utmost clarity, the relationship between superiority and the initiative, and the effect these two have on the spiritual state of an army.

Given that the initiative is so important, then, by what means can it be seized? Engels answered this question when writing entries for the New American Cyclopaedia. In defining the term “attack,” he pointed out: “the term ‘attack,’ in its general strategic sense, refers to any action, in a large or small engagement or a decisive battle, that seizes the initiative.”② And precisely because “attack” can seize the initiative, “for this reason, an army adopting a defensive posture — that is, waging an entirely defensive war — will often launch offensive campaigns, or even take offensive action within a defensive campaign.”③ This is precisely the concrete embodiment of the idea of active defense that Marx and Engels put forward.

The primary objective of war is to destroy the enemy, not the gain or loss of a city. What, precisely, is the primary objective of war? Different answers to this question represent two different ideas of the guidance of war. One holds that the objective is to destroy the enemy’s army; the other stresses instead the seizure and defense of cities. Marx and Engels held the former view — this can be seen with great clarity from their commentary on a number of war events.

In the latter half of the 1850s, the people of India, in order to free themselves from British colonial rule and exploitation, launched a great national uprising. In mid-May 1857, the insurgent army recovered Delhi. The British army, in order to retake this long-standing political center of India, began the siege of Delhi on June 8, but made no progress for two or three months. In late September, Marx analyzed the entire disposition of the British army’s operations in India, holding that it was, from a military standpoint, entirely mistaken to commit limited forces, over a long period, to the siege of a single city. He pointed out that Napoleon had formulated an important operational principle: “the main force should be used only for the main object of the war — the destruction of the enemy.” Yet the British, in formulating their plan for the siege of Delhi, directly violated this most elementary principle. In fact, judging from the state of the uprising and its suppression in India at the time, for the British “the most important thing was to establish an active field army; through its movements it could stamp out the sparks of discontent, maintain communication between the various garrison forces, drive the enemy back to a few points, and isolate Delhi. But instead of acting according to this simple and clear plan, they concentrated the limited forces they had at their disposal in a stalemate before Delhi; they left the open plains to the insurgents, while their own garrison forces occupied a number of scattered, mutually disconnected, and widely separated points, which were, moreover, blockaded by an enemy who could move freely and possessed overwhelming superiority.”① Hence Marx said: “The plan for the siege of Delhi seems to be a very great, almost incomprehensible, error.”①

In assessing the gains and losses of the British siege of Delhi, Engels also spoke of the importance, for the British army at that time, of possessing a mobile force capable of controlling the entire situation in India. He wrote: “When the uprising reached its peak, what the British needed first was a mobile force in Upper India. At the time there were only two forces that could be used for this purpose — one was Havelock’s small force, but it soon proved unequal to the task; the other was the army before Delhi. Under these circumstances, remaining stationary before Delhi, engaging in pointless fighting against an enemy that could not be overcome, and thereby exhausting one’s available strength, was, from a military point of view, a mistake.”② Immediately following this, Engels put forward an incisive idea concerning the different combat effect produced by an army in different states. He said: “an army in motion is worth four times as much as an army standing still.”③ Why should this be so? Engels explained: “In this way it could clear the whole of Upper India outside Delhi, restore communications, and shatter any attempt by the insurgents to concentrate their forces; after that, the fall of Delhi would be a natural, easy matter.”④

Marx and Engels’ important idea that the primary objective of war is to destroy the enemy’s effective strength, and not the gain or loss of one city or one place, reflects the objective law governing the road to victory in war, and possesses extremely important theoretical value and practical guiding significance.

Speed of action can compensate for a shortfall in the size of one’s army; time is itself an army. The role that the factor of time may play in war has always received the closest attention from Marx and Engels. They gave the highest praise to those commanders and generals of history who were skilled at seizing the opportunity, acting swiftly, and thereby achieving brilliant military success. Engels summarized Napoleon’s style of conducting operations as “rapid advance and swift decision.”⑤ In October 1806, at the Battle of Jena, because of the speed of his action, Napoleon caught the enemy off guard, “throwing the Prussian army’s formation into disarray within eight hours,”
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cutting off its route of retreat, and destroying it, “so that from then on this Prussian army no longer existed”①; the French army won a great and total victory. Engels returned repeatedly, in many of his war commentaries, to this successful example of swift use of troops.

In commenting on the various wars of their own time, Marx and Engels also analyzed, at some length, the conduct of commanders whose failure to seize the opportunity, or whose hesitancy and indecision in the use of troops, brought about defeat. In March 1852, in summing up the experience and lessons of the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, Engels put forward the argument that speed of action is one of the basic rules of war. In April 1849, after the Hungarian revolutionary army defeated the invading Austrian forces, it ought immediately to have pursued its advantage, swiftly joining forces with the Austrian people’s armed forces, in order to form a united anti-Austrian strength and win a greater victory. But the Hungarian general Görgey failed to do this, thereby losing an excellent opportunity and bringing about complete defeat later on. Engels commented on this: “In war, and especially in revolutionary war, rapid action is a basic rule; and we may say flatly that, from a purely military standpoint, Görgey ought not to have stopped moving before joining forces with Vienna. Of course there is some risk in this — but who ever won a battle without taking some risk?”②

During the Crimean War, Engels, in analyzing instances in which commanders on the battlefield erred in their use of troops, twice stressed the important role the factor of time might play in achieving victory in war. The first instance was in November 1853, when the Turkish army held a clear advantage in the Danube theater; they ought to have made haste to drive the Russian army out of Wallachia as quickly as possible, but delayed and took no action. Engels held that the Turkish commander ought to have made good use of this opportunity. He said: “Napoleon did precisely this, and since then every military commander has known that speed of action can compensate for a shortfall in the size of one’s army, because it allows one to launch a surprise attack before the enemy has had time to concentrate his forces. Just as, in commerce, it is said that time is money, so too, in war, it may be said that time is an army. But in Wallachia, this truth was disregarded.”③
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Here, Engels put forward an important principle of military command: the rational use of time in war can produce a tremendous material force — time is itself an army.

The second instance was in July 1855, when the Anglo-French allied forces, in the Crimean theater, had, since late September 1854, been besieging the Russian fortress of Sevastopol, yet after ten months had still failed to take it. Engels analyzed the reason the allied forces’ operations lacked efficiency, holding that the main cause was their failure to seize favorable opportunities. Engels wrote: “If it is said that, in trade, time is money, then in war, time is victory. To let a favorable opportunity slip, to fail to make use of the chance to deploy superior forces against the enemy — this is to commit the greatest error possible in war. If this mistake is made not on defense but on offense — that is, when invading the enemy’s territory — then it will create a doubled danger, because whereas the consequences of negligence on defense can still be remedied, the same negligence on offense will bring about the total destruction of the army.”① Here Engels stresses that, in war, the loss of a favorable opportunity means a grave error in the direction of operations, one that will lead to extremely severe consequences. In this sense, time is victory.

Marx, too, spoke more than once of the importance of time in war. In 1857, in assessing the British army’s operations in India, he pointed out that, although the British army’s weapons, equipment, and personnel training were superior to those of the Indian insurgent forces, the hesitancy and indecision of its command nevertheless provided the insurgents with the conditions to put up an effective resistance. In discussing the British siege of Delhi, Marx pointed out: “The slowness of the British action not only allowed the besieged to concentrate large forces for defense, and made them aware that they had already held Delhi for several weeks, and repeatedly harassed the European troops with sallies, but the news, arriving daily, that uprisings were breaking out across the entire army, undoubtedly also strengthened the morale of the Sepoys.”②

In July 1870, in a letter to Paul Lafargue and Laura Lafargue,
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Marx gave a detailed analysis of the lesson of Napoleon III’s failure to seize the opportunity to gain the advantage of striking the enemy first. Napoleon III’s original plan was to launch a surprise attack against the Prussians, relying on this surprise to secure an advantage over them. Marx pointed out: “Had Bonaparte, as he originally intended, struck swiftly with even a half-concentrated force, he might have occupied Mainz by surprise, and at the same time advanced toward Koblenz, thereby cutting off the connection between North and South Germany and throwing the enemy’s camps into panic and confusion. But he missed this opportunity.… His habitual indecision got the better of him — very much in keeping with his old trade of coup-plotter and plebiscite-monger. But this method will not do on the battlefield: war demands swift and resolute decisions. He abandoned his original plan and decided to concentrate the whole of his armed forces. In doing so, he lost the advantage he had possessed — the initiative, that is, surprise — while the Prussians gained the time they needed to mobilize their own forces. Hence it may be said that Bonaparte had already lost the battle before he began to fight it at all.”① “War demands swift and resolute decisions” — this is the clearest possible affirmation Marx gave of the role of the time factor in war.

Strike the enemy before he is prepared, and destroy him in pursuit. Judging from the content of the commentary Marx and Engels gave on many wars, they held one idea very clearly on the guidance of operations: strike the enemy before he is prepared, and destroy him in pursuit.

Striking the enemy before he is prepared, as an operational principle, can both exploit the effect of surprise and prevent the enemy from dispersing his forces so as to concentrate strength, and has always been a method favored by military commanders. But in no small number of wars in history, for one reason or another, this has often been neglected or forgotten by battlefield decision-makers. In the period during which the mid-nineteenth-century Franco-Austrian war over Italy was brewing, at the end of February 1859, Engels wrote a short commentary analyzing the prospects for victory of the two belligerents. Considering that Austria faced the powerful combined offensive of France and Italy, Engels held that Austria’s best method of operation was to seize the initiative and act before the French and Italian armies could join forces, striking the enemy before he was prepared. He pointed out: “to drive directly between armies that are still in the process of concentrating is one of the
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most skillfully applied and most effective tactics in modern warfare.”① The leaders of the Austrian army ought indeed to have learned this method from Napoleon.

Yet, in the two months that followed, the Austrian army took no active action whatsoever. The war formally broke out at the end of April, and Engels, in forecasting the prospects of the war, once again returned to his views on Austria’s possible plan of operations. He said that, as early as two months before, “we had already declared that although the Austrian army in Italy had basically already concentrated near its defensive positions in Piedmont, and possessed good equipment and ample combat readiness, if it did not take advantage of this temporary superiority over an enemy still in the process of dispersing, and did not swiftly enter Sardinian territory, first defeating the Sardinian army, and then attacking the French army — which, owing to the necessity of crossing the Alps by several columns, ran the risk of being defeated piecemeal — then it would still be making a great mistake.”② Here Engels further stressed the importance of striving to strike a dispersed enemy.

Engels’ view here was entirely correct. But when the war actually began, Austria’s military decision-makers still failed to seize the moment and actively press the attack, engaging instead only in a number of moves on the battlefield whose objectives were unclear. Engels commented on this: “In none of these actions do we see anything that would suggest good military command. In fact, having already missed the favorable opportunity to attack the allied positions at the outset, the entire advance toward Lomellina had already become entirely purposeless and meaningless. The advance of the Austrian right wing was undoubtedly a mistake. Time should not be wasted on such feigned movements; to strike directly at the enemy before his forces are fully concentrated, to attack and crush the enemy — this is the only correct plan of action.”③ Because the Austrian army had missed a favorable opportunity from the very outset, and had failed thereafter to remedy this in time, it remained in a passive position throughout the entire course of the war, right up to its final, utter defeat. From this we can also see just how great a significance the principle of “striking the enemy before he is prepared,” which Engels had already put forward at the very start of the war, held for the actual practical conduct of war.
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Another important example in which Marx and Engels, in their war commentary, stressed the necessity of striking the enemy before he is prepared, is their analysis of the errors in the use of troops by Napoleon III at the start of the Franco-Prussian War. Judging from the state of war preparation of France and Prussia in peacetime, France held a clear advantage. Marx pointed out: “The French army is far readier for battle than the Prussian army, because the French army at present is composed entirely of standing troops, whereas the Prussian reserve force contains a considerable proportion of men without military training.”① For this reason, for France, the best moment to launch an offensive was before Prussia had completed its mobilization and concentration and other such preparations. In fact, Napoleon III’s departure from the capital for the front on July 28 was precisely intended to realize this design of striking the enemy before he was prepared. But the French military supply department failed to arrange the army’s provisioning in time, delaying the army’s departure and giving rise to a whole series of subsequent setbacks. Engels, in “War Notes (No. 4),” published on August 6, 1870, wrote: “There can be little doubt now that the Emperor intended to cross the frontier immediately on his departure from Paris for Metz. Had he done so he would have completely disrupted the enemy’s preparations. On the 29th and 30th of July the German forces were still far from concentrated.… had the French pressed a resolute attack at this moment, they might well have reached the outskirts of the Mainz fortifications, gaining a considerable advantage over the retreating German columns, perhaps even bridging the Rhine and establishing a bridgehead on the right bank to protect the crossing. In any event, the war would then have been fought on enemy soil, which would greatly have raised French morale.”② Engels went on to analyze the reason the French army failed to launch its offensive in time, and the direct military consequences this delay produced: “This war had been prepared for a long time beforehand; but evidently the least attention had been paid to the stocking of supplies, particularly of equipment; and it was precisely the confusion arising in this area that delayed operations by nearly a week at the most critical juncture of the war. This week’s delay greatly altered the position of the German forces. This delay gave them time to move their own troops to the front and to concentrate them in their intended positions.… Thus, by this weekend the Emperor will be facing an enemy superior in numbers. If, last week, he wished to advance but was unable to,
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then now he neither can, nor wishes to, advance any longer.”① Less than a month after this, on September 2, Napoleon III became a prisoner of the German army at Sedan, and the Second French Empire ceased to exist. That the Emperor’s army was destroyed so quickly in this war — apart from certain political factors — cannot be said to have been unrelated, as one important cause, to the loss, at the very outset of the war, of the opportunity to defeat the enemy.

Marx and Engels placed great importance on the role that pursuit plays in offensive operations. On June 4, 1859, the French army, although it had won victory at the Battle of Magenta, saw the results of that victory greatly diminished because the French commander failed to organize a vigorous pursuit in time. Engels commented on this: “Results are usually obtained by pursuing the enemy. The more vigorous the pursuit, the greater the victory. Prisoners, cannon, baggage, colors, and the like — these are obtained less in the course of the battle than in the pursuit after it. On the other hand, the thoroughness of the victory depends on the vigor of the pursuit. From this point of view, what can we say about the ‘great victory’ at Magenta? On the day after the battle we see the French ‘liberators’ ‘resting’ — with no attempt whatsoever at pursuit!”② This passage of Engels’ appeared in the People’s Paper of June 25, 1859, and was written with a very definite target in mind. Ever since the French defeat of the Austrians at Magenta on June 4, a number of French-leaning bourgeois journalists and correspondents had rushed to write, loudly extolling the “great victory” the French army had won at Magenta. In fact, hidden here was a very great degree of military ignorance. For these people did not understand that, had the French army truly organized a vigorous pursuit in time, the results it might have obtained would have been many times more valuable than the victory won on the battlefield at Magenta itself. Here, Engels, with his profound military expertise, reminds the reader to take an objective view of the victory Napoleon III won in the war against Austria.

In discussing cavalry operations, Engels also specifically mentioned the role of pursuit. This was because cavalry is a fast-moving arm, and carrying out pursuit is its special forte. In “Cavalry,” an entry Engels wrote for the New American Cyclopaedia, he pointed out that a successful cavalry charge can often decide, at once, the outcome of a battle, “but should the charge not be followed up
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by pursuit and single combat with the sword, the results will not amount to much.”① It can be seen from this that Engels’ study of the role of pursuit touched on many aspects, and that he attached exceptional importance to it.

One must be circumspect in choosing the timing and place for decisive battle, and resolute in adopting measures to turn around the situation. Decisive battle is the total contest of strength between the two belligerent sides on the battlefield, and bears on the final outcome of a war. Marx and Engels held that circumspection in choosing the timing and place for decisive battle is the sacred duty of those who guide war.

In September 1853, in exploring the prospects for decisive battle in the Danube theater of the Crimean War, Engels used a historical example to illustrate the importance of choosing a suitable time and place for decisive battle. In the Russo-Turkish War of 1828–1829, it was precisely because the Turkish military leadership chose the wrong time and place for decisive battle that they were ultimately defeated. Russia is Turkey’s northern neighbor; to attack Turkey, it had to overcome two natural obstacles — the Danube River and the Balkan mountain range. Precisely where, along the line of the Russian army’s advance, Turkey ought to meet it in decisive battle is a matter requiring great skill in the art of guiding war. In the war of 1828–1829, the Turkish army deployed its main force in a strong position in front of the Balkan mountains, attempting to fight the decisive battle there, with very little depth to its dispositions. As a result, the Russian army broke through that defensive line and, without encountering further significant resistance, marched straight on the then Turkish capital of Constantinople, leaving the Turkish government with no way to cope, and forced to accept defeat. Engels, addressing this decisive error in the Turkish military’s decision-making, described how he thought a suitable time and place for defensive decisive battle should have been chosen. He wrote: “Every officer ought to know clearly that in defending a mountain range, the defensive position should not be placed in front of the mountains, nor should troops be divided to block every mountain pass. Quite the contrary: one should occupy a central position behind the mountains, keep watch over every pass, and, once the enemy’s intentions have become clear, launch a concentrated attack just as his leading columns are emerging from the narrow defile that cuts through the mountains. The Turkish army ought to have concentrated a greater number of troops, and, in a situation where the enemy would necessarily be weakened by disease and by the loss of stragglers from certain units, fought a decisive defensive battle only on the plain before Adrianople; instead, because there was a fortified line cutting across the Russian army’s
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line of operations between Varna and Shumla, it was decided to fight this decisive battle in that region.”① This shows a lack of strategic vision on the part of the Turkish military leadership, and was likewise a lesson from Turkey’s war against Russia.

With this historical precedent before them, Engels held that, in this instance of Turkey organizing its operations against Russia, it “ought to defend the crossings of the Danube, rather than risk a decisive battle. After this, it ought to resist behind Shumla and Varna, rather than between Shumla and Varna, and should fight a decisive battle only when the possibility of victory is very great. Thereafter, it ought to retreat south of the Balkan mountain range, while at the same time necessarily leaving some troops to defend the mountain passes; the troops left behind must resist as much as possible without engaging in decisive battle. In this way, the Russian army will exhaust its own strength in besieging the fortress, and, moreover, if it continues to act as it did before, it will also have to storm and capture the fortress by force — that is to say, it will suffer heavy losses there.… In any case, by the time the Russian army reaches the passes of the Balkan mountains, its strength will inevitably have been depleted, while Turkey will have had ample time to gather its own forces from every direction. If Turkey, using its full strength, still fails to repel the invading army attempting to cross the Balkan mountains, then it might still be possible to fight a decisive battle under the walls of Adrianople.”②

From this not overly long passage, the reader can readily form a very clear impression: Engels was extremely circumspect in his approach to decisive battle in war. “One should not risk decisive battle”; “one should fight a decisive battle only when the possibility of victory is very great”; “one should resist as much as possible without engaging in decisive battle”; and only when, using one’s full strength, one still fails to repel the invading army attempting to cross the Balkan mountains, may one fight a decisive battle beneath the walls of Adrianople — in a word, under conditions in which the conditions for victory are not fully present, one must on no account lightly engage in decisive battle. This idea of Engels’ — of treating decisive battle with circumspection — retains important significance for the guidance of war even today.

The conduct of war, owing to the operation of many factors, will sometimes give rise to circumstances that could not have been foreseen in advance; how a commander, when confronted with such an unfavorable situation, ought correctly to handle it, is likewise an important subject that the art of guiding war must resolve. Marx and Engels held that a commander who, on the battlefield, encounters unforeseen difficulty and adopts measures to turn around
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the situation must be extremely resolute and decisive, either organizing some other favorable maneuver, or carrying out an organized withdrawal.

Engels held Napoleon’s capacity for adaptability on the battlefield in very high regard. He said: “when Napoleon recognized that an action he had already begun was unreasonable (as at Aspern), he did not persist in it, but was skilled at finding another way out, unexpectedly redirecting his army toward a new objective of attack, relying on brilliant, successful maneuver, so that even a temporary setback became, in the end, an action contributing to ultimate victory.”① Another commander who, in the face of an unfavorable situation, was resolute and decisive in producing measures to extricate himself from difficulty, and who drew Engels’ attention, was the Russian army and navy commander in the Crimean theater during the Crimean War, Alexander Sergeyevich Menshikov. In September 1854, Menshikov led the Russian army in an engagement with the Anglo-French allied forces in the Alma River region. When, in the course of the battle, he discovered that the enemy held a clear numerical advantage, he resolutely organized the withdrawal of his forces, thereby preserving a body of combat-effective troops, and this earned Engels’ praise: he held that Menshikov’s decision “was a wise one.” He wrote: “On this riverbank, 32,000 Russian troops came under attack from 55,000 allied troops. The ratio of forces was nearly one to two. Once close to 30,000 of the allied troops had been committed to battle, Menshikov gave the order to retreat. At the time, fewer than 20,000 Russian troops had actually taken part in the fighting; had he attempted to continue holding the position, the Russian army would necessarily have had to commit its entire reserve, and the result would not have been a retreat, but annihilation. When the allied forces, thanks to their overwhelming superiority in numbers, had already secured victory, Menshikov brought the battle to a halt, using his reserve to cover the withdrawal, and, having overcome the temporary confusion caused by Bosquet’s enveloping movement on his left flank, withdrew from the battlefield ‘in perfect order,’ suffering neither pursuit nor harassment.”② Engels therefore said that the action Menshikov took in this battle “brought greater honor to his command ability than the victory brought to the command ability of the allied generals.”③

From the two examples given above, one can clearly see just how much importance Engels attached to a battlefield commander’s capacity to deal with sudden and
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unexpected circumstances.

Reserves — the principal means for resolving a battle. Before the French Revolution of the end of the eighteenth century, linear tactics had prevailed in Europe for a fairly long period. The battle formation of the time was called the linear formation, and its structure was extremely simple: the infantry formed two lines in the center, while the cavalry formed two or three lines on the two wings. In order to bring as many men as possible simultaneously into battle, and to make full use of the firepower of the infantry and the offensive capability of the cavalry, there was no need, at that time, to establish a specialized reserve. But, since the French Revolution, the French army under Napoleon’s command created, in war, the new tactic of combining the skirmish line with the column, thereby greatly strengthening the army’s capacity for sustained assault in combat. Engels therefore said: “Reserves were out of place with the tactics of the linear period, when they could only weaken the fighting force at the decisive moment; but they have now become the chief means of deciding a fight.”①

Out of his keen attention to the role reserves might play in modern combat, Engels, in the various entries on military arms he wrote for the New American Cyclopaedia, spoke repeatedly of his views on the establishment and use of reserves. In “Battle,” he laid particular stress on the timing for using reserves: “when the two sides in a battle are locked in a stalemate, neither able to gain the upper hand, the intentions and dispositions of the two armies — and, in particular, their strength — become increasingly clear; and as more and more forces are committed to the battle, it soon becomes apparent which side possesses more uncommitted reserves with which to launch the final, decisive attack. Either the attacking side, having made progress at this point, dares to use its reserves to launch a fierce assault against the center or flank of the defending side; or, all attacks having been repulsed, and there being no possibility of receiving fresh reinforcements, the defending side may then commit its own reserves, using a fierce counterattack to repel and thereby shatter the enemy’s assault.”② That is to say, reserves are generally used at the critical moment when the two armies are locked in decisive battle: the attacker uses them to develop victory, the defender to thoroughly repel the assault.

In “Artillery,” Engels also introduced the unique role of reserve artillery (that is, artillery held under the direct control of the supreme command, placed within the general reserve). He said: “In large-scale battles of decisive significance, the
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most important results are almost always achieved by reserve artillery. Reserve artillery is, for most of the course of the battle, positioned to the rear, beyond the enemy’s field of view and range of fire, being brought forward only at the critical juncture of the final assault, to concentrate its fire on some point of decisive significance.… If the enemy cannot answer with artillery of comparable power, then half an hour of rapid fire will settle the matter. Under a hail of shells, the enemy’s strength begins to weaken, and at this point fresh infantry reserves join the battle, engaging in one last, brief, fierce struggle, and securing victory.”① Engels also cited a battle example to illustrate the important position occupied by reserve artillery in the battles of the time. He wrote: “Napoleon, at the Battle of Wagram, prepared in precisely this way for MacDonald’s charge, so that the three divisions advancing in column formation had not yet had time to fire a single shot or engage in hand-to-hand combat before the enemy’s resistance was shattered.”②

In the nineteenth century, cavalry, as the only fast-moving arm of the time, had a distinct advantage in carrying out the tasks of the supreme command’s reserve, and Engels paid it particular attention. He pointed out: “reserve cavalry is the main body of an army’s cavalry”; its task is “to remain constantly ready to seize a favorable opportunity to launch a devastating charge, to repel a general assault by enemy infantry or cavalry, or to wait for the chance to carry out a decisive cavalry charge.”③ In discussing the timing for using reserve cavalry and the role it might play, he said: “reserve cavalry is most useful in the final stage of a great battle, at which point it can, and often does, play a decisive role.”④ In May 1809, the reserve cavalry of Austria’s Archduke Charles had once achieved a great feat of arms in the Battle of Aspern-Essling against Napoleon. On the second day of the battle, Napoleon, with more than 20,000 infantry, 200 cannon, and a large force of cavalry, broke through the Austrian army’s central position and opened a road toward the rear — a highly dangerous situation. But the Austrian commander, Archduke Charles, did not panic; he calmly committed his own reserves. His reserve cavalry, in coordination with the reserve grenadiers, shattered the French cavalry, “forcing them
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to flee in confusion back toward their own infantry, so that the whole army was ultimately thrown into disorder”①; the Austrian army won a great victory.

Strive to avoid marching in the flank of the enemy; make good use of flank positions. Marching is a movement army must complete in preparation before actual combat. How to ensure that an army, in the course of marching, is not attacked by the enemy, and how to strive to seize the moment when enemy forces are moving in order to deal them an effective blow — this is the focus of the competition, in the exercise of strategic and tactical skill, between opposing commanders in the phase of preparation for decisive battle. Engels held that two basic principles must be observed here: one is to avoid marching in the flank of the enemy, and the other is to make good use of flank positions.

During the Franco-Austrian war over Italy of 1859, before the Battle of Magenta (June 4), the Austrian army was originally in a favorable strategic position, but the Austrian leadership failed to make active use of it, and instead was defeated by the Franco-Italian allied forces. Engels, in his essay “The Defeat of the Austrians,” analyzed the specific reasons behind this. The object of contention between the two belligerents at the center of the Battle of Magenta was the important city of Milan in northern Italy. Before the battle, the Austrian side, under the command of General Gyulai, deployed a force of roughly six army corps at Mortara and Pavia, some thirty English miles south of Magenta, controlling the main road leading directly to Milan from Vercelli. On the allied side, Napoleon III had concentrated a force also of roughly six army corps in the Vercelli and Alessandria region, actively preparing to overcome the obstacles in his path and take Milan. But, given the disposition of the Austrian army on the battlefield at the time, if the allied forces did not carry out a flank march, they could not achieve their objective of operations. Yet to carry out a flank march would also encounter extreme danger. This was because an army in marching formation often needs a great deal of time before it can be transformed into a suitable battle formation; at no point, in the course of such a march, is it maintained in a state of full combat readiness. That is to say, before the battle began, the Austrian army could actually have used a favorable flank position to strike the allied forces’ marching columns effectively, thereby securing an earlier and more decisive outcome to the war. Only because of Gyulai’s improper command did this later lead to an entirely opposite result.
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In setting out the principle of using a flank position to protect an important road, Engels pointed out: “A flank position can protect a road just as reliably as, or even more reliably than, an ordinary frontal position — this is a recognized principle of modern warfare. Any army, unless it enjoys a decisive numerical superiority, will not pass unpunished anywhere near an enemy force of 150,000 to 200,000 men concentrated in a fairly small area and already prepared to move in any direction.”① Such an important operational principle Gyulai could of course not have failed to know, but he lacked the resolve required to implement it. Napoleon III, too, could certainly have foreseen the danger a flank march might bring, but, out of a subconscious self-confidence, gave no further thought to the consequences. Engels commented on this: “The recognized strategic principle requires that one avoid conducting a flank march within reach of the enemy. Louis-Napoleon, relying on his numerical superiority over his army, deliberately violated this principle. He advanced toward Novara and the Ticino River, evidently paying no attention whatsoever to the Austrian army on his flank. Gyulai ought to have taken action at this very moment.… With the whole of his available force, he should have launched a fierce attack against the flank of the advancing allied forces. Using close to 120 battalions to strike in this fashion at the allied forces’ long, mutually disconnected columns would almost certainly have yielded results.”② One erred in the direction of the advance, while the other, in organizing the defense, was unwilling to exploit that error — this constitutes the somewhat dramatic prelude to the Battle of Magenta. That is to say, in actual war activity, it does sometimes happen that a side which does not act in accordance with operational principles nevertheless wins the battle. Hence Engels said that Napoleon III’s victory on the Magenta battlefield was owed to the fact that “Gyulai granted him a tremendous favor.”③

In organizing the march of large formations, one must consider mutual support among columns, and select the rendezvous point outside the enemy’s range of activity. In organizing the march of a large body of troops, when a single road cannot guarantee that all one’s forces will arrive at their destination within the prescribed time, one must divide the force into several columns advancing simultaneously along different roads. Under these circumstances, in order to ensure that the mission of the march is accomplished successfully, two principles must be strictly observed: one is that the choice of route
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must consider mutual support among the various units, and the other is that the rendezvous point should be chosen outside the range of the enemy’s activity. This is another important idea of Engels’ concerning how to organize the movement of the army well.

During the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, in order to advance into Bohemia, the Prussian general staff formulated a plan of march. This plan divided the Prussian army into two roughly equal columns, requiring them to make a detour, respectively, to the east and west of the Riesengebirge mountains, and then rendezvous at Gitschin. This was a highly unreasonable arrangement for the march, because it overlooked the necessary strategic coordination between the two columns in the course of the march. Engels, in assessing this disposition for the Prussian advance, pointed out: “This plan violated two basic principles of strategy: first, one must never so separate one’s own forces that they cannot support one another, but should, on the contrary, ensure that they act together; second, when advancing along different roads, the various columns should rendezvous at a point outside the range of the enemy’s activity.”① He held that only if there had been no enemy at all in Bohemia would such a plan have had any feasibility. But the actual situation was this: the Prussian army’s two columns advanced along a route more than forty or fifty English miles apart, with a gap that was difficult to traverse between them; the rendezvous point was, moreover, a full two days’ march from the point of departure, and lay, furthermore, within the enemy’s own front — so that, should either column come under attack, they would be unable to support one another and could easily be defeated piecemeal by the enemy. Although the Prussian army later discovered the error and took remedial measures, and, through hard-fought effort, ultimately won victory, Engels nevertheless held that their arrangement for the march was, after all, “an extremely dangerous maneuver.” He pointed out that, had it not been for the extraordinary slowness of Benedek’s (the Austrian commander-in-chief at the time) actions, and the fact that the Prussian army had carried out a surprise attack and made use of breech-loading rifles, then a maneuver of this kind would have brought disastrous defeat upon the Prussian army. It can be seen from this that Engels attached considerable weight, within the art of a commander’s direction, to the ability to choose the correct route when organizing the march of a large body of troops.

Above, we have given a brief account, under ten headings, of Marx’s and Engels’ thinking on the battle of annihilation, the idea of active defense, the idea of holding the initiative on the battlefield, the idea of destroying the enemy’s effective strength, the idea of seizing the opportunity in a timely manner, the ideas of striking the enemy before he is prepared and pursuing him to victory, the idea of circumspection in decisive battle and of extricating oneself from a passive position and seizing the initiative, the idea of retaining and making good use of reserves, and the idea of strictly guarding against attack while marching and of striking the enemy while he is on the move. These important propositions of Marx’s and Engels’ on the use of troops in combat are both a direct inheritance of the excellent military-art theory of their predecessors, and a summing-up of the successful battlefield experience
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of history and of a number of successful battles of the latter half of the nineteenth century. These propositions come from practice, and reflect the general laws of the guidance of war; they possess rich theoretical value and practical application.



Section 3. Genuinely Organizing and Carrying Out Offense and Defense Well

Offense and defense are the two basic types of combat operations, and are the primary means by which the various armies taking part in a war seek to achieve certain strategic or tactical objectives. Whether the organization and execution of offense and defense is done well bears on the outcome of engagements large and small, and even of the war as a whole, and has always been a matter of concern to those who guide war and to battlefield commanders. Engels devoted no little energy specifically to studying this question, and left behind a good many important academic views and opinions.

Organizing and carrying out an attack should first involve choosing a good method of attack. Attack is the core content and the key stage of offense; to organize the execution of an attack, one must first choose a good method of attack. On the basis of the way in which numerous large and small engagements and decisive battles have historically been carried out, Engels summarized methods of attack under four headings. The first is the frontal attack, the simplest method, in which the attacker attacks simultaneously along the entire front from one side to the other, seeking to decide the battle through sheer frontal assault. The second is the flank attack, in which both flanks attack simultaneously, or one flank attacks first and then the other, while the strength at the center is held somewhat to the rear. The third is the central attack, in which both flanks are held back as reserves. The fourth is the oblique attack, in which one flank of the enemy is attacked while one’s own strength on that flank is secretly and gradually reinforced, while the center and the other flank are, for the time being, held back somewhat, but remain ready to move at any moment, so that the enemy constantly feels threatened at every point of attack and is unable to reinforce his weak points in time, until his defense is finally broken through.

Of these four methods of attack, Engels held that, judging from historical experience, the ones used most often, and most often with success, were the second and the fourth. He pointed out that the second method, the flank attack, “is a tactic Napoleon was fond of using.”① Napoleon frequently used flank attacks to force the enemy to weaken his center in order to reinforce his two flanks, while he himself held his own central force back, reinforcing it with a massive cavalry reserve, and, at last, swiftly plunged into the gap that had formed in the enemy’s center
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with a decisive, annihilating assault, thereby settling the battle. The fourth method of attack, the oblique attack, was created by the ancient Greek commander Epaminondas, and was a favorite of Frederick the Great of eighteenth-century Prussia. Both of them won a good many victories using this tactic. This method has therefore been praised by later generations ever since. As for the other two methods — the frontal attack and the central attack — because they had so many defects, they were rarely used; and of these, the central attack is the least advisable of all. Engels said: “If an army is forced to adopt this disposition, it will generally be surrounded and even destroyed — as happened to the Roman army when it attacked at Cannae.”①

Countless historical examples of actual practice prove that a correct method of attack can invariably lead to victory in a battle or a decisive engagement. In order to demonstrate this objective truth, Engels, in his own writings, more than once analyzed successful attacking battles from history. In his essay “The Army,” he gave a special account of how Epaminondas defeated a numerically superior opponent at the Battle of Leuctra by adopting the method of oblique attack. He wrote: “At the Battle of Leuctra, Epaminondas, with a small Boeotian army, confronted a Spartan phalanx that far outnumbered his own and had never before been defeated. To adopt the ordinary frontal attack here would have meant certain defeat, because this would have exposed Epaminondas’ two flanks to encirclement by an enemy with a broader front. For this reason, Epaminondas did not use a broad-front assault, but instead arranged his own forces in a long column, attacking the flank of the Spartan phalanx where the king himself stood. He successfully broke through the Spartan army’s line at this decisive point, then turned his forces to move against the two sides of the breach, enveloping the breached line of the phalanx from both flanks, so that, without disrupting its own tactical deployment, the phalanx could not form a new front.”②

Engels held that Epaminondas’ creation of this new method of concentrating one’s strength for a main assault, one different from all previous methods, “was, at that time, a revolution in tactical thought.” Looking at the process by which ancient Greek military-academic thought developed, this is precisely how matters stood. Before Epaminondas, the Greeks generally fought in a battle formation drawn up parallel to the enemy, with the front-line forces evenly distributed across the entire front, so that
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if one side’s army was superior in number to the opponent’s, it would either form a battle formation of greater depth, or envelop the enemy’s two flanks. Epaminondas, by contrast, designated one flank for the main attack and the other for defense; in this way he avoided the drawback of the old method of dividing one’s forces evenly along the front, allowing his attacking strength to be concentrated like a fist, delivering a powerful blow against the enemy’s forces.

What Engels wrote more about in his works, however, was Napoleon’s method of attack. He repeatedly mentioned Napoleon’s famous 1806 victory over the Prussian army at Jena, calling that battle a “historically significant, outstanding example”① of an army’s use of flank attack. In his description of the Battle of Aspern-Essling in the Franco-Austrian War of 1809, he pointed out that Napoleon, in that battle, “adopted his customary method — a devastating attack against the center of the enemy’s forces.”② Engels held that Napoleon not only possessed a correct method of attack, but was also a commander who loved to attack, and that even when, overall, he was in a defensive posture, he never abandoned the practice of attacking wherever a local opportunity arose. Engels wrote: “The most outstanding examples of offensive action and continual attack within a wholly defensive campaign are Napoleon’s two exceptional campaigns — the campaign of 1814 and the campaign of 1815 — although the former ended with Napoleon’s exile to Elba, and the latter ended with defeat at Waterloo and the fall of Paris. In these two famous campaigns, this commander, purely on the defensive on invaded soil, attacked the enemy wherever an opportunity arose; and although, overall, his forces were far fewer than those of the invading enemy, he nevertheless managed, each time he attacked, to achieve local superiority, and usually won. The unfavorable outcome of these two campaigns in no way diminishes their overall conception of operations, or the concrete methods by which they were fought.”③

From this, we may see that Engels himself was a man who held that one should, at every point in war, maintain the spirit of active attack right up until final victory.

Being skilled at developing success is the key to organizing an offensive successfully. Applying a correct method of attack, and, having successfully broken through the enemy’s defense, being able to press forward without pause and go on developing success, is the key to the final success of organizing an offensive. In examining the process by which offensives were carried out in the nineteenth century, Engels gave the following important account of how to develop success: “Once an attack has succeeded, the cavalry rapidly plunges into the breach thus formed, turning to left
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and right, striking the enemy’s line from the flank and rear, forcing them to fall back on both wings. But for this attack truly to become decisive, it is necessary to use a large force, and to do so only after the enemy has already committed his last reserves — otherwise the gains will not be worth the losses, and it may even become the cause of defeat in the battle. In most cases, when a battle takes an evidently unfavorable turn, a commander would rather break off the engagement than commit his own last reserves and wait passively for the enemy’s decisive assault.”① That is to say, developing success further is an extremely complex process; to secure ultimate success in an entire offensive, at least two conditions must be met: one is possessing a sufficient quantity of reserve strength, and the other is choosing the right moment to commit this strength.

In organizing an offensive, Napoleon paid very close attention to satisfying both these requirements. He generally maintained a powerful reserve, and was extremely particular about the timing for committing it. Engels pointed out that Napoleon “would hold the bulk of his artillery in reserve until the main point of attack had been decided; once the main point of attack was determined, this artillery would unexpectedly be formed into a massive battery and would together bombard that objective, thereby preparing, through a fierce barrage, for the final assault of the infantry reserve.”② And, in discussing Napoleon’s use of cavalry, Engels said: “The basic strength of the cavalry, and especially the whole of the heavy cavalry, was kept as a reserve, to be used for a powerful, decisive charge at a favorable moment, or to cover the army’s withdrawal when necessary. This cavalry would suddenly appear at some point on the battlefield, often playing a decisive role.”①

In the course of carrying out an offensive, besides breaking the enemy’s counterattack in depth, organizing pursuit aimed at the thorough destruction of the remaining enemy is also an important element of developing success. Engels once drew a vivid contrast between the utterly different attitudes Napoleon I and Napoleon III took toward pursuit operations. On October 14, 1806, after the French army under Napoleon I defeated the Prussian army at Jena and Auerstädt, the remnants of the Prussian forces attempted to retreat into Polish territory. But the French army pressed on relentlessly, and on October 28 reached the border town of Stettin (called Szczecin in Poland) ahead of the enemy, thereby cutting off the Prussian army’s line of retreat and forcing it to surrender. In sharp contrast, half a century later, on June 4, 1859, after the French army under Napoleon III defeated the Austrian army at the
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Battle of Magenta, it actually threw wide open the gates of opportunity, letting the enemy withdraw at his leisure, without carrying out any pursuit at all. Engels commented on this, saying that had Napoleon I been present after the Magenta engagement, he “would certainly have skillfully made use of the fifteen or sixteen brigades that, according to the French communiqué, had not taken part in the fighting the previous day.”② Yet Napoleon III, though possessing ample forces, showed not the slightest desire to develop his victory. “On June 5, 6, and 7, he gave the Austrian army three whole days as a gift, allowing them to extricate themselves from a dangerous position.” Meanwhile the French army, in this battle, actually “obtained not a single trophy, captured not a single cannon!”③ This may therefore be called an offensive that was, on the surface, a victory, but in substance a defeat.

Organizing and carrying out a defense should, above all, involve correctly choosing the terrain. The importance of terrain for defense has always been taken seriously by military commanders and battlefield officers. Correctly choosing terrain has always been the necessary guarantee for organizing a strong defense. Engels conducted a careful study of how to make effective use of terrain to increase the strength and stability of defense, and published a number of essays that had a considerable influence, both at the time and afterward.

Not long before the outbreak of the Franco-Austrian war over Italy in 1859, Engels published an essay in the New York Daily Tribune titled “How Austria Can Hold Italy,” in which he analyzed in depth the positive role that the network of rivers in northern Italy might play in strengthening Austria’s defense. The Mincio and Adige rivers are two nearly parallel rivers, ten to thirty miles apart. The Mincio River itself is not large, and can be forded at many points in summer, but it is protected at its northern and southern ends respectively by Lake Garda and the Po River, making it the first line of defense that the Austrian army could use to resist an enemy invading from the west. The Adige is a larger river, which throughout the year can be crossed only by bridge, and it forms a second, stronger line of defense. South of these two rivers there is also the east-west-flowing Po River. These major rivers, together with a number of tributaries, form a large network of rivers in northern Italy which, militarily, constitutes the strategically vital area determining the fate of the Apennine Peninsula. The Austrians clearly saw how favorable this terrain was for their control of Italy, and had, from early on, chosen Mantua, on the Mincio River, as the principal site on which
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to build a strong fortress for this region. At the same time, they also built fortresses respectively at Peschiera on the Mincio, and at Legnago and Verona on the Adige, thus forming a quadrilateral fortress zone. Engels pointed out that the position formed by the Mincio, the Adige, and the Po rivers was already, by its natural conditions, very strong, and, once reinforced by human engineering, became stronger still. Because Mantua occupied a central position within the whole of this defensive area, it could, with a strong garrison, block every entrance to the peninsula. This important position held by Mantua carried enormous strategic advantage, and for this reason it has been said, since ancient times: whoever holds Mantua holds Italy.

During the European revolutionary war of 1848–1849, the strength of the Austrian commander-in-chief Radetzky’s army was not as great as that of the Italian revolutionary army, but because his forces held firm to the northern Italian river network, reinforced by a group of fortresses, the offensive of the revolutionary army was, from beginning to end, unable to make headway. Engels pointed out that this campaign, waged by Radetzky, showed that a general, even if his forces are weaker than the enemy’s, can turn the tide of the situation so long as he relies on a well-defended river system. In discussing the reason the Austrian army’s position was so especially solid, he said: “The function of these fortresses lay not merely in shielding Radetzky’s army from attack, but also in forcing the enemy to disperse his forces, while Radetzky, under the protection of the fortresses, could concentrate his forces at any one point in order to resist the portion of the enemy’s forces facing him there.”①

Engels’ thinking on the necessity of correctly choosing terrain when organizing defense is also reflected in his essay “The Chances of War.” In this essay, Engels analyzed, from a military-geographic standpoint, the defensive characteristics of a river bend in Piedmont not far from the Austrian border. The Po River generally flows from west to east, but within Piedmont, a short stretch of its course from Casale to Valenza and beyond flows from northwest to southeast, before turning eastward again — thereby forming an arc-shaped river bend facing Austria. Within the river bend itself, large and small watercourses converge, creating in northern Italy yet another region favorable to defense. Yet, Engels pointed out, this important defensive terrain had, in the past, never been used to build a strong defended position; only after the crushing defeat of the Piedmontese revolutionary army in 1849 did its military value begin to receive a certain degree of attention.
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To form a strong defense, one must also construct fortifications rationally. In organizing a defense, besides carefully choosing suitable terrain, one must also be skilled at rationally constructing fortifications upon the chosen terrain, in order to increase the strength of the defense. In his own writings, Engels described a good many examples of skillfully using terrain and constructing corresponding fortifications in order to form a strong defensive position — the quadrilateral fortress zone on the Mincio, Adige, and Po rivers, mentioned above, being one of them. In 1796–1797, this fortress region compelled Napoleon to spend nine months before he could finally break through it. And from March to May 1807, the Prussian garrison of Danzig, likewise relying on favorable terrain outside the city to construct an independent system of forts, was able to hold the French army under Napoleon’s command outside the city for nearly two months.

As for cases in which failure to construct fortifications properly led to defeat in battle, Engels also gave a description of these in his own writings. In the spring of 1858, in assessing the reasons the insurgent forces of India lost Lucknow, he laid particular stress on analyzing the various defects in the way the Indian side had constructed its defensive fortifications. He wrote: “Although the fortifications the Indians constructed appeared, on the surface, formidable, in fact they were of no greater significance than the fire-dragons and demon faces that Chinese soldiers paint upon their shields or on city walls. Each individual fortification, viewed from the front, was an impregnable position, everywhere fitted with gun ports and loopholes in its parapets and breastworks, with all manner of obstacles placed in front of the fortification, and cannon mounted everywhere. But the flank and rear of each position were entirely neglected. There was never any thought of mutual support among the fortifications, and moreover the ground between the fortifications, and in front of them, was never cleared at all — thereby allowing the attacker to prepare an attack, whether frontal or flanking, without being detected by the defenders, and to approach, under excellent cover, to within a few yards of the parapets. A cluster of fortifications of this kind could only be built by ordinary engineer troops serving in an army lacking officers to direct them, and dominated by ignorance and lack of discipline. The fortifications around Lucknow were simply one form of expression of the entirely Sepoy-style method of construction, using mud walls and earthen breastworks.”① From this description of Engels’ we may draw the following conclusions: in constructing defensive fortifications in conjunction with terrain, three important principles must be observed: (1) they must possess an all-around defensive capability; (2) individual fortifications must be able to support one another; and (3) there must be a good field of view both in front of the fortifications and between them. It is clear that these incisive insights of Engels’ concerning the construction of defensive fortifications retain important practical guiding significance even today.

Organizing counterattack and offense in a timely manner — the real center of gravity of defensive operations. Proceeding from the fundamental guiding idea of active defense, in the organization and execution of defensive operations Engels stressed that the greatest attention must be devoted to organizing, in a timely manner, a vigorous counterattack and offensive. He held that, in organizing a defense, resisting an enemy attack is only a small part of an army’s operational activity, while the real center of gravity of defensive operations should be the organizing of counterattack and offense.

In a number of essays, Engels more than once analyzed the serious consequences that a failure to attach importance to organizing counterattack and offense could bring to defensive operations. In July 1857, in discussing the causes of the Austrian army’s defeat in the Italian war, he pointed out: “Although Solferino, San Cassiano, and Cavriana were, under a stubborn and skillful defense, an impregnable position, they nevertheless fell one after another. Once Solferino, a strongpoint of decisive significance, fell within two hours, the battle was, as a result, lost. The fall of Solferino was due to a converging attack, which could only have been repelled by counterattack, but there was, precisely, no counterattack. Following the fall of Solferino, other strongpoints likewise fell one after another because they too suffered converging attacks, the Austrian army resisting these attacks with entirely insufficient, passive defense.”② Hence the conclusion Engels reached was: passive defense means certain defeat.

In his essay “Attack,” Engels examined, from history, the respective strengths and weaknesses of certain famous commanders, nations, and peoples in offensive and defensive operations. He pointed out that commanders such as Epaminondas, Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, and Napoleon I, and nations such as France, and peoples such as the Romans, were all skilled only in attack, and not in defense. The ancient Greeks, the British, the Swiss, the Germans, and the Americans, by contrast, more than once, in defensive operations, displayed outstanding ability and achieved success. He stressed that, in organizing a defense, one must never forget the true center of gravity of defensive operations — counterattack and offense.
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Section 4. Engels’ Careful Reflections on Offensive and Defensive Warfare, Seen through Two Examples

At different periods, in connection with various wars, Engels gave a great deal of careful thought to the concrete disposition of offensive and defensive operations. Below we offer a brief analysis of two examples.

In the Italian war, the most favorable method for Austria was offensive action. In the Italian war of 1859, Austria faced the serious situation of a combined Franco-Italian offensive. Although it held the strong positions along the Mincio and Adige rivers, if it merely stood on the defensive and made no effort to advance, there would be very little hope of winning. At the end of February 1859 — that is, two months before the outbreak of the war — on the basis of the respective postures of the two opposing sides, Engels offered four estimates of the methods Austria might adopt in the coming war.

The first method: after the leading French forces entered Piedmont, the Austrian corps in Lombardy would remain stationary, waiting quietly for the 200,000 French troops and 50,000 Piedmontese troops to concentrate, and would then abandon the whole of Lombardy, retreating before the enemy to their base of operations on the Mincio River.

The second method: the Austrian army would wait, on the open plain of Lombardy, for the French and Piedmontese armies to attack; but in this case, because they would have only 120,000 men to oppose an enemy force more than double their own number, they would be defeated by the numerically superior forces, and this would furthermore leave the Italians free to launch uprisings across the whole country, putting Austria in a difficult position.

The third method: the Austrian army would occupy a position in the outskirts of Tortona, waiting for the French columns to advance from Genoa toward Alessandria, since at that point they would inevitably expose their flank before the Austrian army. But this wait-and-see approach was far from a clever one, because the French might simply remain quietly in Genoa, waiting until their other columns had concentrated at Alessandria, by which point the Austrian army would not only have entirely lost every advantage, but might also find its own line of communication with the Mincio and Adige cut off.

It can be seen that these three plans are all inadvisable; the only advantageous method is to take the initiative in launching an offensive against the Franco-Italian allied forces. This is the fourth method.

In terms of troop strength, “the Austrian army can deploy at least 120,000 men. If they choose their moment of battle well, they will be facing only 90,000 Piedmontese troops, and of these only 50,000 will be able to take part in the fighting. The French army is advancing along four roads, all leading to Alessandria. Between these four roads — that is, between the line from the Mont Cenis pass to Alessandria and the line from Genoa to Alessandria — there is a total angle of about 140 degrees; hence, before the various French groupings have concentrated, there can be no question of coordination among them. If the Austrian army chooses its moment of battle well (as we saw them do successfully in 1848 and 1849), attacking the Piedmontese army’s base of operations frontally, or enveloping it from the north, then we may confidently declare that, even if the Piedmontese troops display the courage expected of them, they will scarcely be able to withstand an attack by superior Austrian forces; and once the Piedmontese army has been driven back in the open field and forced into purely passive fortress defense, the Austrian army will be able, as the various French groupings emerge from the Alps or the Apennines, to attack them one by one with superior force. Even should the Austrian army be forced to retreat, so long as Switzerland maintains its neutrality, the Austrian army’s northern flank will be covered, and its retreat will be secure, and, upon reaching Mantua, it will still be able to conduct an active defense-through-offense on its own base of operations.”①

The offensive method Engels puts forward here embodies both the enterprising spirit of his thinking on the guidance of operations and the profound accomplishment he possessed in the art of guiding war. But the leadership of the Austrian army at the time was conservative in its thinking, timid, and lacked the ability to command the whole of the war; naturally it would not adopt the advanced plan of operations that Engels proposed above, but instead adopted a strategy of purely passive defense, holding to its territory — and was, in the end, defeated by the Franco-Italian allied forces.

A country’s defense must be organized in a way rationally suited to its own national circumstances. In the mid-nineteenth century, Prussia once attempted to invade Switzerland. Public opinion and military circles across Europe published a great many views exploring how Switzerland might effectively resist a Prussian invasion. In January 1857, Engels too wrote an important essay on this subject, concentrating his exposition on one important idea: the organization of a country’s defense must be rationally arranged in accordance with that country’s own national circumstances.

Switzerland is a country dominated by mountainous terrain, with a comparative abundance of rivers and lakes. Engels held that Switzerland could first make full use of the natural obstacle presented by its rivers to block an enemy advance. Prussia lies to the north of Switzerland. An invasion of Switzerland might be launched along the line from Konstanz to Basel. From Switzerland’s side, the first favorable defensive line is that of the Aare and Limmat rivers. The second is that of the Aare and Reuss rivers. Engels arrived at this conclusion on the basis of his deep analysis of the geographic features of Switzerland’s territory. He wrote: “Three tributaries of the Rhine — the Aare, coming from the southwest, and the Reuss and Limmat, coming from the southeast (the latter two forming a right angle with the Aare) — converge near Brugg, and then flow straight north into the Rhine, joining it about ten English miles downstream, near Koblenz. In this way, the Aare, between Brugg and the Rhine, divides the valley of the Rhine into two parts; should an invading army cross the Rhine either above or below Koblenz, it will find itself confronted again by the Limmat or the Aare — that is to say, it will once more face a river convenient for defense. In this way, owing to the confluence of the Aare and the Limmat (the Reuss, in relation to the Limmat line, is merely one further, powerful line of defense to the rear), a triangular area projecting forward is formed, and this constitutes the second important defensive position.”① Engels pointed out: “Because, for any army advancing against them, the Rhine lies at its rear, the positions along the Aare and the Limmat became the principal strategic line of defense by which Switzerland resisted invasion from the north.”②

Second, Engels held that, although Switzerland possesses a great deal of mountainous terrain, should an enemy successfully cross the lower reaches of the Aare and Limmat rivers, the Swiss should still “hold, for as long as possible, the relatively flat regions, because these contain cities with every kind of resource and roads convenient for transport. Large forces cannot survive under mountain conditions; the main base of operations and military supply depots cannot be placed there.”③

On the basis of the distinctive features of Switzerland’s terrain, Engels held that one could draw a straight line from the point where the Rhône enters Lake Geneva to the point where the Rhine enters Lake Constance, thereby dividing Switzerland into two parts, the northwestern part (not including the Jura mountains) being Lower Switzerland, and the southeastern part being Upper Switzerland, or the mountainous region of Switzerland. On the basis of this division, one can readily see the strategy that the Swiss ought to adopt: “While their main force holds firm to every inch of ground in the plains, they would, at the same time, retreat along the line Zurich–Bern–Lausanne–Geneva; while the mountainous region in the southeast would be left for such units as might be cut off, together with the militia and the free-shooters carrying out guerrilla activity, to defend.”④

In addition, Engels pointed out that the defense of Lower Switzerland could also be assured by various tactical obstacles. This was because, as an attacking force advanced upstream along the Aare toward Olten, the further the Jura mountains — not themselves high — approached the river, the more the peculiar longitudinal valleys running parallel to the Aare would hinder the deployment of military operations. To overcome these obstacles, an attacking force would have no choice but to carry out extremely complex maneuvers right under the enemy’s eyes — something no general would wish to do. Hence, on the whole, Switzerland’s natural geographic conditions were highly favorable for organizing a defense; what mattered was being skilled at making rational use of them, in order to bring their defensive function fully into play.



Section 5. Attaching Importance to the Study of Military Action under Special Conditions

Engels was concerned not only with offensive and defensive operations under general conditions, but also attached great importance to military action under special conditions. In a number of essays, he specifically explored the characteristics of mountain warfare, fortress attack and defense, urban combat, guerrilla warfare, and naval warfare, and published many important academic views.

In mountain warfare, offense holds an enormous advantage over defense. As already noted above, Switzerland is a country dominated by mountainous terrain. In European history, since the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, it had repeatedly defeated the Austrians and Burgundians on its own soil, and had long been renowned as a mountain fortress-nation that could not be conquered — until the French Revolution brought about a military transformation that finally shattered the traditional notion of Swiss invincibility. In his essay “Mountain Warfare, Past and Present,” Engels explained in detail how Switzerland, this mountain-fortress nation, went from being impregnable to being not so difficult to defend against.

In its wars against Austria, the invader’s principal arm was fully armored knights, whose power lay in delivering annihilating charges against armies that lacked firearms. But in a country like Switzerland, this kind of charge was precisely impossible to carry out. In Switzerland, cavalry (apart from the very lightest, and used in very small numbers) was of no use even down to the present day. As for those fourteenth-century knights weighed down under hundreds of pounds of iron armor, they were still more helpless — because mountainous terrain is unsuited to cavalry action. In the period of Switzerland’s resistance to Burgundian invasion, infantry armed with long pikes already occupied a comparatively important place in the army, and firearms were also being used; yet the infantry was still burdened by heavy armor, the cannon were heavy, and light firearms were inconvenient and of little use. The various equipment of these troops remained extremely cumbersome, rendering them entirely unsuited to mountain warfare, particularly in an age when there was, one might almost say, still no road system to speak of.

Yet, three hundred years after the end of the Burgundian wars, times had changed. Iron-clad cavalry and cumbersome pikemen had vanished entirely; tactics had undergone repeated improvement, mobility had become the army’s principal quality, and the linear formation of the eighteenth century had been repeatedly overturned by the columns and skirmish lines of the revolutionary armies. Moreover, when Napoleon, in 1796, crossed the Col de Cadibona pass and drove a wedge between the dispersed columns of the Austrian and Sardinian armies, shattering them frontally, a new method of mountain warfare emerged, and the notion that Switzerland was impregnable came to an end at the same time.

In the period of linear tactics, the two sides in a war generally strove to avoid difficult terrain. The flatter the terrain, the better a battlefield it was considered. But, since the beginning of the French Revolution, matters changed: the revolutionary army preferred to fight in difficult terrain, being comparatively mobile and flexible in its manner of fighting; the battle formations it adopted — extended, open order and columns — could not only advance rapidly in any direction, but could also make effective use of every kind of cover afforded by uneven ground, whereas an army using the linear formation was entirely at a loss on terrain of this kind.

Before an army had mastered the capacity for mobile warfare, many strongly held frontal defensive positions in the mountains were almost entirely impregnable. But once an army had mastered this capacity, the attacker could envelop such positions not frontally but from the rear or the flank, while the defender, in order to guard every route by which the enemy might carry out an enveloping movement against the position, would have to disperse his forces. Under these circumstances, the attacker need only succeed with a single enveloping column to place the defender in a difficult situation. Engels therefore concluded: “From a strategic point of view, in mountain warfare, offense holds a decisive advantage over defense.”①

Engels also examined the characteristics of mountain warfare from a purely tactical standpoint, and arrived at the same conclusion. In organizing defense in the mountains, positions are generally chosen in valleys, with strong columns positioned in the valley and skirmishers deployed on the high ground to provide cover. But these skirmishers are very easily encircled by the attacker’s forces, and the entire position, too, is extremely vulnerable to being enveloped by the enemy army. In the mountains, the attacker can freely choose favorable terrain, attacking the defender from a commanding height, and thereby keeping him constantly in a passive position. In addition, in organizing defense in the mountains, the firepower that constitutes the basis of defense is greatly weakened by the limitations of mountainous terrain. Because cover is available everywhere in the mountains, the defense loses one very important advantage — that is, the absence, in front of the defensive position, of open ground across which the enemy must pass under fire. For this reason Engels wrote: “From this it can be seen that, whether from a tactical or a strategic point of view, we always arrive at the conclusion reached by Archduke Charles of Austria — one of the most outstanding generals in mountain warfare, and one of the most authoritative writers on this subject — namely, that in this kind of warfare, offense holds an enormous advantage over defense.”②

Although Engels held that, in mountain warfare, offense holds an advantage over defense, he did not advocate that a commander lead the bulk of his forces into the mountains to attack. Engels supported Napoleon’s principle that “one should never attack the mountains.” This was because mountainous terrain could not provide sufficient supply for a large force, nor the conditions needed for tactical deployment. He pointed out: “on the whole, it is quite obvious that our modern armies can bring their strength to bear best on terrain of a mixture of plains and low hills — provided only that, on the left and right, there is an open plain, such as Bavaria or Lombardy, capable of deciding the outcome of a war; and any theory that advocates leading a great army into high mountains (not in order to pass through those mountains, but in order to occupy positions there for a long time) is mistaken.”③ He also cited the example of Tyrol to illustrate the difficulties a large force must inevitably encounter when campaigning in the mountains. He said: how long, precisely, could Tyrol sustain an army of 150,000 men? Hunger would very soon drive them back to the plains, while, during this time, the enemy could consolidate his own position on the plains. In the end, in the narrow mountain valleys, where, precisely, could such a force find a position in which to deploy the whole of its strength?

The invention of the independent-fort system was a great advance in the practice of fortress defense. In the age in which Marx and Engels lived, fortress defense occupied an extremely important position in war. The success or failure of a war might depend on the capture or defense, by the two belligerents, of several fortresses, or even a single fortress. Engels therefore attached great importance to the study of fortress attack and defense — and, in particular, of fortress defense — and wrote many essays and short commentaries of great academic value.

Looking at the history of fortification in the countries of Europe, systematic, scientific fortress construction began with the famous seventeenth-century French marshal and military engineer Vauban (1633–1707). The system of fortress construction he put forward was in vogue throughout Europe for almost an entire century. But as the French Revolution brought about a transformation in methods of combat, the fortresses built by the old methods in Europe could no longer play the role they once had in war. Engels pointed out: “Ever since Napoleon disregarded fortresses built by the old method and led his army deep into enemy territory, hundreds of miles from the border, and since the 1814–1815 armies of the Allies likewise disregarded the three tiers of fortresses that Vauban had left behind for France and marched straight on Paris, contenting themselves at most with constructing siege works around the citadel or at the foot of the escarpment — it has become entirely clear that this system of fortification had already become obsolete. Fortresses of this kind had lost their power to check a modern army. The damage they could inflict on an enemy could not even reach beyond the effective range of their own guns.”① Engels went on to stress that, under these circumstances, “some new method had to be found to check the rapid advance of a modern army penetrating a country’s borders.”② And this new method was the independent-fort system, put forward by the French general and military engineer Montalembert (1714–1800).

In the old-style fortresses of Vauban’s era, the entire defensive strength was concentrated around the main wall and within the citadel. All the salient bastions, ravelins, outworks, and tower-keeps together formed a single line of defense. If the enemy penetrated this line, he could break through the whole of it within a few days; and once the line of defense was broken, the fortress itself would fall to the enemy. Montalembert conceived of a method for increasing the depth of a fortress’s defensive zone by constructing independent permanent works around its perimeter. This meant building, on the high ground surrounding a large fortress, one or two rows of small forts. In external form these forts stood independent of one another, but could support one another by fire, and could create the conditions for large-scale sorties, preventing the enemy from bombarding the fortress itself directly; when necessary, these forts could also serve as billets for troops. Judging from actual combat practice, these independent forts played an important role in fortress defense. This was because, for a besieging enemy, each of these forts had to be captured individually, and until at least three or four of them had been taken, it would be impossible even to begin the work of besieging the fortress itself. Moreover, the siege of each individual fort could at any time be interrupted by the garrison, or even by the troops billeted behind the fort, thereby ensuring that active field operations were combined with formal fortress warfare, which necessarily greatly strengthened the defense. For this reason, Engels gave high praise to the role of the independent-fort system put forward by Montalembert, holding that “this system not only opened a new era in the science of fortification, but also opened a new era in attacking and defending fortresses, and even, in general, in strategy.”① In fact, the invention of the independent-fort system was indeed a great advance in the long-standing practice of fortress defense.

The emergence of the independent-fort system brought about a revolution in the methods of fortress defense. Because of the emergence of the independent-fort system, in fortress defense the traditional pattern of defensive deployment and arrangement was thereby disrupted, and the number of troops garrisoning major fortresses had to be greatly increased, thereby giving rise to a great transformation in the methods of fortress defense. Engels pointed out: “The fortress and the area surrounding it, under the cover of the independent forts, already possessed the character of a fortified camp, or of a field base for the garrison force; at this point the garrison had, in effect, become a small field army in its own right. Formerly, defense was passive; now it is active; it has taken on an offensive character.”② That is to say, with the adoption of the independent-fort system, the passive defense that had characterized fortress warfare in the past had now become an active defense bearing an offensive character.

As the character of the defense changed, the tasks and roles of the various arms and weapons in combat operations changed as well. If, in fortress defense of the past, it was chiefly the fixed artillery mounted on the fortress walls that played the primary role, then what now drew greater attention from those organizing the defense was field artillery instead. The tasks of the engineer troops were no longer confined merely to repairing works damaged during a siege; now they also had to select and reinforce positions in front of the forts, just as in field operations, digging trenches toward the enemy’s approach works, constructing counter-siege works that threatened the enemy’s works from the flank, and suddenly changing the front of the defense so as to force the enemy to alter his direction of attack. Of course, among all the arms, the one whose task and role changed the most was the infantry. This was because, in fortress defense, the realization of the policy of active defense depended chiefly on vigorous sallies by the infantry of the garrison force.

What, precisely, is the concrete content of active defense in fortress warfare? Engels explained this in his assessment of the defense of Paris during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. He wrote: “the active defense of a fortress as great as Paris requires that a large force be able to maneuver in the open field, that regular battles be fought at a suitable distance in front of the forts serving as cover, and that
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attempts be made to break through the enemy’s encircling lines or to prevent the enemy from completing his encirclement.”① However, to accomplish these onerous combat tasks, a corresponding armed force must be provided as a guarantee. Engels paid close attention to this point. He pointed out that, to bring Paris’ defensive strength fully into play, a large regular army had to be stationed there for its protection — a force powerful enough that the enemy could neither seal it within the fortress nor obstruct its mobility in the open ground surrounding the fortress.

So, then, under these circumstances, what role, precisely, could the fortress itself play? On this point, too, Engels gave an answer. He said: “Now, the role of a fortress or group of fortresses is merely to serve as the point on which field forces depend in the course of their maneuvers.”② He pointed out that, in the fortress defense conducted in the present day, “the final outcome, whether victory or defeat, is always decided by the field forces, and the role of the fortress does not depend on its natural or man-made strength — that is, on its own inherent value — but depends on the degree of cover and support it can provide to the field forces.”③

In modern warfare, the construction of fortresses should be undertaken with the entire strategic disposition in view; whether they are to be held or abandoned depends on the specific conditions of the battlefield. In the age of Vauban, when people constructed fortresses, they considered that the fortress itself would be the principal battlefield of future defense, and consequently placed extremely high tactical demands on the determination of its site. But later, once the independent-fort system had been introduced into fortress construction, the situation changed considerably. Engels pointed out that, at this point, “the question of whether a site is tactically superior has also become secondary; now the site for building a fortress is determined from a strategic point of view. Fortifications are to be built only at points that can, directly or indirectly, halt the further advance of a victorious army, and which are themselves either a large city, or the concentration point of the material resources of an entire province, and can therefore provide the army with tremendous, superior conditions. The location of a fortress is usually chosen beside a great river, especially at the confluence of two great rivers, because this can force an advancing army to disperse its forces.”④

As for the value of fortresses in modern warfare, and the basis on which the choice between defending or abandoning them should be made,
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Engels also gave this careful consideration. He pointed out that, under modern conditions, the value of a fortress is relative. “They are no longer an independent factor in war, but merely favorable positions, positions that must sometimes be held to the very last by every possible means, and sometimes need not be.”①

So then, to what extent, precisely, ought a great fortress of strategic significance to be held? On what basis should the choice between continued defense and voluntary abandonment be made? During the Crimean War of 1853–1856, Engels, taking Russia’s Sevastopol fortress as an example, set out his own views on precisely this question: it all depends on the concrete conditions of the battlefield.

Sevastopol, like every genuinely modern fortress, functioned as a fortified camp shielded by permanent works. So long as the available forces remained sufficient to defend such a camp — and, in particular, so long as this camp was still held by a powerful garrison, so that the enemy could not risk trying to bypass it — this camp held first-rate importance, capable of disrupting the enemy’s plans throughout the entire course of operations. But once all of these conditions had ceased to hold — once the garrison had suffered defeat after defeat, once their stores of food were nearly exhausted, once they faced the danger of having their line of communication with their own base cut off, once they risked meeting the fate that befell the Austrian army forced to surrender at the Battle of Ulm in 1805 — then, what one ought first to consider is, of course, not the abstract value of the position, but the safety of the army; at this point the army ought to withdraw as quickly as possible to another, more favorable line of defense. Of course, all of this is done in order to make the fullest possible use of the fortress’s function, while also giving due weight to preserving the army’s actual strength, so as to be in a better position, in the end, to defeat the enemy.

To carry out urban combat, one must possess a rich store of military knowledge. Urban combat is an important type of modern combat, possessing its own distinctive characteristics and laws. The organization and execution of urban combat places special demands on the military competence of officers and men. Engels pointed out: “Today, no army can fight without military knowledge, and cannot hold any city without such knowledge.”②

During the Indian national uprising of 1857–1859, both the insurgent Sepoy forces and the
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British army sent to suppress the uprising found themselves placed in a passive position in combat, owing to a lack of military knowledge in the conduct of urban warfare. In assessing the fighting of this uprising, Engels analyzed, one by one, mistakes of this kind made by the two opposing armies in the course of combat.

According to the general requirements of urban combat, if a city is fortified with ramparts, then, in order to ensure a broad field of fire, every object in front of the ramparts capable of hindering the garrison’s exercise of firepower must be cleared away. But the Indian insurgent forces garrisoning Delhi did not understand this, thereby providing the British army convenient conditions for attacking the ramparts. Engels pointed out: “The areas in front of the Kashmir Bastion and the water bastion contained thickets, gardens, houses, and the like that had not been cleared away by the Sepoys, thereby providing cover for the attackers.”①

In urban defense, whatever structures have been designated as key points to be held must have the surrounding buildings demolished in advance, so as to prevent the attacking enemy from making use of them. But Henry Lawrence, the British officer commanding the defense of the Residency at Lucknow, failed to give sufficient weight to this operational rule for urban defense, thereby adding to the difficulty of his own subsequent defensive fighting. In describing this, Engels wrote: “On June 30, the British sallied out to attack the enemy troops then massed around the Residency, but were repulsed with heavy losses, to the point that they had no choice but to confine themselves to defending the Residency itself.… The enemy at once surrounded the Residency, occupying and fortifying certain neighboring buildings (some less than fifty yards from the defensive works) — buildings that Sir Henry Lawrence had earlier refused to have demolished, disregarding the advice of the engineers.”② As a result, he himself tasted the bitter fruit of this error: the insurgent forces made use of the cover afforded by these buildings near the Residency to approach it again and again, attacking it, and Lawrence eventually lost his life in one of these engagements.

In carrying out urban defense, relying on solid buildings to block the enemy’s advance is of the utmost importance. This requires opening a certain number of loopholes in the walls of these buildings, but not too many. The Indian insurgent forces lacked knowledge of this. Engels, in commenting on this state of affairs, pointed out: “they cut too many loopholes in the solid stone palace walls, thereby weakening the
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resistance of the walls.”①

In carrying out an urban attack, because a city generally contains a good many permanent defensive works and solid buildings, close attention must be paid to the correct use of artillery. Here, the principle of concentration of force and striking the enemy’s vital points must on no account be forgotten. In 1857, in the fighting to attack Sir Henry Lawrence’s Residency at Lucknow, the Indian insurgent forces suffered a setback precisely because they neglected these two principles. Although they possessed more than twenty pieces of artillery, these were all dispersed around the Residency, and their fire lacked any clear target, so that for a long time they failed to achieve any effect in their attack. Engels pointed out that, had the insurgents “concentrated their fire on one or two points of the parapet, the position might very well have been captured”②; and again: “had these guns been used to bombard the breastwork or the barricade, the effect would have been far greater.”③

In organizing urban defense, there is also an operational rule that must not be overlooked: the dead ground beneath tall buildings must be sealed off by some means, such as mines or barbed wire, so as under no circumstances to allow the attacking force to make use of it. But the Indian insurgent forces at Lucknow likewise lacked this most basic common sense, thereby giving the British army an opening to exploit tactically. Engels, in a commentary, cited the example of the insurgent forces’ defense of the Imam Bara building to illustrate the importance of adhering to this principle of fortification. He wrote: “A few yards from this building there was a strong clay wall. The British dug a short approach trench up to the foot of this wall (which fully proves that the loopholes and gun ports of the upper part of the building could not fire down upon the area immediately in front of it), and then used this wall as an emplacement for their siege guns — and this was precisely what the Indians themselves had prepared for the British!”④ Afterward, the insurgent forces, owing to this error in their combat disposition, did indeed suffer enormous losses.

In addition, Engels stressed that, in urban defensive combat, besides paying attention to coordinating the action of the various companies and battalions, one must also be skilled at “combining artillery positions with houses and walls fitted with loopholes,
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so as to form a defensible fortified position,“① and that, in constructing gun emplacements, one must ensure not only the safety of the gunners but also their ability to fire effectively, and so on.

The guerrilla warfare (small-scale warfare) that weak peoples employ to resist foreign invasion has its own special laws and methods of combat. Guerrilla warfare, as a form of armed struggle, has its own particular laws of movement, and its own special methods of combat suited to those laws. Through their examination of the long practice of resisting foreign aggression among a series of weak peoples and nations in Europe, Asia, and Africa (such as Spain, Hungary, France, China, India, and Morocco), Marx and Engels summarized a good many important methods of conducting guerrilla warfare.

First, strive to avoid decisive battle. Fighting a decisive battle bears on the future fate of an entire war and army, and requires that both belligerents make full preparation in troop strength, weaponry, and personnel combat quality — something that, in a national guerrilla war of resistance against invasion in which the enemy is strong and one’s own side weak, is often difficult to achieve. For this reason, Engels repeatedly stressed that weak peoples and nations, in resisting a powerful invading army, must strive to avoid decisive battle.

As early as March 1849, in analyzing the reasons for the defeat of the Piedmontese army, Engels had already pointed out that the mistake of the Piedmontese lay precisely in relying solely on their regular army to wage against the Austrian forces “an ordinary, bourgeois-style, entirely regular war,” whereas “a nation trying to assert its independence should not restrict itself to ordinary methods of warfare.”② In 1858, in commenting on the Indian national uprising, he stated explicitly again: “the strength of a national uprising lies not in fighting a decisive battle, but in conducting guerrilla warfare.”③

In November 1859, the Spanish government, seeking to expand into Africa, launched a war of aggression against Morocco, and the indigenous Moroccan people, the Moors, rose up to resist. In the early stage of the war, the Spanish forces met with considerable setbacks. But at the outset of the war, because the Moors did not understand how to apply the methods of guerrilla warfare to wear down and exhaust the enemy, and instead always sought to block him head-on, they themselves suffered losses that need not have occurred. Engels commented on this, saying that, after the first day of fighting, the Moors “abandoned their correct plan, which was to
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harass the flank and rear of the advancing columns, and to cut off or threaten their line of communication with Ceuta. Instead of doing this, they exerted every effort to rush ahead of the Spanish and attempt to block, head-on, the Spanish route toward Tétouan — and this brought about the very decisive battle they ought to have avoided. Perhaps they might also come to understand that, for the sort of soldiers they had, on the sort of terrain in which they lived, small-scale warfare was precisely the method of struggle capable of wearing down the enemy.”①

Second, disrupting lines of communication, ambushing small enemy detachments, raiding the rear of the enemy’s front-line units, disrupting the requisitioning of grain, and cutting off the food supply — these are the principal methods of combat in guerrilla warfare. Since guerrilla warfare cannot be waged through decisive battle with the enemy, then by what method, precisely, is the destruction of enemy forces to be achieved? Engels gave a clear answer to this question in a number of essays. In August and September 1858, during the fighting of the Indian national uprising, the hot, rainy summer was in itself an opportunity that native guerrilla fighters could have made the most use of, yet they failed to actively carry on guerrilla activity. In commenting on this state of affairs, Engels discussed the principal methods of conducting guerrilla warfare. He wrote: “If, for the British side, it is important to rest during the hot season, then for the insurgents, what matters is to harass the British as much as possible. But the native soldiers failed to organize active guerrilla warfare — cutting off communication between towns held by the enemy, ambushing small enemy detachments, disrupting the requisitioning of grain, cutting off the food supply (without food, the British could not hold any large city) — and instead were content to collect taxes and enjoy the leisure time the enemy had left to them.”②

In Engels’ view, disrupting the enemy’s lines of communication — including the various installations and means of transport upon those lines — should be regarded as the principal content of guerrilla warfare, because this can greatly weaken the enemy’s front-line fighting strength. During the Franco-Prussian War, in December 1870, Engels once speculated about the tremendous effect that a French attack on Prussia’s lines of communication might achieve. He said: “If the French were to send out a few mobile detachments (like the mobile detachments dispatched in 1813 by Blücher to envelop the flank of the French army), to destroy the German lines of communication, that would be highly effective. The lines of communication from Paris to Nancy are almost entirely vulnerable to attack. A few mobile detachments,
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each composed of a cavalry company and a number of good marksmen, could, if they succeeded in attacking this line of communication, destroying rails, tunnels, and bridges, and raiding trains, force the Germans to withdraw their cavalry from the front line — and it was precisely this cavalry that posed the greatest threat to the French on the front lines.”①

Ambush and raiding are the most commonly used tactics of guerrilla warfare, and Engels attached great importance to them. In discussing how the peoples of the northern Caucasus, in the late 1820s, used guerrilla warfare to oppose the invasion of the Russian army, he specifically mentioned these two tactics. He wrote: “The strength of the Caucasian resistance lay in this: they often left the mountains to sortie onto the plain, launching sudden attacks on the Russian garrison forces and outposts, raiding the deep rear of the Russian front-line units, and, from time to time, laying ambushes along the routes the Russian forces used to move.”② It was by using this sort of mobile and flexible tactic that the mountain-dwelling peoples of the Caucasus ultimately drove out the foreign invader.

Third, guerrilla warfare requires mountainous terrain; to wage this kind of warfare on a plain, one must possess fast-moving forces suited to it. Because of the particular character of mountainous terrain itself and of the vegetation covering it, mountains are most suited to the conduct of guerrilla warfare — this is almost universally known. In the 1850s, when Engels studied the question of mountain warfare, he specifically discussed the relationship between guerrilla warfare and mountainous terrain, stating explicitly: “guerrilla warfare absolutely requires mountains — at least, this is so in Europe.”③ The four large-scale guerrilla wars of the first half of the nineteenth century that he cited — the Tyrolean peasants’ anti-French uprising of 1809, the Spanish people’s anti-French war of 1808–1814, the Carlist uprising in the Basque provinces during the Spanish civil war of 1833–1840, and the war of the peoples of the northern Caucasus against Tsarist invasion in the late 1820s — were, without exception, all conducted in mountainous terrain.

But Engels did not exclude the possibility of conducting guerrilla warfare on a plain. He simply held that conducting this kind of warfare on a plain has characteristics different from mountain warfare, and requires that corresponding preparations be made in the organization of one’s forces. In 1858, in assessing the composition of the Indian insurgent forces, he specifically discussed this question. He pointed out: “The main body of the insurgent forces was infantry, but this arm was ill-suited to fighting the British army in open country, and became a burden on
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plains guerrilla warfare, because to conduct guerrilla warfare in this kind of terrain, one relies chiefly on irregular cavalry.”① That is to say, to conduct guerrilla warfare in a plains region, one must possess fast-moving forces suited to it.

Fourth, for guerrilla warfare to develop and sustain itself, it is necessary to establish corresponding operational centers and continually to expand the scale of the guerrilla movement. This conclusion Engels drew from his careful examination of the course of the Indian national uprising of the 1850s.

Since the outbreak of the Indian national uprising in the spring of 1857, Engels had kept close watch on the development of the entire situation. In July 1858, he began to consider the future prospects of this large-scale national uprising. Through more than a year of careful observation, he discovered that, in order to win victory, the uprising had to persist over the long term in guerrilla warfare; and that, in order for guerrilla warfare to achieve sustained development, besides strengthening the organization and building of irregular cavalry, two key problems also had to be resolved: one was establishing a corresponding operational center, and the other was continually expanding the scale of the guerrilla movement. On the first of these questions, Engels pointed out: “once winter comes, guerrilla warfare alone will not do; an operational center must be established, one with stockpiled supplies, artillery, and fortified camps or cities, so that the British will have no rest even through the winter; otherwise, before it is renewed with fresh life by next summer, guerrilla warfare will die out.”② And on the second question, he stressed that “the success or failure of the uprising will be decided by whether the uprising can expand,”③ that is, by whether the scale of the guerrilla movement could be expanded. He predicted that if these scattered forces did not actively expand into other regions, but confined their action to the northern-central region of India, then “a single winter this year would be enough to cause these forces to disperse and collapse.”④ Unfortunately, this concern of Engels’ later did indeed become a reality: after nearly two years of the flames of uprising, the Indian people were, in March 1859, finally crushed by the British invading forces.

The above represents Marx’s and Engels’ general thinking on the laws and characteristics of guerrilla warfare. What we find most interesting about this thinking is that its truth was almost completely confirmed, in the twentieth century, in the long revolutionary guerrilla war waged by the Chinese people under the leadership of the Chinese
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Communist Party. And certain guiding principles of guerrilla warfare with which we today are familiar — such as “you fight your way and I’ll fight mine,” developing guerrilla forces in a manner suited to local conditions, and establishing base areas, among others — can likewise be found to have their organic theoretical connection to the writings of Marx and Engels. It may be said that this is precisely where the power of Marxist military doctrine lies.

In this section we have devoted a comparatively large amount of space specifically to exploring the respective characteristics and methods of mountain warfare, fortress attack and defense, urban combat, and guerrilla warfare — four aspects of Marx’s and Engels’ thinking. Through this brief discussion, it is not hard to see that the strategic and tactical thought of Marx and Engels does indeed possess extremely rich content. It includes not only guiding principles for ordinary combat operations, but also touches on a great many rational insights and methods concerning the conduct of special forms of combat, well worth our conscientious study and research. As for Engels’ reflections on naval warfare, mentioned above, these will be touched upon in the chapter of this book devoted specifically to the influence of science and technology on methods of combat, and need not be elaborated upon further here.

— End of Chapter 5 —







Chapter 6 — The Impact of Science and Technology on Military Affairs

Marx and Engels regarded science and technology as the most active factor in social productive activity, and gave high praise to the enormous role it plays in advancing human civilization. Historically speaking, the military, as a special form of social practice serving war, has never in its development been able to do without the advance of science and technology. Marx and Engels attached great importance to the catalytic role science and technology played in every major military transformation, and gave a deep examination of the comprehensive influence that science and technology exerted on military development.


Section 1. Science and Technology as a Driving, Revolutionary Force

The idea that science and technology is a motive force behind the development of the productive forces and, indeed, of society as a whole, and the idea that the advance of science and technology drives the development of the military, are both touched upon in many of Marx’s and Engels’ writings. On March 17, 1883, in burying Marx at Highgate Cemetery in London, Engels said: “In Marx’s eyes, science was a historically dynamic, revolutionary force.”① In fact this was also Engels’ own view of science and technology.

Modern natural science and modern industry together transformed the whole of nature. The era in which Marx and Engels lived was one in which modern science and technology had only just begun to be applied to production on a large scale. First the steam engine, and then electric power, with their high efficiency of operation, entirely transformed the foundational, power-generating part of the traditional system of productive forces; that exquisitely refined, materialized product of human knowledge — the machine — replaced time-consuming and exhausting manual labor at a speed and efficiency never before known; and the initial application of chemistry to agriculture drove a many-fold increase in output.… All these changes that science and technology brought to production and to social life were of the greatest concern to Marx and Engels. They conscientiously studied the leap in social productive forces brought about by science and technology, thought deeply about the influence science and technology might exert on the transformation of society as a whole, and put forward a series of profound propositions.

In 1857–1858, in analyzing the relationship between nature and modern human material civilization, Marx pointed out: “Nature builds no machines, no locomotives, railways, electric telegraphs, self-acting mules etc. These are products of human industry; natural material transformed into organs of the human will over nature, or of human participation in nature. They are organs of the human brain, created by the human hand; the power of knowledge, objectified.”① That is to say, in the modern age, the emergence of new things — machines, locomotives, railways, telegraphs, self-acting mules, and the like — that so greatly transformed the face of production and of social life, depended not on traditional, simple manual labor, but on the complex labor of the human mind, on the power of knowledge and of science and technology. In fact, as early as 1850, Marx and Engels had already stated: “modern natural science and modern industry together revolutionised the whole of nature.”②

Concerning the role of science and technology in the transformation of modern social material production, Marx also offered the following important exposition: in the past, the decisive factor in the production of social wealth was the quantity of direct labor time and the amount of labor expended; “but with the development of large-scale industry, the creation of real wealth comes to depend less on labour time and on the amount of labour expended than on the power of the agencies set in motion during labour time, whose ‘powerful effectiveness’ is itself in turn out of all proportion to the direct labour time spent on their production, but depends rather on the general state of science and on the progress of technology, or the application of this science to production.”① This passage of Marx’s tells people clearly: the role science and technology play in the production of modern material wealth is something no traditional, simple manual labor can ever replace; today, the increase in social productive forces depends, to a great degree, on science and technology.

The advance of science and technology brings changes to the military that are fundamental and comprehensive. Out of the need to guide the military struggles of the international workers’ movement, Marx and Engels carried out a many-sided examination of the role of science and technology in military transformation. As early as the 1840s, Marx had already expressed his own views on the influence that the invention of firearms exerted on the structure and internal mechanisms of the army. In the 1850s and 1860s, Engels, in writing entries for encyclopedias and a history of weapons development, studied still more the relationship between science and technology and military development. In the 1870s, in order to refute the fallacy of the German petty-bourgeois thinker Dühring, who inverted the relationship between violence and economics, Engels gave a still more historically grounded demonstration of the decisive influence science and technology exerted on military transformation. Right up to his later years, Engels never relaxed his attention to this question, discussing, from time to time in various essays and in correspondence with friends, the revolutionary, driving role of science and technology in the military sphere.

That the advance of science and technology brings changes to the military that are fundamental and comprehensive is the conclusion Marx and Engels reached after long observation. In discussing the response provoked, in the military sphere, by the spread of gunpowder and firearms to Europe in the fourteenth century, Engels said: “this purely technical advance… revolutionised the whole method of warfare.”② When the screw propeller came, in the mid-nineteenth century, to be applied by certain countries for military purposes, he further pointed out: “with the invention of the screw propeller came a means that was bound to bring about a fundamental transformation of naval warfare and to turn all warships into steamships.”③ Of course, the influence of science and technology on the military is by no means confined to methods of combat alone; it is comprehensive — that is, besides methods of combat, it also includes weapons and equipment, organizational structure, and modes of command and support. This is precisely as Engels said:
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the “equipment, formation, organization, tactics and strategy” of an army “depend above all on the level of production reached at the time and on the means of communication available.”① And the state of production and communication, in turn, depends on whether science and technology are advancing.



Section 2. The Improvement of Weapons and Equipment Depends on the Advance of Science and Technology

Of all the areas of the military sphere, weapons and equipment are the ones most directly connected with science and technology. Setting aside more distant examples, such as the impetus given to the emergence of firearms by the invention of gunpowder — just looking at the development of modern rifles, artillery, warships, and munitions, one finds that every single improvement is inseparable from the advance of science and technology.

Without modern large-scale industry concentrating the achievements of modern science and technology, there could have been no genuinely serviceable rifled small arms and artillery. In the mid-nineteenth century, the emergence of genuinely serviceable rifled small arms and artillery was, for the time, a remarkable revolution in the history of weapons manufacture. This was because the old-style smoothbore weapons were slow-firing, inaccurate, and altogether backward. Yet the idea of using rifling to impart a spinning motion to the projectile, so as to increase the weapon’s range and accuracy, had already been put forward as early as the fifteenth century. The main reason it took nearly four centuries for genuinely serviceable rifled firearms to appear was that, before this point, certain technical and manufacturing difficulties in the production of rifled firearms could not be resolved — and this, in turn, was closely bound up with the overall state of science and technology at the time.

In his essay “The History of the Rifle,” Engels devoted a great deal of space to discussing the various reasons for the slow development of the rifle, giving particular attention to the difficulty encountered, in the course of its development, in solving the technical problem of joining the breech to the barrel. According to Engels’ research, breech-loading firearms had existed since very early times; however, the breech-loading firearms of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had a movable breech — that is, the breech was not firmly fixed to the barrel — and consequently opening and closing the breech was extremely inconvenient. Engels pointed out that, over the long course of the development of gun manufacture, “the great difficulty was always how to attach a movable breech-piece to the barrel in such a way that it could be opened and closed with ease, yet fastened with sufficient firmness to resist the pressure of the exploding powder. Given the low level of technical development
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at the time, it is no surprise at all that these two requirements could not be satisfied at once — either the mechanism attaching the breech to the barrel was not sturdy or durable enough, or the process of opening and closing it was extremely slow.”① It was only in the mid-nineteenth century, when science and technology had developed further, that the difficulty of firmly joining the breech was successfully resolved, thereby making it possible for certain European countries, such as Prussia, to equip their armies with genuinely serviceable rifled muskets (breech-loading needle-guns).

As for the development of rifled artillery, its dependence on modern large-scale industry was still more evident. Engels gave a special account of this in his essay “On Rifled Cannon.” France was the first country actually to use rifled cannon in combat. But the rifled cannon with which the French army was first equipped failed to perform as intended during the Italian war of 1859. The reason this happened lay in the fact that the equipment and technique used to manufacture these cannon were too backward. Engels pointed out: “The tools used, and the principles followed, in manufacturing this cannon were entirely the same as those used, in the past, to manufacture the old-style smoothbore cannon. This old-style cannon had a great deal of play between the projectile and the bore, and the weight and diameter of the projectiles were not uniform, so that, in manufacturing this kind of cannon, exact precision was only a secondary concern.”② He went on to say: in the branches of French firearms production, “manual operation is very common, and machine operation is rare. This might still be tolerable for old-style smoothbore weapons, but it cannot be tolerated when the firearms being produced must maintain a high degree of shooting accuracy over great distances. To make all rifles fire with equal accuracy at distances of six hundred, eight hundred, and one thousand yards, and all cannon at distances of two thousand, four thousand, and six thousand yards, every part of every process must be carried out by the most perfect automatic machinery, so that every part of every weapon fits together without the slightest deviation. The minute margins of error that could not be felt in old-style firearms have now become defects that render a weapon utterly useless. The French had made no notable improvement to their old machinery, and this is why their shooting was inaccurate.”①

The original intent behind converting smoothbore cannon into rifled cannon was to increase the range and accuracy of firearms — and to achieve these two objectives, the manufacture of every part and component of a firearm had to be extremely precise and meticulous. This was something absolutely impossible to achieve without advanced production equipment. What Engels here calls “carried out by the most perfect automatic machinery” is precisely this idea. It can be seen from this that, to produce modern weapons, having good design ideas alone is not enough — one must also possess advanced production tools and methods (technique) to realize those ideas. And the emergence of advanced production tools and methods (technique) is, in turn, inseparable from a developed large-scale industry and a profound foundation of science and technology. In September 1892, in a letter to a friend, Engels gave the following profound description of the dependence of weapons production on large-scale industry: “since armaments production became a branch of heavy industry (armored warships, rifled cannon, quick-firing cannon, repeating rifles, steel-jacketed bullets, smokeless powder, and so on), heavy industry, without which all this could not be produced, has become a political necessity. To produce all this, a highly developed metalworking industry is essential, and a metalworking industry cannot exist without a corresponding development of all other branches of industry, particularly the textile industry.”②

Without the invention of the steam engine and the screw propeller, there could have been no emergence of the modern ironclad warship. From antiquity to the 1850s, the vessels used by the navies of the various countries were, in the main, wooden sailing ships. In the 1860s, the steam ironclad appeared for the first time in the history of naval warfare: during the American Civil War, on March 8 and 9, 1862, both sides in the Battle of Hampton Roads deployed this new type of naval equipment. Engels held that these two naval engagements brought the age of the wooden warship to an end and inaugurated the age in which ironclads waged war at sea. This was precisely the concrete embodiment, in the manufacture of naval vessels, of the advance of science and technology in the first half of the nineteenth century.

In the early period of Britain’s industrial revolution, in order to solve the problem of motive power for spinning machines, amid the vigorous wave of technical innovation then under way, the British mechanic James Watt invented the steam engine in 1769. This new type of engine was soon spread to other branches of industry, and later applied to transport as well, thereby preparing the conditions for the transition of naval vessels from sail power to mechanical power. Engels pointed out that, in the 1820s, “attempts began to be made to apply the steam engine to warships, just as Fulton had applied it to merchant ships.”① Entering the 1830s, the invention of the screw propeller provided a further technical foundation for the construction of large steam ironclads. Only thirteen years after this new type of mechanical propulsion device came into being, “in 1849, the French engineer Dupuy de Lôme finally built the first screw-driven battleship.”② And by the time the Crimean War (1853–1856) was drawing to a close, floating armored gun-platforms had also appeared on the battlefield. Later, after several more years of technical research and practical trial, the armored steam warship suitable for actual combat was finally produced in the early 1860s.

From the early 1860s to the late 1870s, the manufacture of naval weapons and equipment, relying on continuous technical innovation, made tremendous progress. During this period, the scope of steam’s use in warship construction expanded considerably. Engels pointed out: “This ship is a gigantic machine, whose steam-power is used not only to drive it forward at speed, but also serves to steer, weigh and heave the anchor, turn the gun turrets, aim the guns, load the shells, pump water, raise and lower the boats (which themselves, in part, are also propelled by the power of steam), and so on.”③ Hence it may be said: “the modern warship is not only a product of modern large-scale industry, but at the same time a microcosm of that industry — a floating factory.”④ It can be seen from this that the manufacture of modern naval weapons and equipment depends, to a far greater degree than the manufacture of ordinary weapons, on a foundation of large-scale industry and on the advance of science and technology.



Section 3. The Advance of Science and Technology Will Bring about Changes in Various Relations within the Army

In December 1847, in his lecture “Wage Labour and Capital,” delivered before the German Workers’ Society in Brussels, Marx put forward the following view: in the sphere of production, the various social relations arising among producers differ according to the nature of the means of production; whereas in the military sphere, the various relations arising among the members of an army evolve in accordance with the development of weapons. This idea of Marx’s is extremely important. Later, Engels, in many of his own essays, used historical fact to demonstrate this proposition of Marx’s. Marx’s own words were these: “The social relations within which individuals produce, the social relations of production, change, are transformed, with the change and development of the material means of production, the productive forces. With the acquisition of new productive forces men change their mode of production, and with the mode of production, they change all the economic relations which were but the necessary relations of that particular mode of production.”①

The emergence of new tools of combat is bound to bring about changes in the army’s internal organizational structure. As already noted above, the emergence of new tools of combat is, first of all, the result of the advance of science and technology; and once this kind of tool has come into widespread use, the most direct consequence it brings is a major transformation of the army’s internal organizational structure.

According to Engels’ research, gunpowder was introduced into Europe from the Arabs at the start of the fourteenth century, and from that time on, the countries of Europe began the research and trial use of a new generation of tools of combat — firearms. “By the end of the fourteenth century, every European army already possessed both artillery and units equipped with firearms.”② This was, in fact, the period of preparation during which the armies of the various European countries made the transition from cold weapons to hot weapons, and was likewise the period in which the internal organizational structure of the armies of these countries was brewing major change.

In the age of cold weapons, the principal tools of combat used by the members of an army were bows and arrows, swords, blades, spears, and javelins, and the principal modes of movement were on foot or on horseback. At that time, within the land forces, infantry and cavalry were the principal arms, and, within the infantry, archers and pikemen were the principal components. From the fourteenth century, as firearms were invented, muskets and cannon were gradually issued to some units, and the composition of the army began to change. Engels pointed out: “In the fifteenth century artillery appeared on the battlefields, and part of the infantry — the fusiliers of the time — were armed with muskets.”① Thus arose that important historical period in which cold and hot weapons were used together, and pikemen and musketeers coexisted within the army. This period, if reckoned from the start of the fourteenth century, lasted a full four centuries.

Engels examined the entire process by which artillery, as a new arm, came to be incorporated into the army’s organizational structure. He paid particular attention to the role that continuous technical improvement in artillery played in accelerating this process. In the fourteenth century, cannon everywhere were extremely cumbersome, and had only just, at that time, become part of the standard weaponry. Large-caliber cannon could be transported only after being broken down into several pieces, and even small-caliber cannon were not easy to move — people at that time did not yet even know of the gun-carriage. In the fifteenth century, the construction and use of cannon, relying on technical innovation, saw considerable improvement. Cannon began to be cast from cast iron, bronze, or brass. The dismountable breech gradually fell out of use, and cannon came to be cast as a single piece; at the same time, trunnions and wheeled gun-carriages were designed and manufactured, making the cannon considerably more mobile — not only could it be hauled onto the battlefield, but its position could be changed during combat, and it could accompany the army on the march. During the reign of King Charles VIII of France, the French army assigned a fixed crew to each cannon, and artillery duties were given a specialized organization — “this made field artillery, for the first time, a distinct arm.”② And his successor, Francis I, went on to further improve his cannon, making them lighter, and “organised the artillery into a special corps, subordinate to the grand master of the ordnance.”③

By the sixteenth century, alongside further improvements in the construction and use of cannon, theoretical research into artillery and into the trajectory of projectiles, building on the achievements of physics research at the time, likewise made great strides, thereby driving a further rationalization of the manufacture and use of cannon and artillery. Charles V of the Holy Roman Empire adopted the limber in improving field artillery, so that the two-wheeled gun-carriage, when being moved, became a four-wheeled gun-carriage, which was favorable for more rapid movement and for crossing uneven ground. The Italian mathematician Tartaglia and the Spanish military engineer Collado, and others, through experiment, revealed a truth: at a firing angle of 45 degrees, in a vacuum, a projectile achieves the greatest range. This laid the theoretical foundation of the science of gunnery.

In the sixteenth century, although the manufacture of cannon, the use of artillery, and research into artillery theory made considerable progress, at that time artillery still did not belong to the regular army establishment. “The cannon belonged to the state, but the men who operated the cannon were not soldiers; they formed a trade of their own; artillerymen did not count as a fighting arm, but were considered a craft. Artillery officers held no military rank, and were classed not among the privileged nobility but among craftsmen such as tailors and carpenters.”① Artillery truly became incorporated into the army’s establishment as an independent component only in the latter half of the seventeenth century.

Entering the seventeenth century, a pan-European war lasting an entire generation — the Thirty Years’ War (1618–1648) — pushed the development of artillery to a new stage. Engels pointed out: “During the Thirty Years’ War, Gustavus Adolphus’ invasion of Germany marked a tremendous advance in the science of gunnery.”② This Swedish king and his aide, the artillery director General Torstensson, carried out a series of innovations in the manufacture of cannon and the use of artillery, the most important of which was the development of the four-pound iron cannon and the division of artillery into light and heavy categories. The four-pound iron cannon was an extremely light piece of artillery, capable of being moved by only two horses, and could be assigned to every infantry regiment. In this way there arose, for the first time, light artillery capable of accompanying the infantry into combat. Those pieces that were difficult to move, that were held back as reserves, or that were positioned on favorable terrain for use against the enemy, were classified as heavy artillery. Of course, in the seventeenth century, artillery equipment saw a good many other technical improvements as well, such as the invention of the elevating screw, the substitution of the priming tube for loose powder poured into the touch-hole, and the invention of the drag-rope for shifting cannon over short distances. All of these
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helped artillery increase its fighting capability and expand the scope of its use, and thereby drew ever greater attention from the military leadership of the various countries. In 1671, the French, who had consistently maintained a superiority in the building and use of artillery, “formed a regiment of artillery, laying down the various officer ranks and grades, thereby, for the first time, abolishing the old guild system and incorporating gunsmiths into the army as core soldiers.… and the training of its officers and men likewise came under the control of the state.”①

As for the development of the infantry itself, the process by which the musketeer replaced the pikeman likewise took several hundred years to complete. This too was the result of continuous innovation in weapons-manufacturing technology. Engels gave a thorough analysis of this process as well, in his relevant essays.

In Europe, light firearms first appeared in the Italian city of Perugia in 1364. This was a short firearm with a barrel only eight inches long. Not long after, longer and heavier light firearms were manufactured — the matchlock musket. But this gun had a very short range, was slow to load, was expensive to produce, and its slow-match, moreover, interfered with accurate aiming, so that even as late as 1450 it still could not replace the crossbow. The initial perfection of the firearm came in the sixteenth century. In the mid-sixteenth century, the Spanish began equipping infantry with improved matchlock muskets, assigning ten to fifteen musketeers to each company of pikemen. Somewhat later, the Dutch, in the course of their bourgeois revolutionary wars of 1566–1609, further improved the construction of the matchlock musket, raising its combat performance and expanding its scope of use, so that the proportion of musketeers within the infantry rose to one-third of all personnel.

The Thirty Years’ War of the first half of the seventeenth century also played an important role in driving the further perfection of the musket’s construction. By this time the musket had been made extremely light, could be fired without a forked rest, and every country had adopted cartridge and cartridge-box designs. As the performance of firearms continually improved, the number of men in the army using them increased daily. At the time, two-thirds of the infantry companies of the Swedish army were composed of musketeers, with pikemen making up only one-third; some companies were composed entirely of musketeers. By the latter half of the seventeenth century, the number of pikemen in the army had become even smaller. This was because, from the moment the pikeman lost his entire offensive function, the musketeer became the infantry’s true attacking force. Nevertheless, the complete replacement of the pike by the musket did not occur until the early part of the eighteenth century.
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Engels pointed out: “the thorough abolition of the pike, however, depended on two other inventions: the bayonet, invented in France about 1640, and, in the perfected form still used today, in 1699, and the flint-lock, invented about 1650. The bayonet, of course, could not fully replace the pike, but it did give the musketeer a certain degree of capacity for self-defense — whereas previously it had been thought that the musketeer generally needed to be protected by the pikeman; the flintlock simplified the process of loading, so that not only could rapid fire make up for what the bayonet lacked, but far greater results could be achieved by this means as well.… With the abolition of the pike in infantry equipment, the various kinds of body armor were likewise done away with. From this point on, this arm was composed solely of soldiers equipped with flintlock muskets fitted with bayonets.”①

Through the brief account given above, it is not hard to see that it was precisely the invention and development of cannon that brought about the birth of an entirely new arm — artillery; and it was precisely the emergence and continuous improvement of the musket that gave rise, later, to the growth of the infantry equipped with hot weapons.

The emergence of new tools of combat is bound to bring about changes in the army’s organizational structure and establishment. Historically speaking, the establishment structure of the army has undergone many changes. Armies of different periods, using different weapons, formed different organizational structures, giving rise to different establishment structures.

In the period of the ancient slaveholding states, the armies of the various countries all used cold weapons, and their organizational structure was uniform and simple in its establishment. In discussing the state of the Persian Empire’s army in the fifth century BC, Engels pointed out: “The soldiers were armed, according to their various nationalities, with bows, javelins, spears, swords, maces, daggers, slings, and so on. Each district’s forces had their own commanding officers; according to Herodotus, these forces seem to have been divided into units of ten, a hundred, and a thousand men, with every unit of ten men commanded by an officer. The larger formations, or the various armies as a whole, were generally commanded by members of the royal family.”② By the fourth century BC, the establishment of the Greek army had become more finely differentiated: “The organization of the army was based on the small unit established by Lycurgus [26]; two small units formed one middle unit, two middle units combined to form one large unit, and eight middle units, or four large units, formed one regiment. This was how the Spartan army was organized in Xenophon’s time.”① As for the somewhat later Roman republican army, its establishment likewise had its own new characteristics. It was composed of a number of legions. “Each legion had 1,200 light-armed troops, 1,200 spearmen, 1,200 heavy infantry, 600 reserve troops and 300 cavalry (knights), altogether 4,500 men. The spearmen, heavy infantry and reserve troops were each divided into ten companies or centuries, and each century was supplemented with an equal number of light-armed troops.”②

In Europe, feudal society passed through an extremely long era. The weapons used by the army became more varied than in the past, and its organizational structure and establishment likewise saw new developments. From the sixth to the thirteenth century, feudal armies were equipped with cold weapons — spears, swords, battle-axes, halberds, sabers, bows and arrows. And from the fourteenth century on, cannon and muskets entered the ranks of the army’s weaponry. All this undoubtedly had an effect on the development of the army’s organizational structure and establishment. In the long feudal society of Europe, there was another very important factor influencing the development of the army’s organizational structure and establishment — namely, the several shifts, over time, in the relative status and role of infantry and cavalry within the army. In the early period of feudal formation, the main force of the army was infantry, numerous and drawn chiefly from the peasantry. Later, as the feudal lords’ exploitation of the peasants intensified and the peasants sank into serfdom, the role of the infantry likewise declined. “By the end of the tenth century, cavalry had become the arm that in fact decided the outcome of battles everywhere in Europe.”③ But by the fourteenth century, owing to the rise of cities, the development of the productive forces, and the use of firearms, infantry began to revive once more. In this way, the establishment adopted by the army in the period when cavalry predominated was not entirely the same as that adopted by the army in the period when infantry predominated. In the period when cavalry predominated, the most basic tactical unit of a feudal army was the lance — a group centered on a mounted man-at-arms — and the unit one level above the lance was the company. In discussing the circumstances under which King Charles VII of France established his own country’s standing army, Engels pointed out: “In 1445 he raised 15 companies of ordonnance, each 600 strong, including 9,000 cavalry, who were quartered in the towns of the kingdom, and paid regularly. Each company was divided into 100 lances, each lance consisting of one heavy-armed horseman, three archers, an armed valet, and a page — thus a mixture of heavy cavalry and mounted archers, both of which arms, however, acted separately on the day of battle. In 1448,
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he added a force of 16,000 free archers, organised into companies of 500 men, four companies to a colonelcy.”① Of course, in the middle of the fifteenth century, the mercenary forces of certain European countries had also begun to adopt establishments based on the battalion, the regiment, and even the brigade.

By the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, infantry had gradually recovered its original central position within the army. The tier of establishment corresponding to the lance, in the period when cavalry predominated, was abolished. Because units at this time were equipped with both muskets and pikes, there arose an infantry battalion composed of a mixture of musketeers and pikemen. Above the battalion, in some countries, was the regiment, and in others, the brigade. In certain countries, the army was further divided into a number of half-regiments. Artillery, meanwhile, was generally organized into companies. Taken as a whole, during this period, because the central position of cavalry and infantry was still in the process of continual alternation, and hot weapons were also gradually replacing cold weapons, the army’s establishment remained unstable. It was only in the early eighteenth century, once the pike had been entirely abolished from infantry equipment, once the infantry came to be composed purely of soldiers equipped with flintlock muskets, and once, in the great majority of countries, mercenary forces had been replaced by each country’s own standing army, that the situation changed considerably. Engels pointed out: “By this time these armies had also come to be permanently organised, into battalions of 500-700 men as tactical units, sub-divided for special purposes into companies, several battalions forming a regiment. Thus the infantry received a more settled organisation.”②

The emergence of new tools of combat is bound to bring about a transformation in the relations among the various armies. In the long period during which European feudal society persisted, every country’s aristocratic feudal lords possessed his own army. They regarded these armed forces as the principal instrument for maintaining their own respective power, and did not at all subject them to unified mobilization by the state. That is to say, at the time, the various armies of a single country were entirely independent of one another, having no connection at all. Engels pointed out: “Feudalism, too, in its origin, was a military organisation, but it was one absolutely incompatible with any kind of discipline. Rebellion and desertion of great vassals and their troops were common occurrences. The issuing of any order to the various leaders was usually a matter of noisy dispute in a council of war, making it impossible to carry out any large-scale military action.”①

Within a single country there were many armies, and these armies had no connection with, still less any mutual support for, one another; the central government, moreover, exercised no unified management or command over them, but let them do as they pleased, favoring private interest at the expense of the state. This was the actual state of the relations among the various armies of the states of medieval Europe. This state of affairs persisted for close to a thousand years, and only began gradually to change after the emergence of a new tool of combat — firearms. This was because, at bottom, it was precisely the fact that the burgher class came to possess muskets and cannon that made possible the final destruction of the feudal fortresses that had, for over a thousand years, been rooted throughout Europe. Engels gave a very thorough analysis of this major historical transformation in the composition of European armies. He pointed out: “The introduction of firearms revolutionised not only the mode of conducting war itself, but also the political relations of supremacy and subjection between one class and another. To procure powder and firearms money and a considerable industrial development were required, and both money and industry were in the hands of the burghers. Hence firearms fell, from the outset, into the hands of the towns and the rising monarchy, which relied on them against the feudal nobility.”② And also: “the general dissolution of feudalism and the rise of the towns brought about a change in the composition of the armies. The great vassals, whether subordinated to the central power as in France, or themselves become petty sovereigns as in Germany and Italy, saw the power of the lower nobility broken by the central authority acting in concert with the towns. Feudal armies no longer existed. New armies began to be composed of large bodies of mercenaries.… Thus arose an army resembling something like a standing army.”③ Viewed historically, it was precisely from this point on that the countries of Europe once again established national armies unified in their management, command, and supply by the central government. And within this new-type army, the relations among its various component units naturally differed greatly from the relations that had obtained among the armies of the various feudal lords of the old feudal states.



Section 4. The Advance of Science and Technology Will Bring Changes in the Modes and Methods of Combat

Before the appearance of dialectical and historical materialism — this scientific method of observing social phenomena — the modes and methods by which armies fought were, in the historical materials and documents concerning the development of the art of war in Europe,
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often depicted by no small number of military theorists and military historians as the embodiment of the genius of commanders and of their intuitive creation. In fact, of course, the actual situation was not so simple. The true reason for the development and change of the army’s modes and methods of combat was only gradually recognized and revealed by people after the birth of Marxism. Through his study of the process by which hot weapons replaced cold weapons, Engels investigated the historical evolution from the medieval tactics based on knightly duels to the linear tactics of the age of smoothbore weapons; and, through his study of the transition from smoothbore to rifled weapons, he investigated the process by which the tactics of skirmish combined with column replaced linear tactics. In addition, he also studied the influence exerted on methods of naval combat by the invention of the steam engine and the screw propeller. Engels cited a great mass of fact to tell people: throughout history, the succession and evolution of the army’s modes and methods of combat have never once been separable from the development of weapons and the advance of science and technology.

The emergence of smoothbore firearms drove the transition from the tactics of knightly duels to linear tactics. For the three or four hundred years before Europe introduced gunpowder-manufacturing technology and invented firearms, cavalry occupied the dominant position on the battlefield, while infantry, in that period, was an auxiliary arm. The fighting of these cavalry forces, composed chiefly of knights, never followed any fixed line of battle; rather, engagement took the form of duels among large numbers of knights. Once one side had unhorsed or captured the greater part of the enemy’s knights, the fighting was considered over. The victors would then ride off to seek out other enemy forces elsewhere. This, then, was a form of tactics centered on knightly combat. In the three or four hundred years following the invention of firearms in the fourteenth century, during which cold and hot weapons coexisted, the changes in battle formation brought about by the continuous improvement of firearms constantly influenced the development of tactics, driving the transition of the old modes and methods of combat toward a new generation.

Taken as a whole, tactics centered on knightly combat represents, in the history of the development of tactics, an entire era in its own right, and it was later superseded by linear tactics. Linear tactics took shape during the Thirty Years’ War, in the first half of the seventeenth century, and had developed still further by the mid-seventeenth century; and this entire process of change was consistent with the historical process by which cold weapons gave way to hot weapons, and cavalry’s predominance gave way to that of infantry. Hence Engels said: “The transition from deep to thin formations, from the pike to the musket, and from cavalry to infantry predominance, began with Frederick the Great, and was only gradually completed during the

zenith of linear tactics.”①

According to Engels’ study, the army’s transition, in combat, from a column formation to a linear formation was precisely the result of the first, crude generation of smoothbore firearms undergoing its initial improvement; and the process by which hot weapons gradually came to replace cold weapons was likewise the very process by which this kind of firearm was gradually perfected. As already noted above, in Europe, after firearms first appeared in Italy in the 1360s, it took nearly a century of trial, up to the 1450s, before they had still not become ideal. Because loading took a very long time, and the weapons were extremely cumbersome and expensive, they could not be issued to troops in large numbers, and consequently had no discernible effect on tactics. By the mid-sixteenth century, thanks to technical innovation, the musket had improved considerably, and began to be formally issued to the infantry, though still in limited numbers. It was only in the seventeenth century that muskets truly became numerous in the infantry’s arsenal.

From the time firearms began to be issued to units, up to the time they later entirely replaced cold weapons, throughout this whole period, the infantry was composed of two parts: pikemen and musketeers. At the outset, the division of labor between the two in decisive combat was as follows: the former charged with the pike, while the latter provided covering fire. At this time, the pikemen adopted a formation similar to that of the ancient Greek phalanx — dense and compact — while the musketeers formed up in ranks of eight to ten men each, constituting another group with a greater depth of formation. At the time, the reason the musketeers adopted this deep formation was determined by the imperfection of the musket’s own construction. Because loading the earliest muskets was excessively time-consuming, unless each rank contained this many men, it was impossible to guarantee that fire would not be interrupted before one man had finished reloading.

Later, after repeated improvements to the matchlock musket, the time required for loading was greatly shortened, and to maintain uninterrupted fire, only five men were needed per rank. Consequently, the same number of musketeers could now occupy a front nearly twice as wide as before. Because the firepower of the guns had a devastating effect on densely packed formations of men, the formation of the pikemen was also, at this time, changed to six or eight ranks. In this way, the battle formation increasingly approached a single line abreast, forming the linear formation; in this kind of formation, the musketeers constituted the attacking force, while the pikemen served merely to protect the musketeers from enemy cavalry attack. At the same time, the proportion of pikemen to musketeers within the infantry company also changed: the former made up, at most, no more than one-third, while the latter made up no less than two-thirds.

Finally, by the end of the seventeenth century, with the widespread issue
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of bayonet-fitted flintlock muskets using pre-made cartridges,

the pike at last disappeared entirely from the ranks of the infantry. At this time, the time required to load a musket was shorter than before, its faster rate of fire could protect the shooter himself, while the bayonet, when necessary, was used to substitute for the pike. For this reason, the depth of the line formation was reduced from six men to four, and later to three, and finally, in some instances, even to two — so that, with the same number of men, the line became ever wider, and the number of guns capable of firing simultaneously grew ever greater. This was the most representative battle formation of the smoothbore-firearm age — the linear formation. Having described the process by which this formation gradually took shape under the influence of the advance of science and technology, Engels gave full recognition to its progressive significance in history. He wrote: “The line formation (infantry drawn up in two ranks in the centre, cavalry in two or three ranks on the wings) was a great advance on the deep formations of preceding periods; it enabled the largest possible number of combatants to take part in the fighting simultaneously, and thus brought into full play the effectiveness of infantry fire and of cavalry attack.”① King Frederick II of Prussia, employing this formation, won many victories, and brought linear tactics to their highest state of perfection — and this was precisely the inevitable result of the combined action of two material factors: one being man, and the other being the weapon.

The further improvement of firearms drove the evolution from linear tactics to skirmish and column tactics. Compared with the old-style tactics of medieval times, linear tactics did indeed represent a step forward — but they themselves possessed serious defects. Engels pointed out that, when an army fought in linear formation, the whole of the infantry was drawn up in three ranks, forming an exceedingly elongated, hollow rectangle, capable of moving only as a whole in formation, with, at most, one of the two flanks permitted to advance or retreat slightly. This inflexible formation could move in an orderly fashion only over extremely flat terrain, and moreover advanced only at a slow pace (seventy-five paces per minute); once in combat, changing the battle formation was impossible, and the infantry, once committed to the fight, decided the outcome within a single, brief clash.

This method of combat, when the two opposing sides were in an equal state as regards personnel and weapons — that is, when both sides’ personnel were mercenary soldiers held in the ranks by coercive means and strict discipline, and both sides used the same cumbersome, bayonet-fitted, rapid- but inaccurate-firing smoothbore flintlock musket —
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was, when used, advantageous to both sides equally, and for this reason people had, for many years, held fast to this convention and had no wish to change it. But the insurgents of the American War of Independence and of the wars of the French Revolution were soldiers fighting for their own vital interests. They would not desert in the face of the enemy, nor did they need to form up in an orderly line and advance slowly, according to fixed marching pace, over flat, open ground; rather, wherever the terrain was to their advantage, and whatever method of combat was convenient for destroying the enemy, there they would flexibly engage in battle — and thus there arose skirmishing tactics, and, somewhat later, skirmish-and-column tactics.

Of course, the emergence of these two new tactics was, first of all, the result of a change in the composition of the participating soldiery; but this was also, absolutely, inseparable from improvements in the construction of weapons. This was because, for soldiers fighting in linear formation, the target of their fire was an area — the accuracy of their weapon mattered little to them. But for insurgent soldiers, the target of their fire was, in many circumstances, a point; they had to aim precisely, and without weapons of good shooting accuracy, they could not fight effectively. Second, when fighting was conducted using linear tactics, the entire course of the engagement was comparatively short, and the artillery, at most, needed to shift position only once; but when fighting was conducted using skirmish tactics, or skirmish-and-column tactics, the space over which combat operations were carried out expanded manifold compared with before, and this required that the artillery’s mobility be correspondingly strengthened. For this reason, Engels pointed out that Napoleon’s new method of combat — a method of combat based on the combination of skirmishers and infantry columns — became necessary not only because the composition of the combat personnel had already changed, but also because two extremely important technical preconditions were required: “First, the lighter gun-carriages designed by Gribeauval, which allowed field artillery to be shifted at the required speed; second, the curved musket-stock adopted by the French in 1777, modeled on the hunting rifle (previously the stock, an extension of the barrel, had been straight), which enabled a shooter to take aim at a specific individual without frequently missing. Without these advances, it would not have been possible to conduct skirmish warfare with the old-style weapons.”①

The improved lethality of the rifled musket drove the abandonment of column tactics. Skirmish-and-column tactics developed, in Napoleon’s time, to an extremely high degree of perfection. When fighting was conducted using this kind of tactics, the main body of the army — the infantry — was divided into two parts: one part fought in extended skirmish order, its task being to eliminate enemy officers and marksmen through aimed fire; the other part
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was organized into columns and constituted the basic strength, acting as a collective body to form the basis of the entire battle formation, “becoming a dense, wedge-shaped mass to strike some point of the enemy’s linear formation.”① In analyzing the progressive significance of column tactics, Engels pointed out: “The most important result was that this special manner of combat by masses — the column — made it possible to divide up the previously inflexible, uniform, old-style linear battle formation into a number of independent parts, each possessing a certain independence, capable of adapting the overall arrangement to suit conditions at the time.”② When fighting was conducted using column tactics, the outcome of the battle was decided not by firepower, as with linear tactics, but by the main body of the infantry, formed into columns, charging with the bayonet. In addition, by organizing the army by regiment or company into a number of not-overly-large columns, arranged in several lines, it became possible to concentrate strength in the main direction, continually increasing the intensity of the assault in depth, while at the same time being able, at any moment, to adjust the disposition of forces as needed, striking the enemy with mobility and flexibility. For this reason, column tactics, compared with linear tactics, evidently possessed an enormous advantage. In the five or six decades before and after the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the commanders of a number of countries — Napoleon above all — applying this kind of tactics, did indeed win no small number of victories on the battlefield.

But it must be pointed out that column tactics also had a serious flaw of their own, the most important being that the ranks of men were packed too densely, making them vulnerable to enemy fire. Before the 1850s, when the armies of the various European countries were still equipped chiefly with smoothbore weapons, and rifled weapons were still in the stage of research and improvement, column tactics could, naturally, still play their part. But once the 1850s arrived, as the armies of a number of major European countries were successively equipped with rifled firearms whose accuracy and lethality had been improved and increased, the conditions of the battlefield underwent tremendous change. Under these circumstances, if an army continued to employ its old tactics, it would inevitably be unable to adapt to the new fighting environment. That is to say, once rifled firearms of good performance had been widely issued to troops and used on the battlefield, the old methods of combat were bound, once again, to be discarded, replaced by another new tactic — the tactic of the skirmish line.

Engels gave a vivid account, in his essay “Infantry Tactics and Their Material Basis, 1700–1870,” of the process by which this historical change of tactics came about, owing to the improved lethality of the rifled musket. He wrote: “In the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, the French
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conscription system met its defeat at the hands of the Prussian reserve system. But in this war, for the first time, both sides used breech-loading weapons, while the formal patterns adopted for the army’s movement and combat remained, in essence, the same as in the era of the old flintlock musket. At most, the formation of the skirmish line became somewhat denser. In addition, the French still employed the old battalion columns, and sometimes also used lines, while the Prussians, at least, attempted to treat the company column as a battle formation better suited to the new weapons. This was the case in the first several engagements. When three brigades of the Prussian Guard, in their assault on Saint-Privat (August 18), earnestly tried out this company-column formation, they discovered that breech-loading weapons possessed tremendous lethality. In this engagement, the five regiments (15,000 men in all) that took the largest part in the fighting had almost their entire officer corps (176 men) and 5,114 men killed — more than one-third of all personnel. Of the entire Guard infantry that took part in the battle, 28,160 men in all, 8,230 men were lost that day, including 307 officers. From that time on, the company column, as a form of combat, was likewise abandoned, just as the battalion column and the linear formation had been; thereafter every attempt to place a dense formation of any kind under enemy rifle fire was abandoned; on the Prussian side, only dense skirmish lines continued to be used in combat — in fact, columns had already, under the enemy’s hail of fire, frequently dispersed spontaneously into skirmish lines of this kind, even though the higher command regarded this conduct as a breakdown of formation and opposed it.”①

The above facts show that, as the performance of weapons improved, the actual practice of war itself often forced participants swiftly to change outdated methods of combat — otherwise they would find it impossible to continue operating effectively on the battlefield, and might even find it difficult even to survive.

The use of steam and the invention of the screw propeller brought about a fundamental transformation in naval warfare. The navy, historically speaking, is an ancient branch of the armed forces. In Europe, it already existed as early as the time of ancient Greece. But before the mid-nineteenth century, the methods of naval combat remained comparatively simple. This was because, for a long time, the warships used by navies had no motive power or driving apparatus of their own; their movement at sea depended solely on the sailors rowing, or on the assistance of the wind and sails, and, moreover, they lacked effective weapons for combat at a distance. For this reason, the navies of antiquity and of the Middle Ages were unable to carry out large-scale mobile operations at sea. It was only in the modern age, once the steam engine and the screw propeller came to be widely applied in the construction of naval vessels,
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that the face of naval warfare began to undergo a fundamental transformation.

In “Navy,” an entry Engels wrote for the New American Cyclopaedia, he gave an objective analysis and clear summary of the material basis for the methods of ancient Western naval warfare, and of those methods themselves. The ships of the Phoenicians, Carthaginians, Greeks, and Romans were flat-bottomed vessels unable to sail in stormy weather; these ships could not withstand the strain of a large sail (they were fitted only with a small sail), and could move only slowly, propelled by the force of oars. At the time, the compass had not yet been invented, and latitude and longitude were unknown; the only guide in navigation was landmarks and the pole star. The effectiveness of offensive means was likewise very poor, lacking powerful weapons for combat at a distance. “There were, therefore, only two methods of naval warfare possible: either to run down the enemy, sinking him by a blow from the sharp iron beak fixed to the prow of the galley; or to run alongside of him, throw out the grappling irons, and carry him by boarding.”①

There is one view that is very accurate: the entire Middle Ages, in the development of tactics, was, like every other field of science, an age of no achievement whatsoever. Naval combat methods were no exception in this respect. The further development of the navy and its methods of combat occurred at the end of the Middle Ages, after Columbus’ discovery of the New World. When the first European navigators crossed the Atlantic for the first time, sailing across the vast oceans in search of overseas expansion, this became an urgent need for not a few of the monarchs of the countries of the time, thereby powerfully stimulating the construction of large ships and the development of naval weapons and equipment. Engels pointed out: “It is from this time only that we can date the existence of a real navy. This was the epoch, for every maritime nation, of colonial enterprise, and consequently that of the formation of large navies to protect the newly established colonies and the trade with them. Thence dates a period during which naval warfare became more frequent than ever before, and the development of naval weaponry became more effective than ever before.”②

But, it should be pointed out here, the fundamental transformation of naval tactics came a good deal later still — occurring more than three hundred years after the arrival of this era. Although, from the sixteenth century on, naval warfare did indeed become increasingly frequent on a worldwide scale, and naval weapons and equipment continually developed, so long as the motive power and driving mechanism of the battleship itself remained
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unresolved, naval warfare continued to preserve its original character. Even after the steam engine had begun to be used on some vessels assigned to secondary tasks — such as cruisers, reconnaissance vessels, and transport ships — while the screw propeller had not yet come into being, the methods of naval combat still saw no significant change. Engels therefore said: “So long as the ships responsible for decisive action — that is, the battleships — remained sailing vessels, the use of steam could not bring about any significant change in the conditions for conducting large-scale naval warfare.”①

The reason the steamship, absent the screw propeller, failed to achieve the development it deserved lies in the fact that, at the time, all steamships were paddle-wheel vessels. The paddle wheel itself, and part of the machinery, was exposed to the enemy’s fire; a single hit rendered it useless, and the paddle wheel, moreover, occupied a large portion of the ship’s deck space. Furthermore, the weight of the machinery, the paddle wheel, and the coal greatly reduced the ship’s carrying capacity, making it altogether impossible to consider equipping it with a large number of long, heavy guns. For this reason, a paddle-wheel steamship could, under no circumstances, serve as a battleship. From this it can be seen clearly just how tremendous a role the invention of the screw propeller played in the fundamental transformation of naval combat methods. It was precisely because of the screw propeller that the inherent weaknesses of the paddle-wheel ship were successfully overcome, and steam truly endowed the ship with the freedom to move over great distances at sea. For this reason, Engels said that it was only once people had succeeded in producing screw-driven battleships possessing considerable power that mobility “again acquired supreme importance, and, since with steam the ships engaged no longer depend on the wind or the current, naval tactics will approximate more and more to, and be governed more and more by the same rules as, land tactics.”②

The development of weapons also had an important influence on the evolution of methods of naval warfare. Judging from the relevant literature in which Engels examined the development of the navy, in studying the historical evolution of methods of naval combat, he paid attention not only to the extreme importance of the warship’s own acquisition of mobility, but also to the influence that the development of artillery exerted on a ship’s capacity to fight at long range. In the age of cold weapons, apart from bows and arrows, javelins, cumbersome ballistae, and catapults, the navy possessed no other weapons genuinely capable of fighting at a distance. The basic method of naval combat at that time was to ram the enemy’s ship or to carry it
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by boarding. But once gunpowder-based weapons were invented in Europe in the fourteenth century, the situation in naval warfare gradually began to change. As the technology for manufacturing artillery continually improved, from roughly the second half of the fifteenth century on, several of the major European maritime powers began, one after another, to equip their fleets with comparatively crude cannon. And entering the sixteenth century, the proportion that artillery duels occupied within naval military conflicts showed a rising trend year by year. By the start of the seventeenth century, the outcome of the great majority of naval battles came to be decided by gunfire.

However, the range of early naval guns was not great, and they were often discarded after a period of use. The actual practice of war often drove the emergence of weapons of still greater power, and the emergence of new weapons in turn always brought about a change in methods of combat. The carronade (first manufactured by the Carron Iron Company of Scotland) was a new type of naval gun developed by a British general in the 1770s. It was a large-caliber gun with a very short barrel, capable of firing solid shot at close range using a small charge, and could inflict serious damage on the wooden portions of an enemy ship; because it was light in weight and had little recoil, it could be mounted in large numbers on the small warships of the time, and for this reason it was adopted by the fleets of several countries. In the early period of its use, the British navy achieved a certain degree of success with the carronade. For instance, in the fighting against revolutionary France in the late eighteenth century, the British often used the superiority in weight of shot afforded by a full broadside of carronades to render the enemy unable to fight back at close range, thereby winning victory time and again. Yet not long afterward, owing to improvements in weapon construction and performance, methods of naval warfare underwent further development, and the advantage the British fleet held in close-range naval combat, thanks to the carronade, quickly disappeared. This point can be illustrated by the operations of the two opposing squadrons on Lake Erie and Lake Ontario during the Anglo-American War of 1812–1814. “At that time American ships were armed with long guns, while the British ships were mainly armed with carronades. The Americans maneuvered outside the range of the British carronades, and used long guns to fire on them, causing serious damage to the hull and rigging of the enemy ships.”①

Of course, in the 1810s, the long-barreled naval guns used by navies were still weapons of comparatively limited range and power. At the time, gun barrels were not rifled, projectiles were spherical, and the powder charge was not large, all of which made it impossible to guarantee that firearms possessed ideal combat performance. In addition,
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ships themselves still had no propulsive capability of their own. For this reason, the naval warfare of that time, in scale, scope, intensity, and command artistry, could not be spoken of in the same breath as that of the latter half of the nineteenth century. After the end of the Crimean War of 1853–1856, a number of major European countries, drawing on the experience of that war, began working to improve their naval weapons and equipment along two fronts: on the one hand, vigorously building ironclads with strong protection against shellfire; on the other, actively developing powerful, long-range rifled cannon. Engels regarded this as a competition, within the arms-manufacturing industry, between the power of armor protection and the power of the gun. And as this competition developed, and large quantities of new-type weapons were issued to troops, who, precisely, would have the greater influence on future naval warfare? In November 1860, Engels expressed his own view on this question. He said: “the revolution currently taking place in artillery, due to the use of the rifled cannon, seems likely to have a greater effect on naval warfare than the ironclad ship may have.… the rifled cannon is bound to render obsolete, to a great degree, the kind of close-range combat suited to the carronade.”①

More than a decade later, in 1878, in writing Anti-Dühring, Engels further set out his important view concerning how the strengthening of armor could not keep pace with the technical advance of gun manufacture. In the relevant chapter of that work, in demonstrating the proposition that the application of technology to military ends inevitably brings about a change in methods of combat, he first discussed the situation on land, and then turned to the sea. He used a great deal of space to describe the rapid development of the shipbuilding industry and the swift improvement of gun-manufacturing technology since the Crimean War, pointing out that “every additional inch of armour-plating is answered by a proportionately heavier gun.”② And he held that “in the competition between armour-plating and guns, the warships are becoming, technologically, an ever more perfect and ever more costly product, but also ever more unwieldy for war purposes.”③ In order further to confirm the correctness of this view, Engels added a footnote to this passage: “The perfecting of the automobile torpedo, the newest achievement in this field, provided by large-scale industry for the purpose of naval warfare, seems likely to bring this about; the smallest torpedo boat will thereby become more than a match for the costliest armour-clad.”① That is to say, owing to the application of torpedo technology to military purposes, future naval warfare would see the appearance of a scenario in which small boats could overcome large ships — and this was, of course, a great change in methods of naval warfare. Engels’ prediction, made in the 1870s, concerning the possible influence the development of naval weapons and equipment might have on future naval warfare, was later confirmed by the naval warfare practice of the two world wars of the first half of the twentieth century. And his idea that small boats, relying on advanced technical weaponry, might also be able to defeat large ships, has an academic significance well worth the close attention of later generations.



Section 5. The Advance of Science and Technology Will Affect the Movement of Armies and Their Command and Support

For an army to carry out its combat missions, it must first move; and all movement of the army is realized under the command and direction of officers at every level — but this, in turn, cannot be achieved without the support of transport conditions. Engels therefore consistently paid attention to the relationship between the movement of the army and transport conditions, and between the army and its modes of command and support. In the 1870s, he pointed out that, under present conditions, the degree to which the conduct of war depends on the productive forces and means of transport in one’s own rear area and in the theater of operations is a question that every diligent officer ought to be able to state clearly. He carried out an extremely careful and thorough examination of the influence that every scientific and technical advance of the time, in transport and communications, might exert upon the army’s movement, command, and modes of support.

An army equipped with advanced means of transport often gets the jump on the enemy. Engels consistently attached great importance to timeliness in military action. He held that, in war, before any decisive victory had been secured, rapid action was a basic rule. He stressed that letting a favorable opportunity slip, and failing to make timely use of an opportunity to deploy superior forces against the enemy, was to commit the greatest possible error in war. Engels also pointed out that the two characteristics distinguishing the modern system of combat from that of the feudal era were the large-scale use of offensive tools — personnel, horses, and cannon — and the mobility of these offensive tools; and, in discussing the relationship between these two characteristics, he further said: “mobility is not only a necessary supplement to numbers, but can often even replace it.”① That is to say, mobility not only enables a large force operating over a broad area to obtain supplies in a timely manner, but can also often compensate for a shortfall in the size of an army, because swift action can often produce unexpected results.

So then, how, precisely, is swift action to be achieved? The practice of warfare over thousands of years tells people that two things matter most here: one is that the commanding officer’s resolve must be decisive, and the other is that the army’s movement must proceed by the fastest possible means. Before the mid-nineteenth century, the fastest means of army movement was on horseback, but in most cases, a country’s land forces could not possibly be composed entirely of cavalry; on the contrary, its main body was generally infantry, and marching on foot naturally became the principal means of army movement. Later, fast means of transport such as trains, steamships, and automobiles appeared one after another, and were quickly applied to military purposes, so that the army’s mode of movement was greatly transformed, thereby compelling methods of combat to change accordingly as well. It is not hard to see from this just how tremendous a driving role the advance of science and technology played in the transformation of the military sphere.

In actual combat operations, a change in the mode of movement often enables an army to enter the battlefield ahead of the enemy and occupy a favorable position, thereby creating the conditions for achieving victory in war. Since the time of Napoleon, the armies of certain countries have, on occasion, gained the advantage in a contest with the enemy owing to a change in their mode of movement. Engels held that this was precisely the result of the advance of science and technology. In the spring of 1859, in assessing the French army’s success in rushing ahead of the enemy to enter Piedmont (a small state in Italy at the time) during the Italian war, he attributed this successful maneuver to the steam engine. He wrote: “It was only because the French had railways and steamships at their disposal that they were able, within the five days remaining before the expiry of the Austrian ultimatum, to transport a considerable body of troops to Piedmont, so that the entire Austrian assault on the Piedmontese position came to nothing.”②

The emergence of the telegraph made the command of vast armies possible, and meant that the strategist and the tactician no longer had to be united in a single person. An army is composed of thousands upon thousands of soldiers and a corresponding number of officers. As an organized armed body, it must, on the battlefield, act according to a unified will in
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order to carry out its combat mission and achieve certain strategic, campaign, and tactical objectives, and the implementation of this unified will requires effective command by generals and officers. Command bears an enormous relation to the success or failure of any given combat operation, needing no further elaboration here. In commenting on wars, Engels never failed to analyze the merits and defects of a commander’s art of command. Not only that: on the basis of dialectical-materialist principles, he also frequently paid attention to the effect that the advance of science and technology might have on improving the army’s mode of command.

In the spring of 1851, in envisioning the prospect of a substantial future increase in the size of armies, Engels pointed out that, for a numerous army, “it would be absolutely impossible to command them without using the telegraph”①; and it was precisely because the telegraph had come into being that the former mode of command, in which the strategist and the tactician were united in a single person, could now be changed, and a new division of labor could emerge — namely, strategic action (the coordination of the movements of the various army groups) being directed from a central point by telegraph line, while tactical action was directed on the spot by each battlefield commander. Not only this: in discussing the effect that this new technology, the telegraph, might have on combat operations, Engels also said: “the telegraph has now given a talented general or minister of war the opportunity to adopt an entirely new strategy in a European war.”②

The widespread use of railway transport in military affairs greatly changed the army’s logistical support methods. In different historical periods, armies of different scale and different cultural level have had different modes of logistical support; different modes of logistical support reflect the level of production and scientific-technical development of different eras, and the application, to military purposes, of the achievements of production and scientific-technical development in different periods is the principal avenue by which the army’s mode of logistical support has continually improved. Engels gave a thorough examination of this in his essay “Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852.”

In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the scale of the armies of the European states was comparatively small, and their sphere of activity was likewise very limited; the logistical support of army operations depended chiefly on: first, the supply of depots pre-established in the theater of operations; and second, transport by horse and cart accompanying the army. But after the end of the eighteenth century, following the French Revolution, the situation changed a great deal: the size of armies increased sharply, and the scope of operations
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expanded to an unprecedented degree. This compelled the army’s mode of logistical support to undergo corresponding change. Engels pointed out: “The modern army cannot, like the small units of the Seven Years’ War, operate for months on end within an area of only about twenty German miles. They cannot carry with them, in field depots, all the food they need in the requisite quantity. They cannot, like a swarm of locusts, plunder the region they occupy for provisions in every direction their cavalry can reach, and then move on to another place once everything has been consumed. Depot storage need only be sufficient to meet unexpected needs. These depots are often emptied and then replenished; they must move quickly along with the army, so that only in very few instances can they hold enough stored food to supply the army for about a month.”①

In the first one or two decades of the nineteenth century, the wartime supply of armies was, in the main, precisely as Engels described above. At that time, the mode of the army’s logistical support was in a period of gestating transformation. The Grande Armée under Napoleon’s command, and the armies organized by the successive anti-French coalitions, were all considerable in number, and the theaters in which they operated were unprecedentedly vast, but the means of transport for logistical supplies were extremely backward, and the forward delivery of provisions could not keep pace with the army’s rate of advance; the method resorted to at the time to resolve this contradiction was to requisition food and fodder locally. Engels therefore said that this kind of “operational system could not be maintained for long in an impoverished, half-savage, and sparsely populated country.”② He also held that this was precisely the reason the French army under Napoleon’s command collapsed so rapidly in Russia in 1812.

In the West, the major transformation in the army’s mode of logistical support occurred in the latter half of the nineteenth century, and in the 1860s and 1870s in particular. By this time the major countries of Europe, and the United States far across the Atlantic, had all built comparatively dense railway networks. This provided excellent conditions for the rapid transport of military logistical supplies. In Europe and North America, in the large-scale wars fought in the late 1850s and in the 1860s and 1870s — such as the Italian war of 1859, the American Civil War of 1861–1865, the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, and the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 — the mode of logistical support, compared with earlier military conflicts, had many distinguishing features. In this period, the transport of military materiel, whether in quantity or in speed, greatly exceeded
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that of the Napoleonic era, by no small margin. Without the support of railway transport, this kind of rapid progress in the army’s mode of logistical support would have been utterly inconceivable. For this reason Engels held that the railway, like the telegraph, made it possible for a talented military leader to create entirely new methods of combat in a European war.

A commander’s success in the direction and command of operations has always been inseparable from battlefield conditions directly bound up with the advance of science and technology. Engels gave full recognition to the command ability of certain famous commanders of history. In discussing Napoleon’s accomplishment in this respect, he pointed out: “As for the modern military art, Napoleon has already brought it to a very high degree of perfection. Until certain circumstances arise, generals, so long as circumstances permit, will have nothing to do but follow Napoleon’s example.”① But, at the same time, he always held that Napoleon’s military achievements were inseparable from the level of social productive development and the state of scientific and technical progress of the time, and were suited to certain battlefield conditions; apart from these, Napoleon’s art of command would have had no basis on which to speak of at all.

Napoleon won many victories in the course of his life, but of all his combat activity, taken as a whole, the results achieved in the Battle of Jena, fought on October 14, 1806, were the most outstanding, and his art of command was displayed there to particularly striking effect. In November 1853, in discussing this battle, Engels pointed out: “Napoleon, with his main force, suddenly struck the Prussian army’s left flank, throwing the Prussian army’s formation into disarray within eight hours, cutting off its route of retreat, and destroying it, so that from then on this Prussian army no longer existed.” He called this battle a “historically significant, outstanding example”② of the effective use of maneuver on the battlefield. But, at the same time, Engels did not forget to remind the reader: Napoleon’s activity as a commander could not, in terms of space and time, be compared at all with the conditions of war in the latter half of the nineteenth century. He pointed out that the Battle of Jena “was fought within an area of twenty square English miles, and lasted twenty hours. But the area over which operations are conducted today is two hundred English miles long and fifty miles wide, and there are no roads, so that every movement of the army correspondingly requires far more
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time.”①

More than twenty years later still, in 1876–1877, in composing the sections of Anti-Dühring concerning the question of force, Engels once again cited this successful attack of Napoleon’s as an example, once more stressing the simple truth that a commander’s achievement in the direction of operations cannot escape the constraints of the era in which he lives. He wrote: “Tactics also depend on the condition of the roads — the plan and the achievements of the Battle of Jena would have been impossible given the state of modern roads — not to mention railways!”② Indeed: compared with the wars of the 1850s, the wars of the 1870s had seen major development, in both the number of troops engaged and the scope over which combat operations were carried out; the army’s capacity for movement, thanks to the widespread use of automobiles and trains, had improved enormously compared with the past, and directing operations under this kind of battlefield conditions would, of course, have been vastly more difficult than in Napoleon’s day.

As the role of trains in military transport continually increased, attacking and defending railways became a new element of war. Before trains appeared — still less were used for military purposes — armies, in land warfare, also faced the problem of protecting lines of communication, but at that time land forces moved chiefly on foot, and the transport of materiel depended on draft animals or animal-drawn carts, so that the dependence upon and demands placed on roads were far less than the dependence of the train upon railway tracks. A railway is somewhat more fragile than an ordinary road; destroying a railway is no more difficult than destroying an ordinary road, but repairing a railway takes far more labor and time than repairing an ordinary road. In addition, the transport capacity of a train is far greater than that of ordinary vehicles. In this way, from the latter half of the nineteenth century — that is, from the time trains gradually became the principal instrument of military transport — attacking and defending railway lines naturally became a new element of many wars. In observing and analyzing the development and evolution of the various wars fought across the world in the latter half of the nineteenth century, Engels gave particular attention to this new phenomenon that appeared on the battlefield.

The United States is a country of vast territory; by the mid-nineteenth century, its railway construction had already reached a considerable scale, but its roads had not been built up to any great extent. In light of this state of transport on the battlefield, Engels, in commenting on the American Civil War of 1861–1865, held that the combatants,
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the North and the South, in order to guarantee the smooth movement of their own respective forces and the safety of the transport of combat materiel, both regarded the contest for and defense of railway lines as an extremely important part of their operations. In July 1861, in analyzing the state of the struggle between North and South in the Virginia region, Engels once raised, to the level of strategy, the role a railway junction controlled by the South might play on the battlefield. He wrote: “The position at Manassas is important because it is through this railway junction that the Confederates maintain their connection, via Piedmont and Strasburg, with the northwestern part of Virginia. If Manassas were lost, then their nearest railway connection with western Virginia (on the other side of the mountains) would be a route running eighty miles farther south of the original line, from Richmond through Staunton to Strasburg. This being so, they would be unable to move the front-line reserve forces quickly, as needed, from west to east, or from east to west, and any of their units in western Virginia might be cut off, or driven far away. This is the strategic significance of this position.… In sum, the fighting in western Virginia will first be a contest for the railway junction.”①

In the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, railway lines were of the utmost importance to the Prussian army operating deep within French territory — particularly after mid-September 1870, when the Prussian chief of the general staff, Moltke, concentrated the entire force invading France in the region of Paris, at which point the connection between the front-line units and the rear base became the key to the Prussian army’s continued survival in France. From the time Paris came under Prussian siege on September 19, 1870, the railways connecting the Prussian army with its home country were frequently attacked by French guerrilla forces, causing Moltke deep unease. He had no choice but to allocate a portion of his forces specifically to guarantee the safety of his lines of communication. In January 1871, Engels commented on this: “For the Prussian forces besieging Paris, the state of these lines of communication is a matter of life and death. A few days’ interruption in communication would affect the besieging army within a matter of weeks. The Prussians understand this well, and are now concentrating the whole of their reserve forces in northwestern France, in order to control a fairly extensive area and guarantee the safety of the railway line.”②

From France’s side, in the second stage of the war — that is, the stage in which the Prussian army besieged Paris — the primary combat mission of the French army was to relieve the capital. And the most convenient route by which to relieve
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the capital, in Engels’ view, was to cut the line of communication connecting the Prussian army to its home country. He pointed out: “The quickest and most reliable way to relieve Paris would be to advance on Strasbourg-Paris railway; this is the only direct railway line held by the German army.”① He also said: “since the outskirts of Paris have already been stripped bare, even a break of only a few days in the line of communication between Paris and Germany would produce extremely severe consequences for the 240,000 German troops outside the city.”② In addition, Engels also noted that, in attacking the enemy’s lines of communication, one must pay attention to method, so as to ensure that the effect of a single act of destruction lasts as long as possible. In January 1871, in two successive war commentaries, he wrote: “Destroying the railway tunnel near Fontaine could long block the railway line to Strasbourg,”③ and “This is already the second time in this war that an accident involving the destruction of a tunnel has caused railway transport to be interrupted for several months, though the destroyed bridges and viaducts have each time been repaired within an astonishingly short time.”④ It can be seen from this that blowing up railway tunnels, in obstructing the enemy’s wartime transport, may achieve an effect far more effective and lasting than the destruction of railway bridges.



Section 6. The Practice of War Also Continually Propels the Advance of Military Science and Technology

Since ancient times, many inventions and creations in the sphere of social material production have exerted a powerful influence on the transformation and development of every kind of thing in the military sphere. This is one aspect of the relationship of mutual interaction between social production and war. And the practice of war itself, viewed historically, has also continually propelled the advance of military science and technology — this is the other aspect of this relationship of mutual interaction. Engels gave this a careful examination as well.

The need to conduct skirmish warfare drove the emergence of the breech-loading rifled musket. In the 1860s, in order to prepare against a possible invasion from France, a movement to organize a volunteer force among the domestic population arose in Britain.
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This movement received widespread support among the ranks of the workers, and won Engels’ approval. In order to support the development of the volunteer movement and provide military education to the British citizens joining the volunteer forces, Engels wrote a series of essays. “The History of the Rifle” and “On Rifled Cannon” were his representative works from this period, concentrating on the relationship between weapons development and methods of combat.

In “The History of the Rifle,” Engels summed up the history of the development of firearms in the countries of Western Europe, demonstrating the process by which tactics drove the improvement of weapons. The rifle was invented by the Germans as far back as the end of the fifteenth century; because the inner wall of the barrel was cut with rifling, its shooting accuracy far exceeded that of the smoothbore musket. But the old-style muzzle-loading rifle had, at first, no advantage in range, and, moreover, loading it was comparatively difficult, so that for a long time it failed to come into widespread use in the army. In the eighteenth century, the outcome of every battle was decided by the rapid fire of troops deployed in linear formation, and people preferred to use the smoothbore musket, which could be loaded quickly. But by the time of the American War of Independence (1775–1783) and the French Revolutionary Wars of the late eighteenth century, the new-style revolutionary army no longer fought drawn up neatly in linear formation, but instead deployed in open skirmish order. At this time, casualties were no longer inflicted on the enemy through massed volleys directed at a broad target area, but increasingly through individual aimed fire. For this reason, the old-style smoothbore musket could no longer meet the demands of the new tactics. And although the range of the old-style muzzle-loading rifle had, by this time, been somewhat increased, because the barrel was short (a longer barrel would make loading a ball inconvenient), and it was ill-suited to the fitting of a bayonet, it still could not be issued in large numbers to skirmishers. As a result, riflemen could only be deployed on positions not threatened by bayonet or cavalry charges. This was precisely the objective actuality, on the battlefield of the time, of weapons’ performance lagging behind methods of combat.

After conducting the above meticulous examination, Engels pointed out: “Under these circumstances, the following task naturally presented itself: to invent a weapon that would combine the range and accuracy of the rifle with the ease and rapidity of loading and the long barrel of the smoothbore musket, so that it would serve at once as a firearm and as a weapon for hand-to-hand combat, suitable for every infantryman. It is clear from this that ever since skirmish tactics were adopted in modern warfare, there has existed a need for an improved weapon of this kind. In the nineteenth century, whenever a need of this sort arose, and the course of development proved that the need was indeed real, it was bound, sooner or later, to be met. And on this occasion, that need was indeed met. Ever

since 1828, nearly every improvement in small arms has been aimed at meeting the need

described above.”①

The entire history of the rifle’s development shows that it was precisely the need to conduct skirmish warfare that drove the French officer Delvigne, in 1828, to design the earliest rifle with a breech-loading chamber, thereby establishing the basic principle for the further improvement of rifle construction, and setting rifle design on the correct track, closely aligned with the actual conditions of the battlefield. Engels called Delvigne “the father of the modern rifle.” After Delvigne, others joined the ranks of those improving rifle design, including the French officers Thouvenin and Minié, and the German officer Dreyse. By the mid-nineteenth century, after the long, unremitting efforts of these firearms inventors, the first batch of breech-loading modern rifles suitable for actual combat finally appeared on European battlefields.

The pursuit of countering the long-range firepower of the rifle brought about the emergence of the modern rifled cannon. According to Engels’ research, the earliest experiments with cutting spiral rifling into the bore of a cannon, in order to increase range and improve accuracy, had already begun as far back as the seventeenth century. Throughout the eighteenth century, countries such as Germany and Britain conducted a number of trials of rifled cannon with fairly good results. But although many such trials were conducted, for a long period they produced no practical outcome. This was because military circles of the time were entirely opposed to rifled weapons, resenting their cumbersomeness and the time-consuming process of loading them.

But the actual reality of war compelled people gradually to change their view of rifled weapons. From the early 1830s, France began its colonial war against Algeria. In this war, the standard-issue French smoothbore musket proved entirely no match for the long-barreled rifles used by the Algerians. This compelled France to accelerate the pace of its research into the modern rifle, and after the arduous efforts of a number of engineers and technicians, success was soon achieved, and the weapon began to be issued to troops in the mid-1840s. Subsequently, the armies of other European countries followed suit, so that a new type of light weapon, long in range and excellent in accuracy, poured onto the battlefields of the time in great numbers. In this way there emerged a situation in which the rifle competed for superiority with other firearms. Commenting on this new state of affairs on the battlefield, Engels observed: “when the range of the rifle increased from three hundred yards to eight hundred, or even a thousand, yards, the following



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 209.

problem arose: could field artillery, which up to now had held the advantage at any distance from three hundred to fifteen hundred yards, keep pace with this new type of light firearm? In fact, the most effective range of the ordinary field gun is precisely the range at which the rifle now competes with it; shrapnel is almost useless at a distance beyond six or seven hundred yards; the spherical solid shot of a six- or nine-pound gun does not produce a particularly satisfactory result at a distance beyond a thousand yards; and to bring the enormous lethal power of the shell (spherical shell) into full effect, the gunner must calmly and precisely calculate the range, something not always achievable on the battlefield when under enemy attack; as for firing shells against troops using the old-style howitzer, the result is entirely unsatisfactory.”①

In the early 1850s, faced with the mass appearance of modern rifled small arms on the battlefield, the old-style smoothbore artillery found itself in a position of utter helplessness. In actual combat, for a time, people could find almost no effective weapon capable of competing with the infantry’s firepower. This compelled the military circles of every country to devote great effort to improving the old-style artillery pieces, thereby preparing the conditions for the emergence of the new-type rifled cannon. It was the French who first used rifled cannon in actual combat, though the quality of the rifled cannon they first produced was not high — this can be clearly seen from the firing effectiveness of French artillery in the Italian war of 1859. But after that, other European countries, such as Britain and Germany, successively developed one type after another of rifled artillery with improved accuracy and range, thereby providing a comparatively effective means of suppressing the long-range firepower of the rifle.

The need to suppress coastal fortress firepower led to the emergence of the modern gunboat and armored warship. In the West, the navy had already been established as far back as the time of ancient Greece and Rome. From that time on, over thousands of years, its weapons and equipment underwent many changes, the most important shift among them — from human and sail power to steam power, from wooden ships to armored warships — occurring in the 1850s, during the Crimean War. And the direct cause that drove the participating countries to make such major improvements to their naval equipment was the need for naval forces to attack coastal fortresses; of course, objectively speaking, the rise in the level of social production and the advance of science and technology also created the conditions for the emergence of new naval equipment.

In the first half of the nineteenth century, in the more than thirty years following the end of the Napoleonic Wars, as rifled firearms continually improved and fortress-construction technology continually advanced, the major countries of Europe generally raised the defensive capacity of their respective border fortresses; and certain coastal cities occupying key positions not only received special reinforcement of their permanent fortifications, but also saw a great increase in their firepower, some countries even installing, at their border fortresses, the first batches of newly produced rifled artillery. In the 1840s, the equipment of the navies of the countries of Europe still consisted, in the main, of wooden, sail-powered warships mounting smoothbore cannon of limited range and poor accuracy. In coastal offensive operations, these naval vessels could neither destroy fortress works with shipboard gunfire, nor even guarantee their own safety. By the 1850s, and especially by the latter part of the Crimean War (1853–1856), the contradiction between naval equipment and the demands of strategy and tactics in coastal offensive operations became increasingly acute, forcing the military-industrial departments of the countries concerned to place the task of developing a new generation of vessels for attacking coastal positions at the top of their agenda.

After the end of the Crimean War, Engels examined the influence that the practice of naval warfare in this major European military conflict had on the development of weapons and equipment, pointing out that this was chiefly reflected in two respects: first, in order to attack the important Russian fortress of Kronstadt, a strategic stronghold on the Baltic Sea in northwestern Russia, Britain developed a new type of gunboat; and second, in order to attack Russia’s coastal defense works, France built armored floating batteries. Kronstadt was located on a small island guarding the narrow entrance to the Gulf of Finland, sixteen miles from the mouth of the Neva, and was a key point on the approach to the Russian capital, St. Petersburg. The fortifications of this stronghold were built with particular solidity, and its coastal guns were extremely powerful as well. In addition, the sea on both sides of the island was almost everywhere very shallow, with only two channels navigable by ships. Engels pointed out: “The war against Russia obliged the fleet to operate in shallow water and winding channels, while the powerful Russian coastal fortresses, which could not be conquered by any frontal naval assault, called for the use of mortar boats — so that a new type of gunboat had, of necessity, to be invented.”① Before the Crimean War, the British navy had already been equipped with an old-style mortar boat, but because of its deep draft and inferior weapon power, it could not be used in operations against Russia. This newly invented gunboat was a small vessel, with a draft of four to seven feet, armed with one or two long-range heavy guns, or a single heavy mortar, and possessed excellent combat performance. In commenting on this new type of gunboat, Engels said: “the operations against Sveaborg showed that mortar boats, for the first time, gave the fleet the capacity to bombard a fortress without being subject to counter-fire, thereby entirely transforming the balance of offensive and defensive strength between fleet and fortress. At a distance of three thousand yards, mortar boats could destroy a target as large as an entire city, while they themselves, owing to their small size, remained extremely safe.”① He further held that this type of gunboat “will doubtless play an important part in future naval warfare.”②

The armored floating battery was another new thing to appear in naval warfare during the Crimean War. Its emergence held special significance, because it provided design considerations and manufacturing-technique lessons for the later emergence of the ironclad warship. On October 17, 1855, the combined Anglo-French fleet attacked the fortress of Kinburn, at the mouth of the Dnieper–Bug estuary in northern Russia’s Black Sea coast. In this operation, the French deployed three armored floating batteries, specially designed to counter the solidly built, powerfully armed coastal defense works, thereby opening the way for armored floating objects to replace wooden vessels in naval combat. Engels gave the following vivid description of the appearance of this new naval equipment on the battlefield: “During the Crimean War, warships were still two- or three-decked wooden ships, mounting sixty to a hundred guns; these ships were still driven chiefly by sail, with a small steam engine serving only an auxiliary role. Their main armament consisted of thirty-two-pounder guns weighing roughly fifty hundredweight, with only a small number of heavier sixty-eight-pounders weighing ninety-five hundredweight. By the time this war was drawing to a close, the floating armored battery appeared; it was extremely clumsy, almost incapable of movement, but for the artillery of the time, it was already a marvel that could not be damaged.”③

The competition between offensive and defensive weapons has continually driven the development of military science and technology. War is a fierce contest bearing on the life and death of the participating sides. In order to defeat the enemy while preserving oneself, people, on the one hand, painstakingly develop powerful offensive weapons, and, on the other, diligently search out every kind of effective defensive method. Viewed historically, it is precisely the actual practice of war itself that has continually driven the fierce contest between offense and defense, thereby propelling the sustained development of military science and technology.

Although the Crimean War of the 1850s did not see any large-scale decisive battle of significant influence in the history of war, it did, after all, put the weapons and equipment of the armies of the participating countries through a comprehensive combat test. Weapons and equipment, as an important component of an army’s fighting strength, showed the objective law of their own superiority or inferiority very clearly over the four years of this war’s activity (1853–1856); and how well or poorly weapons and equipment performed in combat often directly influenced the success or failure of combat operations. Under the merciless stimulus of this harsh reality, not long after the war ended, a competition to develop weapons and equipment with better combat performance quietly got under way among the relevant countries of Europe.

As early as the start of the 1860s, Engels had already keenly perceived this important trend within European military-industrial circles. In 1860, in writing “Navy,” an entry for the New American Cyclopaedia, he offered his own views regarding the practice, among certain European countries, of building ironclad ships regardless of cost. He held that, no matter how thick the armor, there would always be a shell with stronger penetrating power capable of destroying it; “in an age when the advance of gunnery is so rapid, it is highly questionable whether the construction of this class of ships should continue in future.”① Over a decade later, by the mid- to late 1870s, the relevant countries of Europe had made still further progress in the manufacturing technology of both armored ships and rifled cannon, and the competition in the offensive and defensive capability of weapons production became still more intense. In discussing the state of affairs at the time, Engels pointed out that, not long after the appearance of the floating armored battery, “warships too were given plates of iron armour; at first these were still thin, and four-inch armour was already considered very heavy. But the improvement in guns very soon outstripped this: every additional inch of armour was answered by a correspondingly heavier gun that could easily pierce it. In this way, on the one hand, we now have armour ten, twelve, fourteen, and even twenty-four inches thick (Italy is planning to build a warship with three-foot-thick armor); and on the other hand, we now have rifled guns weighing twenty-five, thirty-five, eighty, or even a hundred tons (each ton being twenty hundredweight), capable of firing shells weighing three hundred, four hundred, or seventeen hundred, up to two thousand pounds, to distances never before heard of.”② Engels held that it was precisely this fierce competition between armor protection and gun power that drove the continual technical innovation in the production of ironclads and rifled cannon, giving rise to the anomalous phenomenon in which some new item of military-industrial production would be discarded before it could even be put into use. It is not hard to see from this just how important a driving role the arms race in weapons production played in the development of military science and technology.



Section 7. In Peacetime the Development of the Art of War Generally Lags behind the Changes that Advancing Science and Technology Bring to Weapons

The nineteenth century in modern Europe was a period in which war and peace alternated. The respective changes in methods of combat and in weapons and equipment, owing to shifts in the objective social environment, displayed different characteristics at different stages. If, on the whole, during periods of war, the development of methods of combat basically kept pace with the improvement of weapons, then, in periods of peace, a gap opened up between the two developments. This was another important discovery Marx and Engels made in examining the relationship between the evolution of the art of war and the modernization of weapons and equipment.

New phenomena appeared on the battlefield during the Crimean War. The Crimean War, which took place in the nineteenth century, extended, before and after, for nearly three years, from June 1853 to March 1856. During this period, the belligerent sides fought no small number of engagements and battles, large and small. One common phenomenon that appeared on the battlefield was this: it proved extremely difficult to achieve success in besieging fortresses. This was quite different from the situation during the Napoleonic Wars at the start of the century. The fortresses of that time, in Engels’ words, “were either not very strong, or isolated, or situated at strategically unimportant points, and consequently, when Napoleon’s method of warfare was employed, they could not constitute a serious obstacle.”① But in this war, whenever the two sides’ advance and combat operations ran up against a fortress, the offensive found it hard to continue. Engels and Marx paid close attention to this new phenomenon that appeared on the battlefield. They once observed, with a touch of wit, that “it would seem that the special feature of this war is a firm belief that field fortifications are impregnable.”②

In fact, this was indeed how matters actually stood on the battlefield. In this war, the four operations against fortresses that occurred one after another all proceeded very poorly. In November 1853, Russia attempted to seize the Turkish fortified position of Oltenitza, on the northern bank of the Danube, defended by a formidable inner earthwork. The Russians followed their old, established method — bombarding the earthwork for several hours and then launching an assault — but this met with resistance from the fire of the earthwork itself and from the Turkish fortress on the north bank of the Danube, and failed to succeed. Then, from the end of 1853 to January 1854, the Russians spent five weeks concentrating a force of thirty to forty thousand men some 300 kilometers west of Oltenitza, attempting to attack another important Turkish stronghold on the north bank of the Danube — Kalafat. Before the end of December 1853, the garrison at Kalafat numbered no more than ten to twelve thousand men. But once the commander there, Ismail Pasha, discovered signs that the Russian army was closing in on his defensive position, he immediately took countermeasures, swiftly “concentrating 40,000 men at this threatened point, transforming Kalafat from an ordinary bridgehead position incapable of resisting an attack by an enemy force twice the size of its garrison into a fortress able to shelter at least 30,000 men and to withstand every kind of enemy attack, except a formal siege.”① This forced the Russian army to give up its original plan in the face of so formidable a position. Engels said that the Turkish army’s success on this occasion, in strengthening its position through field fortification and thereby compelling the enemy to withdraw on his own initiative, could “be recorded in history as a model of military science.”② Somewhat later, in May and June of 1854, the Russians and the Turks again contested the fortress city of Silistra, on the southern bank of the Danube, in a struggle to attack and defend it, and once again the Russian army was defeated before the solid fortress defended by the Turks. In assessing this siege, Engels pointed out that the Russian commander, Paskevich, eager to take the city quickly, “did not even have time to take the measures absolutely necessary to achieve this objective.”③ That is to say, he directed his troops in combat without paying any attention to tactics at all. First he attempted bombardment, but this only resulted in a needless waste of ammunition. This was because, even where a breach was opened in the wall facing the river, the assault could not be pressed home, since the Danube, at a width of 1,000 yards, was too formidable an obstacle. After this, the Russians attacked the land-facing defensive line, but because, from the outset, they had failed to destroy the independent forts in front of the main wall or suppress the fire of these forts, “the result was that, although an assault was ordered, and the assault was carried out, and repeated again and again, it was always in vain.”④ In the end they had no choice but to retreat of their own accord. Finally, beginning on September 28, 1854, the combined forces of France, Britain, Turkey, and Sardinia began the siege of the solid Russian fortress of Sevastopol on the Crimean Peninsula. Although the allied forces enjoyed considerable superiority in both troop strength and weaponry, because their method was wrong, they still failed, month after month, to take the city. At the end of 1854 and the start of 1855, Marx, in discussing this state of affairs, pointed out: “The line of earthworks at Sevastopol has withstood a heavier siege-artillery bombardment, and more shelling, than has ever before been directed against even the most complete of fortresses. But before the siege guns were even in position, the undefended city had already become a first-rate fortified camp.”①

The four battle examples cited above all illustrate one question: in the 1850s, the field fortifications and fortresses of Europe were very difficult to overcome. Why, precisely, was this so?

Seeking the reason in the gap that emerged between the development of the art of war and the improvement of weapons. Marx and Engels held that this new phenomenon appearing in offensive and defensive operations on the European battlefield of the 1850s was not accidental, and had its own profound economic and social causes; this was related to the state of the improvement of weapons and equipment and the development of the art of war in the first half of that century.

In the first half of the nineteenth century, from the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 to the outbreak of the Crimean War in 1853, if one sets aside the small-scale military actions that occurred during the revolutionary period of 1848–1849, Europe experienced close to forty years of relative peace. This was an important period of rapid development for the world capitalist economy. During this time, in Britain, the birthplace of the industrial revolution, both light and heavy industry continued to advance on the basis already established in the latter part of the eighteenth century. According to relevant sources, from 1820 to 1825, pig-iron production increased by 58 percent; and in the four years from 1823 to 1826, the number of textile mills using machine production in Manchester alone increased by more than twenty. The mechanization of the cotton textile industry drove the mechanization of other light industries, accelerated the development of the machine-manufacturing industry, and promoted the technical transformation of the transport industry. In 1807, the American Robert Fulton invented the steamship; in 1811, Britain successfully copied it, and it was soon widely used in inland and maritime shipping. In 1814, the Englishman Stephenson invented the locomotive, making steam-powered rail transport a reality. By the 1830s and 1840s, Britain had, in the main, completed its industrial revolution. In France, spurred by Britain’s example, an industrial revolution also emerged around the 1820s, and production developed rapidly. By the 1840s, its principal industrial branches had made great advances in both technology and production; the use of the steam engine grew rapidly, reaching more than 5,200 units, totaling 65,000 horsepower, by 1848. In Germany, although a long history of feudal fragmentation had caused the development of the capitalist economy to lag behind other countries, under the influence of Britain and France, an industrial revolution nevertheless arrived in the 1830s, and, moreover, developed at a fairly rapid pace. As early as 1831, Germany already possessed more than 1,000 mechanized cotton looms. By 1846, Prussia already had more than 1,130 steam engines, totaling 21,000 horsepower. In 1835, the first railway from Nuremberg to Fürth was completed; by 1848, Germany’s railway network already extended to 2,500 kilometers. At the same time, other countries of continental Europe, such as Belgium, Switzerland, and Spain, and the United States across the Atlantic, all set out on the path of industrial revolution, vigorously promoting all manner of transformation in production technology in order to raise efficiency and increase the level of productive forces.

The rise of the industrial revolution in Britain, France, Germany, and other countries of Europe and America — and especially the vigorous development of the metallurgical and machine-manufacturing industries — powerfully promoted the production of military industry. As already noted in the previous section of this chapter, genuinely serviceable rifled firearms developed precisely during this period. The rifle’s first substantive improvement occurred in 1828. Rifled cannon only began, in 1816, to undergo trials in range and accuracy suited to battlefield conditions, and it was not until 1846 that the earliest breech-loading rifled cannon appeared. At the same time, the manufacture of gun and cannon ammunition also underwent great improvement compared with earlier times. It was precisely in this forty-year period of relative peace, against the great backdrop of rapid economic development and the swift advance of science and technology, that the combat performance and power of every type of weapon underwent unprecedented change and rapid improvement. This can be seen with great clarity from the intensity of the gunfire in the various engagements and battles, large and small, of the Crimean War.

On the Crimean battlefield, standing in sharp contrast to the advance in weapons was the backwardness of methods of combat. The four examples of the siege of fortresses cited above show that, whether on the Russian side or the allied side, neither could deal effectively with the fire from the fortress walls and from behind them, and neither could find a method to capture the main fortress. That this kind of gap between the development of military art and the capability of battlefield weapons emerged in the 1850s had its own objective causes. This was related to Europe having gone forty years without a major war. At the end of October 1854, when Engels saw that the Anglo-French allied forces had been besieging the Russian fortress of Sevastopol for close to a month without any success, he observed with deep feeling: “this siege proves very strikingly one fact: for however long weapons have been improved by the development of industry during a long period of peace, the art of war has fallen behind by that same measure.”① And not long after this, in January 1855, Marx, in an article reviewing the state of the Crimean campaign, put forward a similar view. He wrote: “However it turns out, the siege of Sevastopol proves that the retrogression of the art of war stands in direct proportion to the improvements industry has brought to weapons during this long period of peace.”② This shows that both Engels and Marx held that this phenomenon, appearing on the European battlefield of the 1850s, in which the attacking army was unable to cope with the new circumstances of fortress defense, could find its cause in the gap that had emerged, during the period of peace, between the development of the art of war and the improvement of weapons and equipment. It should be pointed out, however, that the phenomenon appearing in the Crimean War, in which methods of combat lagged behind the capability of weapons, was, besides being attributable to the army’s long lack of actual combat experience, also significantly due to the conservative thinking and lack of enterprise among the men then in power in the military circles of the major European countries.

The future development of military science and technology will make it still harder for commanders to find, in time, a suitable method of combat. From the end of the Franco-Prussian War in 1871 to the death of Engels in 1895, Europe again enjoyed a relatively peaceful period of roughly twenty years. In this comparatively short span of time, the extent of the advance in industrial production and science and technology was even greater than in the 1830s and 1840s, weapons and equipment saw further improvement, and combat capability increased sharply. Engels paid close attention to this rapid development of weapons under the new historical conditions, and foresaw that this would make it still harder for future commanders to find a suitable method of dealing with the situation.

On May 11, 1893, in the course of an interview with a reporter for the French newspaper Le Figaro, Engels, discussing the question of war, pointed out: “In our time, the outcome of war is so hard to predict! Military affairs have been placed under entirely new conditions that are absolutely impossible to estimate. There has appeared a rifle capable of firing ten rounds a minute, whose range approaches that of artillery, and whose bullets possess a penetrating power never before known. There have appeared artillery shells manufactured from picric acid and other explosives. None of these terrifying instruments of destruction has ever been tried in the actual course of war. For this reason, we are entirely unable to imagine what effect this revolution in weaponry will have on tactics and on morale.”① At the end of June of that same year, in another interview with a reporter for the British Daily Chronicle, he expressed a similar view: “the accuracy, range, and rate of fire of new rapid-firing weapons, together with the use of smokeless powder, mark such a transformation in military affairs that no one can any longer say what correct tactics would be under these new conditions.”②

Of course, merely discussing in general terms the gap that the rapid advance of military science and technology opens up in the development of methods of combat is not enough; what matters is actively considering how to deal with it. In February 1893, in one of his essays, Engels specifically reminded the reader to pay attention to this question. He said: “Between the smoothbore muzzle-loading six- or seven-pound howitzer that I once used at Kufstein and the modern breech-loading rifled cannon of today, there seems to lie a gap of centuries — as great, or almost as great, a gap as that which separated the large-caliber smoothbore gun of that time from the modern breech-loading rifle firing five rounds a minute; and this is still far from the end of it — technology is inexorably discarding everything, even quite recent things, as soon as they’ve become obsolete. It is even now eliminating the romantic element of visible gunsmoke, thereby giving combat a character and a course of development entirely unforeseeable in advance. And under these conditions, in which the technical basis of combat is continually being revolutionized, we shall be forced to take this unpredictable factor increasingly into account.”③



Section 8. Creating New Methods of Combat on New Social-Material Foundations and under New Social-Political Conditions

As everyone knows, in studying military affairs, Marx and Engels had an extremely clear purpose: ultimately to bring about the thorough liberation of the proletariat of the entire world. For this reason, even as they made a general examination of the influence exerted by the social-material foundation and by the advance of science and technology on the military, they also gave particular emphasis to studying the methods of combat that a proletarian army might adopt in the course of the socialist revolution, and after its victory.

The emergence of Napoleon’s method of combat was the result of revolution liberating the productive forces. After the defeat of the European revolution of 1848–1849, for a period of time, Marx and Engels continued frequently to consider the possibility of a new revolutionary upsurge breaking out in Europe, and the counter-revolutionary intervention such an upsurge might encounter. In April 1851, in order to exchange views with Marx on this question, Engels specifically wrote an essay entitled “Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” concentrating his discussion on what means and methods the proletarian army of a newly formed state might employ to win victory in this future war, should a new revolutionary upsurge succeed in France in 1852 and encounter the combined intervention of the reactionary forces of the other countries of Europe (Engels called the possible alliance the various monarchies of Europe might form a “Holy Alliance”). Given that, before the mid-nineteenth century, history had not yet seen any instance of a proletarian armed force contesting with the army of an antagonistic class, the practical experience of the French revolutionary army’s wars against successive anti-French coalitions at the end of the eighteenth and start of the nineteenth centuries thus became an excellent source of material for reference.

Napoleon’s method of combat represented the summit of the achievement of the art of war in modern European history. Its emergence marked the fact that, at the start of the nineteenth century, a new class — the bourgeoisie — had, in the military sphere, developed a mature body of thought of its own, and that the old strategy and tactics long used by feudal armies had been thoroughly cast aside. Yet the emergence of Napoleon’s method of combat was not accidental; there were important social-political and economic causes underlying it. Engels pointed out: “The modern method of warfare is the necessary result of the French revolution. Its prerequisites are the social and political

emancipation of the bourgeoisie and of the small peasant. It was the liberation of the bourgeoisie from feudal fetters, and of the peasant from serfdom and guild restrictions, that gave rise to the money paid by the bourgeoisie and the recruits supplied by the peasantry, which are the conditions required for creating today’s massive armies.”① Without the liberation of the productive forces, France and the other relevant countries of Europe could not have withdrawn from production so many young men of military age to serve in Napoleon’s “Grande Armée,” numbering hundreds of thousands, nor could they have kept pace with the demands of Napoleon’s protracted campaigns in the supply of weapons, ammunition, and food. For this reason, Engels invariably attributed the achievement of Napoleon in founding a new method of combat to the development of production (including the advance of science and technology), and to social and political transformation. He wrote: “Increased productive forces was the prerequisite for Napoleon’s method of warfare”②; and again: “Napoleon’s immortal achievement lay in this: that he discovered the correct method — the only correct one — of using large armed masses in tactics as well as strategy, and this large armed mass came into being only because of the revolution.”③

The liberation of the proletariat will create its own special, new methods of combat. Through this materialist analysis of the causes underlying the emergence of Napoleon’s method of combat, Engels placed enormous hope in the achievements the proletariat might one day attain in the development of the art of war. He held that the proletariat had, in principle, the conditions to create, upon a wholly new social-material foundation and under new political conditions distinct from those of every previous society, entirely new methods of combat. He pointed out: “The modern method of warfare is premised upon the emancipation of the bourgeoisie and of the peasantry; it is the military expression of this emancipation. The emancipation of the proletariat will likewise have its own military expression, and will create its own special, new methods of warfare.”④ Engels stressed that socialist revolution is “a new revolution bringing an entirely new class to power,”⑤ and the new means and new methods of combat that this kind of revolution will create will, without doubt, make Napoleon’s method of combat look pale by comparison. That is to say, before Napoleon’s method of combat, it will appear just as outmoded and useless as the methods of combat of the era of the Seven Years’ War (1756–1763) appeared before Napoleon’s own method of combat.

So then, why, precisely, will the methods of combat of the future proletarian army possess such an obviously advanced character? The answer is: because this method of combat will possess a far more substantial material foundation and scientific and technical strength than the methods of combat of any previous era.

The birth of the advanced methods of combat of the proletariat requires time and conditions. On the basis of the principles of dialectical and historical materialism, Engels foresaw that, once the proletariat had achieved its own liberation, it would create the most advanced military science and methods of combat the world had ever seen. But, in his concrete analysis of the combat operations of the French proletariat of 1852, he held that the methods of combat then adopted by the French proletariat could not possibly differ, in fundamental essence, from the strategy and tactics employed by the counter-revolutionary coalition army of Europe, because the birth of the proletariat’s genuinely advanced methods of combat still required time and conditions.

And indeed, this was how matters actually stood. New methods of combat and new military science could not possibly emerge immediately upon the proletariat’s seizure of power. The mere seizure of political power does not mean that the proletariat has already established a new material foundation. Engels held that “the real emancipation of the working class… consists in the abolition of all class distinctions”①; the abolition of all class distinctions and the complete socialization of all means of production; and, as far as France and Germany were concerned, to achieve this, “the existing means of production must be at least doubled.”② That is to say, time was needed to vigorously develop the productive forces.

For this reason, Engels stated explicitly: “The method of warfare employed at the beginning of the coming revolution will be far removed from that which will be employed by the really emancipated proletariat.”③ This was because, in the initial stage, the source of manpower for a revolutionary army could not suddenly expand on a massive scale, nor could the weapons it used undergo any major change. It may be said that, at this stage, the proletariat would have no choice but to continue to employ the traditional set of methods — that is, as Engels put it: “the revolution will be compelled to employ, in waging its wars, the means and methods generally used in the warfare of our own era.”④

— End of Chapter 6 —







Chapter 7 — The Scientific Methods Marx and Engels Used to Study Military Questions

To do a good job, a workman must first sharpen his tools. The birth of any theoretical system possessing genuine vitality has never been able to do without some scientific and rational method to serve as the bridge and pave the way for it. This is a universal law governing all scientific research activity. The process by which Marx and Engels founded proletarian military science was no exception. One important reason they were able, in the course of their respective busy lives, to put forward so many valuable principles and propositions in the field of military-scientific research, and to reveal so many objective laws governing the inner movement of things, lies in the fact that they had mastered a complete set of scientific methods for understanding and analyzing the phenomena of war and for studying military questions: first was the Marxist philosophical method — that is, the method of dialectical and historical materialism; second was general scientific method — that is, the three forms of logical reasoning (induction, deduction, and analogy) and the mathematical method. In addition, in order to make their own military-scientific findings more persuasive and better targeted, Marx and Engels also paid great attention to the concrete methods by which they argued for and expounded their own thinking and views, and developed their own distinctive characteristics in doing so.


Section 1. The Dialectical-Materialist Method Is the Universal Method of Military-Scientific Research

The dialectical-materialist method is a method created by Marx and Engels themselves, and the one most frequently used in their military-scientific research. The basic requirements of this method are: adhering to materialist monism, acknowledging the interconnection and mutual conditioning among things, viewing every phenomenon of nature and human society from the standpoint of development, and taking the law of the unity of opposites as the fundamental basis for observing the movement of things. Because Marx and Engels, in understanding and analyzing the phenomena of war and studying military questions, always attended to following these basic principles, the conclusions they reached and the judgments they made were able to be comparatively objective, comprehensive, scientific, and accurate. Let us now look a little more closely at how, concretely, they put these methodological principles into practice, one by one, in their military-scientific work.

Genuinely grasping the interconnection and mutual conditioning between the phenomena of war and other things. The basic principle of materialist dialectics tells people that nature and society form a unified whole, and that within this whole, every thing or phenomenon is mutually dependent and mutually conditioning. War, as a social phenomenon, is naturally no exception; hence, in order to understand a given war and foresee the general laws of its development, one must place it within the broad web of its connections to other social phenomena, and within the historical conditions that gave rise to it, and study it there with care. That is to say, one must genuinely grasp the interconnection and mutual conditioning between the phenomena of war and other related things. This is the first principle Marx and Engels followed in examining every war.

Take, for instance, their commentary on a major war that occurred in Europe in 1870–1871 — the Franco-Prussian War. At the time, the incisive views they put forward on many points owed much, first of all, to their profound analysis of the relationship between war and politics. From the very outset, Marx and Engels never regarded that war as an isolated event, but instead treated it as the continuation of the peacetime and wartime politics of the belligerent sides.

On the eve of the war, many people in Europe hoped that the diplomatic dispute between the two countries might be resolved through peaceful means, but Engels explicitly pointed out that no such possibility existed. He saw clearly that the policy of external expansion and internal suppression pursued by the French emperor Napoleon III, by the late 1870s, had no other recourse but to resort to external war. And the Prussian prime minister, Bismarck, in order to strengthen his own country’s position in its contest with France for hegemony in Europe, and to clear away the serious obstacle standing in the way of German unification, was likewise convinced that only resort to armed force could bring success. It can be seen from this that what the two countries, France and Prussia, were pursuing in the latter part of the 1870s was precisely a dangerous politics pregnant with war.

Not long after the declaration of war, a number of bourgeois military experts confidently declared that the well-prepared French army would win the war, but Engels put forward an entirely different view. He pointed out that the war could not “have a happy ending” for Napoleon III, and that the Germans would certainly crush the whole of his army. This prophecy, later fully confirmed, was arrived at by Engels through a deep analysis of France’s pre-war politics. Before Napoleon III’s France launched the war, the class contradictions within the country had already become quite intense; the Second Empire itself was thoroughly corrupt, and such vile phenomena as the embezzlement of public funds, fraud for private gain, and the pursuit of private profit at public expense, were widespread throughout every branch of the administration. Engels pointed out that, after twenty years of running the country, France’s ruling clique “had, in effect, turned the administrative apparatus, the government, the army, and the navy — the whole of France — into a source from which to extract enormous profit for themselves.”① For this reason, at the very outset of the Franco-Prussian War, the French army already displayed a whole series of highly abnormal conditions — incomplete personnel, insufficient equipment (such as a shortage of knapsacks, tents, canteens, and mess kits), and extremely poor provisioning (spoiled meat, moldy bread) — thereby causing the French army, which ought to have been on the offensive, to lose nearly a week of time at the most critical juncture of the war, forfeiting all initiative on the battlefield, and bringing about one defeat after another, right up to the final collapse of the Second Empire. In analyzing the reason the French army swiftly found itself in a passive, beaten position at the very start of the war, Engels pointed out: “the army of the Second Empire has always lost because it belonged to the Second Empire itself.”②

Another factor exerting a comparatively great influence on the emergence and development of war is economics. In understanding and analyzing war, besides fully taking into account the intervening role of politics, Engels also frequently placed the economic interests of the relevant states in an extremely important position, analyzing them together with political factors. For example, as early as three years before the outbreak of the Crimean War of 1853–1856, Marx and Engels had already foreseen, from the politics and economic circumstances then being pursued by Russia, Britain, Turkey, and other countries, that this large-scale armed conflict would be unavoidable. They pointed out that Russia had always regarded Constantinople, Turkey’s capital, as “the key to its own front door,” and sought to seize it and make it its own; while “the victory of the counter-revolution in Western Europe, the growing strength of the revolutionary parties of Western Europe, the deterioration of the domestic situation and financial condition of Russia itself” were all compelling it to take action as swiftly as possible.③ And in the spring of 1853, as this war drew closer, Engels went further still in analyzing the political and economic causes leading to this unfortunate event. He pointed out that, because Britain’s vital interests were at stake, “England cannot allow Russia to gain control of the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus. If Russia were to occupy these two straits, it would deal a heavy — even fatal — blow to British power, both commercially and politically.”① This was because Britain’s annual exports to Turkish territory, including Egypt and the countries of the Danube, amounted to more than three million pounds sterling, over two-thirds of which passed through the ports of the Black Sea, Constantinople included. Once Russia’s plan to annex and expand westward was realized, Britain’s commercial interests in Central Asia and its ties with the various countries of that region would be destroyed. This was a terrible situation that Britain would absolutely never accept, and was likewise the fundamental reason Britain was resolved to support Turkey and to take part directly in this war.

Of course, besides politics and economics, there are other factors not to be overlooked that prompt and constrain the emergence and development of war — such as differences in ideology, differing religious beliefs, and geographical conflicts of interest. In examining war, Engels always paid close attention to the organic relationship between these factors and war, carrying out careful, comprehensive analysis, so as to guarantee the comprehensiveness and scientific rigor of his understanding of any given war.

Attention to observing war and military phenomena as they develop and change. Marxist dialectics is the most profound and comprehensive doctrine of the development of things. This doctrine, contrary to the metaphysical viewpoint, does not treat the world as the sum of a collection of unchanging things, but instead views nature and society as an objective process of continual movement, renewal, and change. War, as a special form of human interaction, is, like every other social phenomenon, an objective process that is continually developing and changing, not a static, motionless thing. For this reason, in understanding and analyzing the phenomena of war, one must observe them not only in terms of their interconnection and mutual conditioning with other things, but also carefully and closely, in terms of their movement, development and change, and the emergence and decline of the various factors that they themselves contain.

In examining war, Marx and Engels never fixed their gaze on any single point, but always kept their eye, at every moment, on the development and change of the battlefield situation.

Let us again take the Franco-Prussian War of the early 1870s as our example. When France declared war on Prussia, Napoleon III was full of self-satisfied confidence and blind optimism, and his chief minister, Émile Ollivier, even proudly declared that France was taking this step “with a light heart.” At the time, France had preemptively concentrated a powerful force along the Franco-German border, deploying it carefully and displaying its might, giving every appearance of being on the verge of crushing the Prussian army in a single stroke. In addition, France employed a system of standing troops, its peacetime and wartime establishment differing little, and it was thus able quickly to concentrate a combat force of 120,000 to 150,000 men. Prussia, on the other hand, used a reserve system, its peacetime establishment numbering less than a third of its wartime establishment; the French army could therefore mount a surprise attack against it in the midst of its mobilization process. For this reason, European public opinion likewise generally held that Prussia’s prospects looked bleak. Engels, however, reached a conclusion entirely opposite to that of the general press. He discovered that Napoleon III had failed to make good use of the possibility of striking first. On the contrary, the Prussian side seized every available moment, actively carrying out mobilization, and quickly extricated itself from its passive position; in addition, the states of southern Germany voluntarily took part in the war on Prussia’s side, so that the French emperor’s hopes for victory grew slim. At the end of July, after making a precise estimate of the forces that France and Germany might respectively be able to field, Engels pointed out: “France has no more than 550,000 trained soldiers, while Germany alone, in the north, has 950,000 such soldiers. This is Germany’s advantage — and the longer the decisive battle is delayed, the more obvious this advantage becomes.”① The subsequent development of the battlefield vividly demonstrated the unmatched brilliance of Engels’ dialectical analytical capacity. Napoleon III’s army was, throughout, kept on the defensive on the battlefield; besides the various fatal weaknesses that existed in its political leadership and its direction of operations, insufficient troop strength was also one of the important reasons. Nevertheless, the balance of forces between the two belligerent sides in the war was by no means fixed and unchanging. In early September 1870, as the Second French Empire collapsed and the Prussians continued their advance into the interior of France, the character of the war underwent a major change, and, at this point, justice shifted to the side of France. The French people, in order to protect their country’s territory from violation, spontaneously rose up in a great mass to fight bravely. Engels had already pointed out as early as mid-September that, once the entire population of France rose up as one, directly taking part in the war, “defence will become stronger, and offence more difficult.”② This prediction was fully confirmed by the subsequent course of the war. Three months later, in assessing the respective positions of the two belligerent sides on the battlefield, Engels wrote that what troubled the Prussians was that, “in the three months since the French regular army was driven from the field, the French have continued to fight resolutely; they have even managed to do things that their regular army, in this war, could absolutely never have done.”① And the reason this state of affairs came about lay precisely in the fact that, behind the regular forces the Prussians had already crushed, “there also stands a numerous militia — that is, the popular masses, whom the Prussians have driven onto the road of self-defense in this war”②— thereby forming an army of resistance far exceeding the regular forces in number, and one the Prussians found extremely difficult to deal with.

Another example is Engels’ penetrating analysis of the way in which the principal, active position on the battlefield shifted between the North and the South at different periods of the American Civil War of 1861–1865. In the first stage of the war (1861–1862), because the bourgeoisie of the industrial states of the North and the federal government feared that mobilizing the masses might endanger their own safety, they attempted to make peace with the South, and restricted workers, farmers, and even black slaves from joining the army. The various slaveholding states of the South, by contrast, possessing the greatest determination to wage war in order to expand and permanently preserve the system of slavery, and possessing a powerful regular army, won a number of victories during this stage. Under these circumstances, at the end of July 1862, Engels once held that the Southern army had a fairly great prospect of victory. But later, once the war entered its second stage (1863–1865), the situation was entirely different. The federal government of the North, under pressure from the popular masses, adopted a series of revolutionary and democratic measures — such as abolishing slavery, allotting a certain amount of land to those in need of it, and permitting black slaves to join the army — and, in addition, the Northern army, on the battlefield, entirely changed its formerly passive, beaten posture, boldly organizing offensives. Faced with these new developments, Engels, after conducting a deep analysis, politically and militarily, pointed out in November 1864: “Though the North has committed a great many blunders (the South has committed no fewer), the tide of the offensive is indeed advancing slowly but steadily forward, and there will certainly come a day, in 1865, when the South’s organized resistance will suddenly collapse.”③ Events proved exactly as Engels had expected: in April 1865, the Southern army could no longer withstand the Northern army’s offensive, and surrendered unconditionally, laying down its arms in full.

The profound analysis Engels gave of the course of the Franco-Prussian War and the American Civil War offers later generations this most important insight: in observing the phenomena of war, one cannot look only at the momentary advantage or disadvantage of the belligerent sides, but must give careful consideration to the development of the entire situation of the war, and must pay constant attention to the possible development and change, in the course of the war, of the fighting strength of both sides. That is to say, one must look at every phenomenon in war in a developing, dialectical way, not a static, metaphysical one.

Applying the law of the transformation of quantitative into qualitative change to foresee the possible development of a war’s situation. According to the principles of dialectical materialism, the development of nature and society is a process. In this process, inconspicuous, gradual quantitative changes accumulate, and once they reach a certain degree, they bring about a leap — a transformation from these minute, hidden quantitative changes into a fundamental qualitative change. This is precisely the basic law, familiar to many, of the transformation of quantitative into qualitative change, which dialectics describes. For anyone who studies war, what matters is being skilled in consciously applying this law, so as to foresee, in advance, the possible development of large-scale bloody conflict. Let us now see how skillfully Engels applied this law in his own research work and revolutionary activity.

During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, Marx and Engels, in order correctly to guide the actions of the workers of every country in Europe — and, in particular, of the workers of France and Germany — attached great importance to examining the political character of this war. From the very outbreak of the armed conflict, they explicitly pointed out that, from Germany’s side, this war was defensive, aimed at crushing Napoleon III’s design to obstruct German unification, and possessed a progressive character; they accordingly called on German workers to support this war. But at the same time they also noted that the conduct of Bismarck’s government, over a period of time, might cause this war to lose its purely defensive character, and reminded the proletariat of every country to remain sufficiently vigilant on this point. That is to say, from the very outset of the war, Marx and Engels had already perceived that Prussia’s war against France concealed within it a certain element of aggression, and that this element had, from the very start, shown an obvious upward trend. Later, as the combat operations of the two belligerent sides on the battlefield developed further, Engels observed that the intentions of the Prussian ruling clique were far from what King Wilhelm had proclaimed — merely repelling the French assault — but instead sought thoroughly to crush the whole of Napoleon III’s forces, and, further, to seize French territory. On August 20, he wrote in a war commentary: “the ambition of the Germans is now unimpeded by any restraint worth doubting — the self-restraint of the Germans, it seems, is subject to no other limitation.”① It is clear that, at this point, Engels had already foreseen that a war originally fought for national interest, and bearing a progressive character, was, because of the private interest of the ruling class, beginning gradually to transform into a reactionary war of aggression.

But, as in every other sphere of society, everything and every phenomenon in war has both its quantitative determinateness and its qualitative determinateness. For things and phenomena in a state of change, there is a question of grasping the “degree.” So-called “degree” refers to the critical point at which a thing or phenomenon passes from one state to another, and is likewise the unity of the qualitative determinateness and quantitative determinateness peculiar to every thing and phenomenon. Marx and Engels, in examining the political character of this war of Prussia’s against France, gave full attention to grasping this “degree.”

Although, from the outbreak of the war on July 19 on, as the Prussian army pressed steadily deeper into French territory in the wake of victory, Prussia’s aggressive intent against France became ever more evident, Marx and Engels did not immediately declare this to be a war of aggression. This was because, at that time, the Prussian army’s opponent was still Napoleon III’s own army, and this war had, in the first place, been provoked artificially by Napoleon III in pursuit of his reactionary policy of expansion abroad and suppression at home. It was only after Napoleon III and more than eighty thousand French troops surrendered at Sedan, touching off the Paris revolution of September 4, that Marx and Engels concluded that this war against France had already completely changed its character. On September 8–9, in the second address they drafted on behalf of the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association concerning the Franco-Prussian War, they pointed out that their earlier worry — that the war might, from Germany’s side, lose its purely defensive character and turn into a war against the French people — had proved correct: “the war of defence, as far as Germany is concerned, virtually came to an end when Louis Bonaparte was made prisoner at Sedan, Sedan surrendered, and the Republic was proclaimed at Paris.”② They therefore called on the German working class immediately to mobilize and struggle resolutely against its own government, to prevent it from pursuing a war policy hostile to the people and carrying out its plot to annex French territory. Of course, this call of Marx’s and Engels’ represented a full hundred-and-eighty-degree turn in the German working class’s attitude toward the war — from active support to resolute opposition — a turn that appeared, on the surface, hard to make, but was nevertheless accepted by the broad mass of German workers. The reason this call carried such tremendous power of persuasion lies in the fact that Marx and Engels judged the transformation in the character of this war with great accuracy. In their handling of the “degree” at which quantitative change turned into qualitative change in the phenomenon of war, they gave a vivid demonstration for later generations.

Marx and Engels’ important thinking on accurately grasping the “degree” at which quantitative change turns into qualitative change in the phenomena of war retains important enlightening significance for a great deal of our practical work today. For example, under nuclear-weapon conditions, in order to preserve one’s forces and avoid an enemy nuclear strike, an army must adopt dispersed deployment. But if this measure is taken without any limit, then the quantitative “degree” at this point will bring about a qualitative change, rendering the unit unable to accomplish its assigned mission.

In Engels’ practice of military-scientific research, there are still many other examples of applying the law of the transformation of quantitative into qualitative change to observe and analyze military phenomena. Particularly worth mentioning is his idea that a quantitative change in weapons will necessarily bring about a qualitative change in methods of combat — an idea of extremely important practical guiding significance. What is valuable about this idea is that it not only demonstrates that the emergence of a new weapon is bound to bring about a transformation in methods of combat, but also stresses that this transformation can be completed only once this weapon has come into large-scale use. In his essay “The History of the Rifle,” Engels pointed out that, although the rifle was invented by the Germans as early as the end of the fifteenth century, and was, from that time, issued in small numbers to troops, because the early rifle was difficult to load and had no great rate of fire, it remained hard to popularize over a long period. Later, after repeated improvements, it was only in the latter half of the eighteenth century, during the American War of Independence and the French Revolution, that the rifle came to be widely adopted by insurgent forces, thereby giving rise to a new method of combat — skirmish warfare — which replaced the old linear tactics based primarily on the use of smoothbore weapons.

In the history of modern warfare, there are cases well worth our careful reflection in which the disregard of the changes in methods of combat that the mass use of new weapons might bring about led to defeat in war. Before the Second World War, no small number of Western military theorists, rashly drawing conclusions from the experience of the Spanish war of 1936–1937, held that the tanks and aircraft that had appeared in the First World War could not possibly have any major impact on future battles and campaigns, stressing that the principal weapons would remain infantry weapons and artillery, and that future war would bear the character of positional warfare. Of course, the actual combat operations of the Second World War entirely overturned this subjective, arbitrary assumption of theirs — and the countries such as Poland and France that were crushed, in the early stages of that war, by the mechanized forces of Fascist Germany, were precisely the direct victims of the erroneous theory these men had concocted.

Taking the law of the unity of opposites as the key to observing war and its own movement. War is a complex social phenomenon full of contradiction. If people wish to reveal its objective process of movement and foresee its general development, the most effective method is nothing other than learning to conduct a deep analysis of the contradictions of war — that is, one must know how to apply, consciously, the law of the unity of opposites to observe every phenomenon in war. And it is precisely this method that Marx and Engels adopted in studying questions of war.

First, Marx and Engels always viewed every question relating to war in terms of its two sides. According to the principle of the unity of opposites, everything in the world internally contains two opposed aspects. In observing any given thing, one must, if one wishes to obtain a result consistent with objective reality, learn to look at the matter comprehensively — that is, one must look not only at its positive side, but also at its negative side. Marx’s and Engels’ profound, dialectical analysis of the character of the Napoleonic Wars of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and of their role in history, is an important illustration of their objective, fair evaluation of historical events by means of this two-sided method.

The Napoleonic Wars were a series of wars fought between late-eighteenth- and early-nineteenth-century France, then a newly rising bourgeois state, on the one side, and the seven anti-French coalitions formed by Britain, Austria, Russia, Prussia, and other countries, on the other. From the start of the First Coalition’s invasion of France in January 1793 (formed by Britain, Prussia, Austria, the Netherlands, Spain, and Naples) to Napoleon’s final defeat by the Seventh Coalition — formed by Russia, Britain, Prussia, Austria, Sweden, and others — in June 1815, this conflict lasted, before and after, for twenty-two or twenty-three years, spanning almost the entire history of the First French Republic and the First French Empire, and exerted an important influence on France’s own development and on the development of not a few countries of Europe. For this reason, it is by no means easy to gain a comprehensive, correct understanding of the character of this war and of its role in modern European history. It possessed, on the one hand, the aspect of resisting foreign aggression, defending the fruits of revolution, spreading revolutionary influence, and accelerating the disintegration of the feudal system in certain European countries and the growth and development of capitalism; and on the other hand, it also possessed the aspect of plundering other nations, annexing the territory of other countries, and contending for hegemony over Europe, or even the world.

It was precisely because Marx and Engels carefully considered these two aspects mentioned above that they were able to carry out an objective and fair analysis of the Napoleonic Wars. On the one hand, they fully affirmed the progressive significance of this war. In discussing its influence on the development of German society, they pointed out that it was precisely the arrival of Napoleon’s French army that gave new life to this land, one long subjected to the brutal rule of the feudal aristocracy and the wanton oppression of religious forces. “Napoleon cleaned out the German Augean stables and constructed civilized highways, and this made a huge contribution to them.”① “Napoleon destroyed the Holy Roman Empire, and, by merging small states into larger ones, reduced the number of German petty states”②; he brought to the countries he conquered a legal code recognizing equality in principle; he adopted measures to free the peasantry from feudal oppression: once the revolutionary army of France “occupied the left bank of the Rhine, the corvée labour there, together with feudal dues, tribute to the lord, and a whole heap of other rotten remnants, disappeared at once, as if by the wave of a magic wand — the lord along with them.”③ He also adopted a number of effective measures to lay the necessary foundation for the development of German factory industry. In sum, Napoleon “was, in Germany, the representative of the revolution, the propagator of its principles, and the destroyer of the old feudal society.”④

On the other hand, they also showed no mercy in exposing, in their relevant essays, the reactionary essence contained within the Napoleonic Wars — expansion, plunder, contention for hegemony, and the pursuit of the principle of legitimism. Regarding Napoleon’s extensive plundering of German territory and wealth, in 1806, after defeating Prussia at Jena, by means of the conclusion of an unequal treaty, Engels sharply denounced this: “if there has ever been a conqueror who tried, by ‘material guarantees,’ to destroy the strength of a hostile nation, that conqueror was Napoleon I: he concluded the Treaty of Tilsit and used it against Prussia and the rest of Germany. Yet a few years later, his once-formidable power was destroyed by the German people, as though it were a rotten reed.”① It can thus be seen that the Napoleonic Wars had, in their own course of development, a reactionary aspect that oppressed and enslaved other peoples, and for this reason, in 1888, Engels wrote: “The universal opposition of the nations to Napoleon was a reflection of the national consciousness of those peoples he had trampled underfoot.”②

In addition, in discussing the reasons Napoleon so frequently waged war, Marx and Engels also analyzed this from the standpoint of his twofold political needs. They held that, on the one hand, Napoleon recognized the true nature of the modern state, understanding that the unimpeded development of bourgeois society and the free movement of private interests, and the like, formed the basis of this kind of state, and could not but acknowledge and protect this basis; but on the other hand, “Napoleon still regarded the state as an end in itself, and regarded civil life merely as a treasury and as a subordinate lacking any will of its own. He substituted permanent war for permanent revolution, thereby accomplishing terrorism.”③ That is to say, the reason Napoleon at that time waged a series of wars was, at once, to defend the interests of the French bourgeoisie, and to compel this class, economically, to contribute unconditionally toward realizing his personal political ends and pursuing the principle of legitimism.

Second, Marx and Engels held that contradictions in war are universally present. But the character of these contradictions differs. The matter is this: people must learn to identify the particularity of these contradictions, and analyze the specific contradiction concretely, adopting a corresponding method for its resolution.

In the 1840s, the Italian people, under Austrian rule, suffered multiple misfortunes — alien oppression, feudal exploitation, and repeated crop failures — living in hardship, until in 1848 they finally launched a revolution. They sought to drive out the Austrian rulers and to unite the several small Italian states into one. But because the monarchs of the small states then leading the anti-Austrian war did not clearly understand the particularity of the contradiction present in the military contest between their own countries and a great power, they adopted a mistaken method of dealing with it — not broadly mobilizing the masses and undertaking a nationwide mobilization to wage a people’s war, but instead relying merely on their own small government forces to contend with the invading Austrian army — and this quickly led to the defeat of the entire war. In analyzing the defeat of the Piedmontese (at the time a small Italian state) army, Engels pointed out: “The Piedmontese made a great mistake from the outset in relying solely on their regular army to resist the Austrian army, wishing to wage an ordinary, bourgeois-style, entirely regular war against Austria. A nation trying to assert its independence should not restrict itself to ordinary methods of warfare. Popular uprising, revolutionary war, guerrilla detachments everywhere — this is the sole means whereby a small nation can hope to maintain itself against a large one, whereby a weaker army can resist a stronger and better-organized one.”① Clearly, the “sole means” of which Engels speaks here was reached only after a profound analysis of the particularity of the contradiction between a great power and a small one — and this is of great methodological enlightenment to later generations.

Third, Marx and Engels held that, when confronted with the intricate and complex circumstances present within war, the only way for people to understand the essence of a given thing or phenomenon is to identify the principal contradiction and the principal aspect of the contradiction governing its movement and development. This is another successful instance of Engels applying the law of the unity of opposites to observe and analyze the phenomena of war. Let us now look at a concrete example that occurred during the Franco-Prussian War.

After several engagements along the Franco-Prussian border from early August 1870 on, Napoleon III’s army suffered repeated setbacks. By August 18, the Prussian offensive made further gains, successfully encircling, at Metz in northeastern France, the Army of the Rhine under Marshal Bazaine’s command (some 170,000–180,000 men), leaving only Marshal MacMahon’s force of 110,000–120,000 men still able to move freely in the open field. At this point, on the battlefield, one could see three fairly evident pairs of contradiction: namely, Prussia’s intensification of the siege of Metz versus France’s attempt to break through the encirclement; Prussia’s concentration of forces to besiege Paris versus France’s organization of strength to defend Paris; and Prussia’s diversion of forces to intercept and destroy MacMahon’s army versus France’s effort to preserve MacMahon’s army intact. So then, among these three pairs of contradiction, which, precisely, was the principal one? And which was the principal aspect of that contradiction? Engels gave an incisive answer to this in his “War Notes” on the Franco-Prussian War.

In the latter part of August 1870, Engels, after a comprehensive analysis of every aspect of the battlefield situation, held that the first two pairs of contradiction mentioned above, though evidently present, were at that time in a relatively stable state, and were, in the short term, insufficient to influence the development of the war as a whole. But the third pair of contradiction mentioned above was of an entirely different character: the outcome of the struggle between these contradictory forces would influence the entire future course of the war, and it was therefore the principal contradiction — and the principal aspect of that principal contradiction was the Prussian side, which held the initiative strategically.

Because Engels, in examining this war, took care to grasp the principal contradiction and the principal aspect of that principal contradiction, his judgment of the development of the battlefield situation was, consequently, often extremely accurate. Although the Prussian army, in the campaign action of concentrating its forces to encircle and destroy MacMahon’s army, had once used the feint of an advance on Paris to deceive its opponent and public opinion, it could not deceive Engels. Through his meticulous analysis of the combat operations of the belligerent sides and of the internal and external contradictions at play, he accurately predicted, a full week before Marshal MacMahon and more than eighty thousand officers and men surrendered at Sedan, that this disaster for the French army was unavoidable, and, moreover, judged the location where this tragedy would occur without the slightest error. Small wonder, then, that others gave him the nickname “the General.”

Fourth, Marx and Engels, in their research on questions of war, also attached great importance to the application of the law of affirmation and negation. They held that this is, in reality, the unity of opposites between affirmation and negation in the development of things. The development of things always expresses itself as a process of affirmation, negation, renewed affirmation, renewed negation.… The result of the struggle between these two opposed aspects — affirmation and negation — is the extinction of the old thing and the emergence of the new thing; it is the development of things from the lower to the higher.

In the entries “Army” and “Infantry,” which he wrote for the New American Cyclopaedia, Engels, applying the law of affirmation and negation with great success, gave a vivid account of the history of the development, since ancient times, of Western infantry tactics. According to Engels’ research, the earliest Western tactics were the phalanx tactics created by the ancient Greek Dorians in the twelfth to eighth centuries BC. The Dorian phalanx was a line formation with heavy infantry in the front ranks and light infantry in the rear. In combat, the heavy infantry attacked the enemy with long spears, opening a path forward, after which the light infantry would mop up the remaining enemy. Engels pointed out that this kind of tactics was “extremely simple, and involved hardly any tactical maneuver to speak of.”① The tactics of the ancient Greek phalanx persisted, before and after, for several hundred years, and although they saw some improvement, in step with the development of weapons and formations, taken as a whole, its organization and maneuverability remained very simple. By the third to second centuries BC, this kind of tactics was at last utterly negated by history, and replaced by the more mobile tactics adopted by the legions of ancient Rome. Engels pointed out: “The Roman legion, because its tactical unit was small and its mobility great, could fight in almost any kind of terrain, and was thus something the Greek phalanx could never hope to match.”①

Once firearms appeared, the development of infantry tactics went through a further process of “negation of the negation.” The tactics of mobile combat by infantry and cavalry, handed down from the Middle Ages, were overturned by the tactics of the linear battle formation — that is, the tactics of a special phalanx characteristic of the age of smoothbore firearms. But this new special phalanx was an elongated, hollow rectangle formed by infantry in three lines, which had to move as a whole in battle formation, and whose maneuverability was extremely poor. Linear tactics, based on this new phalanx, often proved utterly helpless against insurgent forces that fought in a mobile manner. For this reason, by the time of the American War of Independence and the French Revolution, they were at last, once again, replaced by the tactics of skirmish order combined with column, thereby achieving yet another “negation of the negation” of infantry tactics.



Section 2. The Historical-Materialist Method Is the Method Peculiar to Proletarian Study of Military Affairs

The historical-materialist method is the method, peculiar to proletarian study of military questions, jointly created by Marx and Engels. Engels once said that the advent of historical materialism was the result of Marx’s revolutionizing the entire outlook on social history, and was one of the two great discoveries that made his name immortal in the annals of science. It was precisely because of the birth of this method that the study of social history first came to possess a genuinely scientific foundation. The historical-materialist method is the concrete application of the dialectical-materialist method to the sphere of social history. Beyond following the general principles of the dialectical-materialist method, it also has certain special requirements of its own, such as: upholding the principle that the economic base determines the superstructure, that being determines consciousness, and the scientific understanding that politics and thought, in turn, react upon the economic base; viewing the various phenomena of social history from the standpoint of the clash of class interests and class struggle; and acknowledging that the masses are the makers of history, and so on. Let us now look, through some concrete examples, at how Marx and Engels applied these methodological principles in practice.

Class-interest analysis is the primary premise for understanding and grasping any war. Engels once gave the following clear explanation of the distinction between the materialist and the idealist conceptions of history: “The materialist conception of history starts from the principle that production, and with production the exchange of its products, is the basis of every social order; that in every society that has appeared in history, the manner in which wealth is distributed and society divided into classes or orders is dependent upon what is produced, how it is produced, and how the products are exchanged.” He held that idealist historical conceptions “did not know any class struggle based on material interests, in fact knew no material interests at all”①; whereas the materialist conception of history holds that “the whole of history, up to now with the exception of the primitive stage, was a history of class struggle; that these classes, always in conflict with one another, are always the product of the relations of production and exchange — in a word, of the economic relations of their epoch.”② That is to say, to understand any social-historical phenomenon, one absolutely cannot grasp the true face of an objective thing without an analysis of the material interests of class. And war, as a special social-historical phenomenon, because of the highly antagonistic and unusually acute character of its manner of struggle, most often concentrates and reflects the intense contest of interests between different political groupings in society. For this reason, to understand war likewise requires, above all, class-interest analysis. Only in this way can people reveal, at a deep level, its essence and its course of movement, and thereby foresee its possible development.

Marx and Engels, in studying war, always placed at the forefront of their examination the actual material objectives sought by each of the participating sides in the war, and the class interests they defended. They never lightly trusted the various high-sounding declarations made by government heads or by the official press concerning a war. During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, the reason Napoleon III gave, on behalf of France, for declaring war on Prussia was: to maintain the balance of power in Europe and to defend national honor. But in fact, what this war actually sought was the class private interest of the French Bonapartist dynasty, concealed behind this string of fine-sounding rhetoric. Marx exposed this as early as the fourth day after the French emperor’s declaration of war. He said: “Louis Bonaparte… had usurped his power by exploiting the class struggle in France… he could prolong his rule only by periodically waging war abroad.… The military conspiracy of July 1870 is only an amended edition of the coup d’état of December 1851.”③ That is to say, Napoleon III’s launching of this war was entirely for the purpose of preserving the Bonapartist system of the Second French Empire from any disturbance, so as fundamentally to protect the interests of France’s great bourgeoisie, while the so-called maintenance of the balance of power in Europe and defense of national honor was nothing but a mere pretext.

Marx and Engels likewise gave an equally profound exposure of the false appearances the leaders of the Prussian dynasty spread concerning the aims of the war. King Wilhelm I of Prussia, in order to conceal his true intentions in waging war, like Napoleon III, also took care to dress himself up, putting on the appearance of a man of great understanding and reasonableness. When the war began, in his royal address to the North German Confederation’s parliament, he had solemnly declared that he was fighting against the French emperor, not against the French people. Somewhat later, in his declaration to the French nation, he again repeatedly affirmed the defensive character of the war, claiming that it was only in order to repel Napoleon III’s assault that he had had to take on the responsibility of commanding the German army, and that the course of the war had compelled him, against his will, to cross into French territory. But how did matters actually stand? In September 1870, after Napoleon III had already become a prisoner and the Second French Empire had been overthrown, the Prussian army, far from laying down its arms, instead quickened its advance on Paris — thereby thoroughly exposing Wilhelm I’s true intentions in waging this war. Let us now look at how Marx and Engels carried out class-interest analysis of the conduct of the Prussian dynasty in this war.

As early as the very start of the war, on July 23, 1870, Marx and Engels had already expressed their worry that, from Germany’s side, “the war might lose its purely defensive character and become a war against the French people.”① Two or three weeks later, as the battlefield situation developed further, they saw still more clearly the aggressive ambitions of the Prussian dynasty. On August 15, 1870, in a letter to Marx, Engels pointed out that Prussia’s prime minister, Bismarck, was currently hinting that he intended to merge France’s Alsace and Lorraine into Bavaria and Baden in Germany — something we Communists ought to oppose. And once the people of Paris rose up on September 4, 1870, to overthrow the Bonapartist dynasty, the Prussian army, far from honoring the promise of its supreme commander, instead ferociously set itself against the entire French nation, launching an assault on the French capital, Paris. On September 16, Marx denounced this shameless act of deceiving the public and breaking faith on Wilhelm I’s part. He said: “Prussia declared it was fighting Louis Bonaparte, not France. It is now fighting France, and making peace with Bonaparte. It has let the cat out of the bag. It declares that it wants to restore Louis Bonaparte or his dynasty to the throne of the Tuileries.”① This shows clearly that the Prussian Hohenzollern dynasty’s war against the Bonapartist dynasty of France, although it had, on the one hand, the aspect of destroying Napoleon III’s ambition to dominate Europe and of blocking German unification, in fact had, as its more important aim, the annexation of French territory and the plundering of the French people. And in order to achieve this end, Wilhelm I could “set aside old grievances” and allow Louis Bonaparte to return to power, so that the two might join together to deal with the French people. This was because what they both sought to defend were the interests of the great bourgeoisie, while what they both feared was the revolutionary people.

Marx and Engels not only paid close attention to class-interest analysis in studying real, contemporary wars — they also never neglected to apply this method when examining military conflicts of history. Engels’ approach to his research into the medieval German Peasants’ War, in the summer of 1850, is the clearest illustration of this. The medieval German Peasants’ War occurred in 1524–1525. The cause of the war lay in the fact that the broad mass of German peasants and artisans could no longer endure the despotic rule and cruel exploitation of the feudal princes and the Church, while common people, burghers, and lower clergy — whose circumstances were similarly difficult — were likewise dissatisfied with the secular and ecclesiastical authorities of the day. In the summer of 1524, under the leadership of the religious reformer Thomas Müntzer, the broad mass of peasants and urban commoners first raised the banner of revolt in Swabia, and peasants in other regions rose in response one after another, eventually developing into a great, sweeping peasant war. This war put forward, politically, the demand to abolish the feudal system and establish a society free of exploitation and of classes. But, because there was as yet no powerful leading class, and because the various insurgent armies lacked strict organization and unified command, and, in addition, because of the burgher class’s betrayal, the uprising in the end ended in defeat.

Because this war was, at its inception, led by religious reform, some historians, in discussing its course and analyzing the causes of its overall success or failure, have often dwelt at greater length on the background of religious controversy, while devoting comparatively little of their pen to revealing the class essence of the armed struggle — thereby affecting the reader’s comprehensive understanding of the true face of this great historical event. Engels was different from them. From the very outset of his examination of this war, he seized upon class struggle as the fundamental thread, and ran the method of class analysis through the entire process of his research work. In writing The Peasant War in Germany, the first chapter he devoted himself to was precisely an examination of Germany’s economic condition and social-class structure at the start of the sixteenth century. In this chapter, after briefly analyzing the state of development of German industry and agriculture since the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries and the political changes brought about by this development, Engels immediately turned the focus of his examination to an analysis of the changes in Germany’s social-class structure. He wrote: “under these circumstances, the situation of the different classes handed down from the Middle Ages had undergone essential changes, and new classes had gradually formed alongside the old ones.”① He then went on to dissect, one by one, the economic condition, political circumstances, and social status of each of the newly formed classes, giving particular emphasis to revealing the heavy burden the social power structure of the time imposed upon the peasantry. He wrote: “Below all these classes, excepting the peasants and plebeians, came the great exploited mass of the nation, the peasants. It was the peasant’s back that had to pay for the entire structure — the state, the church, the princes, the nobility, and the priesthood. Whether a peasant belonged to a prince, an imperial baron, a bishop, a monastery, or a city, he was treated as a beast of burden, and worse. If he was a serf, he was completely at the mercy of his master. If he was a bondsman, the legally fixed dues were enough to crush him, but on top of that these dues were increased year by year.”② In this chapter, Engels, in precisely this fashion, presented to the reader a picture of a storm about to break, through his careful analysis of the contradictions among the various classes and strata of society at the time.

In the relevant chapters of the book, when discussing the reasons for the war’s defeat and its consequences, Engels likewise adopted the method of class analysis. In his view, the dispersal of the peasants and commoners, and the regional narrowness Germany’s prolonged fragmentation and division bequeathed to the various local peasant armies taking part in the uprising, was one of the most important reasons for this war’s defeat. Engels wrote: “The mass of the peasants never went beyond the nearest provincial connections; they were scattered locally, and it was extremely difficult for them to reach any common agreement.”① He also pointed out that this local and provincial fragmentation and division ruined the whole movement — commoners, peasants, and townspeople alike were unable to take unified, nationwide action — and this high degree of dispersal and narrowness expressed itself, in the war, as follows: the peasants “acted independently in each province, never coming to the support of rebellious peasants in neighboring provinces, and were consequently defeated piecemeal by the government forces, whose actual numbers amounted to no more than a tenth of the total number of insurgents.”② Another most important reason for the war’s defeat was the betrayal of the burgher class. Engels had already mentioned this at the very start of the essay. As for the consequences of this war, Engels pointed out that “the increase and consolidation of Germany’s political fragmentation was the main result of the Peasant War,” because “ultimately, only the princes profited from the Peasant War.”③ Germany’s later history proved that Engels’ judgment of this consequence was utterly correct. After that war, Germany experienced close to three and a half more centuries of feudal fragmentation, and it was only at the start of the 1870s that national unification was finally completed.

The medieval German Peasants’ War was, historically, regarded by not a few as a struggle over religious belief, and even as late as the mid-nineteenth century, after large-scale class-struggle events such as the French Revolution of 1789 and the European revolution of 1848–1849 had already occurred, some so-called thinkers still held to this old view. In The Peasant War in Germany, Engels criticized this failure, in dealing with a phenomenon of social history, to carry out class-interest analysis. He pointed out: “in spite of the experience of the most recent period, in the eyes of the German ideologists, the struggles which sent the Middle Ages to their grave were merely fanatical theological quarrels. If only the men of that epoch had understood their own interests correctly, all those wars and struggles, according to our patriotic historians and clever politicians, would have been quite unnecessary, superfluous, unwelcome broils. This dutifully devout credulity of these thinkers accounts for their perennial readiness to accept the illusions that any epoch entertained about itself, or that the ideologists of some epoch entertained about that epoch. This class of people sees the class struggle in the 1789 revolution as nothing more than a fervent debate over whether constitutional monarchy or absolute monarchy is the better system; sees the class struggle in the July Revolution [of 1830] as nothing more than a practical dispute that could no longer be resolved because divine right of kings could no longer continue; and sees the class struggle in the February Revolution [of 1848] as nothing more than an attempt to resolve the question of ‘republic or monarchy?’ — and so on, without end. Yet in all these great upheavals, every one went through the struggle of class against class, and each time this class struggle was inscribed, in concise form, on their banners as a political slogan; but as for all these many instances of class struggle, our thinkers still, even today, understand nothing at all about it.”①

So then, how, precisely, according to the historical-materialist point of view, ought one correctly to understand the German Peasants’ War of 1524–1525? Engels wrote: “The so-called religious wars of the sixteenth century involved positive material class interests; those wars were class wars too, just as the later internal collisions in England and France were. If the class struggles of that time appear to bear religious embellishment, if the interests, needs and demands of the various classes hid themselves behind religious disguise, this did not change the fact, and is to be explained quite simply by the conditions of the time.”② Yes — that was indeed how matters stood. The only thing the Middle Ages of Europe inherited from a declining ancient world that had not already fallen into decay were Christianity and a number of ruined and half-civilized cities. For this reason, the clergy acquired a monopoly of education, and education itself came to be permeated by a theological character. Politics and the law were both in the hands of the clergy. Ecclesiastical doctrine was, at the same time, political doctrine, and the words of scripture carried legal force in every court. Against such a great backdrop of the times, any general attack directed against the feudal system had, necessarily, first of all to be an attack on the Church, and every revolutionary social-political theory had, for the most part, necessarily to be, at the same time, theological heresy. To touch the social system of the day, one had to strip away that layer of sacred clothing from the system itself. This is likewise the objective historical reason the medieval German Peasants’ War necessarily had to take religious reform as its precursor, but this in no way changes the class-struggle character inherent in this war itself.

In The Peasant War in Germany, Engels’ comprehensive use of historical materialism to give a thorough account of this whole approach to the German Peasants’ War of the sixteenth century was a major revolution in the method of historical research in social science, and holds extremely great theoretical value and methodological significance.

A key basis for judging which side will win or lose in war is its progressiveness. According to the historical-materialist point of view, war is an expression of class struggle; it reflects the political intentions of a particular class, represents the pursuit of the material interests of a particular class, and, objectively, exerts a corresponding driving or hindering effect on the development of society. This is likewise where the progressiveness or reactionary character, or the justness or unjustness, of war has its origin. Because progressive war reflects the resolute will of advanced classes and oppressed peoples to win their own liberation, and opposes decayed, backward social systems and reactionary rule, it represents the direction in which the times are advancing; the more support one enjoys, the more help one receives, and for this reason it is often able to win final victory. This may be said to be a universal law governing the movement of this social-historical phenomenon called war. For this reason, from the standpoint of the method of studying war, progressiveness can serve as a key basis for judging which side will win or lose in war. Of course, whether in history or in real life, there is no lack of examples of progressive wars meeting with defeat. But this generally has its own objective causes: either the disparity in strength between one’s own side and the enemy is too great, or there exist problems of one kind or another in organization and leadership, and so on. The occurrence of these circumstances should not affect people’s application, in the examination of war, of methodological principles carrying universal guiding significance. How the progressive character of a war logically determines the prospect of its victory can be seen fairly clearly from Marx’s scientific prediction of the possible outcome of the American Civil War of the 1860s.

The American Civil War (1861–1865) was a war between the Southern states of the United States, which maintained a slave-based plantation economy, and the Northern states, in which industrial capitalism held the dominant position. In the mid-nineteenth century, the Southern plantation owners sought to preserve the system of slavery, while the Northern bourgeoisie adopted the system of wage labor and opposed slavery. As the domestic economy developed, this contradiction grew increasingly acute. In 1860, Abraham Lincoln, a member of the Republican Party who advocated restricting slavery, was elected president of the federal government. In 1861 the Southern states declared their independence one after another, forming the “Confederate States,” creating a split and launching a rebellion — and the Civil War arose from this. In the early stage of the war, the South, relying on a well-trained and well-equipped army and a body of military cadres, and at the same time hoping for the intervention of Britain, France, and other countries, and, further, enjoying the strategic advantage of interior lines of operation, took the offensive and won a number of victories; the North, because its decision-makers were influenced by the right wing of the Republican Party, failed to adopt resolute policies, dared not touch the land question or infringe upon the system of slavery, and, still less, dared to arm blacks, and, in addition, was insufficiently prepared for battle, employed its generals improperly, and its guiding thought in the direction of operations was backward — for these reasons its military actions met with repeated setbacks.

Under these circumstances, quite a few observers in Europe held that the North’s prospects of victory in the war were not great. Engels, too, held this view. Having seen that, in the North, owing to the Secretary of War Stanton’s improper suspension of conscription and his casual appointment of commanders, the fighting strength of troops on the battlefield had been weakened and command dispersed, and that the government and Congress had shown timidity and weakness at every turn, he wrote to Marx on July 30, 1862: “This spinelessness, together with the pressure of defeat which annihilated the best and most numerous army and in fact exposed Washington to the enemy, and the total lack of any energy amongst the mass of the people — everything proves to me that it’s all up.”① Marx, however, held a unique view of his own concerning the long-term development of the American Civil War. On August 7, 1862, he wrote to Engels: “I do not by any means share your views on the American Civil War. I do not think that all is over.”② He then went on to analyze the reasons for the North’s military setback at the start of the war. This was mainly because the North’s leadership had been too greatly influenced by representatives from the border slave states in its decision-making, and had appointed men closely tied to the leaders of the Southern rebellion to positions of army leadership; and, in addition, there had been no unified command on the battlefield, nor any strategic plan; whereas the South had acted with unity from the very beginning, and, thanks to the convenient conditions afforded by slave labor bearing the entire burden of production, had been able to commit the whole of its fighting strength to the battlefield, and possessed unified command. Nevertheless, Marx held that these circumstances were not fixed and unchanging. He said: “In my view all this will change very soon. The North will finally make war seriously, adopt revolutionary methods and throw over the domination of the border-slave statesmen. A single nigger regiment would have a remarkable effect on Southern nerves.”① “It seems to me… that all this will very soon change.”① About a month after this, on September 9, 1862, Engels, in a letter to Marx, once again expressed his disbelief that the North had the capacity to defeat the South. After discussing certain generals of the Southern and Northern armies in terms of their conduct both on and off the battlefield, he asked Marx: “do you still believe that these gentlemen of the North can subdue the ‘rebellion’?”② On receiving this letter, Marx did not waver from his original view because of Engels’ continued insistence. On September 10 he immediately replied to Engels: “As for the North, I still maintain my conviction that the North will in the end be victorious.” He acknowledged that the North indeed had no small number of problems in the organization and conduct of the war, and that it had not adopted a serious attitude; the South, by contrast, was carrying out “an oligarchy… whose whole production is carried on by black labour, and whose 4,000,000 ‘white trash’ are professed brigands”③ — and was, for this reason, better suited to waging war. But he held that this state of affairs could not last long, and so he said: “Nevertheless, I would wager my head that these fellows will suffer a beating. It is possible, however, that this will first be preceded by a REVOLUTION in the North itself.”④ Marx also earnestly reminded Engels: “I think you rather over-estimate the MILITARY POINT.”⑤

Events, as the war later developed, proved entirely consistent with what Marx had foreseen. After Lincoln, in May 1862, promulgated the Homestead Act, resolving the question of “land to the tiller,” he further, in September, issued the Emancipation Proclamation, announcing that, from January 1, 1863, all slaves were to be free, and might join the federal army, while at the same time punishing counter-revolutionary elements severely. These revolutionary measures roused the enthusiasm of workers, farmers, and blacks. In addition, the Northern army boldly promoted progressive officers within its ranks, and strengthened its command over the front line, and the battlefield situation soon showed signs of a turnaround. Especially after two generals, both fairly strong politically and militarily, were appointed to senior military leadership positions in the spring of 1864, the actions of the various army groups of the North took on a still more resolute, decisive character; after several more turns of fighting, they finally achieved final victory in April 1865.

Fully two years before the North’s thorough defeat of the South — that is, while the North still stood at a comprehensive disadvantage strategically and tactically — Marx foresaw, with such precision, the outcome of the Civil War; in observing social-historical phenomena, he applied historical materialism and dialectical materialism with such mastery — it truly commands admiration. From a methodological perspective, that Marx achieved such enormous success was no accident, because his logic of thought possessed a high degree of scientific rigor. What matters most here is that he consistently based his consideration of the question on the progressiveness of the North’s cause in the war. From the outset, he held that the essence of the American Civil War was a contest between two social systems — the progressive system of wage labor and the backward system of slavery; that what the North defended in the war was America’s vibrant future, while what the South strove to preserve was something decayed and dying. In October 1861, in an article refuting the fallacious view held by London public opinion that the Civil War was a war over tariffs, devoid of any principle, Marx pointed out: “the whole process, past and present, is based on the slavery question. It is not a question of whether the slaves within the existing slave states shall be emancipated outright or not, but whether the twenty million free men of the North shall submit any longer to an oligarchy of three hundred thousand slaveholders; whether the vast Territories of the republic shall be nurseries for free states or for slavery; finally, whether the national policy of the Union shall take armed propagandism of slaveholding as its guiding star through the compulsory establishment of slavery in Mexico, Central and South America.”① This passage of Marx’s may be said to state, with the greatest clarity possible, the crux of the entire question of the American Civil War — and, of course, it was likewise the point of departure from which he later judged every matter of right and wrong in the war.

The close combination of class interests and national interests — the only correct method for determining one’s attitude toward a war. In the era in which Marx and Engels lived, many of the wars of Europe were dynastic wars. In dynastic wars, generally speaking, what the belligerent sides strive with all their might to pursue is dynastic private interest, and for this reason this kind of war belongs to the category of unjust wars. But under certain circumstances, this type of war does not manifest itself purely as a contest of dynastic private interests; it is often further interwoven with a certain conflict of state and national interest. For this reason, the proletarian party and the broad mass of the working class and laboring people must never treat lightly the determination of right and wrong in a dynastic war, but must, according to differing circumstances, treat each case differently. What matters most here is adopting a proper method that closely combines class interests with state and national interests — and, of course, this is likewise the only correct method. In the 1860s and 1870s, Marx and Engels adopted entirely different attitudes toward two large-scale wars that occurred in Europe — the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 and the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. This may be said, from a methodological standpoint, to be a model of the way Communists treated dynastic wars differently, case by case.

The Austro-Prussian War of 1866 was a dynastic war fought between the two great German states of Prussia and Austria for leadership of Germany. The broad cause of the war was this: after Prussia and Austria together defeated Denmark in 1864, contradictions between Prussia and Austria intensified daily; in June 1866, Prussia sent troops into the Holstein region controlled by Austria, and at the same time announced the reorganization of the German Confederation, excluding Austria, which had previously served as its president, from the Confederation — thereby provoking war. Italy and certain small and medium north German states joined the Prussian side; Bavaria, Hanover, Saxony, and others joined the Austrian side. Because both Germany and Italy, at the time, faced the pressing question of their own national unification, although this war was provoked by them in pursuit of their own dynastic private interests, the objective they sought to achieve also included, besides that private interest, the aspect of striving to realize national unification earlier. For this reason Marx held that, for the proletarian party and the working class, in a war of this kind, remaining neutral and not supporting either belligerent side was the only correct choice. It is evident that Marx here was giving consideration to the national question, placing it in a position of very great importance.

But, at the time, within the ranks of the international workers’ movement, opinion on the attitude to be taken toward the Austro-Prussian War was not entirely uniform. On May 20, 1866, the Courrier Français, the organ of the First International in France, published, in its fifteenth issue, an appeal written in response to the threat of the Austro-Prussian War: “Paris Students to German and Italian Students.” This appeal, comparatively influenced by Proudhonist thought, departed from the Marxist standpoint on the national question and the question of war. On June 7, 1866, Marx wrote in a letter to Engels: “The Proudhonized STIRNERIANS in Paris (among them my good friends Lafargue and Longuet) are talking a lot of nonsense. They call all nationalities, and even nations, ‘ANTIQUATED PREJUDICES.’ So Bismarck and L. N. are quite right to abolish ‘historic entities’ such as Prussia, Austria, etc., etc. The way it is meant is anti-Proudhonist in its context, but is useful in that everyone will now realize what confused ideas hide behind Proudhon’s phrases. To use as a weapon against chauvinism is comprehensible and useful. But the followers of Proudhon, including my good friends Lafargue and Longuet, even believe that the whole of Europe may as well sit calmly and wait for the French gentlemen to eliminate ‘poverty and ignorance.’”① Later, once the war broke out, on June 19 the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association (the First International) held a meeting specifically to debate the national question, which was closely bound up with the question of war. The French section’s delegates, Lafargue and Longuet, held that all national characteristics and nationality itself were outmoded prejudices. They insisted that the national question had nothing to do with the working class, which had its own task of social revolution. Marx pointed out that this was entirely a Proudhonist position, one that could benefit only the aggressive policies of Napoleon III and Bismarck, and ought to be opposed: “we must guard against any manifestation that might lead our Association astray onto a one-sided path.”② Following the meeting of June 19, the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association held two more meetings, on June 26 and July 17, continuing to discuss the question of the Austro-Prussian War. In the end, with Marx’s view gaining the support of the great majority, the General Council passed the following resolution: “the International Working Men’s Association’s Central Committee holds that the conflict now occurring on the Continent is a conflict among governments, and therefore proposes that the workers remain neutral, and, moreover, unite together, so as to draw, from this unity, the strength necessary for the social and political liberation of the workers.”③ That is to say, the Austro-Prussian War was a dynastic war, and the international proletariat would not support either belligerent side. Of course, purely from the standpoint of the interests of the German working class, Marx and Engels hoped that Prussia would be defeated in the war, so that German unification might be accomplished by revolutionary means.

The Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 was a war between Prussia and France for hegemony in Europe. After Prussia’s victory over Austria in 1866, the contradiction between France and Prussia deepened. France sought to obstruct German unification, so as to encroach upon its territory and expand its own influence in Europe; Prussia sought to unify Germany through dynastic war, and thereby to seize French territory. On July 19, 1870, Napoleon III, provoked by Bismarck, declared war on Prussia. After the war broke out, the French army suffered repeated defeats. On September 2, Napoleon III was taken prisoner at Sedan. On September 4, revolution broke out in Paris, the Second Empire was overthrown, and the Third French Republic was proclaimed. The first stage of the war thereupon came to an end. After the fall of the Second Empire, the Prussian army continued to advance, besieging Paris, until, on May 10, 1871, France was utterly defeated and concluded the Treaty of Frankfurt with Prussia — this being the second stage of the war. The Franco-Prussian War, broadly speaking, was likewise a dynastic war, but because its first stage was bound up with the question of the unification of the entire German nation, and its second stage bore the just character of the French people’s defense of their country against foreign insult, it presented, for the working class of Germany and France and for the entire international proletariat, the question of how properly to handle the relationship between class interests and national interests. Marx and Engels, in accordance with the particular characteristics of the Franco-Prussian War itself, held that remaining neutral would not be correct. In the different stages of the war, they took the position of supporting different countries, thereby embodying the high sense of responsibility Communists bore in striving to closely combine class interests with national interests.

The first stage of the war. Not long after the war broke out, on July 23, 1870, Marx, in the address he drafted for the General Council of the First International concerning the Franco-Prussian War, explicitly pointed out that, from France’s side, this war was one of plunder, while from Germany’s side, it was defensive. He called upon French workers to rise up against Napoleon III’s dynastic war. On August 15, Engels, in a letter to Marx, wrote that, since Germany had already been drawn by Napoleon III into a war for national survival, our people could take part in the movement to defend the German nation. He opposed the proposal, made by Wilhelm Liebknecht, a leader of the German Social Democratic Workers’ Party, to remain neutral in the war. Engels pointed out: “The whole German people, comprising all classes, have realized that this is, first and foremost, a matter of national existence, and hence promptly threw themselves into the fray. In these circumstances it is not, I believe, for a German party to preach total abstention and leave the fighting to Prussia alone. It cannot demand that its members should be traitors to their own country.”① At the same time, Marx and Engels demanded that the German working class carefully distinguish the interests of the whole German nation from the interests of the Prussian dynasty. They explicitly pointed out that the German working class must not “allow the present war to lose its strictly defensive character and to degenerate into a war against the French people.”①

The second stage of the war. That is, from the Paris revolution of September 4 on, once the obstacle to German unification had been removed, Bismarck did not, however, halt his military action against France. At this point the character of the war began to shift, in France becoming just and defensive, and in Germany becoming unjust and aggressive. Faced with this new situation appearing in the war, on September 9, the General Council of the First International issued its second address concerning the Franco-Prussian War. In this important document, Marx first put a task to the German working class, calling upon them to rise up and put a stop to the Prussian government’s aggression and plunder against France, and to recognize the French Republic, giving France a glorious peace. At the same time, he demanded that the French working class recognize clearly the dual responsibility it shouldered — at once national and class-based. “The French workmen must perform their duties as citizens; but, at the same time, they must not allow themselves to be swayed by the national souvenirs of 1792, as the French peasant allowed themselves to be deceived by the national souvenirs of the First Empire”; rather, they ought to “calmly and resolutely use the freedom afforded by the Republic to strengthen and organize their own class. This will give them Herculean strength for the work of regeneration of France, and our common task — the emancipation of labour.”②

Through the above comprehensive examination of the attitudes taken by Marx and Engels toward the Austro-Prussian War and the Franco-Prussian War, it is not hard to see that the basis on which they took differing attitudes toward different wars, and toward different stages of the same war, was, in fact, one and the same — namely, the close combination of class interests and national interests.

In examining actual wars and any achievement in the art of war, soldiers and civilians must always be placed first. The historical materialism put forward by Marx and Engels holds that the history of social development is the result of the practical activity of the popular masses; the role of the individual in this activity ought to be acknowledged, but the true maker of history is nevertheless the broad mass of the people. On the basis of this fundamental understanding, Marx and Engels, in examining actual wars and every achievement in the art of war, always placed the role of soldiers and civilians first in weighing questions of success or failure.

In the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, Prussia was the final victor in this large-scale military conflict. At the time, a number of observers among European public opinion and military circles, in analyzing the reasons for Prussia’s victory, held the battlefield command of the Prussian supreme decision-making body in the very highest esteem. Engels did not. He saw first that the highest Prussian military authorities had committed a strategic error in the early stage of the campaign: they had divided the Prussian army into two roughly equal columns, requiring them to make a detour, respectively, on the two sides of a great mountain, and then to rendezvous within the range of enemy activity. In commenting on this deployment on the battlefield by the Prussian army, in violation of the basic principles of the direction of operations, Engels remarked sarcastically: “Whoever came up with this plan would not even be qualified for promotion to the rank of lieutenant.”① Later, it was only because the Austrian commanding officer’s action was excessively slow, and because the broad officers and men of the Prussian army made an extremely great effort tactically, and used breech-loading weapons, that the situation on the battlefield improved. In discussing the role the broad officers and men of the Prussian army played in bringing about the war’s victory, Engels wrote: “No matter how great the mistakes made in the Prussian plan of operations, these mistakes were quickly and effectively made up for by the swift and forceful action of the Prussian army.” “The Prussians frequently fought against a numerically superior enemy, and were, moreover, nearly always the attacker, so that the Austrian army had the choice of position. And in attacking strong positions and fortified towns, the advantage of the breech-loading weapon nearly disappeared, and at this point the bayonet had to be used in the fighting, and, on this occasion, the Prussian bayonet also played a very great role.”②

Marx and Engels also referred to many wars — such as the French people’s war of resistance against foreign invasion of 1793, the Prussian people’s war against Napoleon I of 1813–1815, the mid-nineteenth-century Chinese people’s war of resistance against the aggression of the European colonial powers, and the French people’s war of resistance against the invading Prussian army of 1870–1871 — as people’s wars. In commenting on the American Civil War of the 1860s, they made an accurate scientific prediction of the role this war, fought by the broad masses of the people, would play in the future development of their country. On November 24, 1864, Engels, in a letter to Joseph Weydemeyer, a German comrade-in-arms then living in exile in America and fighting on the side of the North in the Civil War, wrote: “This people’s war (on both sides) is unlike anything ever seen since the great [European] powers came into being. Its outcome will doubtless decide the fate of America for hundreds of years to come. Once the greatest obstacle to America’s political and social development — the system of slavery — is smashed, this country will flourish, and within the shortest possible time will occupy a place in world history entirely different from before.”①

As for the important role the broad mass of ordinary soldiers played in advancing and popularizing the art of war, Engels also gave a great deal of demonstration in his own writings. Engels was very deeply impressed by the achievements Napoleon attained in developing the art of war. But he also held that these achievements were, first of all, to be attributed to the creativity of the soldiers of the French Revolution. In the period of the French Revolution at the end of the eighteenth century, the armies of the European countries, small in number, generally employed linear tactics in combat. But because the enormous army the French revolutionary government hastily assembled in order to suppress internal disorder and crush foreign armed intervention lacked, from the outset, sufficient time for systematic training, it had no choice but to abandon the generally used linear tactics, and instead created a distinctive method of its own. Engels described the scene, at the time, in which France’s revolutionary people and soldiers changed traditional methods of combat in the course of resisting foreign invasion. He wrote: “To fight, according to the old linear tactics, against the great armed forces of the enemy which had invaded or were about to invade their country, France needed well-trained soldiers — but soldiers of that kind were few, while untrained volunteers were very many. Although the volunteers had, within the time allowed, received some training in the basic movements of linear tactics, once they entered the line of fire, the volunteers forming the broad front automatically dispersed, becoming a skirmish line, making use of every fold in the ground to avoid the enemy’s firepower.”② That is to say, skirmish-line tactics were created by the broad mass of ordinary soldiers themselves. Engels held that, in the French revolutionary army, before Napoleon’s emergence, there were essentially no outstanding generals to speak of. Although the French army at the time did win a number of victories, this was chiefly owing to the courage of the soldiers and their initiative in battle. And from the standpoint of command, many arrangements for combat operations were made instinctively. In commenting on the battle of Jemappes (in Belgium) fought on November 6, 1792, Engels pointed out that the French general Dumouriez “succeeded because, for the first time, he half-instinctively used the method of concentrating a large force to counter the Austrian-style method of dispersing forces to guard passes and extending one’s line (from Ostend to the Meuse River).”① Clearly, in this kind of command activity, there was not much profound military art to speak of.

When an army fought using linear tactics, it usually organized each battalion into a single, inflexible line, but the French revolutionary army, adopting the new tactics, organized each battalion into a number of divisions, which, when the time for battle came, could then be organized as needed into the corresponding battle formation. According to Engels’ research, from 1795 on, this new set of tactics “had already begun to take on a certain form combining extended, open order with dense columns. Later, the line formation was also added, but not, as before, with the entire army drawn up in line; rather, only individual battalions would be deployed in line formation when circumstances were judged to require it. Of course, this kind of tactics, requiring rather more systematic training to adopt, was one the irregular forces of the French Revolution came to adopt only at the very end.”② That is to say, the broad mass of revolutionary soldiers of the French Revolution accumulated rich experience in exploring forms of combat more effective than traditional methods. And it was precisely on the basis of this extremely important military practice of his predecessors that Napoleon founded his own distinctive strategy and tactics. For this reason, Engels said: “Napoleon’s immortal achievement lay in this: that he discovered the correct method — the only correct one — of using large armed masses in tactics as well as strategy.”③ And the true creator of the art of war is none other than the broad mass of the armed people themselves.



Section 3. General Scientific Method Is the Basic Method of All Scientific Research

Method, as a means by which humanity comes to know the unknown world, did not come into being only in the 1840s. Judging from the various relevant records in the history of the development of modern science, even before the advent of dialectical and historical materialism, people had already, in the course of their own scientific research practice, through investigating the activity of human thought in the process of dealing with things, summed up a number of logical rules of reasoning bearing a certain lawful regularity; and, through comparing the results of quantitative analysis obtained in numerous instances of research work, they had also found certain mathematical means of exploring the unknown. These are precisely what would later, in the study of method, often be called general scientific methods — that is, the methods of logical reasoning (chiefly induction, deduction, and analogy) and the mathematical method, still commonly used by the broad mass of scientific researchers even today. These methods were also frequently used in Marx’s and Engels’ military-scientific research activity.

Induction is a method of reasoning proceeding from the particular, through analysis and comparison, to the general. When people carry out induction, they proceed from a large quantity of relevant material they have observed, conduct a comprehensive analysis, and abstract and summarize, so as to explain the connections among objective things. The reliability of the conclusion reached by using this method is generally determined by the established conditions from which the conclusion is drawn. These conditions include various isolated phenomena, facts, circumstances, and so on. The greater their quantity, and the more representative they are, the more accurate the conclusion reached, and the higher its degree of truth; and if the aim is prediction, the greater the probability.

Induction is the form of logical reasoning Engels used most often in his research work. Let us now analyze one or two of the most representative examples. In the summer of 1855, during the Crimean War, Engels, at the invitation of the editorial department of the American Putnam’s Monthly, wrote an essay entitled “The Armies of Europe.” In the process of writing this essay, the author first, from a microscopic level, examined separately the systems of military service, organizational structures, weapons and equipment, the quality of officers, the level of training of soldiers, and the actual fighting capacity of the armies of more than twenty large and small European states — France, Britain, Austria, Prussia, Russia, Turkey, and others — as well as the history of the rise and fall of these armies over the course of their respective development; then, on the basis of the large body of material he had actually gathered, he carried out induction and generalization concerning conditions in every respect in the armies of the various countries, and reasoned logically from a macroscopic level, thereby arriving at a number of rational understandings holding guiding significance for the building of every country’s army. For instance, Engels pointed out in the essay that, viewed historically, many countries of Europe had, at certain periods, left behind glorious achievements of their own armies, but had also left no small number of records of defeat. He said that the mercenaries of late medieval Germany, and the Swiss soldiers of the sixteenth century, had, for a certain period, been reputed to be invincible, but that later, elite Spanish soldiers had replaced them as “the finest infantry in the world.” The army of Louis XIV of France and the Austrian army of Prince Eugene had at one time contested for this title of honor, but were both defeated by the Prussian army of Frederick the Great. And somewhat later, when the Prussian army was struck by Napoleon at Jena, the French army was once again publicly recognized as the finest army in Europe. Nevertheless, the British army showed itself superior to the French army under certain conditions and at certain moments in Spain. Yet it was precisely this elite of the British army, which had once fought in the Iberian Peninsula, that later suffered defeat at the Battle of New Orleans (in America). Having cited this whole succession of historical facts concerning the rise and fall of armies, Engels wrote: “The experience of all former wars leads to one and the same conclusion, and this conclusion is confirmed by every unbiased, sound-minded, and experienced soldier — namely, that this military quality of courage and skill in fighting is, in essence, the same among all the nations of the world; secondly, that the distinction among the soldiers of different nations lies not so much in their respective strengths as in their respective distinctive characteristics; and finally, that, under conditions of military openness as they now stand, it is only by using one’s head, by constantly improving and innovating in the sphere of military affairs and in the use of the state’s resources, and by developing the military qualities peculiar to one’s own nation, that a country’s army can, for a time, leap to the very forefront among its competitors.”① This scientific conclusion, which Engels reached nearly a century and a half ago, reflects a general law governing the building of the army in the contemporary era, and retains important guiding significance even today.

In the course of this military survey he undertook in the summer of 1855, Engels also, by using the inductive method, arrived at certain other rational understandings concerning the laws of army building. By the mid-nineteenth century, the armies of the major countries of Europe, as their numbers continually expanded, as their various arms became differentiated, and as their materiel increased, together with the diversification of their organizational structures and establishments, had become an exceedingly complex organism. This was a new state of affairs that had emerged in world army building at the time. According to the natural rationality inherent in the structure of an objective thing itself, the more complex a social organism’s own structure, the simpler its institutional arrangements ought to be. But the military leadership of the various European countries at the time did not understand this; they did not even consider abolishing the superfluous organs set up, historically, out of a need to display pomp and splendor, and this brought tremendous obstacles to the normal functioning of the army. Engels gave a penetrating analysis of this phenomenon at odds with the ordinary sense of army building, writing: “An army, especially a large army of 300,000–500,000 men or more, needs to be differentiated; it needs different arms, large numbers of personnel and materiel, and a set of organizational institutions, and it is therefore so complex an organism that it must, to the greatest possible extent, be simplified. The departments indispensable to an army are so numerous that further subdivision, done artificially and pointlessly, would seem to be scarcely possible. And yet, traditional habit, and the corrupting influence of the taste for pomp and display that has infected all the old armies, has made the organization of nearly every European army extremely complex.”①

In addition, in the mid-nineteenth century, the organizational structure of European armies also had other serious problems, such as the extremely confused state, in no small number of countries, of the internal differentiation of the various arms of the land forces. Which of these differentiations, precisely, were reasonable and necessary, and which were unreasonable and superfluous, Engels, on the basis of a broad knowledge of the different countries and their different practices and the different consequences these gave rise to, reached the following conclusion through an investigation of the natural differences in quality among the personnel and horses coming from different regions of an army, and of their respective capacities for shouldering combat tasks: “In every country, owing to differences in height, physique, and temperament among personnel, and the distinctive characteristics of horses, it is necessary to distinguish light infantry and light cavalry from heavy infantry and heavy cavalry. To seek to eliminate this distinction entirely would mean combining personnel of fundamentally opposite combat qualities into a single unit, thereby neutralizing these qualities against one another and weakening the fighting strength of the unit as a whole. For this reason, each arm naturally divides into two parts: one part is composed of heavily equipped, less agile personnel (and corresponding horses), used chiefly for large-scale, resolute attacks and for fighting in dense formation; the second part is composed of lightly equipped, agile personnel, particularly suited to skirmish warfare, suited to serving as sentries and vanguards, suited to rapid maneuver, and so on. This kind of distinction is entirely reasonable.”② Nevertheless, Engels took an entirely negative view of certain other distinctions the European countries drew among the various arms of their land forces. He wrote: “But, in the army of almost every country, apart from this natural distinction, the various arms are further subdivided in various ways — subdivisions expressed solely in outlandish variations of uniform, and grounded in theoretical views repeatedly refuted by experience and practice.”① Engels gave the example that, in the armies of every European country, there was a type of soldier called the guardsman — a unit composed of men recruited for their exceptional height and stature; they styled themselves the elite of the army, but there was no fact whatsoever to prove that they were braver or more skilled in battle than other units of the same arm. He went on to say that, in the cavalry of many countries, the distinction in weight between light and heavy horses was taken as the basis for classifying different types of cavalry — cuirassiers, dragoons, mounted riflemen, lancers, chasseurs, uhlans, and the like. “All these classifications are not only useless, but, owing to their excessive complexity, downright meaningless.”②

Deduction is a method of cognition proceeding from the general to the particular, from the whole to the part. Deduction is a method of reasoning exactly opposite to induction. The new conclusion reached by using deduction must have some general premise as its condition — that is to say, this method is a mode of thought that, on the basis of the general attributes and relations universally possessed by a certain category of things and phenomena, infers the attributes and relations possessed by particular things, phenomena, and matters within that category.

Deduction was also a method Marx and Engels used comparatively often in their military-scientific research practice. Let us cite an example or two by way of illustration. During the Franco-Prussian War of the early 1870s, Engels once predicted, a full week in advance and with complete accuracy, that Marshal MacMahon’s French army would be destroyed at Sedan — a feat that left European military and public-opinion circles amazed, and won him the honorary title of “the General.” Those familiar with the circumstances of the time all know that the key to Engels’ achieving this major success lay in the fact that he had promptly and shrewdly seen through the campaign disguise carefully arranged by the Prussian chief of the general staff, Moltke. And the method he used, if analyzed from the standpoint of the logic of thought, was precisely deductive reasoning.

After several engagements along the Franco-Prussian border from early August 1870 on, Napoleon III’s army suffered repeated setbacks. By August 18, the Prussian offensive made further gains, successfully encircling, at Metz in northeastern France, Marshal Bazaine’s Army of the Rhine (some 170,000–180,000 men). The Prussian high command, in order to destroy this effective strength of the French army as quickly as possible, on the one hand concentrated the strength of two army groups to secretly carry out preparatory maneuvers for encircling the Chalons Army before Metz, while on the other hand vigorously manufacturing a false public impression that the Prussian army was advancing on Paris with its full strength, so as to confuse observers and mislead its opponent. On August 26, 1870 — the very day Engels made his accurate judgment — Berlin issued an important dispatch to the entire world, the general content of which was: the headquarters of the King of Prussia had already been moved to the town of Bar-le-Duc, on the main east-west route leading directly to Paris; the First and Second Armies each remained in place to deal with Bazaine’s army group, while the rest of the German forces were resolutely advancing on Paris. This news, spread widely by the German authorities through the issuance of dispatches, caused a great sensation in the British press, and not a few people believed it to be true. Engels, however, expressed doubt. After a careful analysis of this unusual conduct on Germany’s part, he pointed out: “The German armies have always maintained strict secrecy about their movements. Only after completing a movement and carrying out a surprise attack do we come to know the direction the army has taken. But it is very strange that, on this occasion, contrary to established practice, Moltke, who has always been so tight-lipped, should suddenly, without any apparent reason, announce to the entire world that he is advancing on Paris, and, moreover, ‘resolutely’ advancing.”① He then went on to ask: “Is there, here, some special reason not visible to the naked eye?”② Of course, the answer was yes. He therefore reached the conclusion: “The news that King Wilhelm is resolutely advancing on Paris is fabricated, deliberately spread in order to deceive the enemy.”③

Let us now analyze, from a logical standpoint, the general process by which Engels identified Moltke’s campaign disguise. Moltke, in using troops, had always kept his intentions secret, tight-lipped in the extreme. This is a general premise, and, according to the logical rule of deduction, it must apply to every individual instance in which this same man handled matters of a similar kind — from which one may therefore deduce: Moltke, in using troops in the Franco-Prussian War, must likewise have kept his intentions secret and remained tight-lipped. Yet the actual state of the battlefield was greatly at odds with this, showing the abnormal phenomenon of the Prussian army publicizing, of its own accord, the direction of its army’s movement — something that runs contrary to ordinary logic. For this reason Engels was able to conclude with confidence: the news, issued by the German authorities, that the German army was resolutely advancing on Paris, was false, was a deception — and its true intention lay in covering the large-scale strategic action the German army was secretly carrying out to encircle Marshal MacMahon’s French army.

Analogy is a form of reasoning that infers, from similarity or likeness between two things in one respect, a similarity or likeness in other respects as well. This is a logical method of proceeding from the known to seek the unknown. It seeks similarity in other attributes through the relatedness and similarity between objects. The reliability of the conclusion obtained by using the analogical method depends on how high or low the degree of similarity between the objects is.

The analogical method is widely used in every kind of research work, in both the social sciences and the natural sciences. Military science is, of course, no exception. Engels’ rich practice in this respect provides us with valuable instruction for understanding and mastering this method. During the Franco-Prussian War, on September 4, 1870, the Second French Empire was overthrown by the revolutionary people of France, and the war entered its second stage. At this point, as Marshal Bazaine’s Army of the Rhine came under siege at Metz, and Marshal MacMahon’s Chalons Army was encircled and annihilated at Sedan, the focal point of the whole battlefield struggle converged upon Paris. Engels’ analysis showed that the spotlight of the Franco-Prussian War had likewise narrowed accordingly onto this famous capital city, fortified with solid works. Paris fell under siege on September 19. In order to examine the possible course of development of the situation after Paris came under siege, Engels wrote the essay “Saragossa — Paris,” standing at a strategic height and looking, from the past of Zaragoza, at the present and future of Paris. Reading it leaves one with much to reflect on. Let us now see what important principles Engels attended to and grasped when carrying out this analogy.

1. Strict comparability. To carry out an analogy, one must, first of all, choose one’s object well. The first condition for the chosen object is strict comparability. Paris belonged to the category of a fortress city under siege. Were one to choose a battle example of a field army under siege, it would lack strict comparability. Therefore, the object comparable to Paris had to be a besieged fortress city.

2. A high degree of similarity. As already noted above, the degree of reliability of the conclusion reached through analogy depends on the degree of similarity. For this reason, a high degree of similarity becomes the most important condition for carrying out analogy. Engels attached the greatest importance to this. In order to select a suitable object closely resembling the circumstances of the attack on and defense of the city of Paris, he searched through every major fortress siege in the history of modern world warfare. Naturally, the first one that came to mind was the Russian defense of the fortress of Sevastopol during the Crimean War of the 1850s, but he quickly perceived that, in terms of similarity, this example had obvious shortcomings. Engels observed: “if the defence of Paris were carried out under normal conditions — that is, if, as at Sevastopol, there were a field army present to relieve or reinforce the garrison — Sevastopol could serve as such an example. But Paris is being defended under entirely abnormal conditions; it possesses neither a garrison capable of active defense and field operations, nor any reliable hope of outside relief. For this reason, the largest siege in history — that of Sevastopol… cannot provide a correct concept of what is likely to happen at Paris.”①

Next, Engels thought of the various city sieges of the American Civil War of the 1860s, and, comparing them carefully, felt that these too were not sufficiently apt. The main difference was this: the sieges of that civil war all occurred at a time when both the Northern and Southern armies had already lost the character of an untrained militia and had taken on that of a regular army, and, in the great majority of the city sieges, the besieged side made some attempt to reinforce the besieged. But in Paris, the garrison consisted of raw recruits, receiving only “the feeble support of other, similarly raw recruits scattered outside the city, while their attackers were a regular army employing every modern means of warfare.”②

Later, after searching in many directions, Engels finally found, in the Peninsular War of the first decade of the nineteenth century, “an excellent example that seemed suitable in many respects — namely, Saragossa.”③ He held that there existed a great many similarities between the defense of Zaragoza and the defense of Paris, the chief ones being: (1) both cities were defended, principally, by an armed populace against a regular army; (2) the overall strength of the two cities’ defensive works was fairly close; (3) during the periods in which the two cities were besieged, the ratio of enemy to friendly forces was, in each case, “almost identical — that is, the besieged force was nearly



④ Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 636. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, pp. 369–370. ② Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 21, p. 463. ③ Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 157. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 3, p. 61. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 390. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 148. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 366. ① Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 19, p. 225. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, pp. 86–87. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 89. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 586. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 72. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 81. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, pp. 71, 82. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 166. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 165. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, pp. 84–85. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 85. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 521. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 523. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 523. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 525. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 527. ④ (Thomas Jonathan Jackson, 1824–1863, a Confederate commander in Virginia during the American Civil War, who earned the nickname “Stonewall” for his outstanding performance at the Battle of Bull Run.) ⑤ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 527. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 13. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 550–551. ② Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 31, p. 231. ③ Quoted in Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 31, p. 660. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, pp. 578–579. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 89. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 373. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 74. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, pp. 80, 81. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 537. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 412. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 171. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 413. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 187. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, pp. 225–226. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 226. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, pp. 226–227. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 227. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 228. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 159. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 159. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 161. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 237. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, pp. 237–238. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 238. (Zaragoza is a city in northeastern Spain. During the Peninsular War, on December 19, 1808, it was besieged by the French army; the residents put up a stubborn resistance, but because the great majority of homes were destroyed by French artillery fire, they had no choice but to surrender on February 20 of the following year.)

double the strength of the besieging force”①, and neither city’s defenders were able to sally forth into open ground to meet a relieving force, nor could they count on the organization, outside the city, of any force capable of breaking the enemy’s siege, and so on. Possessing these conditions would, without doubt, make the conclusion reached through analogy considerably more reliable.

3. Selectivity of the point of comparison. When two comparable things are placed side by side, there may be many points of similarity between them, but in order to reach a correct conclusion, one must also be skilled in selecting, from among them, certain points of similarity most closely bound up with the essential nature of the things concerned, as the focus of the comparison. In analyzing the defensive characteristics of the defense of Paris and of Zaragoza, Engels clearly noticed that the two cities’ greatest point of similarity lay in this: in both cases the garrison and the residents, beyond the city’s original defensive works, further constructed a great many new fortifications, and dispatched men to defend them with stubborn resolve, thereby greatly strengthening the entire city’s defensive capacity.

The residents of the city of Zaragoza, by constructing new works between the outer fortress wall and the rest of the city, extended the time required for the enemy to take the city by thirty-nine days — for the defenders, this was without doubt a major victory. And in Paris, the French likewise constructed a great many earthen works between the forts and the fortress walls. Engels pointed out: “This is evidently where the defenders have chosen to fight,” and is likewise the place “where the Germans will have to do their hardest work.”②

4. Scientific rigor in the resulting conclusion. The purpose of carrying out an analogy is to derive a reasonable conclusion, and a reasonable conclusion must accord with science. Engels, in practice, showed the greatest respect for this basic requirement of the method. From his comparison of the circumstances of the two cities of Paris and Zaragoza, he saw both their similarities (this being the main point) and their points of dissimilarity. He held that the solidity of Parisian buildings, in withstanding enemy shellfire, was inferior to that of Zaragoza; nor would the citizens of Paris display the same fervor as the people of Zaragoza had, in sacrificing more than half the lives of the entire city to defend it. “But,” he continued, “once the fortress wall of Zaragoza had been breached, the kind of struggle that took place in the streets and houses of the town, and in its monasteries, may, to some degree, recur again in Paris, in the fortified villages and earthen works between the forts and the city wall.”① In this way, the French would be able greatly to prolong the whole period of resistance, forcing the Berlin general staff to alter their original plan of “forcing Paris to surrender within twelve or fourteen days after the siege artillery opened fire.”② And this is precisely what actually happened. It was precisely by relying on these newly constructed works that the people of Paris later forced the German army to pay an enormous price, in both effort and time, in the fighting to take the city.

The mathematical method judges the possible development of things from their quantitative determinateness. The existence of things is always expressed through a certain quantity. And the movement of things has likewise never been able to do without an increase or decrease in quantity. Once quantity, in the movement of things, reaches a certain degree, it will bring about a qualitative change. For this reason, every thing, within a given period of time and space, possesses its own particular quantitative determinateness, and accurately grasping this quantitative determinateness makes it possible, broadly, to judge the direction in which the thing will develop. This is precisely the philosophical-logical basis on which mathematical reasoning method comes to be established. Marx attached great importance to the role played by the factor of quantity in scientific research. He once pointed out: “a science is only perfected when it has succeeded in making use of mathematics.”③ The military is an extremely precise science; military activity is filled with the comparison of quantity against quantity, and with the rise and fall of quantity itself. This requires that those who study military questions and the phenomena of war have a still better understanding of the objective existence of quantity, both on and off the battlefield, and be still more skilled at using mathematical methods to reveal the trend of movement in the quantity of matters related to war, so as to accurately deduce what is not yet known. Marx and Engels understood this principle deeply. In studying every war, they always insisted on conducting careful, meticulous investigation and analysis, in terms of quantity, of the belligerent countries’ actual peacetime troop strength, the scale and speed at which these could be mobilized, the forces that could be committed to the front line, the time needed to move troops forward, and the actual troop strength required to complete this or that combat mission — and, on this basis, predicted the development of the course of the war and its possible outcome.

First, the investigation and evaluation, in terms of quantity, of the military strength of the various sides concerned, before the outbreak of war and in its early stage.

In the latter half of the nineteenth century, conflicts between states of Europe — or even the world — and within individual states, occurred continually, and wars broke out frequently. Whenever the international situation grew increasingly tense, and many signs pointed to the possible outbreak of some large-scale conflict, what Marx and Engels first concerned themselves with was the current state of the military strength of the various sides concerned, and its likely scale once mobilized. For example, the Italian war broke out in April 1859, but Engels had already, as early as January 31 and February 10 of that same year, written two short commentaries specifically analyzing the state of the belligerent sides’ armed forces — “The French Army” and “German Military Strength.” In writing these essays, the author carried out a great deal of statistical work and quantitative analysis. The former essay concentrated on examining the question: how many men could France, in fact, dispatch to fight abroad in wartime? On January 30, 1859, the pro-government Parisian newspaper Constitutionnel published an article, signed by Louis Bonifas, that, after listing a great mass of figures and a series of arguments, sought to convince the reader that, once war broke out, France would not need to alter the existing organization of its army in order to field 500,000 men for foreign war. Engels held that this was untrue. Taking as his basis the fixed establishment strength of the French army at the end of the Crimean War (1856), and carrying out a careful and thorough calculation, after deducting the various units required to garrison home cities, to be stationed in overseas colonies, and to carry out surveillance duty along the border, he concluded that the actual troop strength that could be used to fight in Italy was only 200,000 men. The figure Engels put forward differed so greatly from that announced by Bonifas because the French official spokesman paid no attention at all to whether there was any actual possibility, relying entirely on subjective wishful thinking, in a single-minded pursuit of the effect of press propaganda, whereas what Engels stressed was strict proceeding from objective reality, respecting the actual quantitative determinateness of the real establishment of the French army, in order to arrive at data based on scientific demonstration. Engels pointed out: “the existing organization adopted by any army places certain limits on the capacity to expand that army; the personnel, horses, and artillery of each arm’s battalions and companies (infantry battalions, cavalry squadrons, artillery batteries) cannot exceed a certain quantity, or the system will be disrupted, and each arm will lose its own tactical characteristics. For example, a French infantry battalion is composed of eight companies, each company usually having 118 soldiers; to double the number of men in each company would require fundamentally changing the basic training of the soldier and the training of the battalion; likewise, to increase the number of guns in a French artillery battery from six to eight or twelve would inevitably bring about similar consequences; under these circumstances, if the companies and artillery batteries were not divided into smaller units, they would become extremely bloated and unwieldy. It can be seen from this that the establishment of any army places a limit on the number of men in that army; if this limit is exceeded, new units must be organized.”① That is to say, the Constitutionnel’s claim that it could, without establishing any new units, draw 500,000 men abroad for wartime service, was without scientific basis and was impossible. The subsequent development of events confirmed that Engels’ mathematical inference was extremely precise: throughout the entire course of the war, the strength France sent to the Italian theater never exceeded 200,000 men.

Another example: during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, before actual fighting had begun, on July 29, 1870, Engels published, in the Pall Mall Gazette in London, an essay analyzing the possible number of troops the two sides — France and Prussia — might commit to the field. The author, starting from an examination of the military-service systems and mobilization structures of the two countries, carefully calculated the actual strength each side might be able to commit to the field, thereby keenly and promptly perceiving that “Louis Napoleon’s chances of success were already beginning to fade.” According to Engels’ research, France employed a system of standing troops, while Prussia adopted a reserve system. France’s peacetime establishment differed from its wartime establishment only in the number of men on leave, and it had no reserve force, this being organized only before deployment. For this reason France could, within a very short time, concentrate an army of, say, 120,000 to 150,000 men. Prussia’s peacetime establishment, by contrast, numbered less than a third of its wartime establishment, and the remaining two-thirds — whether soldiers or officers — were not, in peacetime, on active duty. Mobilizing so great a number of personnel required time. It can be seen from this that, if France wished to win the war, the most effective method would be to rely on its own peacetime advantage in troop strength to deliver a surprise blow before its opponent had time to mobilize. But Napoleon III failed to make good use of this advantageous condition France possessed in war preparation. His government declared war on Prussia on July 19, yet his army had still taken no positive military action as late as July 27. This gave Prussia ample time to mobilize and prepare for war. Engels made a careful calculation of the change this delay on France’s part brought about in the balance of forces between France and Prussia. He pointed out that, at the time France declared war, France possessed 376 standing infantry battalions at essentially full strength, while the German Confederation possessed 368 infantry battalions organized to roughly half strength — a ratio of roughly two to one. But ten days later, French troop strength had remained essentially unchanged, while the German Confederation, through mobilization and reinforcement, had brought the number of full-strength standing battalions capable of field duty to 358, plus 198 reserve battalions assigned to garrison duty, for a total of 556. In this way the advantage immediately shifted to Germany’s side. According to Engels’ calculation, by the latter part of August, the German army would gain the further reinforcement of 114 fourth-line standing battalions and 93 third-line reserve battalions. By that point, the total number of North German Confederation infantry battalions would reach 763, forming a ratio of two to one — exactly the opposite of the ratio at the time the war was declared. And this, moreover, was only the military strength of the North German Confederation; if one further added the forces of the south German states, Germany’s advantage would be still more evident. For this reason Engels, as early as July 31, wrote to Marx with full confidence: “As to the final result — the Germans’ victory in the end — I have not the slightest doubt.”①

In discussing the pre-war investigation of military strength, it is particularly worth mentioning here just how detailed a grasp Engels had of the relevant circumstances. Take, for instance, his understanding of the organizational structure and mobilization capacity of the North German Confederation’s army: he not only knew how many army corps the Confederation actually possessed in total, how many infantry battalions there were in all, and how many men each battalion had, in peacetime and in wartime respectively, but he also understood how, once the order for mobilization had been issued, the standing regiments would go about organizing their fourth battalions, and the reserve regiments their third battalions, and how much time, in total, the entire mobilization process required. The following is his brief assessment of the process by which the North German Confederation expanded and mobilized in the early stage of the Franco-Prussian War: “Let us now look at the other side. The North German army has 13 army corps, comprising 368 infantry battalions altogether, an average of 28 battalions per corps. Each battalion numbers about 540 men in peacetime, and about 1,000 in wartime. On receiving the order for mobilization, each regiment (organized on a three-battalion system) draws off some officers to organize a fourth battalion. At this point, reservists are immediately called up to rejoin their units; these men have all served two or three years of military duty within the regiment, and have an obligation to serve until the age of twenty-seven. Using them to bring the three standing battalions up to strength, and to form the backbone of each fourth battalion to be filled out by the reserve, is more than sufficient. For this reason, each standing battalion can be ready for deployment within a matter of days, and each fourth battalion can likewise be ready within four or five weeks thereafter. At the same time, for every standing regiment there is correspondingly organized a two-battalion reserve regiment, its personnel drawn from men aged twenty-eight to thirty-six. Once these two
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battalions have been organized, the third battalion of the reserve regiment is immediately begun. Completing all of this (including the mobilization of cavalry and artillery) requires exactly thirteen days; because the first day of mobilization had been set as July 16, by today, all this work should already be complete, or should be about to be complete.”① The above may be said to be a typical example of Engels’ use of the mathematical method to carry out an actual investigation of the belligerent countries’ military strength in the early stage of a war.

Second, the investigation and evaluation, in terms of quantity, of factors such as troop strength, weaponry, and space and time, bearing on the accomplishment of combat missions by participating forces, in the course of the war’s development.

Combat operations can never do without a certain quantity of troop strength and weaponry, and always unfold and extend across a certain quantity of time and space. In examining the development of any given war’s course, Marx and Engels also always attached the greatest importance to the quantitative factors of the conditions of combat — troop strength and weaponry, time and space. In the course of a war’s development, whether the attacking side has sufficient troop strength to carry the offensive through to the end and win final victory, and whether the defending side has ample strength to resist persistently, until it has completely destroyed the invading enemy — these are questions of great concern to everyone who studies war. During the Franco-Prussian War, in December 1870 — that is, when the war had already been under way for roughly five months — Engels carried out research into the state of the German army sent to fight in France, revealing the truth that Germany had already begun to experience a depletion of its manpower reserves. The German invasion force initially sent to France numbered about 640,000 men. After two months of fighting, this number fell sharply. At the end of September and start of October, the German army invading France received reinforcements of some 200,000 men from reserve units back home, “but the strength of the units engaged in actual fighting still remained far short of the original establishment of 1,000 men. The strength of the battalions before Paris was 700–800 men, and the strength of the battalions before Metz was even less. Before long, disease and combat brought about still greater losses, so that, by the time Frederick Charles arrived at the Loire, his three army corps had already fallen to less than half their normal establishment strength — that is, to an average of 450 men per battalion. This month’s fighting, together with the severe and changeable weather, will inevitably have a serious effect on the troops before Paris and on those covering the siege; for this reason, the average strength of each battalion is now undoubtedly
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below 400 men.”① Looking at the further development to come, it was estimated that, by January 1871, some 110,000 new recruits, called up in 1870 and trained for three months, along with a portion of other personnel, would gradually arrive in France, and the battalions at the front might possibly be brought back up to 750 men each. Even so, this would still be only three-quarters of the original number — that is to say, this would allow the formation of only an army of 480,000 men, while, at this time, the German forces sent to fight abroad already numbered close to a million. “From this it can be seen that, of the personnel originally assigned to and later reinforcing the German standing regiments, in less than four months, more than half had already died or become disabled.”② Should this kind of war continue for a long time to come, what awaited Germany was something that went without saying. Considering that the German troops subsequently and continually reinforcing the front later came to include men of almost every age group, and that enthusiasm for participation had greatly diminished, Engels observed, with a touch of wit, that as the Prussian army’s war dragged on, it was, ironically, becoming a genuine case of “the whole nation under arms,” and that the more this happened, the smaller its capacity for plunder became. He predicted that, so long as the French people resolutely resisted to the end, Germany would find it absolutely impossible to win. Of course, in this war, France was, in the end, still defeated. But this was not a defeat owing to any incapacity of the French people to resist; it was a defeat brought about by the treachery, against the interests of the nation, of the French bourgeoisie’s “Government of National Defence.”

Completing a combat mission of a certain content requires a certain quantity of weaponry as a guarantee — this is a general rule of military command. When research personnel possess a full grasp of the relevant data, they can often, through precise calculation, judge with fair accuracy, from the quantity of weapons at a given party’s disposal, the actual likelihood of that party’s completing its mission. Engels had many successful instances of practice in this respect; here we shall discuss only how, in October 1870, he used mathematical calculation to demonstrate the fantastical nature of the Prussian army’s plan to force the surrender of Paris through bombardment — the following being the scientific exposition he gave of this question in “War Notes (No. 23).” Paris was, in the mid-nineteenth century, the only fortified capital in Europe. The area enclosed within its ramparts measured 12 kilometers in length and 10 kilometers in width, while the most densely built-up section of the city measured 9 kilometers in length and 7 kilometers in width — that is to say, this part of the city covered an area of roughly 50 million square meters,
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or nearly 60 million square yards. To fire, on average, one shell per hour into every 1,000 square yards of this area would require 60,000 shells per hour, or 1.5 million shells per day and night, and would require, for this purpose, at least 2,000 heavy guns. But to fire only one shell per hour into an area measuring roughly 100 feet by 100 feet (that is, about 1,000 square yards) would clearly be a feeble bombardment. In addition, before its various forts fell, Paris, from whatever direction one considered it, actually lay outside the range of effective bombardment; the nearest position the besieging artillery held to the center of Paris was fully 8,000 meters away (equivalent to 8,700 yards, or 5 miles). Judging by the combat performance of the siege artillery the Prussian army then possessed, artillery positioned 5 miles from the city center, bombarding Paris, could at most carry out only a localized bombardment — that is, a bombardment whose destructive effect would be sufficient to provoke anger but not sufficient to instill fear — and this, moreover, would require, as a precondition, 2,000 large-caliber rifled cannon and mortars. After proceeding step by step through this line of reasoning, Engels reached the conclusion: “were it as we now anticipate, that the German siege-artillery train numbers roughly 400 to 500 guns, then that would not be sufficient to have an effect on the city capable of forcing it to surrender.”① And this was indeed exactly what happened: the limited bombardment the Prussian army later carried out failed to bring the people of Paris to submission.

According to the general law of war, the greater the territory occupied by an invading army, the more troops it requires; the longer offensive operations continue, the more opportunities arise for a mismatch between troop strength and the objectives of combat. Those who study war, on the basis of this contradiction that appears, in the course of a war’s development, in the combat activity of the attacking side, are often likewise able broadly to make an advance judgment about the outcome of the war. But here again, one must have precise analysis in terms of quantity. Let us again take the Franco-Prussian War as our example, and see how skillfully Engels applied the mathematical method in this respect. On January 28, 1871, France and Prussia, after five months of offensive and defensive combat operations, signed an agreement for the surrender of Paris and a three-week armistice. At this point, from France’s side, its capacity for resistance was still far from exhausted, while, for Prussia, further expanding the occupied territory presented no small difficulty. In early February 1871, Engels, proceeding from the actual state of the opposing forces on the French battlefield, used a great mass of numerical material to give a profound analysis of the sharp contradiction that would necessarily arise, in Prussia’s next steps of military action, between its troop strength and its combat objectives. He first calculated the ratio, in area and population, between the occupied and as-yet-unconquered territory of France, pointing out: “The twenty-seven French departments now occupied by the Prussian army cover an area of 15,800,000 hectares, with a population (excluding fortress cities that have not yet surrendered) of nearly 12,500,000. The area of the whole of France is 54,240,000 hectares, and its population is 37,382,000. Hence, calculated in round numbers, there remain 38,500,000 hectares of land and 25,000,000 people — that is, fully two-thirds of the population, and considerably more than two-thirds of the territory — that have not been conquered.”① Second, Engels analyzed the particular defensive advantage this two-thirds of unconquered territory possessed from the standpoint of defense. He wrote: “The unconquered territory of France lies, for the most part, south of the Nantes–Besançon line; it forms a vast area, shielded on three sides by the sea and by neutral borders, with only its northern border exposed and convenient for enemy attack. Here there exist forces of national resistance; should the war resume, this region will certainly be able to provide manpower and materiel for the war. Under the desperate resistance of the regular and irregular forces of the people, to seize and occupy this vast rectangular region, 450 English miles long and 250 English miles wide, would not be possible with the forces Prussia presently has at its disposal.”② Third, Engels further calculated, corps by corps and division by division, the balance of forces that France and Prussia might actually be able to deploy for operations in southern France. The Prussian army numbered roughly 15 divisions, “and, moreover, within the next few months, it is unlikely that any new reinforcements will arrive”③; while the French forces initially engaged also numbered fourteen or fifteen divisions, but would continually receive the reinforcement of newly trained recruits (roughly 250,000 men). For this reason, Engels’ conclusion was as follows: “should the war resume, the French army would be able to repel any serious enemy incursion southward; even if it could not hold the enemy on the border along the Loire, or far north of Lyon, it could still, at the very least, hold him at a point where he could not seriously weaken the French army’s power of resistance.”④ Of course, this presupposed one indispensable condition — namely, that there must be a patriotic government supporting the people in resolute resistance. But the development of history left people with a profound regret: the French government headed by Thiers, once the armistice agreement expired on February 19, 1871, disregarded the interests of the nation, went against the will of the broad French people, and surrendered to the Prussian government.

Like Engels, Marx, in studying war, likewise never failed to use mathematical means to judge the practical possibility of the belligerent parties taking this or that combat action. In the spring of 1861, in the early stage of the American Civil War, the Northern army, because it was far from the Southern battlefield, was in a strategically unfavorable position. Marx saw this very clearly; he held that the North’s urgent task was swiftly to overcome the obstacle of distance and take the initiative in attacking the South. On May 6, 1861, in a letter to Ferdinand Freiligrath, he used very concrete figures to illustrate the extraordinary difficulty of a land advance. He wrote: “For the North, the great difficulty is how to move the army to the South. In the current season, even with no obstruction whatsoever, marching fifteen English miles a day is very difficult; but Charleston, the nearest point that ought to be attacked, is 544 English miles from Washington, 681 miles from Philadelphia, 771 miles from New York, and 994 miles from Boston, and these latter three cities are the main bases of operations against the South. Montgomery (the meeting place of the delegates who withdrew from Congress) is, respectively, 910, 1,050, 1,130, and 1,350 miles from these places. For this reason, I feel that a land advance is entirely impossible.”① Reading the above passage, one cannot help but notice just how conscientious and meticulous Marx was in citing data whenever he needed to use a quantitative concept to illustrate a particular view of his own.

Third, the principles that must be followed in using the mathematical method.

Judging from the content of the series of essays Marx and Engels left behind using mathematical methods to study war and military questions, they strictly followed a number of important principles in applying this method.

1. In gathering data and material, one must not tire of the trouble involved. Marx and Engels consistently held that, in undertaking research work, one must possess a great quantity of material, and that data are the indispensable basic material for researching many questions — military questions in particular. In April 1851, in discussing with Marx the requirements for researching military history, Engels pointed out: “If one wants to write military history without various materials about troop numbers, and supplies and equipment, and then goes on to make pronouncements, that is the surest way to make a fool of oneself.”① On the basis of this understanding, Engels, in commenting on real or historical wars and on the state of the armies of the various countries, always made the greatest possible effort, without tiring of the trouble, to gather every kind of usable data concerning troop strength, weaponry, and supply. For example, in November 1864, in studying the course of the American Civil War, in order to clarify the combat performance of the Northern army’s artillery pieces, he wrote specifically to his good friend Joseph Weydemeyer, then living in America and taking part in the fighting on the Northern side, asking Weydemeyer to provide him with the relevant data. Weydemeyer quickly satisfied his request. In a reply letter of March 1865, Engels wrote: “I am very grateful for your account of the state of America’s armed forces; thanks to it, I have gained a clear picture of many questions concerning the American war.”② Indeed, it was precisely from Weydemeyer that he learned the elevation angle of the Northern army’s howitzers was only 5 degrees, from which he judged that the Northern artillery could not possibly deliver effective long-range fire against the Southern army. Judging from the material on the statistics of belligerent countries’ troop strength contained in the many war commentaries Engels published, the thoroughness of this material best demonstrates the breadth of the material the author gathered. In this material, besides listing the total strength of each belligerent side, the author also explained the total number of infantry battalions, cavalry squadrons, and artillery batteries committed to the front line, as well as the totals of the various reserve units that could be used to support the front line and to carry out local garrison duty. And in a group of essays introducing the armies of Europe, besides the above-mentioned material, Engels also examined, one by one, the average height of soldiers of the various armies, the total numbers of every type of artillery piece, and even the number of companies of a hundred men in the irregular forces of certain countries. All this shows clearly that Engels invariably went to great physical lengths in his methodological principle of mastering data material in order to support the deepening of his research work. At the same time, he took a strictly critical attitude toward those who, unwilling conscientiously to conduct data verification, sought to study actual questions. During the Crimean War, in December 1854, he criticized the British press on the question of how to examine the possibility of Austria sending troops. He wrote: “What is interesting is that, in the past six months, the British press, which has specialized in studying Austria’s attitude, has never once given us any reliable material demonstrating the actual troop strength Austria could commit to one side of the conflict when it considered it necessary to determine its political course.… Although these newspapers represent what claims to be the world’s most practically minded national public opinion, they have never deigned to study details and statistical figures, and these details and statistical figures are the basis on which all wise decisions are made — not only in matters of trade and political economy, but also in matters of national policy.”① Engels then went on to point out that the British newspapers knew only how to say, in vague generalities, that Austria possessed enormous military power, or that the whole of Austria’s forces were sufficient to suppress the resistance of oppressed peoples, “but not a single newspaper is willing to take the trouble to find out what Austria’s actual troop strength really is.”②

2. The accuracy of material must be conscientiously verified, and errors, once discovered, corrected promptly. Those who study war must not tire of the trouble of gathering material, but in using that material, they must exercise selection and discernment; false material must be discarded; and should material be used in error, it must be corrected promptly. Take, for instance, commentary on the success or failure of the various decisive battles of a war: the official communiqués of the governments of the participating countries are usually the most important source of information first available to a commentator, but because those who issue such communiqués each have their own propaganda purposes, many of the figures contained in these communiqués are not reliable, and must be checked against information from every side. For example, during the Italian war of 1859, France, in order to make use of the victory it had won at the Battle of Magenta to enhance its own prestige, deliberately understated, in its war communiqué, the number of its own troops engaged, so as to display the superior combat capability of its army — but this trick did not manage to deceive Engels. In his essay “The Battle of Magenta,” through precise calculation of the troop strength engaged, he exposed this deception. According to the material published by the French, the forces that took part in the battle on the French side comprised: four brigades from two divisions of the Imperial Guard, four brigades of MacMahon’s corps, four brigades from two divisions (the Vaubois and Tribeaud divisions) of Canrobert’s corps, and two brigades from one division (the Vinoy division) of Niel’s corps — fourteen brigades in all, 91 battalions, roughly 80,000 men. Of course, a force of this size, fighting against the eleven Austrian brigades, would give the impression that the French did not hold much of an advantage in troop strength. Yet Engels keenly detected a certain flaw in the French account. That account stated: “The unit suffering the greatest losses was the 85th standing regiment.… General Martimprey was wounded while leading his brigade in battle.”① But to which of the fourteen brigades listed in the communiqué did these two units mentioned actually belong? Engels carried out a check. He pointed out: “Neither the 85th regiment nor Martimprey’s brigade belongs to Niel’s Vinoy division. The 85th regiment belongs to the second brigade of the Ladmirault division (commanded by General La Motterouge), while General Martimprey commands the first brigade of that same division. The Ladmirault division belongs to the corps commanded by Marshal Baraguey d’Hilliers. This conclusively proves that the actual strength of the French forces taking part in the battle was greater than what their communiqué stated. Adding the Ladmirault division, the French forces amounted to sixteen brigades, that is, 104 battalions, or 90,000 soldiers; since the Ladmirault division was so impolitely concealed in this way, we may suspect that the total number of French troops actually engaged on the battlefield was considerably greater still than what was stated in their war communiqué.”②

Another example: in early August 1870, at the very start of the Franco-Prussian War, the French army suffered defeat in three successive engagements on the border, clearly exposing the decay and corruption of the Second French Empire’s system, and stirring up widespread popular discontent. In order to lighten its own responsibility for the front-line defeats and to placate popular anger, the French government, in issuing its war communiqués, went to great lengths to exaggerate Prussia’s troop strength while understating the numbers of its own forces engaged. Engels exposed this deceptive trick of Napoleon III’s. In “War Notes (No. 7),” he wrote: “As for the Battle of Spicheren, it is not correct to say that the French army was defeated in this battle because the enemy held an advantage in numbers. We now have fairly complete reports from two generals, Steinmetz and Alvensleben, from which it can be seen very clearly which units, on the German side, took part in the battle. The attack was carried out by the 14th Division, supported by our old acquaintance the 40th Regiment — fifteen battalions in all. This is the entire infantry force that fought for six hours against the three divisions (39 battalions in all) successively brought up by Frossard. When these units were almost defeated, yet still held on to the heights of Spicheren, which they had captured at the start of the battle, the Fifth Division of the Third Army (the Brandenburg Army) arrived. At least three of this division’s four regiments took part in the fighting. In this way, the total number of German battalions engaged in the battle was, at most, twenty-four or twenty-seven.”① That is to say, the Prussian forces successively committed to this battle amounted only to two divisions plus one regiment, while the French forces were a full three divisions — calculated by number of combat battalions, a ratio of 27:39. How, then, could one say that the Prussian army held a great advantage? For this reason, Engels said, the French army was crushed at Spicheren by a numerically inferior force.

Researchers, in using material, owing to the constraints of various objective conditions and the limitations of subjective understanding, inevitably encounter errors. For this reason, it is necessary to promptly revise one’s earlier judgments in light of new circumstances. During the Franco-Prussian War, in early August 1870, after the French army had suffered repeated defeats in the three border engagements, the commander of the Army of the Rhine, Bazaine, withdrew his forces toward Metz, and was soon encircled by the Prussian army. At this point, the Paris government ordered the former commander of the First Army, MacMahon, to organize a new army group in order to relieve Metz. Engels, who had been paying close attention to the development of the situation at the front from the outset, on the basis of the information first available to him, estimated the new army group’s strength to be roughly 130,000 to 150,000 men. But two days later, on obtaining certain new information, he promptly revised his earlier view. He wrote: “We had assumed that at Chalons, MacMahon had at his disposal the remnants of his own corps and that of de Failly, together with Douay’s two divisions (we have now learned that they traveled by train, going around by way of Paris to get there), as well as the naval infantry of the Baltic expeditionary force and other units. This was correct. But we have now learned that, within the fortifications surrounding Paris, there are still standing troops; some of the forces of MacMahon and Frossard — cavalry in particular — have already returned to Paris for reorganization; in this way, the regular troops remaining in MacMahon’s camp number only about 80,000. We may therefore subtract a full 25,000 men from our estimated figure, and determine that MacMahon’s army numbers, at most, 110,000 to 120,000 men, one-third of whom are untrained recruits.”② Events proved that this later judgment of Engels’ was extremely accurate.

3. One must without fail combine quantitative analysis with qualitative analysis. In war, whether personnel and horses, or weapons and supplies, all possess, besides their quantitative aspect, a qualitative aspect as well. In examining the phenomena of war and military questions, Marx and Engels, while carrying out quantitative analysis, invariably also made a corresponding qualitative assessment of their object of research. In the early stage of the Franco-Prussian War, the French army suffered heavy losses in several engagements with the German army along the border. In order to meet the needs of the war going forward, the French government had no choice but to organize a new army group. In the middle of August, Engels carried out an analysis, in terms of both quantity and quality, of the manpower resources Napoleon III might be able to draw upon in raising a new army. He held that, at that time, there were five or six categories of men who could be used to supplement combat units — namely, gendarmerie, customs guards, veterans conscripted between 1858 and 1863, mobile militia, all unmarried men under thirty years of age, and local National Guard forces. The first three categories together numbered roughly 220,000 to 230,000 men, of whom veterans conscripted between 1858 and 1863 formed the majority, numbering some 200,000; the latter three categories, meanwhile, were dominated by the mobile militia. Engels examined the quality of these two groups of men separately. In discussing the first group, veterans, Engels pointed out that this body of veterans could not operate in combat without a certain period of short-term training before the fighting, and without officers to lead them. He also said: “Not one of these men has ever handled a breech-loading rifle, and they know nothing at all about the new tactics adopted because of the use of this weapon.”① And regarding the mobile militia, Engels’ concern about their condition was still greater: “Discipline is basically nonexistent, and since most of the officers have absolutely no understanding of their own duties, their prestige appears to be steadily eroding; the soldiers do not even have weapons — the whole organization now seems to be in a state of general collapse.”② For this reason he held that these men were not soldiers, but merely soldier material. As for the weapons the newly formed army required, these too, similarly, lacked any guarantee of quality. “It is said that even outdated flintlock muskets have had to be taken out of arsenals for use.” Hence Engels sighed: “Under these circumstances, what value could these 200,000 men be to France?”③

The condition of the German army’s reserve manpower, however, was entirely different from that of the French army. Because the German army practiced the “one-year volunteer” system, when it needed to organize reserve personnel into active-duty units, it did not encounter the difficulty of a shortage of officers. “Roughly 7,000 such volunteers enter the German army each year, and, by the end of their term of service, nearly every one of them is fully capable of serving as an officer.”① And the German army’s ordinary reserve personnel, moreover, because they had served on active duty in the regular army, possessed the qualities every soldier must have. For this reason, as early as the start of August 1870 — that is, even as the French and German armies were just beginning their first engagements along the border — Germany’s reserve forces, more than 200,000 strong, had already made ready to head for the front. Engels pointed out: “part of them could be used for the first decisive attack. Let us hope that no one thinks that these men exist to any degree merely on paper. The mobilization of 1866 proves that they truly exist, and the current mobilization further proves that the number of trained personnel ready for deployment exceeds what is needed.”②



Section 4. The Distinctive Features of How Marx and Engels Applied Their Research Methods

Marx and Engels, over their long years of work on military questions, were always attentive to the methods they used, and through extensive practice developed certain distinctive traits of their own. Here we introduce only three of the main ones.

Skilled at Uncovering the Contradictions in Things from Multiple Levels, and at Distinguishing Their Different Natures In human social life, many things are filled with contradiction. War, as a special manifestation of human social life, exhibits contradictions that are still more concentrated and still more complex; to understand it deeply requires an effective method for resolving complex problems. Judging from Marx’s and Engels’ practice in this regard, their greatest distinguishing trait was precisely this skill at uncovering war’s many contradictions from multiple levels, thereby distinguishing the different natures a war possesses within different bounds of time and space, and among different classes, nationalities, and political groupings. Take the Franco-Prussian War as an example: in this war, viewed from the standpoint of the aims each side pursued in fighting, factors such as the pursuit of dynastic private interest, the quest for national unification, and opposition to national aggression were all intertwined in intricate fashion. Under such circumstances, unless one distinguishes the differing contradictions at their different levels, the nature of the war can never be clearly grasped.

The first level Marx and Engels selected in examining the Franco-Prussian War was the opposition between two feudal dynasties: the French Bonapartist dynasty strove to preserve its position of hegemony in Europe, fearing that once the Prussian Hohenzollern dynasty had unified Germany it would threaten its own existence; while the Prussian Hohenzollern dynasty, for its part, intended to unify Germany from above so as to achieve hegemony over Europe, and saw the Second French Empire as the greatest obstacle to realizing this goal. In this way, for the sake of each dynasty’s private interest, the two countries fell into sharp opposition. Viewed at the level of the aims each side pursued in waging the war, this was a dynastic war. Marx made this point clear in the first address he drafted concerning the Franco-Prussian War, and the workers of Germany and France at the time likewise regarded the great military conflict confronting them in this light: “at present the war is exclusively a Bonapartist war”①; a war fought to seize hegemony or to protect the private interests of a dynasty could, in the workers’ eyes, be nothing but “a criminal absurdity.”② The second level they selected was the opposition between the French Bonapartist dynasty and the German nation: the French Bonapartist dynasty attempted, through war, to prevent German unification, while the achievement of national unification was, at that time, a historical mission the whole German nation could not delay. It was precisely in this sense that “in Germany the war was regarded as a national war, since it was a war of defense.”③ With these two levels laid bare, the nature of the first stage of the Franco-Prussian War — from its outbreak to the collapse of the Second French Empire — becomes altogether clear.

Once the war entered its second stage — that is, the stage in which the French Bonapartist dynasty had already thoroughly collapsed while the Prussian army continued its offensive all the same — Marx and Engels quickly selected a third level for examining the nature of the war: the opposition between Bismarck’s Prussian government and the French people. The Prussian prime minister sought to use force to bring France to submission, so as to seize her wealth and territory; the French people put up a tenacious resistance in defense of their national dignity and interests. Under these circumstances, justice naturally lay with the French people. In the second address concerning the Franco-Prussian War, drafted in the name of the General Council of the First International, Marx resolutely supported the French people’s struggle against aggression, and sharply condemned the greedy, plundering, brigand-like conduct of the Prussian government.

The fourth level Marx and Engels selected in examining the Franco-Prussian War was the opposition between the ruling classes of France and Germany, on the one hand, and the working classes of their own respective countries, on the other. From the very outset of the war, they had promptly pointed to the sharpness of the contradiction contained in this level, for the ruling classes of both France and Germany plainly intended to use the launching of a foreign war to suppress and crush the revolutionary movement at home. On July 23, 1870, Marx pointed out: “Louis Bonaparte… had usurped his power by exploiting the class struggle in France… he could prolong his rule only by periodically waging war abroad”①; “the military conspiracy of July 1870… is only an amended edition of the coup d’état of December 1851.”② That is to say, in launching this war against Prussia, Napoleon III was, in fact, meeting the needs of his own domestic class struggle. And in probing the deeper motives behind the Prussian government’s scheming of this war, Marx likewise carried out an analysis at this same level — the opposition between the ruling class and the working class. He pointed out: “Who has enabled Louis Bonaparte to wage war upon Germany? None but Bismarck, who conspired with that same Louis Bonaparte in order to crush the popular opposition at home and to bring about the annexation of Germany by the House of Hohenzollern.”③ In the final stage of the Franco-Prussian War, Marx and Engels attached still greater importance to the sharp contradiction manifested at this level. It is entirely clear that the defeat of the Paris Commune revolution was precisely the result of the great bourgeoisie of France and Germany colluding with one another to jointly suppress and crush the French proletariat.



① Cited in Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 90. ② Cited in Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 87. ③ Cited in Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 566. ① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 86. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 87. The coup d’état of December 1851 was the coup by which Louis Bonaparte established the Second French Empire. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 5, p. 89.



Although the Franco-Prussian War touched on many different aspects, once Marx and Engels had analyzed it from these four distinct levels, its intricate, tangled contradictions were quickly sorted into clear order. It was this same method that Marx and Engels loved to apply in resolving the many difficult problems of the military sphere.

Skilled at Ingeniously Combining the Historical Method with the Logical Method The historical method and the logical method are the concrete methods by which researchers express the results of their scholarly work. What is meant by the historical method is examining facts and phenomena in accordance with the actual course of historical events themselves, respecting the continuity of an event’s occurrence and development from beginning to end and every aspect it touches on, and letting slip none of the twists, detours, and contingencies involved. What is meant by the logical method, by contrast, is discussing the development of various events by summing up facts and phenomena and proceeding from the necessary connections of objective laws already brought to light, leaving out everything non-essential and contingent. If history and logic are treated as two categories of dialectical logic, then history may be regarded as a true portrait of the process by which the objective world develops, while logic is the concentrated theoretical expression of the historical process. Looking at the large body of theoretical literature handed down from history, some scholars, in their writing, favor the historical method, while others prefer the logical method. Marx and Engels, however, were skilled at ingeniously combining the two.

In the world at large, and in Europe especially, wars were extremely frequent during the 1840s to the 1870s. Following the European revolutions of 1848–1849, there occurred in succession the Crimean War of 1853–1856, Britain’s colonial wars against Persia and against China, the Indian national uprising, the Italian war of 1859, the American Civil War of 1861–1865, the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, and the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, among others. In this eventful and intricate age, Marx and Engels, as the principal leaders of the international communist movement, wrote commentaries on every one of these major military conflicts, so as effectively to guide the actions of the proletarian parties and the broad mass of workers in every country. These commentaries are extremely valuable documents in which Marx and Engels analyzed and studied the phenomena of war primarily through the historical method, supplemented by the logical method. Below, by way of illustration, we take only Engels’ commentary on the Italian war of 1859 as an example.

The Italian war, which took place from late April to early July 1859, was a dynastic war between France and Piedmont (at that time the strongest of the Italian states) on the one side, and Austria on the other; Engels wrote more than twenty articles on this war in all. In commenting on the unfolding of this war, he, on the one hand, gave a faithful account of the course of each battle and engagement, while, on the other hand, proceeding from the general laws governing the development of objective things, he carried out a thorough and detailed analysis of the various factors — both the regularly occurring and the contingently occurring — capable of affecting the outcome of a battle or engagement, striving to make every detail on and off the battlefield serve as forceful evidence for his own understanding and judgment of the inner logic of the war’s movement.

For example, in several articles giving an account of the Battle of Magenta, he both described the course by which the Austrian army was defeated and, at the same time, analyzed from a theoretical standpoint the rationality of the actions each side’s forces took in the battle. It should be particularly noted here that Engels did not let the French victory stop him from exposing the errors Napoleon III committed in his conduct of operations. For this French commander, in preparing for the battle, had violated the universally recognized strategic principle by conducting a flank march within range of the enemy, while the muddled Austrian commander-in-chief failed altogether to grasp the need to concentrate his forces so as to fall upon the enemy’s long, strung-out marching column. Engels therefore pointed out that Napoleon III’s victory in this battle should be credited above all to the enormous favor his opponent had done him by failing to see this.① By introducing the logical method in this way to comment on events of war, Engels broke free of the ordinary practice, in military reporting, of merely listing the facts of the battlefield, achieving a stroke that brought the whole picture vividly to life and offered fresh theoretical enlightenment.

Among the large body of military-theoretical legacy Engels left to later generations, there is also a portion consisting of scholarly works in which he studied questions of war and military affairs primarily through the logical method, supplemented by the historical method. The three chapters on “the theory of force” in Anti-Dühring may be said to represent this category. In these three chapters, Engels’ principal approach was to proceed from the abstract to the concrete — that is, the logical method. He began, at a high level of abstraction, by taking as an example Robinson Crusoe’s use of a sword to enslave Friday, to illustrate the basic principle that the production of weapons must rest on “economic power” as its foundation (Engels pointed out that a sword does not simply grow on trees), and went on to put forward the well-known thesis that nothing depends more on economic conditions than the army and the navy, and that armament, composition, organization, tactics and strategy depend, above all, on the level of production and the state of communications prevailing at the time.②

Yet the views Engels put forward on a theoretical plane here were by no means a matter of simple logical inference; they rested on ample factual grounds. To turn back and use facts to demonstrate the correctness of the theory required, of necessity, the use of the historical method. Looking at the actual content of these three chapters on “the theory of force,” a very large portion of them is, in fact, given over to history. Engels carried out a thorough analysis of the development of war, of armies, and of tactics and strategy from the early fourteenth century down to the 1870s, showing that, viewed historically, an entire series of innovations and transformations in military affairs — such as the adoption of gunpowder and firearms, the appearance of artillery, the way the bayoneted flintlock drove the pike from the infantryman’s equipment, the complete elimination of the feudal mercenary, the replacement of linear tactics by skirmish and column tactics, the replacement of the smoothbore flintlock by the breech-loading rifle, and the replacement of the wooden sailing warship by the steamship — were, without exception, all closely bound up with the advance of industry, that is, of the economy.

It should be pointed out that the fact that Engels, in writing his military-scholarly works, sometimes relied chiefly on the logical method and at other times chiefly on the historical method, was not a matter of whim on his part from one occasion to the next, but was determined by the differing circumstances of each piece of writing. For instance, in writing the chapters on “the theory of force” in Anti-Dühring, his aim was entirely clear: to refute the baseless attacks that the German petty-bourgeois thinker Dühring had launched against the Marxist view of force. Under such circumstances, had he written chiefly by the historical method, this would obviously have greatly diluted the polemical character of the work and blunted the edge of his own theoretical position. Conversely, in commenting on the events of one war after another, had he not put the description of facts and of the course of events first, then the law-governed elements present in military activity would likewise have had no basis on which to be discussed. It can be seen from this that which method predominates can only be determined by the objective, actual needs of the scholarly work in hand.

Through the foregoing discussion, we can see that Engels was indeed a master at ingeniously combining the historical method with the logical method, and that, in his own military writing, he was constantly on guard against two kinds of deviation: the one, merely listing and describing facts without bringing out the organic connections between them and the laws governing their movement; the other, carrying out abstract logical reasoning on the basis of principle alone, without linking it to concrete events for theoretical demonstration and summation.
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Adhering to the Principle of Making the Past Serve the Present, and Using History as a Mirror For a long time, those who have studied history and engaged in historical writing have, broadly speaking, followed one of two basic approaches. One is to study history purely for history’s own sake — that is, on the basis of clarifying the relevant facts of the time, to trace out the causes and consequences of each event, to bring out the organic connections among them, and to give a faithful reflection of the historical process as a whole. The other is to use historical study to discover certain laws common to the development of human society, so as to guide people’s practice in understanding and transforming society. The approach Marx and Engels basically took in studying history was the latter one, following the principle of making the past serve the present and using history as a mirror. Engels’ work in writing The Peasant War in Germany fully embodies the scientific spirit that historical research must serve the practical struggle.

After the defeat of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, Marx and Engels soon placed on the agenda the task of summing up the experience of armed struggle during the revolutionary period. Engels wrote a series of articles and works for this purpose, of which The Peasant War in Germany is one of the more substantial and far-reaching in influence. As for why, in summing up the experience of the German people’s revolutionary struggle of the mid-nineteenth century, he chose as his subject a medieval war that had taken place several centuries earlier, the author explained this, in the book itself and in its prefaces, on three grounds: first, to use the tradition of historical revolutionary struggle to rouse the spirit of the German nation at that time; second, to use the conduct of the German propertied classes in the sixteenth century to illustrate the historical origins of the nineteenth-century German bourgeoisie’s betrayal of the revolution; and third, to use the experience of armed peasant revolutionary struggle in history to make clear that the proletariat’s socialist revolution requires the support of a peasant movement, and that the laboring peasantry’s struggle against feudalism and against capitalist exploitation and oppression requires the leadership of the proletariat.

The Peasant War in Germany was written in the summer of 1850, a full two years after the Paris June uprising of 1848. Yet at that time the broad mass of the European people had still not shaken off the heavy burden of disappointment and the sense that nothing could be accomplished, and the state of mind of the German proletariat was no different. Engels therefore felt it necessary to search history for some source of spiritual strength capable of rousing the tradition of national revolutionary struggle. At the very opening of the book he wrote of the German nation’s own revolutionary tradition — of a Germany that had, in its history, produced figures able to match the finest revolutionary characters of any other country, and had shown a tenacity of spirit that, in a centralized state, might have yielded truly great achievements, and of German peasants and common people whose hopes and plans had often left later generations in awe. The struggle, he noted, had now been over for two years, and a mood of exhaustion had settled in almost everywhere; under such circumstances, it seemed to him timely to set the clumsy but tenacious and unyielding figures of the great Peasant War once more before the eyes of the German people.① This was the first purpose behind Engels’ choice of a historical subject.

The chief cause of the failure of the European revolutions of 1848–1849 was the betrayal of the bourgeoisie. Historically speaking, the predecessor of the bourgeoisie — the burgher estate — had a similarly disgraceful record of its own. Setting before the German working class of the mid-nineteenth century the bitter lesson of how the medieval German peasantry had, in their struggle against feudalism, been betrayed and suppressed by the burgher estate, could undoubtedly help them to understand more deeply the bourgeoisie’s betrayal in their own time. In 1850, Engels, in explaining another reason he chose this old historical subject to illuminate present-day problems, wrote that three hundred years had passed since the Peasant War, and that although much had changed, the Peasant War was not, in truth, so distant from the struggles of the present day, since the enemy still to be fought was, for the most part, the same one: the very classes, and certain groupings within them, that had turned traitor in 1848 and 1849 had, he observed, already been traitors as far back as 1525, only then at a lower stage of development.① Twenty years later, in 1870, when Engels wrote the preface to the second edition of The Peasant War in Germany, he once again expressed the concern that had guided his choice of this historical topic, noting how strikingly plain the parallel was between the German revolution of 1525 and that of 1848–1849 — so plain that it could not, even then, simply be set aside.②

Another important reason for the failure of the European revolution was that the German proletariat had failed to win the support of the broad mass of the peasantry. The two founders of scientific socialism attached great importance to this point. In summing up the lessons of the failure of the French revolution, Marx pointed out that, if the proletarian revolution did not obtain the peasantry’s “chorus,” then its solo would, in every peasant country, be doomed to turn into a “swan song.”③ And in analyzing the German revolution, Marx thought still more of the medieval German Peasant War, remarking that the whole question for Germany would turn on whether it proved possible for some second edition of the Peasant War to lend the proletarian revolution its backing.④ Engels, too, threw himself into the study of the German Peasant War of history from this very same standpoint. In 1870, when Engels decided to reissue The Peasant War in Germany, the German proletariat had made considerable progress compared with more than twenty years before, and now occupied a certain independent position in social and political life, though it still did not constitute a majority of the German people. Yet what it faced was the powerful counter-revolutionary alliance of feudal forces and the bourgeoisie. Under these circumstances, the question of the German revolution winning the support of its allies became still more important. In the preface to the reissued book, Engels carefully analyzed the objects among whom Germany might, at that time, seek support, concluding that only the small peasantry — including those peasants performing labor service for feudal lords, tenant farmers, smallholding farmers, and agricultural laborers — could be relied upon. He stressed that agricultural laborers were the industrial proletariat’s most numerous natural ally①, and that awakening this class and drawing it into the movement was the single most urgent task facing the German workers’ movement.② At the same time, however, Engels also pointed out in the preface that, given the economic and political position of the peasantry — subjected as it actually was to the twofold oppression, exploitation, and extortion of the landlords and the bourgeoisie — it had, apart from the workers, no one else to look to for its salvation.③ Marx accordingly said that the peasantry would inevitably come to regard the urban proletariat, charged as it was with the mission of overthrowing the bourgeois order, as its natural ally and leader.④ Furthermore, in The Peasant War in Germany, Engels also analyzed certain characteristics of the German peasant forces in the course of their uprising: their actions were scattered, they gave one another no mutual support, they lacked centralized unity, their discipline was poor, and so on — these were among the important reasons for the war’s ultimate defeat. This equally shows that when the peasantry wages a revolutionary armed struggle without the leadership of an advanced class, it too is unable to achieve success. From all this it can be seen that the proletarian revolution needs the support of the peasant movement, and that the complete liberation of the peasantry must have the leadership of the working class; it was precisely this two-way objective need that provided a firm guarantee for the realization of the worker-peasant alliance. This, too, is the important background against which Marx’s and Engels’ theory of the worker-peasant alliance arose.



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 69.



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 69. ② Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 2, p. 623. ③ Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 1, p. 684. ④ Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 4, p. 548.



① Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 2, p. 629. ② Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 2, p. 630. ③ Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 2, p. 629. ④ Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 1, p. 681.



— End of Chapter 7 —





Chapter 8 — Characteristics of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels

Through the broad exploration, in Chapters 2 through 6 of this book, of the basic content of the military theory of Marx and Engels, we can readily discover that the military theory of Marx and Engels is a rather complete and rigorous system of thought; and at the same time we can also see that, compared with the various military doctrines that had preceded it in history, it possesses its own clearly evident characteristics.


Section 1. Scientific, Rigorous, and Thoroughgoing

Whether a social theory can become a guide for people’s cognition and mastery of the objective world depends, first and foremost, on whether it possesses scientific character and thoroughness. The reason the military theory of Marx and Engels possesses such powerful vitality lies precisely in the fact that it itself possesses a high degree of scientific character and thoroughness, and this scientific character and thoroughness are manifest in many respects.

A high consistency among standpoint, viewpoint, and method. In a scientific system of social theory, its standpoint, viewpoint, and method ought to be consistent — that is, whatever standpoint one has, one will have the corresponding viewpoint and method, and conversely, viewpoint and method ought likewise to embody standpoint; that is to say, the three of them form an indivisible whole. The military theory of Marx and Engels is precisely such a scientific system of social theory. Proceeding from the standpoint of safeguarding the fundamental interests of the proletariat and the laboring people of the whole world, and using the materialist viewpoint and the dialectical method to investigate the various phenomena and questions in the military sphere, is the salient feature of this theory. Dialectical materialism and historical materialism were founded by Marx and Engels, and it was likewise they who first applied this scientific method to the study of war and the army, thereby ensuring the high consistency of standpoint, viewpoint, and method in their works.

The consistency of standpoint, viewpoint, and method is particularly important for a social theory, because only a theory of this kind can correctly guide the popular masses in engaging in the revolutionary practice of transforming society. A theory in which standpoint is divorced from viewpoint and method can often bring practitioners only failure. For example, in the early 1850s, Europe, after passing through the great revolutionary upsurge of the preceding two years, entered a period of political reaction. As to precisely how the workers’ movement of this time ought to proceed, two starkly different views arose within the leadership of the Communist League. The majority faction of the Central Committee, headed by Marx and Engels, proposed abandoning the plan to prepare for armed uprising and shifting the focus of work to propagating scientific communism and to expanding and strengthening the organization of the proletariat; whereas the adventurist sectarian clique, the minority faction (the Willich–Schapper clique), proposed instead: “We must seize political power at once, or else we may as well go to sleep.”① This major divergence, appearing in the strategy guiding the workers’ movement, is difficult to explain from the standpoint of standpoint [class position] alone. Karl Schapper, a member of the Central Committee, had been one of the League’s principal leaders from its very founding, and was a devoted professional revolutionary who had been arrested more than once by reactionary governments and had served time in prison. Hence his proposal, considered in terms of standpoint — or, one might say, in terms of subjective wish — was, of course, not at all objectionable. But because his viewpoint and method were wrong, this proposal, as a piece of guiding thought for the workers’ movement, was in fact extremely harmful. For had one acted, in practice, according to this mistaken theory, it would not only have failed to benefit the cause as a whole, but would also have destroyed the small measure of organized revolutionary strength that had been so difficult to build up over a long period of arduous work.

Whether, in guiding the workers’ movement of any given period, one is able to put forward, in timely fashion, a shrewd strategy favorable to the development of the revolutionary cause, hinges on whether one is able correctly to judge the revolutionary situation. This, in turn, involves the question of what viewpoint and method one uses in looking at the objective social environment in which the workers’ movement is operating. After the failure of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, Marx conscientiously analyzed and studied a great mass of facts concerning social and economic development, and in the summer of 1850 arrived at the conclusion that,



① Quoted in Marx, “Revelations Concerning the Communist Trial in Cologne,” Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 8, p. 465.

beginning in 1848, capitalism was in the midst of a period of worldwide economic prosperity, and the revolutionary movement was, for the time being, in a period of low ebb. Under these circumstances, it would be impossible for calling on and organizing the workers to stage an armed uprising to hold out any hope of success. Naturally, he did not, on this account, lose heart; rather, he saw, from the fundamental laws governing the development of capitalism, that a new revolution would certainly come, in the future, with the arrival of a fresh crisis, only that this would require time, would require waiting, and would require the solid, down-to-earth accumulation of strength, in order to secure final victory in the future. As stated above, we can readily see that, in resolving the major question of the next stage of strategy for the international workers’ movement after the failure of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, Marx proceeded strictly from objective reality and took into account the long-term interests of the working class. Considered in terms of the application of viewpoint and method, this was at once materialist and realistic, and at the same time dialectical, with an eye to the particular characteristics of the situation and to its development.

By contrast, the estimate Schapper and Willich made of the situation was entirely divorced from reality. They believed that, so long as someone called for and organized it, Europe would, at that time, still see the emergence of an insurrectionary tide in which one call would bring a hundred responses, blazing with revolutionary fervor. This was, of course, absolutely impossible. In commenting on the standpoint and method the two men adopted in understanding the question, Marx pointed out: “The minority substitutes dogmatism for the critical outlook, idealism for materialism. Instead of the real conditions, mere will is made the motive force of the revolution.”① That is to say, although Schapper, Willich, and the others were all members of the Communist League, bearing the obligation and standpoint of upholding the interests of the proletariat, the viewpoint and method with which they looked at the question were nevertheless not what a Communist ought to have adopted; and so, in the proposals they put forward, there arose a situation in which viewpoint and method ran contrary to standpoint.

It ought to be pointed out that whether viewpoint and method are consistently kept in accord with standpoint bears directly on whether the theory itself is able to preserve a flourishing vitality. From the examples cited above, we can clearly see: Schapper, Willich, and the others, even after objective conditions had already changed, still persisted in carrying out their original insurrectionary plan, resulting in a divorce between subjective guidance and objective reality; whereas Marx and Engels, upon discovering that circumstances had changed, promptly revised their own earlier views, and, on the basis of the new circumstances, put forward new strategic measures, thereby enabling the theory guiding the workers’ movement to acquire new development. From Marx
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and Engels’ view of the entire process by which their military theory took shape, we can see that this theory was formed, step by step, precisely under these conditions of constantly revising and supplementing new viewpoints in accordance with new practice. The unwavering consistency of standpoint, viewpoint, and method, and the correspondence of subjective guidance with objective reality, form the main thread of this development, and it is precisely from here that the flourishing vitality possessed by the theory itself derives.

Persisting in using an active theory of reflection to understand the various phenomena of military affairs. In human history, ever since there have been war and armies, people have continually attempted to give some interpretation, in keeping with the true face of objective things, of the various phenomena, movements, and processes in the military sphere. But for a long time, because the tools of cognition were not sufficiently perfected, people, in discussing the many matters both on and off the battlefield, were often able only to engage in discourse that seemed plausible but was not truly so, lacking any genuine scientific character. It was not until the mid-nineteenth century, after Marx and Engels had founded dialectical materialism and historical materialism, that this difficult problem of scientifically understanding the various phenomena of the military sphere was at last resolved. It was precisely Marx and Engels who first applied the method they themselves had created to their own military-scientific research practice, consistently adhering to a line of cognition based on an active theory of reflection. This line contains the following main content.

First, [they] acknowledged the primacy of matter over consciousness, holding that war, as a part of social life, could have its causes sought only in the contradictions of society’s mode of material production; and in this way, in the practice of military-science research, they upheld a materialist monism, avoiding eclecticism and pluralism on such questions as the origin of war and the origin of the army. In January 1859, Marx summed up the fruits of his many years of research into political economy in a passage of extremely famous, classic formulation, the most essential part of which consists of these two or three sentences: “The mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence that determines their consciousness.”① Here Marx has told us several profound philosophical truths, on several levels, namely: that matter is the sole substance in the universe, and that, with respect to consciousness, matter is primary, is the origin, and plays the determining role. It was precisely because they possessed this kind of overall scientific understanding of the objective world that Marx and Engels, in studying questions of war and the army, when it came to the various
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disputes, incidents, and phenomena, when carefully investigating their initial causes, always traced them back for analysis to this one fundamental contradiction — society’s mode of material production — and never failed to attribute the ultimate cause to the economic and political relations of the parties concerned.

Yet many thinkers before Marx and Engels did not view the relationship between matter and consciousness in this way at all. Proceeding from an idealist or theological standpoint, they regarded matter as a variant form of consciousness and idea, holding that spirit alone was the origin of all things. Both in history and in real life there have been no few people who, following this unscientific philosophy in undertaking the study of military questions, thereby arrived at a series of erroneous conclusions running contrary to objective truth. Among these people, some exaggerated the non-material factors giving rise to military events to the point of according them a determining role; others mechanically listed every kind of cause without distinguishing primary from secondary, with the result that the intrinsic essential connections belonging to the various phenomena of the military sphere were themselves obscured.

Second, [they] acknowledged the objective reality of matter as independent of consciousness, holding that everything of a conceptual nature is a reflection, in people’s minds, of objective reality, and that this holds true of conditions in the military sphere as well; and in this way, in the practice of military-science research, they upheld the principle of objectivity, avoiding subjectivism, voluntarism, and fatalism in the examination of questions of war and the army. In the 1870s, in criticizing Dühring’s idealist apriorism of proceeding from principles, Engels made the following statement: “principles are not the starting-point of the investigation, but its final result; they are not applied to nature and human history, but are abstracted from them; it is not nature and the human world that must conform to principles, but principles are only correct in so far as they conform to nature and history. This is the only materialist conception of the matter, and Herr Dühring’s contrary conception is an idealist one.”① Viewed from the standpoint of methodology, the meaning of this passage of Engels’ is that, in researching a question, one must give full respect to objective reality, examining the properties of the object of research according to the true face of things, without appending any subjective element, still less using any a priori conclusion to cut objective nature and history down to fit it. It was precisely this principle that Marx and Engels strictly followed in researching military questions.

In the military writings of Marx and Engels, the various judgments and conclusions they put forward, and the various principles and rules they formed, were all products of the authors’ careful and objective investigation and analysis of the relevant objective realities — historical and
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realistic. For example, in order to arrive at a comprehensive understanding of primitive society, including its military aspect, Marx and Engels perused a great many works on prehistoric society, and in particular studied, with the greatest care, Lewis Henry Morgan’s Ancient Society; Marx, moreover, made extensive excerpts from and annotations on it. That they were later able to put forward certain extremely profound insights on the question of the origin of war was owed precisely to their strict adherence to the scientific attitude of proceeding, in everything, from historical reality, and to their conscientious and solid research work. Again, in order to clarify the factors composing an army’s fighting strength, Engels examined nearly all the armies of the European countries in the mid-nineteenth century, as well as the armies of relevant countries, East and West, throughout history. He studied, one by one, the performance of these armies — the major countries’ armies in particular — in various specific wars, analyzing from every angle the reasons for their victories or their setbacks. Only after this did he put forward his various views regarding the composition of fighting strength. Again, Marx and Engels, on the question of how to organize large-scale combat operations, put forward a series of strategic and tactical principles which they held must be observed. And the emergence of these principles, too, would have been absolutely impossible without their deep investigation of a good many specific major and minor battles and engagements. To proceed, in everything, from the objective realities of the military sphere, respecting fact and respecting history — this was the primary premise on which Marx and Engels formed every one of their military-theoretical insights, and it is likewise the fundamental guarantee of the scientific character of their military thought.

Idealist philosophers and theologians do not acknowledge the objective reality of matter; in their view, the course of historical development is determined, respectively, by great men endowed with special gifts and by the will of an omnipotent God. According to this logic of cognition, the fate of a war and the outcome of victory or defeat in a battle can only be determined by the resolve of some particularly brilliant commander and by divine favor. This is, of course, untrue. But before the emergence of the military theory of Marx and Engels, many of our predecessors had all along understood things in precisely that way.

Third, [they] acknowledged the knowability of matter by consciousness — that is, they acknowledged that human cognition can furnish a correct picture of the objective world (including the military sphere) — and in this way, in the practice of military-science research, they upheld the principle of the world’s knowability, avoiding skepticism and agnosticism in the investigation of questions of war and the army. In January 1873, in the afterword he wrote to the second edition of Volume 1 of Capital, Marx included this sentence: “The ideal is nothing else than the material world reflected in the human mind and translated into
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forms of thought, after having been transposed and reworked within the human head.” That is to say, ideas are not spontaneously generated by the subject, but are a reflection of matter; and at the same time this shows that the idea reflecting matter and the matter reflected by the idea are consistent with one another, and that the objective world is capable of being known by human beings. This important conviction — that the objective world can be known — made it possible for Marx and Engels to bring to light, as they truly are, a number of objective laws in the military sphere that people had, in the past, found difficult to grasp, and likewise made it possible for them often to render accurate scientific predictions regarding the prospective development of a given war or battle.

Before the birth of the theoretical system of scientific communism, no small number of agnostic philosophers had appeared in modern European history, among whom Britain’s Hume and Germany’s Kant were the most renowned. Agnosticism denies that human beings possess the capacity correctly to reflect the objective world, denying that people are capable of fully reflecting the objective world. The European military-theoretical world of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, under the influence of this idealist philosophical thought, mixed no small number of agnostic viewpoints into many works discussing war, combat operations, and other military phenomena. The emergence of the military theory of Marx and Engels was, without question, the best corrective to these unscientific military doctrines.

Fourth, [they] stressed that the reflection of ideas upon the objective world is not intuitive and passive, but rather an active reflection of social practice, holding that only through personally experiencing war is it possible to understand war; and in this way, in the practice of military-science research, they upheld the viewpoint that practice comes first, together with an active theory of reflection, avoiding a mechanical, passive theory of reflection. In the spring of 1845, in his “Theses on Feuerbach,” Marx pointed out: “The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point, however, is to change it.”② At the start of 1886, in discussing how to deal with the agnosticism of Hume, Kant, and others, Engels pointed out: “The most telling refutation of this, as of all other philosophical crotchets, is practice — namely, experiment and industry. If we are able to make a given natural process ourselves, producing it in accordance with its own conditions and thereby making it serve our purposes, this proves that our understanding of
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this process is correct, and thereby Kant’s ungraspable ‘thing-in-itself’ comes to an end.”① The two passages above, from Marx and Engels respectively, both stress the importance of social practice, and demonstrate that practice is the foundation of cognition, and the sole path by which the active reflection and transformation of the objective world is accomplished.

In order to obtain true knowledge concerning war and the army, Engels served specifically as a soldier in his youth; later he also joined the ranks of an uprising, fighting against reactionary government troops, personally experiencing a life of war amid flying shellfire and billowing smoke. And in the more than forty years from 1850, when he took up residence in England, to his death in 1895, Engels, besides constantly raising his own military accomplishment through reading newspapers, periodicals, and books, also paid a great deal of attention to continually obtaining perceptual knowledge in military matters. He took advantage of every kind of opportunity to visit British troop units, to inspect their new-model weapons and equipment and their military installations, and to attend their combat exercises and reviews. These direct and indirect military practices of Engels’ were the decisive condition guaranteeing that his military theory should possess a high degree of scientific character.

There have often, in history, been such people as these: never having personally experienced war, fundamentally not understanding army life, and never having seriously studied large-scale combat operations, yet, relying on the high position they occupied, issuing orders in war in a self-righteous manner, with the result that they invariably met with defeat. Such was the case with the commander of the Austrian army in the Italian war of 1859, Franz Joseph I. At the time not yet thirty years of age, and entirely without experience of war, he became supreme commander simply because he was the sovereign. Under his ill-considered command, the Austrian army suffered defeat after defeat, and was in the end routed by the combined Franco-Italian forces. This was the inevitable consequence brought about by the fact that, in cognizing this objective matter that is war, the Habsburg dynasty of Austria did not understand how to respect practice. In commenting on this event, Engels pointed out: “When a country is led by foolish young men, everything necessarily depends on their state of nerves. A carefully considered plan is treated as child’s play, to be disposed of entirely according to subjective fancy and the whim of the moment.”② To understand war and to command war in this fashion could, of course, never bring victory. This is something Marx and Engels resolutely opposed.

As for writing works on questions in the military sphere, adherence to the viewpoint that practice comes first
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and an active theory of reflection becomes still more important. In the mid-nineteenth century, among the military publications then current in Europe there were books bearing the name of theoretical works on war which, in fact, contained little genuine insight drawn from the practice of the battlefield, while a good deal of empty talk having nothing to do with military affairs filled their pages. For example, a book published in Berlin in 1840, written by W. Willisen, titled Theory of Large-Scale War as Applied in the Russo-Polish War of 1831, was a rather representative instance of this kind. In speaking with Marx about this book, Engels remarked, with humor: “Willisen’s book ought to be called The Philosophy of Large-Scale War.”① Engels then went on to give a critical dissection of the book’s absurd content: “In this book philosophizing outweighs military science; for the greater part of things that are self-evident, the author offers lengthy and copious a priori demonstration drawn from wide but irrelevant reading, and, in among all this, there is mixed in a most scholastic exposition of such things as the simple and the complex, and their opposites, and so forth. This ‘military science’ begins by discussing the general concept of art, goes on to prove that the culinary art too is an art, and expounds at great length the relation between art and science, and, in the end, reduces all the rules, interrelations, and possibilities of military art to a single absolute principle — namely, that the strong always defeat the weak. What is there to be said of a military science of this kind!”②

Straining every effort to preserve the rigor and thoroughness of the theory itself. For any theory truly to possess strength, besides having content that faithfully reflects the essence and regularity of objective things, it must also, in the logic of its systematic structure and its reasoning, possess a sufficient degree of rigor and thoroughness, respectively. That is to say, a theory, as a system of thought, must have its various theses developed comprehensively from multiple angles, while at the same time these theses must show mutual regard for one another, complement one another, and be consistent from beginning to end, without self-contradiction. The scientific character of the military theory of Marx and Engels is, to a considerable extent, precisely expressed in this respect.

First, [they] adhered simultaneously to materialism and to dialectics. Historical materialism is one of the two great discoveries of Marx’s life, and is likewise the principal method the two founders of scientific communism used to examine social life and historical phenomena, including war and the army. For this reason,
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materialist thought receives extremely full expression in their military-theoretical writings, the best known of which, to most people, are their famous theses to the effect that both war and the army are determined by economic preconditions. For instance: “the whole organization and method of warfare, and along with these, victory or defeat, prove to be dependent on material, that is to say, economic, conditions”①; “the triumph of force is founded upon the production of weapons, and the production of weapons, in turn, is founded upon production in general — hence, on ‘economic power,’ on ‘economic conditions,’ on the material means at the disposal of force”②; “there is nothing that is more dependent on economic preconditions than precisely the army and the navy”③; “in a word, everywhere and always it is economic conditions and economic resources that help ‘force’ to achieve victory, without which force would cease to be force at all”④, and so on. We know that what Engels wished to convey, in putting forward these views in Anti-Dühring, was this important thought: that the determining factor in the development of social history is not force, but rather the production and reproduction of actual life. Of course, what Engels was chiefly expounding here was still only the principle, within historical materialism, that society’s economic base determines its social superstructure. Although this is indeed a basic principle of historical materialism, to use it alone to examine the vicissitudes of social and historical events (military events, including war, among them) is nevertheless insufficient, because the evolution of history is by no means the result of a single factor acting alone. In the development of society, there is at work both the aspect in which the economic base determines the superstructure, and the aspect in which the superstructure, in turn, reacts upon and drives forward the economic base. In his later years, Engels, in a number of letters and articles, profoundly expounded the principle governing this latter aspect, thereby further developing historical materialism.

On August 5, 1890, in a letter to the German Social Democrat Conrad Schmidt, addressing certain people’s distortion of Marx’s philosophy into a Cartesian mechanical materialism, Engels pointed out that, as Marxist philosophy sees it, “the mode of material existence is indeed the primary cause, but this does not exclude the ideological spheres from, in turn, reacting upon these modes of material existence,
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but that this reaction is nevertheless secondary.”① On January 25, 1894, in a letter to the German student Walther Borgius, addressing yet another instance in which certain people propagated the view that only economic conditions were the cause, and the sole active factor, denying any reaction on the part of the superstructure, Engels wrote: “The development of politics, law, philosophy, religion, literature, art, and so forth, is based upon economic development. But all of these also react upon one another, and upon the economic base as well. It is not that the economic situation alone is the cause, and alone active, while everything else is merely a passive result.”② These two passages of Engels’, together with other, similar statements he made in his later years, in letters to Joseph Bloch, Franz Mehring, and others, all share one common feature — namely, that they at once affirm the determining role of society’s economic base with respect to the superstructure, and also give due weight to the superstructure’s reaction upon the economic base. In this way, both materialism and dialectics were properly upheld, thereby guaranteeing the rigor of the theory itself.

In his own military-scientific research practice, Engels likewise gave deep thought to the question of the social superstructure’s reaction upon the economic base. The army is the most highly organized form of force, and war is the most extreme manifestation of force. As to what influence these, as part of the social superstructure, actually exert upon the economic base, Engels did in fact provide an answer. In his essay “The Frankish Period,” he informed readers, through a great mass of historical fact, that the unceasing and immensely destructive wars, together with the irrational military system pursued under the rule of Charlemagne in the Frankish kingdom, had, to no small degree, promoted the process by which the system of great feudal landholding took shape and by which large numbers of free men sank into servitude. In the section of Anti-Dühring dealing with the question of force, Engels expounded, from both the negative and the positive sides, the effect of force upon economic development. On the negative side, he cited historical instances of certain wars of conquest. He pointed out: “the more barbarous conquerors slaughter or drive away the population of a country, and either fail to make use of, or allow to fall into ruin, the productive forces they cannot use…every conquest by a more barbarous people disturbs, as a matter of course, the economic development and destroys numerous productive forces.”③ And on the positive side, Engels and Marx



① Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 4, p. 691. ② Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 4, p. 732. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 30.

both regarded revolutionary force as an instrument for destroying an old, ossified, moribund political form, one that could bring about the birth of a new social system, fundamentally liberate the productive forces, and drive forward the development of the social economy.

Second, [they] attended, at once, to flexibility in specific theses and to consistency in basic principles. A scientific theoretical system is always composed of a certain number of basic principles together with a series of specific theses. A basic principle reveals the fundamental law governing the development of the matter under study, possesses the character of absolute truth, and constitutes the core and soul of the system; it is, as a rule, stable and consistent as a whole, and is not readily altered. A specific thesis, by contrast, is the product of the combination of a basic principle with practice under particular conditions of time, place, and circumstance; what it reveals is only the individual law governing the development of some particular thing, and it may change along with changes in the specific time, place, and conditions that gave rise to it, possessing only the character of relative truth. Basic principles and specific theses each have their own distinct character; in order for a system to preserve a high degree of principled consistency and thoroughness while avoiding becoming rigid and degenerating into dogma, the most important thing is that, even while giving expression to flexibility in specific theses, one must attach importance to preserving consistency in basic principles. This is likewise precisely one of the important features by which the military theory of Marx and Engels gives expression to scientific character. Let us, in what follows, analyze from this angle their theory concerning the choice of path for socialist revolution.

The theory of the choice of path for socialist revolution, closely linked as it is with the doctrine of proletarian armed uprising, is an extremely important piece of military thought of Marx and Engels, one to which they devoted a great deal of demonstration and exposition, its central idea being a single one: that the fundamental means of carrying out a transformation of the social relations of production and a change in the structure of ownership is violent revolution. This is likewise precisely the basic principle on which this theory rests. But the fundamental means is not the only means; a basic principle furnishes only the general law governing the movement of things, while developments exceeding the general law require a further theoretical explanation. Marx and Engels did not absolutize the means of violence. Although, in the 1840s, in the Communist Manifesto, they proclaimed that the aim of the Communists in transforming society “can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of the entire existing social order,”① by the 1870s, they were, under new historical conditions, speaking of the working
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class’s seizure of power with a high degree of flexibility, stating plainly: “Where it is possible for the workers to attain their goal more quickly and more surely by peaceful propaganda, it would be unwise to call for uprising.”① At that time they had also entertained the notion that certain capitalist countries might realize socialism without going through violent means. Entering the eighties and nineties, the German Social Democratic Party, precisely through the method of peaceful propaganda, won a majority of votes in the parliamentary elections. Engels, once again, fully affirmed the achievement they had made in this respect, holding this to be “an entirely new method of struggle for the proletariat.”② From the above statements, we can readily see that, in examining the paths and methods of socialist revolution, Marx and Engels did give serious consideration to peaceful means as well.

It ought to be pointed out that, on the question of the path of revolution, although Marx and Engels made no small number of statements that went beyond the basic principle, they never once forgot to preserve the consistency of that basic principle. In the 1870s, on one occasion, Marx spoke of the possibility that the workers of America, Britain, and Holland might achieve their revolutionary aim by peaceful means, but he immediately went on to stress: “even so, we must recognize that, in most countries on the Continent, it is force that must be the lever of our revolution.”③ And in December 1889, close upon his seventieth year, Engels, in a letter to a friend, still firmly maintained: “the proletariat cannot seize its own political rule — the sole gateway to the new society — except through violent revolution.”④ It can be seen from this that, on those major theoretical points of their own which belonged to basic principle, Marx and Engels never, at any time, abandoned their principles.



Section 2. Representing the Interests of the Advanced Class and Reflecting the Objective Demands of the Era

More than a century after the passing of its founders, the military-theoretical legacy of Marx and Engels
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is still held in esteem by the military-academic circles of no few countries — an important reason for this being the advanced character intrinsic to the theory itself.

Concentrating the revolutionary aspirations of the proletariat, and objectively reflecting the demands of contemporary social development. In judging whether a theory or a body of thought is advanced, one must first look at which force in society — progressive or reactionary — it embodies the aspirations of, and whether it is able objectively to reflect the demands of social development. The military theory of Marx and Engels concentrates the revolutionary aspirations of the proletariat, and objectively reflects the demands of the development of contemporary society. As the most advanced and most revolutionary class of the contemporary era, the proletariat’s revolutionary aspiration is to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie, eliminate the capitalist system of exploitation and every other system of exploitation, and achieve the complete emancipation of all humanity. And this is entirely consistent with the general direction of the development of contemporary society. The socialist revolution carried out by the proletariat is the most profound revolution in human history, a revolution that brings humanity across into a classless society; and so every theory that serves this revolution, military theory included, is an advanced theory.

The purpose for which Marx and Engels studied military affairs was to meet the needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle. The first batch of military essays they published, during the years 1848–1852, was written around the major historical event of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, and included both narrative commentary on the process of armed workers’ uprisings and national-liberation wars in various countries, and a summing-up of the experience of the entire workers’ movement and national-liberation struggle of this period. Many of the brilliant military ideas of Marx and Engels were put forward precisely during this period. For example: the thought concerning victory over a powerful enemy through broadly mobilizing the masses and universally waging guerrilla warfare (Engels: “The Defeat of the Piedmontese,” March–April 1849); the thought that, in order to deal with the treachery of the bourgeoisie, the working class must possess its own armed organization — the proletarian thought on army-building (Marx and Engels: “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League,” March 1850); the thought that the new military science is a product of new social relations, and that the improvement of methods of combat depends on the raising of the productive forces (Engels: “The Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” April 1851); the thought that the future state under proletarian rule will implement an armed-forces system combining a regular army with a militia (same essay); the thought that uprising is an art, and that those who make an uprising must act according to its rules (Engels: “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” August 1852), and so on. Although some individual items among these military ideas had, in the military writings of history, found expression in similar form (though differing in substance) — such as the idea of a people’s war found in Clausewitz’s On War — nevertheless, taken as a whole, this was, after all, a brand-new system of military theory, one reflecting the demands of the then most advanced class — the working class — for the transformation of society.

In the more than forty years from 1853 down to Engels’ death in 1895, among the many military writings Marx and Engels published, a fairly substantial portion of the essays were likewise written to guide the international workers’ movement. The theoretical value and practical guiding significance of these essays were considerable. For example, in July and September 1870, the two declarations on the Franco-Prussian War that Marx drafted for the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association discussed precisely the question of how the working class ought scientifically to understand the nature of the war and adopt a correct attitude toward it; the Addresses also brought to light the important principle that the union of the workers of the whole world would put an end to all war. Again, in September 1871, at the meeting commemorating the seventh anniversary of the founding of the International, Marx, summing up the experience of the Paris Commune’s revolution, put forward the important thesis that the army would play a pillar-like role in consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat. Again, from October 1872 to March 1873, Engels, in his essay “On Authority,” expounded, from the union of theory and practice, the plain truth that a party that has won victory can consolidate the gains it has achieved only by making full use of the authoritative instrument that is armed force.

Furthermore, among the great mass of documents on the Franco-Prussian War that Marx left to later generations, a certain number were directed specifically at the Paris Commune. In early September 1870, just as the Franco-Prussian War was passing into its second stage — that is, just after the founding of the Second French Republic — Marx, through the International Working Men’s Association, cautioned the French workers not to launch an uprising prematurely: “any attempt at overthrowing the new government in the present crisis, when the enemy is almost knocking at the doors of Paris, would be a desperate folly.”① And later, when the Parisian proletariat, for want of experience, did in the end launch its uprising, Marx continued to concern himself, at every moment, with the safety of the Commune, repeatedly putting forward suggestions for strengthening its defenses. Naturally, all of this had very little effect. Afterward, in speaking with a friend about this matter, Marx expressed considerable feeling. He said: “Had the Commune heeded my warning,
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how much better it would have been! I advised the members of the Commune to reinforce the northern side of the heights of Montmartre, the side facing the Prussians, and at the time they still had time to do so; I told them beforehand that, if they did not do so, they would fall into a trap… had the Commune heeded my warning, the plans of the Versailles clique would, at the very least, have been partially frustrated.”①

There is one point that needs to be explained here: the various manifestations of advanced character in the military theory of Marx and Engels described above are, in fact, precisely a faithful reflection of its class character. Marx and Engels never concealed their own views; their theory was in the service of that lofty ideal — the complete emancipation of the proletariat of the whole world and of all humanity.

Supporting and sympathizing with every just war, opposing and exposing every unjust war. This is yet another salient manifestation of the advanced character of the military theory of Marx and Engels. In the military-theoretical legacy of Marx and Engels, a rather large proportion — some three-fifths or more — consists of the commentaries on war that they wrote during various periods. The war commentary that came from the hands of Marx and Engels, compared with the military reportage written by bourgeois newspaper correspondents, differs most clearly in this: that the former possesses a genuinely impartial standpoint and a clear-cut attitude of love and hatred. Deep sympathy and full support for just wars, and merciless exposure of and resolute opposition to unjust wars — these are the salient features of these commentaries.

The 1840s was a period in which the European workers’ movement and the movement for national independence were surging to a high tide. Marx and Engels paid the closest attention to the armed uprisings of urban workers in France, Germany, Austria, and other countries during the European revolutions of 1848–1849, and to the national-liberation wars of the peoples of Hungary and Italy. Marx characterized the armed uprising of the Paris workers in June 1848 as “the first great battle… between the two classes that split modern society,” “a struggle for the maintenance or annihilation of the bourgeois order,”② thereby pointing to the progressive character of this action and its important place in the history of the international workers’ movement. Engels, in a number of reports on the June revolution in Paris, warmly extolled the high class consciousness of the Parisian workers and their spirit of courageous self-sacrifice for the cause. He pointed out: “The workers, in the fighting
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itself, displayed a heroism the like of which has not been seen since the beginning of the great revolution. Thirty to forty thousand workers held out for three whole days against more than eighty thousand soldiers of the line and one hundred thousand National Guards, against grapeshot, shells, and incendiary rockets, against the ‘precious’ military experience of generals who had learned their trade by making war in Algeria. The workers were defeated, and for the most part mercilessly annihilated. The fighters who fell in this battle will not receive the honour accorded to the victims of the July revolution and of February; but history will assign them a special place, and will regard them as the martyrs of the first great decisive battle of the proletariat.”① At the same time, Marx and Engels also gave a most profound exposure of the frenzy, cruelty, and savagery displayed by the French bourgeois provisional government in suppressing the Parisian workers’ uprising. Engels pointed out: “what was particularly noticeable in this decisive battle was the frenzy displayed, in the fighting, by the ‘defenders of order,’” and that “the bourgeoisie waged a war of extermination against the workers entirely by conscious design.”②

As for the war of national liberation the Hungarian people waged to free themselves from enslavement by the Austrian Habsburg dynasty, Engels published a number of commentary articles in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, warmly praising the brilliant fighting achievements by which the insurgent army under Kossuth’s leadership repeatedly dealt heavy blows to the Austrian imperial forces, and mercilessly exposing the shameless conduct of the Austrian government, which, unable to win despite repeated defeats, colluded with an outside power — Russia — jointly to strangle the Hungarian revolution. In these articles, Engels carefully analyzed the reasons for the unbroken string of victories won by the Hungarian insurgent army, and gave full recognition to the ability displayed, in the command of operations, by the insurgent army’s leaders. He wrote: “the Austrians advance slowly and by no means with confidence, and display an utter poverty of strategic ideas, while, at the head of the Magyar army, we find an astonishingly rich strategic genius. The entire campaign is being conducted according to a unified plan, the excellence of which becomes ever more apparent. In the course of the various stages of this grand plan there have been arranged a series of smaller operations, each conceived more ingeniously, and executed more suddenly and more adroitly, than the last. Although the Magyars are insufficiently trained and very poorly armed, every aspect has been most carefully thought through; they are able to make excellent use of the terrain, and are extremely
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skillful in accurately judging the situation, and extremely bold and swift in the execution of their tasks; it is thus that they meet the dense formations of the Austrian army — an army sluggish in response and devoid of intelligence, though well trained. Here, the superiority of genius is locked in struggle with superiority in numbers, equipment, and military training.”① In this passage, Engels told his readers a plain truth: on a given foundation of material conditions, a revolutionary army possessing outstanding commanders and advanced military thinking can often defeat a reactionary army that, though it possesses fine equipment, thorough training, and superior numbers, is backward in its military thinking.

The 1840s and the beginning of the 1850s in the nineteenth century was a period in which the imperialist countries of the West frequently launched wars of plunder in Asia, and was likewise a period of revolutionary storm in which the peoples of Asia rose against foreign colonial aggression and against reactionary rule at home. Britain was, at that time, the greatest colonial empire. Employing both economic penetration and military aggression, it plundered the countries of Asia on a massive scale, meeting with the resolute resistance of the peoples of China, India, and other countries. Marx and Engels paid the closest attention to this process, in which the peoples of the East, oppressed as they were, waged a tenacious struggle against Western colonialism, and wrote a great many important essays supporting this struggle and excoriating the criminal deeds of colonialism.

The Second Opium War was one deliberately provoked by British imperialism. In October 1856, using the Arrow incident as a pretext, it invaded Guangzhou, bombarded the city, plundered and killed the inhabitants, and burned their homes, committing a whole series of crimes that fill one with indignation. Yet the British government and its mouthpieces in the press, in these circumstances, instead sought to place the responsibility for all this on China. Marx, filled with revolutionary indignation, standing on the side of upholding the rights and interests of the Chinese state and people, bitterly condemned this “utterly unjust war” launched by the British colonialists. In his essay “The Anglo-Chinese Conflict,” in order to give his readers a full picture of the incident, Marx quoted at length from the principal contents of the diplomatic correspondence exchanged between Britain and China at the time, demonstrating, on solid grounds, that “in the whole transaction, the wrong is on the British side.”② And in another commentary, titled “The Atrocities Committed by the English in China,” he gave a clear account of the entire process by which Ye Mingchen, the Governor-General of Guangdong and Guangxi, refused to be intimidated and, with firmness and propriety, handled the Arrow incident from beginning to end, thereby forcefully refuting the numerous unjust slanders the British side had spread concerning the origin of the war. He wrote
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: “Ever since the first news of Britain’s military action in China arrived, the British government press, together with a section of the American press, has ceaselessly slandered the Chinese — indiscriminately accusing the Chinese of violating treaty obligations, insulting the British flag, humiliating foreigners resident in China, and so on. Yet, apart from the ‘Arrow’ lorcha incident, they have not been able to point to a single definite charge, nor to a single fact, to substantiate any of these slanders. And even the true circumstances of this incident have been so distorted by the flowery rhetoric of Parliament as to be rendered utterly unrecognizable, leaving those who earnestly wish to get to the bottom of the matter thoroughly bewildered.”① He then went on to enumerate the various clumsy performances by which British officials had deliberately manufactured the incident over the Arrow, treating might as right and arbitrarily reversing black and white. In the end, he pointed out with deep feeling: “the hapless inhabitants of Canton and its peaceable tradesmen have been slaughtered, their homes leveled by artillery fire, human rights flagrantly violated — all this under the absurd pretext that ‘the provocative conduct of the Chinese endangered the lives and property of Englishmen’! The British government and the British people — at least those willing to look into the matter — know full well how false and hollow these accusations are.”②

Britain’s frenzied invasion of and wanton plunder in China in the 1840s and 1850s likewise aroused the deepest indignation in Engels. In the numerous articles he wrote during this period, he, on the one hand, severely condemned the base conduct by which Britain widely pursued its policy of gunboat diplomacy and exposed its ugly countenance of greed combined with ferocity, while, on the other hand, he warmly praised the unyielding spirit with which the Chinese people resisted foreign insult to the death and defended their country, and the outstanding resourcefulness they displayed in struggling against the enemy. Engels held that Britain’s repeated dispatch of massive fleets to invade China was the best revelation of its inherent piratical nature. In an article titled “The New British Expedition to China,” published in April 1857 in the American New York Daily Tribune, he pointed out: “the English, though detesting our piratical instincts, retain a large stock of the piratical propensities peculiar to our common ancestors of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.”③ Engels described
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the British invading army as “champions of the ‘liberty of Christian conscience,’ bombardiers of undefended cities, ravishers of women” — pirates who had, “throughout the whole affair, acted with the most extreme cruelty”① — while, toward the Chinese soldiers and civilians who courageously fought this band of savage foreign marauders, he expressed the greatest admiration. He was greatly heartened by the new awakening the Chinese people displayed in the Second Opium War. He wrote: “Since the successful for the first attack on China, undertaken to uphold the right of the opium trade, the position of the Chinese has materially changed”; “at that time the people were quiet observers of the war, leaving the Emperor’s soldiers to fight it out with the invaders, and after their defeat submitting to the enemy’s terms with Oriental fatalism. But now, at least in the more southerly provinces — to which the contest has so far been confined — the population impart to the struggle a national character, and pursue it with an enthusiasm dangerous to the invaders.”② Engels pointed out that Britain’s piratical policy had provoked a general uprising among the Chinese people to resist the invasion of foreign enemies, and that this uprising was, moreover, of an exterminating character — a war for the preservation of society and the family, a people’s war for the preservation of the Chinese nation. He gave the highest praise to the heroic spirit displayed by the soldiers and people of China in their life-and-death struggle to defend the sovereignty and dignity of their country. He praised the garrison that defended Zhenjiang in 1842 for fighting to the death rather than surrender: “these garrison troops, only fifteen hundred strong, fought to the last man.”③ And in speaking of the resolve with which the Chinese populace fought the invaders to the bitter end during the war of 1856–1857, he further said: “the very coolies emigrating to foreign countries [aboard foreign ships] rise in mutiny en masse, as if by concert, on board the ships conveying them, and fight for the possession of the vessel, preferring death or suicide to a foreign land.”④

It ought to be pointed out that, in the articles in which Engels commented on the events of the Opium Wars, besides highly praising the noble character the Chinese soldiers and civilians displayed in uniting against the common foe and defending their country from foreign insult, he also gave full recognition to their military capabilities. While waging the Second Opium War, Britain simultaneously dispatched troops to invade Persia. Engels
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drew a comparison between the way the Persians and the way the Chinese resisted British aggression, pointing out: “In Persia, a European system of warfare has been grafted on to Asiatic barbarism of organization; in China, the rotten, semi-civilized organization of the oldest state in the world has been fighting against European methods in its own fashion. Persia has been beaten, and knocked completely out of time, while distracted, half-dissolved China has found a means of resistance which, if universally put in force, would render illusory the very successes of the allied troops.”① Through careful observation and comparison, Engels found that “in all practical matters… and war is above all a practical matter — the Chinese so far surpass in pluck the other Asiatic races.”② He warned the English not to expect to win the easy success they had won in the First Opium War, because the Chinese people had already absorbed the lessons of that earlier war, and had made great technical progress both in artillery and in methods of defense.

From 1857 to 1859, the people of India, in order to win national independence and oppose British colonial rule, mounted a national uprising on a vast scale. The fundamental cause of the uprising was that the inhabitants of every stratum of Indian society could no longer bear the cruel oppression and exploitation imposed on them by the great colonial power. Although those who set the uprising off and formed its spearhead were Indian soldiers, the basic motive force of the uprising lay with the peasants and the poor urban craftsmen, and a portion of the landlords and feudal princes were likewise drawn into the fighting. Marx and Engels felt boundless sympathy for this great national struggle, whose aim was to overthrow foreign rule. They closely followed the development of the situation as it unfolded, writing more than twenty commentaries and dispatches, displaying the greatest concern for the future destiny of the Indian nation.

In the spring of 1857, the uprising first broke out among certain native Indian troops near Delhi, and quickly spread to the broad regions of the country’s north and center. The British rulers, in order to conceal the true nature of the affair, insisted on portraying these uprisings as a military mutiny or a religious conflict. Marx exposed these lies with the facts, pointing out that this uprising possessed “a peculiar and very serious character,” and that people of different religious faiths within India had “forgotten their mutual antagonism and united against their common masters.”③ He also cited testimony given before the British House of Commons
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by a member who had studied the causes of “the decline of the Anglo-Indian empire,” adding that “the present disturbances in India are not a military mutiny, but a national revolt.”① As for the malicious intent behind the British occupation troops’ cruel suppression of the insurgent army and populace in India, however skillfully the British government and press might gloss it over, however fine the words in which they dressed it up, it could not help but reveal its true shape under Marx’s pen: “as for the object of the war, there is no doubt that it is to maintain British rule in India.”②

In order thoroughly to expose the true cause of the outbreak of this uprising in India, to lay bare the hypocritical mask of the British colonialists, and to refute the British press’s slanders against the uprising’s actions, Marx, in his two essays “Investigation of Tortures in India” and “The Indian Revolt” (September 4, 1857), used the British authorities’ own material — a Blue Book on the question of punishment in India, together with the statements of officials stationed there — to demonstrate, in a manner beyond refutation, that the British rulers of India were by no means, as they wished to present themselves to the world, the exceedingly mild and blameless benefactors of the Indian people; on the contrary, in order the more thoroughly to plunder the wealth of the local inhabitants and force them into absolute submission, they had stopped at nothing in their use of punishment. A British official stationed in India even boasted of such an atrocity as this: “we have not had a day’s rest from hanging ten or fifteen people [and peaceful residents at that].”③ They regarded the summary execution of native inhabitants, without trial or investigation, as a form of “amusement.” Marx pointed out: “the just and severe may perhaps ask: is it not right for a people to attempt to expel the foreign conqueror who has so abused his subjects? If the English could do these things in cold blood, is it surprising that the insurgent Hindoos should be guilty, in the fury of revolt and conflict, of the crimes and cruelties alleged against them?”④

In the 1850s, at a time when Western public opinion, on the questions of China and India, went to every length to turn black into white, doing its utmost to glorify the aggressors while savagely slandering and attacking the victims’
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peoples of Asia, it was precisely Marx and Engels who, on behalf of the European proletariat, stood up for justice and upheld what was right, condemning this thoroughly wicked colonialism. And not only this — of still more advanced significance is that, from these blazing events of resistance to aggression and oppression, they perceived the new awakening of the oppressed nations of the East and the immense revolutionary force latent within them. Marx and Engels held that, although these struggles, owing to the limitations of the historical conditions of the time, might well end in defeat, they nevertheless revealed a bright prospect for the world in a East long shrouded in darkest night. They pointed out, full of confidence: “One thing is beyond doubt: the days of ancient China are numbered.… It may be safely augured that, in a very few years, we shall witness the death-agony of the oldest empire in the world, and the dawn of a new era for the whole of Asia.”① The founding of the People’s Republic of China on October 1, 1949, marvelously bore out the brilliant scientific prediction Marx and Engels had made nearly a century before.

In the matter of supporting and sympathizing with just wars and opposing and exposing unjust wars, the intellectual legacy Marx and Engels left to later generations is exceedingly rich. What has been introduced above is merely the most representative portion of it.

Exposing and combating hegemonism and militarism, and reducing and eliminating the danger of war. Hegemonism and militarism are the root cause of the world’s inability to find peace. Opposition to hegemonism and militarism is one of the great distinguishing features of the military theory of Marx and Engels, and is likewise one of the important grounds on which this theory is recognized as an advanced theory.

By exposing the aggressive and expansionist policies and hegemonic ambitions of those who plotted wars (the more frenzied war-plotters, in particular), and by ceaselessly educating and mobilizing the broad masses within and outside the workers’ parties, Marx and Engels encouraged people to become conscious of the need to wage resolute struggle against the war-mongers, so as to reduce the threat of war. This was an important idea of Marx and Engels’ concerning the prevention of the outbreak of unjust wars, and for it they wrote a great many articles of sharp, pointed criticism, mercilessly exposing and attacking the various aggressive forces in Europe in the latter half of the nineteenth century that were bent on plotting war, thereby giving powerful impetus to the struggle of the proletariat of every country against militarism, and delaying the outbreak of world war. Especially worthy of people’s attention is their comprehensive and profound analysis of the aggressive and expansionist designs and the hegemonic conduct of tsarist Russia, the principal bastion of reaction in Europe.
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For example, in the fifth and sixth chapters of his essay “Secret Diplomatic History of the Eighteenth Century,” Marx gave a concentrated account of the history of Russian expansion from the ninth to the eighteenth centuries, penetratingly dissecting how tsarist Russia had transformed itself from the Grand Duchy of Muscovy into the modern Russian state, developed from a landlocked country into a maritime empire, and turned itself from a regionally encroaching power into a system of world-wide aggression — thereby enabling people to see clearly that the pattern of aggressive expansion practiced by tsarist Russia in the nineteenth century had definite historical continuity, and that its hegemonic ambitions were of long standing. In analyzing Peter the Great’s transfer of Russia’s capital from Moscow to St. Petersburg, Marx pointed out: “the conquest of the Baltic provinces alone would not have distinguished the policy of Peter the Great from that of his ancestors; it was the transfer of his capital which did that.”① For St. Petersburg, unlike the Grand Duchy of Moscow, was not the traditional core of national development, but a nest carefully chosen for carrying out a scheme of world domination, an outlying center that Peter the Great had deliberately created for his own territory, and one whose very existence, from the outset, announced that its circumference had yet to be drawn. The tsarist Russia of the nineteenth century faithfully inherited the reactionary mantle of Peter the Great’s ambition to dominate all Europe and, indeed, the whole world, wantonly suppressing revolution wherever it appeared and frenziedly pursuing a policy of aggressive expansion, thereby becoming one of the world’s principal breeding-grounds of war. In a series of articles and letters, including “The Foreign Policy of the Russian Tsarist Government” and “German Socialism,” Engels profoundly exposed the hideous face of tsarist Russia’s hegemonism. He pointed out that the material basis underlying Russia’s policy of external aggression lay in the political and economic interests of the feudal aristocracy and the bourgeoisie, and that the method by which this policy was carried out was the interlocking use of diplomacy and armed force. Russia had always been accustomed to exploiting the fear of war among the Western powers, intimidating and deceiving them, and forcing its own will upon them, while at other times directly using armed force to seize the territory of other countries. Engels sharply exposed how, in order to carry out aggressive expansion and achieve world domination, tsarist Russia stopped at nothing and used every possible means, “doing as much mischief as it durst.”② In these articles, Engels also effectively exposed the high-sounding slogans tsarist Russia was fond of shouting whenever it carried out its policy of aggressive expansion. He pointed
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out that, whenever tsarist Russia seized territory, used force, and carried out oppression, it invariably did so “under the pretext of liberalism and the emancipation of nationalities,”① when, in reality, it used the mask of liberating the various peoples to conceal its own criminal design of dominating the world alone. Engels repeatedly called on the peoples of the countries of Europe to unite in jointly checking tsarist Russia’s aggressive expansion and the threat of war it was fomenting. In 1888 he pointed out: “the overthrow of the tsarist government, the destruction of this nightmare weighing on all Europe — that, in my opinion, is the primary condition for the liberation of the peoples of Central and Eastern Europe.”② He expressed his firm conviction: “once this last bulwark of general European reaction, the tsarist regime, collapses, the whole direction of the wind in Europe will change completely.”③

After the end of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, militarism grew markedly stronger in the major countries of Europe, a development that caused Marx and Engels the deepest unease. They held that militarism was the root cause of modern war, and a heavy burden weighing on the shoulders of the world’s laboring people. For this reason, exposing the essential nature of militarism, pointing out the harm it did to peace, and exploring ways of eliminating it became one of the most important themes in the writings of Marx and Engels during the seventies and eighties. In the late 1870s, in discussing the historical significance of the Franco-Prussian War, Engels laid particular stress on the fact that this war had confirmed the value of the Prussian-style reserve system, causing this system to spread throughout continental Europe and touching off a sharp increase in military spending in every country. Under these circumstances, he said, “the army becomes the main purpose of the state, and an end in itself; the peoples are there only to provide soldiers and to feed them. Militarism dominates and swallows Europe.”④

By the latter part of the 1880s, Engels observed that, as militarism developed with great rapidity in Europe, the threat of war had grown considerably greater. In October 1886, in an article analyzing the European political situation, he examined the objective basis on which Europe, at that time, was moving toward war. Through calculation, Engels established that, for a country fully to implement a Prussian-style reserve system, some twelve to sixteen years were generally required. “After this period has elapsed, the backbone of the reserve troops
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will consist entirely of men capable of bearing arms.”① From the Franco-Prussian War down to the year 1886, in which Engels wrote this article, precisely sixteen years had elapsed; hence, he said, there were now, everywhere, men “who have served in the army for anywhere from twelve to sixteen years. Everywhere, therefore, everything is now ready for war.”② In “Letter to the Organizing Committee of the International Peace Congress in Paris” of February 1887, he went on to state still more explicitly: “We are now facing an extremely serious danger. War is threatening us”; and the true cause giving rise to this threat was “militarism, the Prussian-style military system as adopted by all the great Continental powers.”③ In this letter Engels also put forward a very important idea — namely, that the malignant development of militarism often furnishes an opening of which the war-mongers can take advantage. For under these conditions, the various countries all compete without let-up to possess the largest and most powerful army; should one country increase its armed strength, the others will do likewise, and even go further still. And this is an extremely costly business. “The people are already gasping under the crushing weight of the military budget. Peace is becoming, in almost every respect, more expensive than war, and so war has finally ceased to be some terrible calamity, and has become instead a kind of saving crisis that could bring an unbearable situation to an end. This is precisely what allows every country’s schemers — those keen to fish in troubled waters — to push the people toward war.”④

What, then, is to be done about militarism? Engels stressed that, besides ceaselessly exposing the grave threat militarism poses to peace and the heavy economic burden it imposes on the people, the most important thing is to transform the Prussian-style reserve system into a new type of people’s army. Engels wrote: “Abolish the Prussian-style system, and replace it with a genuine people’s army — this general school, into which every citizen capable of bearing arms is enrolled, for a period of time strictly fixed as the time needed to learn the soldier’s trade; organize those who have completed this training into the backbone personnel of the reserve, well organized by locality, so that every city and every county has its own battalion, the men of which all know one another,
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stand united, are furnished with weapons and uniforms, and, when necessary, can be called out at any time within twenty-four hours.”① In Engels’ view, the benefit of adopting this new type of people’s-army system lay in the following: “the people of any country adopting this system would double their own military strength while, at the same time, cutting their own military budget in half. They would demonstrate their love of peace by the very fact of arming the whole body of their own citizens, because an army composed of the people themselves is fundamentally incapable of being used to wage a war of conquest abroad, just as it would be fundamentally unconquerable in the defense of its own homeland.”② Of course, this new type of military system that Engels proposed here is one that could never, in fact, be realized in a capitalist society. The genuine implementation of a system of a people’s army becomes possible only after socialism has been established.

Supporting reform and opposing conservatism. This is yet another important manifestation of the advanced character of the military theory of Marx and Engels. What relation does reform bear to the progress of an army? What important principles must be observed in order to carry reform through successfully? These questions have already been given a dedicated introduction in Chapter 3 of this book, “The Theory of the Army.” Here we wish only to add a brief supplementary word on the anti-conservative thought contained in the military theory of Marx and Engels.

The military sphere is one of the most fiercely competitive of all spheres of human endeavor. Whoever wishes to preserve an advanced position in this sphere must keep a constantly clear head and continually devote himself to reform and renewal. In the military sphere, nothing is more to be feared than complacent contentment with the status quo, and nothing more to be shunned than blind adherence to old ways. And yet, in real life, it is precisely the military sphere that is often the place where conservative thinking most readily takes root. Marx and Engels, in their writings, gave a profound exposure of this phenomenon. Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington, was a renowned British commander and statesman of the nineteenth century. In 1815, at Waterloo, the decisive battle in which the anti-French allied forces defeated Napoleon, he had established illustrious merit. And yet he was also the most severely conservative-minded military leader in modern British history. He died in 1852. In 1853 the Crimean War broke out. In this way, the harm that Wellington’s conservative thinking, throughout the period of his ascendancy from 1815 onward, had brought to the building of the British army was, all at once, laid bare. In May 1854 and January 1855, Engels, in two short war commentaries, gave this a thorough analysis.
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Wellington first rose to military prominence on the Iberian Peninsula. From 1808 to 1813, he led an Anglo-Dutch [Anglo-Portuguese] allied force there in five years of fighting against the French army commanded by Napoleon, in the end winning victory. This was, at once, the first rung of the ladder by which he later rose steadily in rank in Britain’s military and political circles, and also the important intellectual foundation for his later self-satisfied conservatism and rejection of reform in the discharge of his official duties. In discussing the heavy load of complacency Wellington took on as a result of his victory on the Iberian Peninsula, Engels pointed out: “he stubbornly preserved every absurd habit and grotesque practice in the British army, meeting every criticism with the answer that ‘it was these very habits and grotesque practices that made us the victors in Spain and Portugal.’”① In fact, Wellington’s success in winning victory in these two countries in the south-west corner of Europe was by no means owed to the British army’s retention of these absurd habits and grotesque practices, but rather had another, more important cause. Marx once explicitly pointed this out: “had it not happened, by good fortune, that his own brother, the Marquess of Wellesley, held office in the Cabinet, he would, under that same system, never have been able to carry the war on the Iberian Peninsula through to final victory.”②

Wellington served not only as commander of the British army but also held such important cabinet posts as Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary of Britain. Through careful observation, Engels found that Wellington’s conservative thinking showed itself far more seriously in military matters than in political ones. Engels wrote: “if, in moments of urgency, he was capable of making certain concessions on major political questions, then, in military matters, he clung all the more stubbornly to outmoded views and traditionally grotesque practices. In the British army, apart from purely technical improvements in the artillery, not a single decent improvement of any kind was made throughout the whole period of his ascendancy.”③ In fact, some of the systems Wellington so stubbornly upheld in military affairs were, in truth, utterly without redeeming value. Take, for instance, the command-and-administration system of the British army itself: it possessed not the slightest rational element. At that time, Britain’s military leadership was not concentrated, as in other countries, in a single department, but was divided among four mutually independent and mutually obstructive departments or chiefs: the Commander-in-Chief, the Master-General of the Ordnance, the Secretary at War, and the Secretary of State for War and the Colonies (later the Secretary of State for War). Marx held that this
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system was one in which “division of authority, reduced to the point of curtailing the army’s mobility to the very minimum, was substituted for a division of labor that could have given the army the greatest possible flexibility.”① That is to say, this system was the one best calculated to destroy the vitality of an army in the field. During the nearly forty years in which Wellington held the highest power of military decision-making in Britain, although proposals for reforming the command-and-administration system of the army of that time were constantly put forward, every one of them was flatly rejected by Wellington. Engels said: “It was only after Wellington’s death that these grotesque arrangements became a subject of public discussion, for the report of the 1837 parliamentary committee on this question had, on his orders, been shelved.”②

The harm done to the building of the British army by the rigid system Wellington upheld, decade after decade, was extremely serious: command and administration were not unified; almost all the senior posts were monopolized by the aristocracy; the ratio of officers to enlisted men was grossly disproportionate; the training system and drill regulations were exceedingly antiquated; the mobility of units was extraordinarily poor, their movements cumbersome, slow, and mechanical; equipment was in disorder, with a bewildering multiplicity of calibers and weights among the weapons, and so on. In a word, “the army the ‘Iron Duke’ left behind was fundamentally incapable of performing any combat duty whatsoever.”③ In fact, Wellington, in his own lifetime, was not entirely unaware of these backward features of the British army; it was simply that he was unwilling to disturb the old regulations and the old order in any way at all. That Wellington should have been so obstinately unyielding naturally had its own complex subjective and psychological causes. Marx and Engels both offered their own views on this. Engels, in his essay “The Catastrophe in the Crimea,” wrote: “We ought to ask ourselves a question: who was it that invented and preserved this astonishing system of command and administration? None other than the late Duke of Wellington himself. He guarded every detail of this system as though he were personally concerned to create as much difficulty as possible for his own successors, since his successor might well prove to be a future rival for his own military glory.”④ In another short war commentary, Marx offered a similar analysis of this matter. He said: “In 1832 and 1836, when Parliament set up committees to reform the old system,
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and Wellington threw himself, before those committees, into defending the old system with all his might — was this not precisely because he feared that such reform would open too easy a road to military glory for his own successors?“①

Of course, Britain was, among the great powers of nineteenth-century Europe, the one in which conservative military thinking showed itself most prominently, and it was for this reason that it received such particular attention from Marx and Engels. But other countries which, over a long period, remained intoxicated in military matters with the battlefield achievements of an earlier generation, content with things as they stood and averse to reform, likewise left their traces in the pages Marx and Engels wrote. For example, in his later years, Engels subjected the conservative thinking of the German military establishment to extremely severe criticism. Having read the infantry drill regulations promulgated by the German military authorities in 1888, he remarked, with considerable disappointment, that this manual “confined tactical dispositions in combat to only the most essential points. There was nothing new in it whatsoever.”② At that time, among the leadership of the German military establishment there were some who set themselves up as military authorities, issuing orders in an arbitrarily subjectivist manner and demanding that subordinates and units carry them out without the slightest deviation. Engels had, over a long period, observed this phenomenon closely and with care. Deeply aware of the enormous danger that conservative thinking could bring to army-building and to the development of military science, he felt it necessary to awaken more people to this danger. He wrote: “I have now been watching this for fifty years. Many a military institution which was pronounced sacrosanct today was thrown, without ceremony, onto the scrap-heap tomorrow, and by the very authorities who had proclaimed it sacred in the first place; time and again I have seen something exalted to the skies in one army pronounced utterly worthless in another; time and again, in actual practice, I have seen the most celebrated and most highly praised regulations and formations prove, in the face of the enemy, to be simply absurd; and, finally, I have repeatedly observed that in every army there exists its own peculiar body of inherited tradition, meant only for the subordinate officers, the soldiers, and the rank and file to obey, cultivated by the senior officers, capable only of drawing the mockery of those officers who can think for themselves, and reduced entirely to nothing at the very first march. In a word, I have so rich a store of historical experience in this respect that what I would urge upon everyone is precisely that the ‘authoritative opinion’ of the military be regarded with the very greatest distrust,
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and treated with a truly critical eye.”①

It ought to be pointed out that, toward genuine authority, Engels was, in fact, deeply respectful. In the early 1870s, in order to combat the anarchism of the Bakuninist clique, Engels wrote a dedicated essay, “On Authority,” expounding the extreme importance of authority for the realization of revolutionary goals and the consolidation of the fruits of revolution. The “authority” that Engels here repeatedly criticized was not genuine authority at all, but merely a self-proclaimed “authority,” or one puffed up by others. This kind of “authority” is the concrete embodiment, in certain senior military figures such as Wellington and the elder Moltke, of extreme conservative thinking; it is the great enemy of any military reform, and must therefore be resolutely opposed.

Strategic and tactical thought superior to that of others. There is also a further, extremely clear-cut criterion for measuring whether a military theory is advanced, namely: whether those who put this theory into practice are able to defeat the enemy on the field of battle. An important piece of evidence for our claim that the military theory of Marx and Engels possesses a unique advanced character is precisely that its strategic and tactical thought surpasses that of others in every respect.

The military theory of Marx and Engels is the intellectual weapon that oppressed classes, oppressed nations, and invaded countries use on the battlefield to resist and to fight back against oppressing classes, oppressing nations, and invading countries — that is, it is the intellectual instrument they use in waging war. War, in turn, is a contest of strength. Oppressed classes, oppressed nations, and invaded countries generally find themselves, at the outset of this contest, in a position of inferiority. To transform this position of inferiority, in the course of war, first into one of equality, and then into one of superiority, and finally to achieve victory in battle, is absolutely impossible without a set of methods of conducting operations — that is, strategic and tactical thought — capable of surpassing the enemy. The military theory of Marx and Engels is precisely the unique set of strategic and tactical principles and rules that they designed and created to meet the need of the progressive forces, inferior at the outset of the struggle, to defeat a powerful enemy. Chapter 2 of this book, “The Theory of War,” and Chapter 5, “The Theory of Military Art,” have already given a separate exposition of these principles and rules, and there is no need to repeat it here. Here we wish only to look, from a higher level, at the distinctive individual character of the strategic and tactical thought of Marx and Engels — that is to say, to examine what Marx and Engels loved and what they hated in the guidance of war. Through a careful reading of the content of the two chapters of this book mentioned above, one can readily arrive at the following conclusion: Marx
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and Engels, on a whole series of questions concerning the guidance of war, each had their own perfectly clear standard of right and wrong. For example: they advocated the broad mobilization of the masses to wage all-out resistance, and opposed relying solely on confrontation between government-organized armies; they advocated implementing active defense through offensive action, and opposed passive defense conducted in a purely defensive posture; they advocated the battle of annihilation achieved by concentrating one’s forces and destroying the enemy piecemeal, and opposed the battle of mere attrition that comes from dispersing one’s forces without a clear objective for annihilation; they advocated making the annihilation of the enemy’s effective strength the aim of war, and opposed fixating solely on the gain or loss of a single city or locality; they advocated actively seeking opportunities to annihilate the enemy in the course of mobile warfare, and opposed passive waiting and inaction; they advocated making the fullest use of favorable factors such as timing and surprise so as to heighten the effect of annihilating the enemy, and opposed procrastination in action, lack of resolve, and the loss of opportune moments for battle; and so on. What makes these various propositions especially valuable is precisely that they did not spring from empty imagination on the part of certain individuals, but were drawn from a conscientious summation and refinement of the experience of war, both historical and contemporary. It is for this reason that they are able to help revolutionary peoples defeat the enemy on the field of battle.

The strategic and tactical thought of Marx and Engels possessed not only the scientific quality needed to win battles, but also the initiative and flexibility needed to win them. They held that, from the standpoint of the guidance of war, the single most crucial point in defeating the enemy was to grasp the initiative in the war and on the battlefield at all times, striving to avoid being controlled by the enemy. Interestingly, as early as the early 1850s, Engels had already given expression to the pithy strategic thought — “you fight your way, and I’ll fight mine” — with which Chinese Communists and the Chinese people’s army would later become thoroughly familiar.

After the failure of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, according to the original estimate of Marx and Engels, a new revolutionary high tide would once again emerge in Europe once all sides had, over a certain period of time, undergone a process of gestation and preparation. In order to meet this anticipated new turn of events, Engels set himself a research task: once the French working class — belonging to the country with the most deeply rooted tradition of revolutionary struggle in Europe — should be the first to achieve victory in a socialist revolution in its own country, how would the newly born French proletarian regime cope with a large-scale armed intervention jointly organized by the aristocratic monarchies of Europe? To this end, in the spring of 1851 he began writing his essay “The Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852.” Although, owing to a later change in circumstances, his research plan was never brought to final completion, some of his penetrating ideas on this question were nevertheless bequeathed to posterity, both through this unfinished draft and through the correspondence in which he exchanged views on the question with Marx. Engels’ reflections on the important strategic policy of “you fight your way, and I’ll fight mine” were, in fact, first put forward in a letter to Marx dated April 3, 1851.
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He wrote: “If revolution breaks out in France next year, the Holy Alliance will, without any doubt, advance at least to the gates of Paris. Our French revolutionaries, for all their extensive knowledge and their rare energy, may well find it a serious question whether even the forts and the ring wall of Paris can obtain the weapons and provisions they require. And should merely two of the forts — say, Saint-Denis and its nearest eastern neighbor — fall into the enemy’s hands, Paris and the revolution would collapse before any new turn of events could occur. On this point I intend, before long, to give you a somewhat more detailed account from a military point of view, and at the same time to set out the only means capable of at least weakening the enemy’s invasion — namely, that the French should occupy the fortresses of Belgium, and, by a rather hazardous method of sudden, coup-de-main assault, seize the fortresses along the Rhine.”① What Engels here proposed as “the only means capable of at least weakening the enemy’s invasion” may be said to represent a most typical and brilliant piece of “you fight your way, I’ll fight mine” strategy. That is to say: standing on the side of the newly born French revolutionary government, one should consider matters thus — while you attack my capital, I, apart from leaving the necessary garrison troops to defend the cities, will draw my main force out beyond the frontier and, adopting a method of offensive operations on exterior lines, strike at the enemy’s reinforcements and cut off his lines of retreat, so as to transform the situation on the battlefield, turn passivity into initiative, and secure final victory in the war.

It ought to be pointed out that this important strategic thought of “you fight your way, I’ll fight mine” was expressed by Engels, in his own writings, on more than the one occasion mentioned above. Let us now look at one further, simple example. In mid-August 1870, having seen that, ever since the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War, the army of the Second French Empire had suffered defeat after defeat, Engels placed his last hope for victory over the Prussian army on a French revolutionary government that he anticipated would soon replace the dynasty of Napoleon III, and he set forth his own views as to how the revolutionary French army and people might extricate themselves from their passive position in the war. On August 15, in a letter to Marx, he pointed out that, although France was facing the danger of collapse, “if, however, a revolutionary government were to come to power very quickly, there would be no cause for despair. But it would have to abandon Paris to its fate and carry on the war from the South.”② Indeed, only by breaking free of the area under the enemy’s
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direct control could one find the enemy’s weak points and deliver an effective counterblow. It should be said that this important operational guiding thought of “you fight your way, I’ll fight mine” is the most vivid embodiment of the flexibility of the military theory of Marx and Engels.



Section 3. A High Unity of Inheritance and Innovation

Like Marxism itself, the military theory of Marx and Engels, throughout the whole process of its gestation and formation, consistently took care critically to absorb the beneficial achievements of predecessors and contemporaries in probing the mysteries of military affairs, and, in accordance with the changes that the development of the age, the progress of science and technology, brought about in weapons and methods of combat, constantly revised and perfected its original understanding, so as to guarantee that the content of the system should possess abundant vitality and vigorous life. That is to say, a further characteristic possessed by the military theory of Marx and Engels is a high unity of inheritance and innovation.

Drawing broadly on the strengths of others, absorbing and integrating widely. The military theory of Marx and Engels had important sources in its formation. Marx and Engels — Engels above all — in engaging in military-scientific research activity, drew extensively on the theoretical achievements of predecessors and contemporaries.

First, extensive reading, combined with concentrated absorption at key points. The formation of the military theory of Marx and Engels was the result of the two founders of scientific communism’ long-term summation and absorption of the achievements of military-scientific research accumulated over thousands of years the world over — chiefly in Europe. This, of course, first required painstaking study of the various valuable materials of military thought that history had left behind. To this end, Marx and Engels read a great quantity of the military-theoretical works and war-historical works of earlier ages. Since the number of books that needed to be consulted was extremely great, while the time that could be devoted to the study of military questions was, after all, limited, they adopted a method combining broad perusal with concentrated study of key points.

In acquiring knowledge of military history, Engels made the wars of modern Europe the chief focus of his intensive study. “I am not much interested in ancient history”① — this was a remark he made when he first began to study military affairs. And yet, viewed over the whole course of Engels’ investigation into the mysteries of war, the army, and military art, [it becomes clear that] he by no means neglected the achievements of ancient and medieval European scholars in writing on military
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history — a fact he had, in fact, studied a good deal, as we can confirm from the content of many of the essays he wrote. According to incomplete statistics, among the well-known historical works he cited in these essays are: Herodotus’s Histories (nine books), Thucydides’s History of the Peloponnesian War (eight books), Polybius’s Histories (forty books), Flavius Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander, Caesar’s Commentaries on the Gallic War, Tacitus’s Annals, Cassius Dio’s Roman History, and Velleius Paterculus’s Roman History (two volumes), among others. In order to assist Engels in his research into the history of the army’s development, Marx recommended to him a number of important historical works, such as W. Boetticher’s History of Carthage and Niccolò Machiavelli’s History of Florence. In addition, Engels also read the works of the Austrian commander and military writer Raimondo Montecuccoli, as well as the works of King Frederick II of Prussia. Through his study of the above military-historical works, Engels not only came to understand a number of major wars that occurred in the periods of ancient Greece, ancient Rome, and medieval Europe — such as the Greco-Persian Wars, the Peloponnesian War, Alexander’s eastern campaigns, the Punic Wars, the Gallic Wars, the Roman civil wars, the Thirty Years’ War, and the Seven Years’ War — together with the historical facts concerning the organization, training, and combat operations of the armies of various countries in various different periods, but also deepened his understanding of the essence of war and the laws governing army-building, and enriched his own strategic and tactical thought.

Of course, in the matter of military history, what Engels studied more of was the history of modern European wars, and, in particular, the history of the Napoleonic Wars. That he made this choice was the result of deep consideration on his part. This was mainly because the wars of modern Europe, and the Napoleonic Wars in particular, were, in point of content, richer than the wars of any period in European history, were separated from his own time by a comparatively shorter interval, and were, moreover, comparatively abundant in documentary material. In this way, research was both more convenient, and there was more to be gained from it. In addition, people, having passed through this twenty- or thirty-year storm of large-scale warfare stretching from the French Revolution of the late eighteenth century to the end of the Napoleonic Wars, had achieved a further deepening, compared with the past, in their understanding of war, the army, and military art. All these objective factors led Engels to place the emphasis of his study of military history on the history of modern European warfare. He accordingly began systematically to select works in this field for reading, and he read the works of historians from several of the principal countries of Europe, the most important among them being the Frenchman Adolphe
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Thiers’s History of the Consulate and the Empire (twenty volumes), the Duke of Rovigo, Anne Jean Marie René Savary’s Memoirs Illustrating the History of the Emperor Napoleon (eight volumes), Henry Jomini’s Critical and Military History of the Wars of the Revolution, 1792–1801 and Political and Military Life of Napoleon — Related by Himself, before the Tribunal of Caesar, Alexander, and Frederick (four volumes), the Englishman William Francis Patrick Napier’s History of the War in the Peninsula and in the South of France, from 1807 to 1814 (six volumes), Robert Southey’s History of the Peninsular War (three volumes), William Siborne’s The Waterloo Campaign, 1815, George Cathcart’s Commentaries on the War in Russia and Germany in 1812 and 1813, the German Carl von Clausewitz’s posthumous work On War and on the Conduct of War (ten volumes), Karl von Müffling’s Passages from My Life; together with Recollections of the Campaigns of 1813 and 1814, and Friedrich Wilhelm von Bülow’s History of the Campaign of 1800 in Germany and Italy, among others.

It ought to be pointed out that, in order to study the wars of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars, the books Engels actually consulted went far beyond those listed above — one may truly say that he achieved genuine “breadth of reading” — and it was precisely on the foundation of this “breadth of reading” that he discovered a number of extremely valuable works of war history. The History of the War in the Peninsula and in the South of France, from 1807 to 1814, by the British general and military historian William Napier, was one of these. Engels held this book in extremely high regard, mentioning it no fewer than eight times① in his own essays and letters. In February 1851, in a letter to Marx, he explained why he had come to favor this particular work. He pointed out: “I am at present reading the histories of the Consulate and the Empire written by French and English historians, reading them, in particular, from a military point of view. So far, the best book I have found in this connection is the History of the War in the Peninsula, by W. Napier (now a general). This fellow, like all the Napiers, has his own eccentric ideas, but at the same time also has
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an extremely rich fund of common sense, and, what is more important, is extremely accurate in his judgment of Napoleon’s military and administrative genius. No Frenchman could ever have written a book of this kind.”① What Engels here refers to as “the history of the Consulate and the Empire” in which he was interested means the history of Napoleon’s rule of France and of the wars he waged continuously abroad, and the History of the War in the Peninsula describes a very important part of precisely this period of history. Because the author, in this book, offered a good many original insights into Napoleon’s ability in the command and administrative training of the army, and because he never indulged in empty generalities, the book received Engels’ particular attention. Not only did he himself read it with care, but he repeatedly recommended it to friends as well. On June 19, 1851, in a letter to Joseph Weydemeyer, he wrote: “As regards the history of modern warfare … the sources I can find here are, of course, French and English. Among the English sources, the one that stands out in particular is Lieutenant-General William Napier’s history of the war in Spain; this is the best work on the history of war I have read so far. If you have not read this book, and yet can find it where you are, it is well worth reading (History of the War in the Peninsula and in the South of France, in six volumes).”②

Besides this work of Napier’s, in researching the wars of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars, Engels also carefully read a good many war-historical works by Clausewitz and Jomini (of Clausewitz’s ten volumes of posthumous works, apart from volumes one through three, which comprise On War, the rest are all works of war history). In his study of war history, Engels did not confine himself to a general understanding of the course of historical events, but attached still greater importance to learning the scientific methods the authors used in analyzing the causes and consequences of historical wars, together with the beneficial conclusions they drew from their historical investigations. Many signs indicate that not a few of Engels’ important scholarly insights were, in fact, the fruit of his painstaking study of works of war history. For example, in April 1851, in his essay “The Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” he put forward a series of famous theses that were to exert a decisive influence on the development of proletarian military science as a whole — such as that the improvement of methods of combat is premised upon the development of the productive forces and changes in social relations; that the principal trend in the development of the modern system of combat operations is the growth in the size of armies and the increase in their mobility; that the development of military art depends upon the broad mass of soldiers
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and on the creative role played by the masses, while the responsibility of the commander lies in being skilled at summing up and generalizing from their experience, and so on. It should be said that the birth of these important scholarly ideas was closely bound up with his concentrated effort, during that period, in “reading from a military point of view” the historical works that the historians of various countries had written concerning the Napoleonic Wars. In the same way, the formation of many of Engels’ theoretical views concerning armed uprising and people’s war was likewise very directly connected with his deep and extensive study of the various historical documents dealing with the European revolutionary wars of 1848–1849.

It ought to be pointed out that, although Marx, throughout his life, never had the time or energy to devote himself specifically to the study of military questions, he nevertheless, in order to exchange views with Engels on this subject, to help Engels grasp the scientific laws of military affairs, and to meet certain special needs of his own writing, also read no small number of works on military history. This can be seen from the letters he left behind. For example, from October 1857 to January 1858, in order to write the entry “Bugeaud” for The New American Cyclopaedia, he twice wrote to tell Engels that he was “spending time reading Clausewitz, Müffling, and others.”① The “books” he refers to here are Clausewitz’s The Campaign of 1812 in Russia, the Campaigns of 1813 up to the Armistice, and the Campaign of 1814 in France and The Campaign of 1815 in France (these being the seventh and eighth volumes of the ten-volume collection of the posthumous works of General Carl von Clausewitz, On War and on the Conduct of War), together with Müffling’s Passages from My Life, together with Recollections of the Campaigns of 1813 and 1814. Again, in September 1857, after reading the entry “Army” that Engels had written for The New American Cyclopaedia, Marx, while affirming that it was “extremely well written,” nevertheless felt that it still had certain shortcomings. In order to help Engels deepen his understanding of the social-historical value of the army by approaching it from the angle of the relationship between the army’s development and the development of the social economy, he suggested that Engels read works discussing the military institutions of ancient Carthage and of medieval Italy, since the system of mercenary armies that prevailed for so long in European history had once enjoyed a particularly flourishing development in precisely these two countries. Marx told Engels, in his letter, that, for the sake of their common need, he himself “would look into a certain most
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recent work by a certain Berliner on the army of Carthage, which had only just come to my notice”①; and he sent Engels a summary he had made of the relevant chapter, in Machiavelli’s History of Florence, describing the methods by which mercenary captains conducted operations. It can thus be seen that Marx, too, had done a good deal of research into certain important works of military history.
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In order to meet the need of founding a new type of military doctrine belonging to the proletariat itself, Engels also took an extremely keen interest in the various works of military theory that had appeared in the course of European history, and those published in his own and Marx’s own era. From ancient Greece and Rome down to the Europe of the latter half of the nineteenth century, the works of any military theorist possessing even the slightest degree of reputation occupied a place of their own on Engels’ desk. Below are listed some of the principal works he discussed in his own essays or letters: the military writings of ancient Rome’s Vegetius (also rendered Flavius Vegetius Renatus), De Re Militari; the sixteenth-century Italian Niccolò Machiavelli’s seven-book Art of War (also translated On the Art of War); the military writings of the seventeenth-century Austrian Raimondo Montecuccoli; the military writings of the Austrian Archduke Charles of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; the nineteenth-century Memoirs to Illustrate the History of the Reign of Napoleon (compiled by the generals who were his fellow captives on Saint Helena, and printed from a manuscript entirely revised in Napoleon’s own hand); the Prussian Carl von Clausewitz’s On War (three volumes); the Swiss Henry Jomini’s Summary of the Art of War (also translated as A General Outline of Military Science); the Prussian Wilhelm Willisen’s Theory of Large-Scale War as Applied in the Russo-Polish War of 1831 (two volumes); the Prussian Hugo Kaiser’s Elements of Tactics as Applied to Modern Fortification; the Prussian Prince Friedrich Karl’s On the Tactics of the French Army; and the German Friedrich Wilhelm Rüstow’s The Military System and the Art of War and Command of Julius Caesar, among others.

It ought to be pointed out that, owing to differences in the theoretical cultivation and writing ability of their respective authors, the works listed above differed considerably in their own scholarly value, and were, accordingly, by no means all works that Engels was fond of; among them, only a portion were works on which Engels expended real effort, studying them closely and profiting from them in his thinking. This accords precisely with the principle he consistently followed in the study of military affairs — “broad-area perusal, with concentrated absorption at key points.” First, among these books, the one that interested him most was The Reign of Napoleon: Memoirs Illustrating the History of France. This book contains Napoleon’s seventeen comments on a work titled On the Art of War, published in Paris in 1816. Engels studied these comments over and over again, with great care, and repeatedly drew upon and absorbed the brilliant ideas they contained in his own writings; here we shall focus on introducing two occasions on which Engels cited Napoleon’s third comment. In 1798, when Napoleon led his army in the invasion of Egypt, he there succeeded in defeating the Mamluk cavalry of that land. This third comment discusses precisely the reason why French cavalry, though less skilled in horsemanship, but disciplined, were able to defeat the Mamluk cavalry, who, while superior in individual combat skill, lacked discipline. Napoleon wrote: “Two Mameluke troopers were unquestionably more than a match for three Frenchmen; a hundred French cavalry were about equal to a hundred Mamelukes; three hundred French could generally beat an equal number of Mamelukes; and a thousand French were invariably able to defeat fifteen hundred Mamelukes.”① In the section “Dialectics: Quantity and Quality,” within the “Philosophy” part of Anti-Dühring, it was precisely this passage of Napoleon’s that Engels quoted in explaining the principle of the transformation of quantity into quality. Immediately after this quotation, Engels went on to write: “just as, according to Marx, a certain, though changing, minimum sum of exchange-value is necessary for it to be transformable into capital, so, according to Napoleon, a certain minimum number of cavalry was necessary in order that the force of discipline and tactical organisation, expressed in closed bodies and planned use, might make itself felt and rise superior even to greater numbers of irregular cavalry, whose individual riding and fencing skill, and at least equal bravery, were better.”② There is one point especially deserving of people’s attention here: this example that Engels selected from Napoleon’s remarks best illustrates the important principle, concerning the transformation of quantity into quality, that Marx put forward in Chapter Eleven of Volume One of Capital: that when a number of forces combine into a single total force, this produces a “new force,” a force qualitatively different from the mere sum of its individual component forces.③

This third comment from Napoleon’s memoirs had, in fact, already been quoted by Engels well before the appearance of Anti-Dühring in the 1870s. In 1858, in
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writing the entry “Cavalry” for an encyclopedia, in order to illustrate the scientific truth that different quantities of regular and irregular cavalry, differing in quality, showed enormous differences in fighting strength, the very first thing that came to Engels’ mind was precisely Napoleon’s summing-up, made on Saint Helena some forty years earlier, of the experience of French cavalry in the Egyptian campaign. In his essay “Cavalry,” after systematically examining the battlefield performance, in various periods of history, of cavalry of differing quality, Engels reached the conclusion that, in large-scale cavalry engagements, “the party that succeeds in preserving tactical coordination and unbroken formation will invariably prove greatly superior to the other party, which cannot achieve this; and it is precisely for this reason that irregular cavalry, however skilled in fighting, and however numerous, can never break regular cavalry.”① The reasoning here is very simple: “irregular cavalry, with their ranks in disorder, uncoordinated with one another in the charge and lacking a compact formation, cannot in the least shake a dense, boldly advancing formation. It is only when the tactical formation of regular cavalry falls into disorder, and single combat begins, that the superiority of irregular cavalry can make itself felt.”② Engels then went on to point out: “The best example in this respect is that of Napoleon’s dragoons in the fighting in Egypt. These were, without question, the worst regular cavalry of the time, and yet they invariably defeated the finest irregular horsemen — the Mamelukes.”③ And it was here, once again, that Napoleon’s third comment, mentioned above, was directly invoked, to further illustrate the philosophical principle of the mutual transformation of quantity and quality in cavalry combat.

Throughout his life, Napoleon never produced any systematic work of military theory. The tangible materials of military thought he left to posterity are not many; they consist only of a certain number of annotations he made in his later years while reading. His comments, written on certain views expressed in another book he read, also received a good deal of attention from Engels. This book was one that Engels described as representative of the school of the old Prussian “Fritz” (that is, Frederick II) — General Heinrich Dietrich von Bülow’s History of the Campaign of Germany and Italy in 1800. This work was published in German in Berlin in 1801, later translated into French, and brought to Saint Helena by the British garrison engineer officer Basil Jackson, where, in 1819, it fell into the hands of Napoleon, then held prisoner there. As he read it, Napoleon made annotations on it,
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a great many marginal comments. This French translation, bearing his annotations, was later republished by Jackson in 1813. In February–March 1859, on the eve of the outbreak of the war in Italy, while writing his essay “The Po and the Rhine,” Engels, in order to illustrate his own view that, in fighting in a region crossed by rivers, one ought to avoid dispersing one’s forces owing to terrain obstacles and to avoid dispatching the bulk of one’s army into mountainous areas, aptly quoted Napoleon’s sharp criticism of the author’s conservative operational thinking in this book. Bülow, in his book, had, with what he took to be original insight, put forward a theory of what might be called “centrifugal retreat” and “centripetal advance”; but Napoleon, at a glance, recognized this as a line of operational thinking that advocated dispersing one’s forces. He therefore annotated: “‘This is wrong,’ ‘nonsense,’ ‘a bad and extremely dangerous plan,’ ‘if one wishes to win, one must hold to concentration,’ ‘never, under any circumstances, allow a river to divide one’s own army,’ ‘this is simply a pack of nonsense,’” and so on.① And, in another place, where Bülow had sharply criticized the French Army of the Rhine for failing to occupy in force the sparsely garrisoned Tyrolean mountain region, Napoleon again added this annotation: “One must not attack mountainous country; neither the Tyrol nor Switzerland should be dealt with in this fashion; one should merely observe them, and outflank them by way of the plain.” “Nonsense — even if the Tyrol were left completely open, one still ought not to occupy it.”②

From all this it can be seen that it was in precisely this fashion — learning as he went, applying as he learned — that Engels, time and again, came to know Napoleon ever more intimately, to understand him ever more fully, until he became the most authoritative interpreter of Napoleon’s military thought.

Second: among the great many works of military theory to be found in the libraries of the various great powers of nineteenth-century Europe, those that truly drew the sustained attention of Engels and Marx were, in fact, not very numerous. The two works mentioned earlier — the German On War and the French Summary of the Art of War — are representative of these. The authors of these two books, Carl von Clausewitz and Henri Jomini, were both described by Engels as universally acknowledged authorities in military affairs, and both their names and their scholarly views appear repeatedly in the writings and correspondence of Engels and Marx. In June 1851, just as Engels, newly arrived in Manchester, England, had resolved to “storm the fortress of military science” in earnest, he made inquiries everywhere, asking others to help him seek out and purchase various celebrated works of military theory —
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works to which Willisen and Clausewitz had turned first. In a letter to his good friend Joseph Weydemeyer back in Germany, he said: “I have no German works of this kind here at all, and must get hold of a few; the first that come to my mind are the works of Willisen and Clausewitz.”① From this we can readily see just how much weight the military doctrine of Clausewitz carried in Engels’ estimation. According to a rough count, over the more than thirty years from this point down to December 1887, Engels read, examined, and cited Clausewitz’s works — so far as can be documented — on at least nine occasions. Engels praised Clausewitz’s representative work, On War, as “in itself a very good book,”② and extolled its author as “a universally recognized authority”③ and “a man of the first rank.”④ Not only this — in writing entries for an encyclopedia, he specifically cited Clausewitz’s own explanation of the term “theater of war” as a scholarly basis for the views he himself put forward. It is true that Engels once remarked that what Clausewitz wrote did not entirely suit his own taste, and this has led some to suppose that the possibility of Engels having been influenced by Clausewitz’s military thought ought to be ruled out. This view, however, is open to question. In the first place, when Engels made this remark, it was within a specific linguistic context — namely, he was comparing the respective methods Jomini and Clausewitz used in writing the history of the Napoleonic Wars: “As for the older campaigns [that is, the wars since 1792], I have done a certain amount of work on them; Napoleon’s various advances were quite straightforward, and not easy to get wrong. Jomini is, after all, the best historian in this field, whereas Clausewitz, a born genius, though he wrote some excellent things, does not entirely suit my own taste.”⑤ From this passage it can be seen that Engels was not, here, offering any evaluation whatsoever of Clausewitz’s military doctrine, but was speaking only to the question of his writing of war history. In the second place, this remark of Engels’ about Clausewitz was made at a point when he had only just come into contact with Clausewitz’s work, and did not yet have a very deep understanding of him (this was in 1853). Later, as he went on reading
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more of Clausewitz’s works, his assessment of their author underwent a change as well. These facts are ones we cannot fail to give due weight to in studying the process by which Engels’ military thought took shape.

As mentioned earlier, Marx, too, had read Clausewitz’s works of war history. From reading between the lines of Clausewitz’s analyses of historical war events, the impression Marx formed was this: “this man possesses a sound faculty of judgment amounting almost to shrewdness.”① And certain ideas from Clausewitz’s On War can likewise be found reflected in Marx’s own writings. For example, in late July 1859, shortly after the end of the war in Italy, Marx, in order to criticize the way the official French government press, in defiance of objective fact, flattered Napoleon III and the performance of French soldiers on the battlefield, cited a view from On War in his essay “Truth Testified.” Marx wrote: “Clausewitz, in his work on the campaigns of 1796 and 1797 in Italy, makes the point, in one place, that war, when all is said, is by no means, as so many suppose, mere theatre; that, viewed scientifically, the outcome of war, whether victory or defeat, very often runs directly counter to the picture painted in the imagination of political braggarts.”②

Jomini was another nineteenth-century military theorist upon whom Engels looked with scholarly favor. Engels not only enjoyed reading his histories of the wars of the French Revolution and of the Napoleonic Wars, holding that his historical writing was comparatively faithful to fact — “not glorifying French heroism to the skies the way Monsieur Thiers does”③ — but also delighted in studying Jomini’s works of military theory. For example, on the eve of the war in Italy in 1859, Engels, in his essay “The Po and the Rhine,” made use of the theory of interior lines of operation that Jomini had put forward in his Summary of the Art of War, successfully analyzing the enormous strategic and tactical advantage that the special river-network terrain of northern Italy might, in a future war, afford Germany. Engels wrote: “All the rivers descending from the Alps east of the Simplon Pass, whether flowing into the Po across the North Italian plain, or directly into the Adriatic, form, either with the Po itself or independently,
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a concave arc opening to the east … its center lying to the east of the river. Hence, an army stationed on the left, that is, the eastern bank, of these rivers, can occupy the central position east of the river, and thereby reach any point on the river line under attack within a comparatively short time; holding what Jomini calls the ‘interior line’ of the river, it can maneuver along the radii or the chords, whereas the enemy is compelled to maneuver along the longer route — that is, the circumference. Should the army stationed on the right bank be obliged to stand on the defensive, this situation is likewise unfavorable to it, because the terrain makes it easy for the enemy to carry out a turning movement. What originally made it easier for the defender to maneuver along the shorter distances between points on the circumference now gives the attacker, in turn, a decisive advantage in his advance. For this reason, the river lines of Lombardy and Venetia, whether for defense or for attack, are extremely favorable to the German army.”①

In order to carry forward his military-theoretical research and writing, Engels, besides devoting the greater part of his effort to the painstaking study of the history of modern European wars and the outstanding works of modern European military theory, also made a point of methodically consulting a great many theoretical works dealing with the specialized knowledge of the various arms and branches of the military. For example, in writing the encyclopedia entry “Artillery,” the reference works he consulted, so far as can be initially ascertained, included: Palaray’s notes on the ancient discovery, in Asia and Persia, of gunpowder and firearms; Ma·Gelaike’s Fire for Overcoming the Enemy; the letters attributed to the monk Roger Bacon on the art and the secrets of nature and on the absurdity of magic; Huo·An·Kongdai’s History of Arab Rule in Spain, Compiled from Various Arabic Manuscripts and Memoirs; Sheng Leimi’s Notes on the Science of Artillery; the Principles of Artillery, translated by Ka·Ao·Sitelun; Ge·Fu·Taipeierhuofu’s The Prussian Gunner, or, On the Trajectory of the Projectile — Assuming that Air Resistance is Proportional to the Square of the Velocity; Xia’enhuosite’s Handbook of Artillery and Handbook for Officers — the Practical Portion of Military Science, Part One: Artillery; Ge·Weijia’s Instructions for Firing (with Range Tables); Tuo·Moerla’s Treatise on Artillery; Yue·Ge·Huoyier’s Dictionary of Common Artillery Terms; Fu·Gu·Lufuluwa’s Lectures on Artillery; and Niccolò Machiavelli’s On the Art of War — thirteen or fourteen works in all. And, for his study of the science of fortification, Engels likewise read with care a number of important works on questions of fortification published in Europe from the latter half of the sixteenth century down to the latter half of the nineteenth, drawing upon and absorbing
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no small number of the valuable views and materials they contained, using them to enrich the content of his own essays. According to incomplete statistics, among the works on questions of fortification that he cited are: Niccolò Tartaglia’s Various Investigations and Inventions (1554), Girolamo Maggi and Jacopo Castriotto’s Della fortificazione delle città (1564), Galasso Alghisi’s On Fortification (1570), Daniel Specklin’s Architectura von Vestungen (1589), Sébastien Le Prestre de Vauban’s De l’attaque et de la défense des places (1739), Bousmard’s Essai général de fortification (1741), Marc René de Montalembert’s La fortification perpendiculaire, ou, essai sur plusieurs manières de fortifier la ligne droite, le triangle, le quarré, et tous les polygones (1776–1786), and Hugo Kaiser’s Elements of Tactics as Applied to Modern Fortification (1851), some seven or eight works in all. Engels rated some of these works extremely highly. For instance, he pointed out: “This little book by the Prussian engineer Major Kaiser, giving an overview of modern fortification, is in fact a very fine piece of work. Of all the works on military subjects I have read up to now, this little book has more of the spirit of historicism and materialism than any of them.”①

Second, making use of every usable, excellent scholarly achievement. In the more than half-century during which Marx and Engels founded the military doctrine of the proletariat, besides constantly taking care to absorb the outstanding scholarly views of the various renowned military theorists of history, they were also, at times, skilled at directly making use of the research achievements of their predecessors, so as to deepen their own understanding of certain questions and to bring about a scholarly re-creation of their own thought. The history of the writing of two of Engels’ long essays, The Peasant War in Germany and The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, offers the best illustration of this.

The Peasant War in Germany was written in the summer of 1850, and first published that year, in the fifth and sixth issues of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung. Politisch-ökonomische Revue, published in Hamburg and edited by Marx. This work represents Engels’ re-analysis, on a still higher level, of the entire course of the medieval German Peasants’ War and of its social causes, undertaken on the basis of the rich material contained in the German petty-bourgeois democratic historian Wilhelm Zimmermann’s Allgemeine Geschichte des großen Bauernkrieges (published 1841–1843). In the preface he wrote in February 1870, for the publication of this essay as a separate pamphlet, Engels pointed out: “This work does not
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pretend to offer material derived from independent research. On the contrary, all the material relating to the peasant uprising and to Thomas Münzer has been borrowed from Zimmermann. Notwithstanding certain shortcomings, his book remains, even today, the best compilation of factual material available.”① Indeed, in making use of the research achievements of others in order to bring about a scholarly re-creation of his own, Engels was, in his attitude, exceedingly honest, and showed the utmost respect for the labor of others. For example, in discussing the shortcomings present in Allgemeine Geschichte des großen Bauernkrieges, he wrote: “if, notwithstanding this, Zimmermann’s account still lacks inner coherence; if he fails to show how the religious and political wrangles of the time were a reflection of the class struggle then going on; if, within that class struggle, he perceives only the oppressors and the oppressed, the good and the wicked, and, in the end, only the victory of the wicked; if his conception of the social relationships that determined the beginning and the outcome of the struggle is, in many respects, seriously deficient — all this was the fault of the age in which the book appeared. On the contrary, judged by the standards of its own time, the book was a creditable exception among German idealist historical writing, and one, moreover, written in a spirit strongly imbued with realism.”② And it was precisely through the writing of The Peasant War in Germany that Engels resolved certain problems that Zimmermann, living as he did in the conditions of his own age (the early 1840s), had been unable to recognize. As Engels himself said, the theoretical originality he achieved in The Peasant War in Germany lay in his having brought to light the following plain truth: “That the political constitution of Germany at that time, the rebellion against it, as well as the political and religious theories of the time, were not the causes but the results of the level attained at that time by agriculture, industry, land and water communications, commerce and finance.”③ This is a materialist conception of history, and it is precisely this conception that helped people arrive at a correct scientific understanding of the essence of the medieval German Peasants’ War, and precisely this conception that laid bare the true cause of a war concealed beneath a religious cloak: a fierce struggle waged around clearly defined class interests.

The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State is not, in itself, a military work, but
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parts of its content expound certain basic theoretical questions in military science, such as the origin of war, the emergence of the army, and the characteristics of warfare in primitive society, and so it too deserves a brief mention here. Engels wrote The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State between the end of March and the end of May, 1884. One of the reasons that impelled him to complete this work was, in his own words, that he was, to a certain degree, carrying out a bequest left by Marx. The essay bears a highly significant subtitle: “In the light of the researches of Lewis H. Morgan.” Lewis Henry Morgan (1818–1881) was a progressive American historian of primitive society, and a spontaneous materialist. His representative work, Ancient Society, was the crystallization of several decades of his thought on the conditions and evolutionary changes of primitive society, and possesses very great scholarly value. From May 1881 to February 1882, Marx had studied this work with great care, making extensive excerpts from it and adding his own comments and evaluations. Engels said that, on the basis of the extremely detailed excerpts Marx had made from this book, it could be seen that “he himself had intended to present the results of Morgan’s researches in connection with the conclusions of his own — within certain limits I might say our own — materialistic examination of history, and thus to make clear their whole significance”① to German readers. Later, owing to Marx’s untimely death, the scientific task of elucidating the full significance of Morgan’s research findings, in the light of the materialist conception of history, naturally fell to Engels himself. In fulfilling this task, Engels likewise adopted an attitude of great modesty and caution. In the preface he wrote for the first edition of this work, he gave full recognition to Morgan’s scientific historical contribution. He wrote: “Morgan’s great merit lies in having discovered and reconstructed this prehistoric foundation of our written history in its main features, and in having found in the gentile organizations of the North American Indians the key to some of the most important, hitherto insoluble, riddles of the earliest Greek, Roman and German history. His book is not the work of a day. He worked at his materials for nearly forty years, until he had completely mastered his subject. That is why his book is one of the few epoch-making works of our time.”② Besides drawing directly upon certain of the scholarly achievements of progressive scholars in order to bring about a re-creation of scholarly thought, Engels was also extremely keen to recommend to readers who wished to enrich their military knowledge those works of military theory that possessed a certain scientific value. As has already been mentioned,
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in the late 1850s, in order to guard against a possible French invasion, Britain, in 1859, organized a volunteer force of a militia-like character. Engels took a keen interest in the building of this force. In order to help its officers and men, at every level, raise their military competence, he twice, in 1861, recommended to them, through the Volunteer Journal for Lancashire and Cheshire, outstanding works of reading discussing the experience of army-building. On one occasion he introduced a chapter, “The Physical and Moral Elements in the Combat of Infantry,” from the French Marshal Bugeaud’s A Few Reflections on the Art of War (published 1832). For this he wrote the following introductory note: “The following is a translation from instructions written by Marshal Bugeaud for the officers of his own regiment. Bugeaud was, at the time, colonel of the 56th regiment of the line. It is undoubtedly the finest of all the works ever written by Marshal Bugeaud. This set of instructions expounds the principles of infantry combat with a force such as is to be found in the military literature of no other country, and with a clarity that only long years of military experience could supply. These principles are still followed by the French to this day, and it is by relying on precisely these principles that they have defeated armies that clung to the outmoded habits formed over long periods of peacetime routine, and that appeared to place their trust in clever tactics rather than in high morale. These principles are not new, nor are they in any sense exclusively French; but in this work they have been successfully synthesized and set forth in language at once lucid and incisive. They in no way supersede the science of tactics, but they form an entirely necessary supplement to it; moreover, most of these principles are stated with such clarity that no great store of military knowledge is required to understand them, so that the greater part of the text can be readily grasped even by volunteer soldiers.”① On the other occasion, he recommended a work by the Prussian general Alfred von Waldersee, The French Army on the Drill-Ground and in the Field (published 1861). Engels held that the very high standing Waldersee occupied in the Prussian army was owed to the fact that he had, in a thoroughgoing way, demolished the old system of training and put forward new methods of drill: “the great merit of this method lies in its having freed itself entirely from every kind of pedantic formalism, devoting itself instead to developing the intelligence of the individual soldier, so that he might be able to carry out duties that can only be properly accomplished through the intelligent, coordinated action of many men together.”② That is to say, Waldersee attached very great importance to the development of the intellectual training of each individual soldier, and it was precisely for this reason that he chose, as the special object of his own
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study, the French army, renowned in military matters precisely for the individual intelligence of its soldiers. In explaining the immediate reason that led him to think of recommending this book, Engels pointed out: “After the French army, in the Italian war of 1859, achieved victory over what was, at that time, the finest and most courageous army in Europe, the whole of Europe set about studying just what circumstances had allowed the French to achieve such extraordinary victories time and again. What General Waldersee sets forth in the book mentioned above is, in his own view, precisely the answer to this question.”① There is no need here to go over again the specific content of these two books that Engels recommended, but the main thing that Engels found praiseworthy in them must not be overlooked. This is precisely the spirit of respecting practice and being bold in innovation.

Summing up the above, it is not hard to see that, in founding the military doctrine of the proletariat, Marx and Engels were extremely skilled at drawing beneficial nourishment from the scholars who had gone before them, and even from their own contemporaries. It was precisely because their research work possessed this kind of broad and open character, drawing broadly on others’ strengths and absorbing and integrating widely, that their doctrine was able to gather together the finest fruits, from throughout history, of research into questions of war and the army, and become the most comprehensive and most scientific military theory of the contemporary age. There is one point that should be briefly explained here: in the course of founding their own doctrine, the manner in which Marx and Engels absorbed the research achievements of others was selective, not unconditional. On the contrary, toward historical descriptions that ran counter to objective fact (such as certain of the historical works of France’s Thiers) and toward theoretical constructions that were subjectively contrived and empty of real content (such as certain of the writings of Prussia’s Willisen), they consistently maintained an attitude of severe criticism, so as to ensure that their own various scholarly conceptions should not be affected by them.

The life of a theory lies in ceaseless innovation. The military theory of Marx and Engels, as a new type of military-scientific system, germinated in the latter part of the 1840s and came to a close, with Engels’ death, in the mid-1890s; altogether it passed through nearly half a century of a long span of time. This was a process of development in which, as the age advanced, the system itself gradually became enriched and perfected in its scholarly views, and throughout this process it was filled with a revolutionary spirit of ceaseless innovation. Here we shall select a few of the more important points for brief discussion.

First, let us take, as an example for our examination, the emergence and development of Marx and Engels’ theory concerning the founding of a proletarian army. Chapter 3 of this book has already pointed out that the proletariat must
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possess its own armed organization — this important idea was clearly put forward by Marx and Engels in March 1850, in “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League.” At that time, Marx and Engels were occupied with summing up the experience of the failure of the European revolutions of 1848–1849, and were actively engaged in making ideological and organizational preparations for the arrival of what they envisaged as a new revolutionary wave. In the Germany of the 1850s, the task confronting the people was still the democratic revolution against feudalism, and the proletariat would still, for the time being, join with the bourgeoisie in opposing their common enemy. In order to prevent the bourgeoisie, once the revolution had achieved its initial victory, from immediately turning its guns on the proletariat, Marx and Engels proposed that “the workers must be armed and organized,” forming “an independent proletarian guard, with commanders elected by themselves and with a general staff of their own choosing.”① This was Marx and Engels’ earliest thinking regarding the founding of a proletarian army. It is quite clear that, at the time, the reason for proposing that the working class establish an armed organization of its own was simply to protect the revolutionary workers from injury at the hands of the bourgeoisie. And yet, twenty-one years later, in March 1871, the Paris Commune revolution broke out in France; for the first time in history the working class, by force, seized political power and established its own rule — though before long, by May, it had met with defeat. And one of the principal causes of this defeat was precisely that, after the uprising’s victory, the Parisian workers had failed to make full use of armed force to defend the newborn revolutionary regime. The success and the failure of the Paris Commune in the course of its seventy-two days made abundantly clear the pivotal role that armed force plays both in the seizure of political power and in its consolidation. For this reason, in summing up the experience of the Paris Commune, Engels said: “would it [the Commune] have lasted more than a single day if it had not made use of this authority of the armed people against the bourgeois? Should we not, rather, reproach it for not having used it freely enough?”② And yet, as the conditions of the age and the tasks of the working-class struggle changed, the understanding Marx and Engels had of the functions of a proletarian armed organization likewise underwent a process of development, and, through theoretical innovation, the Marxist doctrine concerning the army was made ever richer and more complete.

Let us now look at a further, clear example. In their understanding of the characteristics of future war, the views Engels expressed in the 1850s differ completely from those he expressed in the



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 61. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 364.



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 61. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 364.

1880s. In April 1851, in his essay “The Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” having given a detailed analysis of the characteristics of the Napoleonic Wars, he went on to construct a picture of what future war would be like. Given that the mobility and the sheer numbers of armies — characteristic features of the Napoleonic Wars — would show a still higher level of development in the large-scale armed conflicts of the future, Engels held that a future war “may and must be decided in a much shorter time than that required by the wars of Napoleon’s day. The enormous expense involved makes this necessary, and a single blow struck by armies of such magnitude must inevitably be decisive.”① That is to say, future war, as Engels saw it at that time, would be swiftly decided. There were two reasons this would be so: first, if a war dragged on too long, the state could not bear the economic burden; and second, given the enormous forces committed to battle, a single decisive blow would be sufficient to settle the outcome of the war. And yet, more than thirty years later, by the latter part of the 1880s, Engels’ view of future war underwent a considerable change. In December 1887, in the introduction he wrote for Borkheim’s work In Memory of the German Superpatriots of 1806–1807, he discussed the scale and the characteristics of future war. He held that a coming war would be one in which eight to ten million soldiers would slaughter one another, and that it would last for three or four years. The principal reason that led Engels’ view of future war to change in this way was, on the one hand, the enormous changes that the advance of world science and technology, from the 1850s onward, had brought about in the quality of weapons and equipment, and, on the other, the vast accumulation of war matériel that the great powers of Europe had built up in the period following the Franco-Prussian War. The First World War, which broke out in the second decade of the twentieth century, precisely bore out the accuracy of the scientific prediction Engels had made, thirty years earlier, concerning the characteristics of future war, including its duration.

There are many further instances one might analyze of Engels’ unrelenting effort to keep his own understanding of matters in the military sphere from falling behind objective reality. In the second half of the nineteenth century, the weapons and equipment of armies underwent enormous change in their development. The Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 was a clear marker of this. For in this war the old smooth-bore firearm had been thoroughly eliminated, with both sides in the conflict employing rifled weapons, which greatly increased their lethality. The range of the rifle

’s velocity, range, and accuracy of fire were all nine times greater than those of the smooth-bore musket. The conical projectile used by rifled artillery, compared with the spherical shot of the smooth-bore era, likewise greatly increased firing effectiveness. Under these circumstances, in the latter part of the 1870s, Engels made an assessment of the level of development that firearms had reached which proved somewhat too high. In Anti-Dühring, in analyzing the role the Franco-Prussian War had played in advancing the development of modern military science, he wrote: “The Franco-Prussian War was a turning-point of a quite different order of importance from all preceding wars. First, weapons have been so perfected that further progress which would have any revolutionizing influence is no longer possible. When once guns can hit a battalion at least as far as the eye can see, and rifles can hit a single man with the same degree of probability, and when this kind of fire requires less time to load than is needed for aiming, then all further improvements are of secondary importance for field warfare. The era of development in this direction is therefore closed.”① To describe the level of perfection weapons had reached in the 1870s as one beyond which no new advance capable of any revolutionizing effect could occur, and to hold that even such improvements as might come in the future would be of no real consequence for field warfare, was a judgment made mainly because, at that time, it was not yet possible to see clearly the likely future course of development of rifled firearms and other technical weapons. Engels, in his own later years, thoroughly corrected this view. In February 1893, in his essay “Can Europe Disarm?,” looking back over the development of firearms and artillery across the more than forty years since the early 1850s, he said: “Forty years ago, the effective range of infantry fire did not exceed 300 paces; at this distance a soldier could withstand, without any real danger, the concentrated volley of an entire battalion, even if every one of the marksmen had genuinely taken aim at him. The fire of field artillery, in practice, became ineffective at a distance of 1,500 to 1,800 paces. At the time of the Franco-Prussian War, the effective range of the rifle was 600 to 1,000 paces, while the maximum range of artillery was 3,000 to 4,000 paces. But the new small-caliber rifle — not yet tested in actual combat — has an effective radius approaching that of artillery, and the penetrating power of the bullet it fires has increased three-to fivefold; consequently, a platoon equipped with repeating rifles is now, in terms of firepower, the equal of what was formerly an entire company. It is true that one cannot say the effective range of artillery has increased to a comparable degree, but the explosive shells it now uses are
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entirely novel explosives of unprecedented destructive power.”① Having reviewed all of this, Engels arrived at the following conclusion: “there is perhaps no other sphere in which revolution proceeds as it does in the military sphere.… Technology is, day by day, ruthlessly discarding everything, even things only just brought into use, as already obsolete. It is even now eliminating the romantically colored gun-smoke [of black powder], and thereby endowing combat with an entirely different character and course, one that could never have been foreseen in advance. And, given that the technical basis of warfare is thus being ceaselessly revolutionized, we shall increasingly be obliged to take this incalculable factor into account.”② If one sets Engels’ above assessment, made in the 1890s, of the development of weapons and equipment, against the views he had expressed on this subject in the 1870s, one cannot help but be moved by his unceasing spirit of innovation in scholarly thought, nor fail to be won over by the tenacious dedication with which he pursued the truth throughout his life.

The foregoing has offered a preliminary analysis, from three angles, of several of the principal characteristics of the military theory of Marx and Engels, with the aim of, through revealing the internal connections within this system of thought and theory, achieving a better understanding of the high scholarly value and the practical, guiding significance that it possesses. This, too, is one of the principal points of departure for our research into this subject.
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Chapter 9 — The Application and Development of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels in China

The Chinese revolution was characterized by armed revolution opposing armed counter-revolution. The Chinese people, under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, which took Marxism-Leninism as its guiding theoretical foundation, completed the glorious historical mission of its democratic revolution only after twenty-two years of valiant and unyielding armed struggle. Thus the process by which the people’s revolution led by the Communist Party of China germinated, matured, and developed was in fact the very process by which the Chinese people studied, became familiar with, mastered, and applied the Marxist doctrine of violent revolution; and the victory of the Chinese revolution was likewise the brilliant triumph of this glorious doctrine in this great Eastern nation, home to one-quarter of the world’s population. In the turbulent years in which the Marxist doctrine of violent revolution was fused with the actual practice of the Chinese people’s revolutionary armed struggle, there emerged in Chinese history a group of outstanding military strategists and statesmen, among whom Mao Zedong was the most illustrious representative. He, together with Zhou Enlai, Zhu De, Peng Dehuai, Deng Xiaoping and many other leaders of the Party and the army, proceeding from the actual conditions of China’s economy, politics, geography and class forces in the first half of this century, and applying the basic principles of the military theory of Marx and Engels, scientifically analyzed the differences between the conditions of revolution abroad and those prevailing in China, and creatively put forward a series of strategies for armed struggle, principles for the building of a revolutionary army, and a body of thought on people’s war that departed from earlier practice, suited China’s actual conditions, and proved effective — thereby enriching and developing the theoretical system of the military theory of Marx and Engels.


Section 1. Transforming the Urban Workers’ Uprising into the Strategy of the Countryside Surrounding the Cities

The development by Chinese Communists of the military theory of Marx and Engels was manifested, first of all, in the particular choice they made regarding the method by which violent revolution was to be carried out. The violent revolution led by the Communist Party of China did not take the launching of armed uprisings by urban workers as its principal method; rather, it took the road of basing itself on rural areas through the “armed worker-peasant independent regime” [gongnong wuzhuang getian], advancing from the countryside to surround the cities, and ultimately seizing nationwide political power.

The theory of urban workers’ uprising, borne out by Russia’s October Revolution, did not accord with China’s national conditions

What road should the proletariat follow in carrying out social revolution? Marx and Engels gave a clear answer to this question in the Communist Manifesto: the goal of Communists in transforming society “can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions.”① Lenin fully endorsed this thinking of Marx and Engels, and likewise stated in explicit terms: “the replacement of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state is impossible without a violent revolution.”② He regarded the theory of violent revolution as “the foundation of the entire doctrine of Marx and Engels.”③

The theory of violent revolution put forward by Marx and Engels gradually took shape on the basis of a summation of the experience of the workers’ movements in the developed capitalist countries of nineteenth-century Europe. One of its most fundamental principles was that everything should center on the successful organization of an armed uprising of urban workers. The October Revolution led by Lenin in Russia precisely bore out this basic principle. Through their pioneering revolutionary practice, the proletariat of Russia provided the oppressed peoples of the world with a precedent that could be emulated and followed in the method of violent revolution — namely: to center the revolution on urban armed uprising, first seizing the cities, then occupying the countryside, and ultimately extending revolutionary political power throughout the entire country.

In Europe, Russia had originally been a country relatively backward in both its political and economic development. However, since the abolition of serfdom in 1861, capitalism developed rapidly in Russia. In the 1890s, Russia experienced a period of industrial boom; not only was the capitalist relations of production further consolidated in Russia, but, with the development of the railway, metallurgical and fuel industries, the number of workers increased rapidly. By the end of the 1890s, the total number of persons belonging to the various strata of the proletariat in Russia’s total population reached 22 million, and moreover they were highly concentrated in large enterprises. By 1910, workers employed by large enterprises accounted for 53.4 percent of the country’s total workforce. In the 1910s, the number of Russia’s urban workers was so great, and so concentrated, that this provided objective assurance for the realization, in Russia, of the conception put forward by Marx and Engels of seizing nationwide political power through the organization of an urban workers’ uprising.

China’s New Democratic Revolution took shape and developed under the theoretical guidance of the Marxist doctrine of violent revolution and under the direct influence of Russia’s October Revolution. At the time, the only course of action available for China’s revolutionary people to choose was the road that the Russian people had already traveled. However, China possessed national conditions utterly different from those of the capitalist countries. China was at the time a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country, whose political and economic development was highly uneven; its capitalist economy was weak, its industrial workers numbered only a few million, and it fundamentally lacked the conditions needed to seize nationwide political power by centering the revolution on urban armed uprising. Yet, in its infancy, the Communist Party of China was inadequately prepared in theory, and lacked sufficient understanding of the particular characteristics of Chinese society. Meanwhile, within the international Communist movement, during the latter part of the 1920s and the early 1930s, there prevailed the erroneous tendency of dogmatizing Marxism and sanctifying the experience of the Soviet revolution; consequently, certain leaders of our Party during this period mechanically copied the practice of Russia’s October Revolution, insisting on centering the revolution on the cities and taking the launching of armed uprisings in central cities and the seizure of major cities as the starting point for all work — with the result that the revolutionary forces suffered repeated setbacks and extremely heavy losses.

The road of the countryside surrounding the cities and finally seizing nationwide political power

The practice of the Communist Party of China’s early armed struggle proved that the general principle of violent revolution put forward by Marx and Engels was entirely correct, but that the specific path for realizing this goal had to be chosen differently in different countries, and that the fundamental basis for this choice was each country’s own national conditions. The first contribution Mao Zedong made in developing the military theory of Marx and Engels was to discover the method of armed seizure of power suited to China’s national conditions. This was the road of basing oneself on rural areas of “armed worker-peasant independent regime,” advancing from the countryside to surround the cities, and ultimately seizing nationwide political power.

In his creative activity of exploring China’s method of violent revolution, that Mao Zedong chose this road, distinct from conventional practice, was by no means accidental. It was the inevitable result of his careful study of the concrete social and historical conditions of China at the time. Mao Zedong clearly saw that China was a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country, a great nation suffering under the triple oppression of imperialism, feudalism, and bureaucratic capitalism, and that China’s economic and political development was extremely uneven. In terms of economic development, the objective circumstances at the time were: “A weak capitalist economy exists side by side with a serious semi-feudal economy”; “a few railways, steamship lines and motor roads exist side by side with a vast number of wheelbarrow roads and footpaths, many of them very bad even for pedestrians.”① This unevenness in economic development clearly showed that China’s central cities were bound to be long occupied by the forces of imperialism and their reactionary allies within China, while the vast countryside remained an area where their rule was comparatively weak. Not only this, but the deformed development of China’s semi-colonial, semi-feudal social economy also caused the relationship between city and countryside in China to possess characteristics entirely different from those found in Western capitalist countries. In October 1938, speaking of this matter, Mao Zedong pointed out: “The relationship between town and country in China today is qualitatively different from the relationship between town and country in capitalist countries abroad. In a capitalist country, the towns dominate the villages both in reality and in form, and the moment the towns are cut off, the villages cannot survive”; whereas, in semi-colonial China, “though the towns play a leading role, they cannot completely dominate the villages, because the towns are too small and the villages too vast, with the bulk of the manpower and material resources in the villages, not in the towns.”② That is to say, because Chinese rural society — unlike the countryside of capitalist nations, whose economy was uniformly incorporated into the capitalist orbit — possessed instead a self-sufficient natural economy of its own, it thereby retained a relative independence from the cities, and was capable of subsisting without depending on the cities. In this way, China’s vast countryside was able to provide the Communist Party of China and the Chinese people, whose principal means of revolution was armed struggle, with a broad field of activity in which, over the long term, to accumulate strength, expand revolutionary influence and make preparations for the future seizure of the cities, and to provide ample manpower and material resources for these purposes.

In a number of his writings, Mao Zedong also gave a penetrating analysis of the uneven state of China’s political development. Because of the extensive persistence of localized agricultural economies, the reactionary forces in different regions were able each to occupy a corner of their own, giving rise to a situation in which “there is simultaneously the great warlord controlling the central government and the small warlords controlling the provinces”; and “in the reactionary armies there simultaneously exists the so-called central army obedient to Chiang Kai-shek and the so-called miscellaneous armies belonging to the provincial warlords.”① Furthermore, the imperialists’ policy of dividing up spheres of influence in China gave rise to “the long-term splits and wars among the White [i.e., counter-revolutionary] regimes”② and to the appearance of certain areas that the various factions of warlords found difficult, or altogether impossible, to control. All these circumstances, on the one hand, directly weakened the ruling strength of the counter-revolution, while, on the other, they provided favorable conditions for the existence and development of the revolutionary forces. As a result, “it becomes possible for one or several small areas under Red political power to arise and remain standing amidst the encirclement of the White regime.”③ This was one of the important objective bases for Mao Zedong’s proposal of the concept of “armed worker-peasant independent regime.”

It can thus be seen that, in his thinking activity in exploring the method of China’s violent revolution, Mao Zedong generally followed a logical sequence of this kind: the semi-colonial, semi-feudal nature of Chinese society determined the unevenness of China’s economic and political development; the unevenness of China’s economic and political development in turn determined the particular relationship between China’s towns and villages; and this particular relationship between China’s towns and villages determined that the accumulation and development of China’s revolutionary forces must be rooted in the countryside, carrying out “armed worker-peasant independent regime,” and that the expansion and development of the “armed worker-peasant independent regime” would inevitably give rise to a situation in which the countryside surrounded the cities, thereby creating the conditions for the ultimate seizure of the cities and nationwide victory. The thinking logic Mao Zedong followed in coming to understand the laws of the Chinese revolution accorded with the objective laws governing the development of things, and, for this reason, the conclusions he thereby reached possess important scientific value and practical significance.
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Section 2. Adapting to China’s National Conditions: Organizing an Army Composed Mainly of Peasants

The development by Chinese Communists of the military theory of Marx and Engels was likewise manifested in the profound insight they brought to bear on the particular characteristics, and the laws governing the building, of the personnel composition of revolutionary armed forces in countries where industry was not developed. In order to overthrow the rule of the reactionary classes at home, what the Communist Party of China created was not an insurgent force based mainly on urban workers, but a people’s army composed mainly of peasants and accepting the absolute leadership of the party of the proletariat. The building of this army followed its own particular laws.

China’s national conditions required an army whose personnel composition was suited to its own social class structure

The organization and preparation of armed force in violent revolution was a matter to which Marx and Engels consistently attached great importance. As mentioned earlier, in their theoretical writings they expounded, on more than one occasion, the general principles governing the founding and organization of proletarian military organizations. Proceeding from the requirements and possibilities of carrying out urban armed uprisings, and from the characteristics of the class structure of capitalist countries, they held that insurgent forces should basically be composed of industrial workers, with the cadres of the insurgent armed force to be drawn from outstanding worker representatives.

China possessed a social-economic structure and class structure entirely different from those of the capitalist countries, and as to precisely how, in a country such as this, armed forces ought to be organized in carrying out violent revolution, no ready-made answer was to be found in the Marxist classics. To correctly resolve such a difficult problem required both a thorough and detailed understanding of the class conditions of Chinese society, and the great courage to venture new explorations and put forward new views, in both practice and theory, proceeding from one’s own country’s actual conditions. Looking back over the general course by which the armed forces of China’s New Democratic Revolution were founded and developed, one finds that the Chinese Communists, in resolving this problem, displayed a high degree of revolutionary creativity.

Armed force, as one of the principal means of violent revolution, was recognized by the Chinese Communists, in the vital importance it held for the Chinese people’s realization of social transformation, as early as the period of the First Revolutionary Civil War. In June 1925, in a lecture titled “Political Work in the Army,” Zhou Enlai pointed out: “The organization of the army carries very great significance, it is the vanguard for the realization of our theory.”① Not long after this, through his investigation of the peasant movement, Mao Zedong went on to put forward, in explicit terms, the proposition of “overthrowing landlord armed forces and establishing peasant armed forces.”② In April 1927, Chiang Kai-shek betrayed the revolution. The savage butchery carried out by the enemy educated the revolutionary people, and made the Chinese Communists all the more keenly aware of the extreme importance of grasping the barrel of the gun. The Nanchang Uprising of August 1 marked the beginning of our Party’s direct command of armed forces and its independent leadership of revolutionary war, while the Autumn Harvest Uprising personally led by Mao Zedong following the August 7 Conference, and the subsequent march to Jinggangshan, led to the birth of the First Division of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Revolutionary Army and the emergence of the first rural revolutionary base area — from which point onward the Chinese people’s revolutionary armed forces entered a new period of unbroken growth and development from small beginnings.

Mao Zedong studied with great earnestness the discussions by Marx and Engels of the importance of the army in the seizure and consolidation of political power, and carried these discussions further in theoretical elaboration and argument. He pointed out: “According to the Marxist theory of the state, the army is the chief component of state power. Whoever wants to seize and retain state power must have a strong army.”③ However, to build such an army in China, it was not enough merely to rely on the few basic principles the two founders of scientific communism had touched upon in their writings. What was required here was new methods suited to a new time, place, and set of social characteristics. Mao Zedong undoubtedly displayed creativity in this respect, and the practice by which he forged the Chinese People’s Liberation Army enormously enriched the content of Marxist doctrine on army-building.

The revolutionary armed force of the Chinese people, compared with the urban worker insurgent forces of the West European advanced capitalist countries as envisaged by Marx and Engels, and with the insurgent armed forces composed of workers and revolutionary soldiers under Lenin’s leadership during Russia’s October Revolution, possessed distinctive characteristics of its own. Its main component was not workers but peasants, yet the tasks it carried out were precisely those peculiar to a proletarian army, and its goal of struggle was the emancipation of all the laboring people of China.

The character reflected in the personnel composition of the Chinese people’s revolutionary armed force was, in the final analysis, likewise determined by the economic conditions of China’s semi-colonial, semi-feudal society and by the social class structure and class relations to which that economic condition gave rise. The positions and roles occupied by China’s working class and peasantry in the Chinese revolution were not entirely the same as the situation in the Western capitalist countries. In China, the working class, though occupying the position of leadership in the revolution — because, being linked to modern large-scale production, it was relatively concentrated and possessed a strong sense of organization and discipline, and, being subject to the triple oppression of imperialism, capitalism and feudal forces, occupied an economically and politically low position, making it the most revolutionary and most capable of fighting — nonetheless, China’s working class had, after all, a comparatively short history of development, and its numbers made up an extremely small proportion of the country’s total population (amounting to only about 2 million during the 1920s). It could not therefore, as had the working class of the Western capitalist countries, once the conditions for revolution had matured, rely mainly on its own strength alone to constitute, through urban armed uprising, a threat to reactionary rule, still less to seize political power in one stroke. For China’s working class to develop into a fighting force sufficient to overthrow the three great mountains of imperialism, feudalism and bureaucratic capitalism, it was absolutely impossible without the direct participation and support of other revolutionary classes. The peasantry (referring mainly to the poor peasants and middle peasants, who made up the great majority of the peasantry) was a class whose economic and political position was comparatively close to that of the working class. Subject as they were to heavy exploitation and oppression, the peasants were extremely receptive to revolutionary propaganda, and possessed a strong desire to see the existing state of affairs changed. In terms of numbers, the peasants made up the overwhelming majority of the country’s population, and, in terms of the historical mission entrusted to them, it was theirs to destroy the feudal system of land ownership — they were the main force of China’s democratic revolution. Moreover, because the peasantry was, in a sense, the predecessor of China’s working class, it had a close, natural bond with the working class, and became the latter’s most reliable ally.

In the course of his research into China’s revolutionary movement, Mao Zedong, through the above careful analysis of the respective characteristics of China’s two great revolutionary classes, arrived at the conclusion that, in China, the working class and its party could only bring the Chinese revolution to victory by winning the genuine and heartfelt support of the broad masses of the peasantry. For this reason, in leading China’s revolutionary movement, the Chinese Communists had, of necessity, to give full consideration to the immediate interests of the peasant class, and had to put forward and carry out a thoroughgoing agrarian revolutionary program that satisfied the peasants’ demands for land, so as to fully mobilize their revolutionary enthusiasm and draw them, to the greatest possible extent, into the ranks of the struggle against imperialism, feudalism, and bureaucratic capitalism. The implementation of these correct understandings and propositions of Mao Zedong drove forward the emergence, across vast tracts of Chinese territory, of the “armed worker-peasant independent regime,” promoted the growth and development of the people’s revolutionary armed forces, and, at the same time, determined certain distinctive features in the personnel composition of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army.

Strengthening ideological and political leadership so as to preserve the proletariat’s vanguard nature

For an insurgent force that was not based mainly on urban workers but was instead composed mainly of peasants, how could it preserve the vanguard character that a proletarian army ought to possess? This was a fresh problem to which neither the military theory of Marx and Engels nor the practice of the international Communist movement had provided an answer. Mao Zedong, by adopting a series of vigorous measures to strengthen ideological and political leadership, successfully resolved this problem.

1. Establishing the Principle of the Party’s Absolute Leadership over the Army

Chapter 3 of this book has already mentioned that Marx and Engels, from the very outset of proposing the establishment of an independent armed organization for the proletariat, gave clear and unambiguous emphasis to the necessity of the “revolutionary municipal council” — the political representative body then concentrating the interests of the working class — exercising the power of deployment over that army. Yet this guiding principle, of the utmost importance for the building of a proletarian army, was never in fact put into practice in the revolutionary praxis of the proletarian parties of the European countries during the latter half of the nineteenth century. This was because, at that time, these parties did not yet possess armies of their own.

Entering the twentieth century, the Soviet Red Army, which emerged following Russia’s October Revolution, was the world’s first army of a socialist state. The tradition of this army’s acceptance of Communist Party leadership was personally laid down by Lenin. In December 1918, the “Resolution on the Policy of the Military Department,” drawn up under Lenin’s direction by the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik), stated: “Like all other departments and organs, the policy of the Military Department, too, is built precisely upon the general guiding spirit issued by our Party’s Central Committee and under its direct supervision.”①

As regards the necessity for the Party to maintain a close relationship with the army, the Chinese Communists gained an extremely profound experience through their long-term life-and-death struggle against enemies at home and abroad. From the very day of its birth, the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army began to engage in an unbroken process of exploration and summation concerning how to ensure that this armed force would faithfully carry out the Party’s program and line, and how to make it forever preserve the character of a people’s army, and other such questions. In 1929, in an essay, Mao Zedong gave a scientific exposition of the correct relationship between the military and the political, and between the Party and the army. He pointed out: “Military affairs are only one means of accomplishing political tasks”;① “The Red Army is an armed body for carrying out the political tasks of the revolution.”② By 1932, our Party, in a formal document, explicitly proposed the need to “strengthen the absolute leadership of the proletarian vanguard — the Communist Party — over the Red Army.”③ And after the Zunyi Conference, Mao Zedong went on to put forward, in explicit terms, the scientific concept of “the Party commands the gun.” He said: “Our principle is that the Party commands the gun, and the gun must never be allowed to command the Party.”④ In this way the thinking of the Party’s absolute leadership over the army took ever firmer root in the cause of the Chinese people’s liberation. It should be pointed out that, if one considers only the letter of the formulation, the expression “absolute leadership” never once appeared in the classic Marxist literature written before the birth of the Communist Party of China. Yet, considered in terms of its substance, it possesses a richer content, for it clearly stipulates that particular relationship of leadership — one that could not be replaced by anyone else — that obtains uniquely between the proletarian party and the armed force under its command.

2. Clearly Stipulating the Fundamental Purpose of the People’s Army

In the era in which Marx and Engels lived, the proletarian party did not yet possess the conditions under which to establish its own regular armed organization. Consequently, in discussing the mission of the future proletarian army, Marx and Engels could give only a general stipulation: to repel the offensives of the bourgeoisie and to defend the dictatorship of the proletariat. But in China of the first half of the twentieth century, the situation was quite different. The Communist Party of China had not only established its own armed organization, but that organization moreover possessed a distinctive feature: its main component was not workers but peasants — and this gave rise to the objective need for a goal of struggle for the liberation of humankind under the proletariat’s banner, one that would regulate the conduct of this new type of army.

In discussing the features that distinguished this army from the armies of the exploiting classes, Mao Zedong pointed out: “To stand firmly with the Chinese people and serve them wholeheartedly is the sole purpose of this army.”① Around this fundamental purpose, Mao Zedong further set out in concrete terms the tasks that the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army ought to shoulder. Because the road followed by the Chinese revolution differed from that of the European countries, he, in accordance with the needs of developing the “armed worker-peasant independent regime,” made new stipulations possessing distinctively Chinese characteristics. This was: “The Red Army is not merely an army for fighting; besides fighting to destroy the enemy’s military strength, it should shoulder such important tasks as propagandizing the masses, organizing the masses, arming the masses, helping them to establish revolutionary political power and even establishing Party organizations.”② This idea later, as the army expanded and its tasks developed, evolved into the “Three Corps” [san dui] policy, taking the combat unit as the mainstay while concurrently serving as a work team and a production team.

Mao Zedong’s proposition concerning the army’s fundamental purpose was the decisive factor guaranteeing that this army of China, composed mainly of peasants, possessed and preserved the character of a proletarian army. For what this purpose pursued was not the private interests of a small number of persons or a narrow clique, nor was it merely the improvement of the position of a single class — it was the revitalization of the entire nation and the thoroughgoing liberation of the broad masses of the people. And the thinking of the “Three Corps,” which he put forward, was the vigorous measure by which this purpose was to be thoroughly carried through.

Speaking of Mao Zedong’s theory of the “Three Corps,” one cannot fail to touch upon and analyze the relevant discussions by Marx and Engels concerning the group organizational work of the army in production and combat. In March 1848, in anticipation of the revolutionary tide that was then rising vigorously, Marx and Engels wrote “The Demands of the Communist Party in Germany,” as the political program of the Communist League, and distributed it to League members in every country, disseminating it widely among the masses of the people. Article 4 of this document stated: “Universal arming of the people. In future the armies are to be simultaneously labor armies, so that the troops, instead of merely consuming as in the past, will produce more than the cost of their maintenance.”③ This was the idealized aspiration Marx and Engels held, at the very outset of their engagement in revolution, regarding the organization of the army of future society. But in fact, given the anti-popular character of the policies of countries under bourgeois rule, this was utterly incapable of being realized. Likewise, the experience of history has proven that, even in socialist countries, such a demand has only ever been realized in part. This is because the army’s principal task is, after all, “for attack or for defence”①—that is, for coping with war; it is impossible for it to have the time and energy to produce more than the value of its own maintenance costs, and its existence must, for the most part, still be sustained by the state. On this point, Engels, in his later work specifically devoted to the army, made this clear in the opening sentence at the very start of the work.

Besides carrying out its own combat operations in wartime, the army also bears the obligation of organizing the masses to wage struggle against the enemy. This idea was expounded upon by Marx and Engels on more than one occasion in their relevant writings. On this question, the common point they emphasized was: the regular army of a small and weak state, having suffered defeat at the hands of the army of a strong state, should not, in its next course of action, simply scatter in every direction, but should actively organize the broad masses of patriotic people to carry out a people’s war. In the closing years of the first decade of the nineteenth century, the entire process by which Spain’s regular army fought against the army of Napoleon the First was precisely of this kind. Marx wrote: “though the Spanish regular armies were beaten in every encounter, they were everywhere to be found. Though dispersed more than twenty times, they were always ready to meet the enemy again, and, sometimes, appeared with renewed strength after their defeat.”② The reason such a miracle occurred lay precisely in the fact that these remnants of the regular army excelled at organizing and absorbing the masses of the people, expanding their own ranks, and jointly carrying on the struggle against the enemy. Marx therefore said that these defeated remnants of the Spanish army laid the real foundation for the arming of the people. On the Italian battlefield in the spring of 1849, however, when the army of the Kingdom of Piedmont was defeated by the Austrian army in a single battle, the situation there was entirely different from that of Spain. The Piedmontese army did not know how to rely on and mobilize the masses, to organize them to continue the struggle, but instead let the development of the situation on the battlefield take its own course, and in the end this led to the entire war’s defeat. Engels held that, if the remnants of the Piedmontese regular army had, immediately after their defeat in that battle, been able to declare themselves the core of a general popular uprising, and to organize the strength of the patriotic masses, and to carry out a people’s guerrilla war, then the development of the situation would have led to an entirely different outcome.

From the brief account given above, it can be seen that, in the mid-nineteenth century, Marx and Engels had, while not yet themselves in command of any armed force, consistently taken an interest in the mission of the future army and given many-sided consideration to the tasks it ought to shoulder. In their view, apart from fighting, the army also had a duty to engage in production and organizational work among the masses, for this was necessary work. Of course, fighting was primary, but carrying out production and mass work to the extent that one’s capacity permitted was likewise indispensable, because it was precisely here that the popular character of a proletarian army found its expression. And the “Three Corps” policy that Mao Zedong put forward in the building of the revolutionary army in the first half of the twentieth century was precisely the direct development, under new historical conditions, of the above thinking of Marx and Engels.

3. Carrying Out Vigorous Revolutionary Political Work

Once thought and theory have taken hold of the masses they become a tremendous material force. Following this basic principle of Marxism, Mao Zedong attached great importance to using the advanced thought and theory of the proletariat to educate the troops, and persisted in the unbroken conduct of vigorous revolutionary political work within the army. In a series of writings, he elaborated on and set down provisions regarding everything from the nature, position and role of political work in the army to its basic tasks and working principles.

In terms of its nature, our army’s political work was the ideological and organizational work carried out by the Communist Party of China within the army; Mao Zedong called it the lifeline of our army. It is the means by which the Party exercises absolute leadership over the army, guaranteeing, ideologically, politically and organizationally, the thorough implementation of the line, guidelines and policies, raising the fighting capacity of the troops, and accomplishing the various tasks entrusted by the Party. In terms of its basic task, guaranteeing that the army possesses a firm and correct political orientation, and becomes a powerful tool resolutely carrying out the Party’s political and military tasks, is a responsibility that political work in the army cannot shirk.

“Unity between officers and men, unity between the army and the people, and disintegration of the enemy troops” were the three basic principles of political work in our army put forward by Mao Zedong. They embodied respect for the personal dignity of the soldier, of the people, and of enemy prisoners who had laid down their arms, thereby achieving the goal of uniting all forces that could be united, mobilizing positive factors on every side, and striking at the enemy most effectively. To carry through the principle of unity between officers and men, our army, as early as its founding, established the three great systems of political, military and economic democracy; and, to realize the unity between the army and the people and the disintegration of the enemy troops, Mao Zedong laid down for our army the Three Rules of Discipline and the Eight Points for Attention, and put forward the corresponding measures of supporting the government and cherishing the people, so as to improve army-civilian relations. Practice has proven that, without the reliable guarantee of such vigorous political work, an army composed mainly of peasants could not preserve the advanced character of the proletariat nor possess a formidable fighting capacity.

It should be pointed out that the development the Marxist-Engelsian doctrine of army-building gained, in the practice of the armed struggle led by Chinese Communists in the first half of the twentieth century, was of great historical significance. It can offer useful lessons for those countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America whose national conditions resemble those of China, as they set about building people’s armed forces. What further makes precious Mao Zedong’s development of Marxist doctrine on army-building is that this development was achieved amid the elimination of the serious interference of dogmatism at home and abroad. Wang Ming and his supporters, who had studied in the Soviet Union and claimed to be thoroughly versed in Marxist-Leninist theory, reduced the Red Army’s three tasks to the single, simple matter of fighting, neglecting to give the troops correct education regarding relations between army and people, army and government, and officers and men; they demanded an inappropriate degree of regularization, treating the guerrilla character that was, at the time, entirely proper to the Red Army as the so-called “guerrillaism” to be opposed; they even held that the peasant-based revolutionary armed force built up according to Mao Zedong’s proposals was not a “genuine” Red Army. Naturally, all this was likewise inseparable from the erroneous direction of the Communist International. Zhou Enlai once spoke of certain circumstances relating to this matter. He recalled: “In 1940, when I went to the Communist International, the leading comrades there were still worried that we had strayed too far from the working class. I said that we, having undergone the tempering of long struggle in the countryside, and with the leadership of Comrade Mao Zedong, could still be considered entirely proletarianized.”① Indeed, though the revolutionary armed force led by the Communist Party of China had a peasant component that made up the overwhelming majority, it was nonetheless in no way unworthy of being called a genuine proletarian revolutionary army.
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Section 3. Proceeding from China’s Actual Conditions, Adopting Flexible Methods in the Guidance of War

Since the Chinese revolution had, after all, to take the road of the countryside surrounding the cities, in concrete implementation it could no longer apply that set of methods that had once proved effective in Europe, but had to innovate in accordance with the actual conditions of China’s armed struggle.

Abandoning barricade warfare and urban combat aimed at seizing the enemy’s “nerve centers,” and instead engaging in the long-term anti-“encirclement and suppression” warfare aimed at smashing the enemy’s “encirclement and suppression” campaigns

In the nineteenth century, the age in which Marx and Engels lived, whenever workers launched an armed uprising, it was usually in the form of barricade warfare confronting government troops. Engels gave full recognition to this mode of struggle, which had indeed played an important role under the conditions of that time. It was only in his later years that he undertook a reassessment of the general applicability of barricade warfare. Entering the twentieth century, Lenin, in summing up the experience of Russian workers’ armed uprising of December 1905, once again proposed the need to re-examine Engels’ conclusions. He wrote: “Social-democracy recognized the barricade fighting of the [18]40s, subsequently, on the basis of certain circumstances of the late [19th] century, rejected it, but then, following the experience of Moscow, expressed complete readiness to revise this rejection of barricade fighting, acknowledging that barricade fighting was appropriate because, in the words of Karl Kautsky, the Moscow experience furnished a new barricade tactic.”① And when, in 1917, Lenin led and organized the October Revolution, the method adopted was likewise urban combat, except that the focus of the fighting was placed on the seizure of the enemy’s “nerve centers” (Lenin’s term). But these methods of struggle, which had once proved effective in the armed insurgent activities of the workers of the European countries, could not be mechanically applied, without alteration, to the actual conditions of the Chinese revolution of the second and third decades of this century.

As mentioned earlier, the Chinese revolution’s main battleground was the countryside, and the growth and expansion of China’s revolutionary strength depended chiefly on the implementation of the “armed worker-peasant independent regime.” Consequently, preventing the existence of rural revolutionary base areas, and preventing the expansion of the influence of the “armed worker-peasant independent regime,” became the primary task of China’s reactionary ruling forces in strangling the Chinese revolution. Relying on the counter-revolutionary armed forces they held in hand, they repeatedly carried out so-called “encirclement and suppression” campaigns against the red revolutionary base areas, while China’s revolutionary forces, in order to survive and develop, had no choice but to adopt corresponding military measures to smash such counter-revolutionary “encirclement and suppression.” Thus, the anti-“encirclement and suppression” campaign — a special form of combat entirely distinct from barricade warfare and urban combat aimed at seizing the enemy’s “nerve centers” — arose, in the practice of China’s violent revolution, in response to the needs of the struggle.

Those familiar with the history of the armed struggle of the international Communist movement will certainly know that barricade warfare was a form of combat mainly defensive in character, whereas urban combat aimed at seizing the enemy’s “nerve centers” was a form of combat mainly offensive in character. Anti-“encirclement and suppression” combat, however, was a form of combat that integrated defensive and offensive action together. In summarizing the experience of anti-“encirclement and suppression” combat, Mao Zedong pointed out: “When the enemy attacks and the Red Army defends, that is the first stage of a counter-campaign against ‘encirclement and suppression’. When the enemy defends and the Red Army attacks, that is the second stage of a counter-campaign against ‘encirclement and suppression’. Every campaign of ‘encirclement and suppression’ consists of these two stages, and moreover this recurs over a long period of time.”① Not only this, but because of the strength of the enemy and the relative weakness of the Red Army, the Red Army’s anti-“encirclement and suppression” operations were likewise something that appeared, over a long period of time and repeatedly, on the battlefield, in reciprocal relation to the enemy’s counter-revolutionary armed forces’ “encirclement and suppression” operations. This in turn constituted a characteristic feature of the Chinese civil war: “the prolonged and repeated recurrence of ‘encirclement and suppression’ and counter-‘encirclement and suppression’, and of the two forms of fighting, attack and defense.”② Looking back over the entire process of the twenty-two-year course of China’s civil war, one cannot fail to see that China’s revolutionary forces grew strong precisely through their continuous conduct of anti-“encirclement and suppression” operations. Therefore, timely recognition of anti-“encirclement and suppression” — this form of combat suited to China’s national conditions — and mastery of the characteristic of China’s civil war whereby “encirclement and suppression” and anti-“encirclement and suppression” operations recurred repeatedly, over an extended period, was of decisive significance for the smooth attainment of victory in the Chinese revolution. This was yet another important manifestation of Mao Zedong’s flexible application of the principles of Marxist-Leninist military theory to the actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war.

Not simply stressing the offensive, but flexibly employing both offensive and defensive forms of combat

The principle of offensive action in armed uprising is one of the extremely important components of the Marxist doctrine of violent revolution. This principle received the unanimous endorsement and emphasis of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, and the insurgent practice of the Paris Commune and the October Revolution proved, both negatively and positively, that this principle was correct. It thus exerted an enormous influence on the conduct of armed struggle in the workers’ movements of every country. But Mao Zedong, proceeding from the actual conditions of the struggle within his own country, put forward his own new proposition in the guidance of combat. Rather than simply stressing the offensive, he persisted in flexibly employing both offensive and defensive forms of combat, in accordance with the different circumstances arising in the development of the struggle situation, thereby cleverly combining the preservation of one’s own forces with the destruction of the enemy.

In the latter part of the 1920s and the early 1930s, certain leaders of our Party, forgetting the fundamental principle that the universal truths of Marxism must be combined with one’s own country’s concrete revolutionary practice, paid no heed whatsoever to China’s national conditions and, in a situation where the revolution was at a low ebb and the reactionary ruling forces held a tremendous military advantage, still mechanically adhered to the principle, found in Marxist-Leninist writings, that armed uprising must persist in offensive combat, and repeatedly ordered Red Army units, whose forces were in an inferior position, to attack and seize central cities, striving for initial victory in one or several provinces, obstinately pursuing “Left” adventurism in military affairs, and thereby bringing the Chinese revolution to the brink of ruin.

Mao Zedong, by contrast, was different from these men. He never treated the universal principles of Marxism as dogma, but always applied them flexibly, closely combined with the actual conditions of the Chinese people’s revolutionary struggle, and, in the course of that application, continually summed up experience and made new theoretical generalizations, with which to guide practice.

In analyzing the errors of our Party’s above-mentioned dogmatist practices, he pointed out: “What Marx meant by saying that after an armed uprising has begun, there should not be a moment’s pause in the offensive, is that once the masses have risen and caught the enemy off guard, they should not allow the reactionary rulers a chance to retain or recover their political power; they should seize this fleeting moment to catch the domestic reactionary ruling forces off balance, rather than being content with a victory already won, growing complacent about the enemy, relaxing their pressure on him, or hesitating and holding back, thereby losing the opportunity to destroy the enemy and inviting the defeat of the revolution. This is correct. But it does not follow that, when the two sides are already locked in military confrontation and the enemy holds the superior position, revolutionaries, when under enemy pressure, should not adopt defensive measures. To think in this way would be the height of folly.”①

Ever since our Party embarked, with the Nanchang Uprising of August 1, 1927, on the road of independently leading China’s revolutionary war, the task of formulating a correct guiding thought for combat operations naturally came onto the agenda. When the revolution was at a low ebb, and objective circumstances required the Party’s focus of work to shift from the cities to the countryside, it was clearly inappropriate, in military affairs, to continue adopting the policy of attacking the major cities. What was needed here was a new guiding thought for combat operations, one that truly reflected the objective reality of China’s revolutionary war, to replace the old approach. Mao Zedong recognized this at a comparatively early stage; while the Autumn Harvest Uprising was still underway, he already advocated abandoning the plan to attack the central city of Changsha, and began the march toward Jinggangshan. The following year, in May, he and Zhu De, on the basis of summing up the experience of the fighting of the preceding period, put forward the sixteen-character formula for combat principles: “When the enemy advances, we retreat; when the enemy halts, we harass; when the enemy tires, we attack; when the enemy retreats, we pursue,” thereby finding a reliable path of steady development for the people’s revolutionary armed struggle led by our Party, and laying the cornerstone for the later formation of the system of strategy and tactics of our army.

The sixteen-character formula was a creative development by Mao Zedong and Zhu De of the Marxist doctrine of violent revolution’s principle of offensive action in armed uprising. Its basic point of departure was that, given the disparity in strength between the enemy and us, armed struggle must proceed from the actual conditions on the battlefield, and must not adhere rigidly to a single form of combat, but instead should flexibly and actively vary the postures of advance, retreat, attack and defense as circumstances required, remaining nimble and opportunistic, taking advantage of favorable and avoiding unfavorable circumstances, so as to preserve one’s own forces and destroy the enemy, gradually transform the relative strength of the two sides, and actively seize victory in combat. The sixteen-character formula concentrated and summarized the basic principles of guerrilla warfare, reflected the basic operational laws by which a weak army defeats a strong one, and was an important foundation for the development of the strategy and tactics of our army; it occupies an important place in the history of the development of our army’s military scholarship.
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Section 4. The New Development of the Thought of People’s War on the Chinese Battlefield in the Twentieth Century

The thought of people’s war is an extremely important component of the military theory of Marx and Engels; yet the two founders of scientific Communism never themselves personally led or experienced such a war, and, in the age in which they lived, no people’s war organized and carried out by Communists themselves had yet occurred. The basic principles put forward by Marx and Engels regarding people’s war received their most persuasive confirmation only in the Chinese battlefield of the first half of the twentieth century, and the twenty-two years of long-term armed struggle waged by the Chinese people under the leadership of the Communist Party of China during this period gave this thought new enrichment and development. This is manifested mainly in the following five aspects.

Mobilizing every force that could be mobilized, so as to isolate and strike the enemy to the greatest possible extent

Since war is, after all, the people’s own affair, one that must be carried out relying on the people themselves, whether or not it is possible to mobilize, in their entirety, all forces favorable to the struggle against the enemy becomes a crucial factor determining the success or failure of the war.

In the long process of leading the people’s war, the Communist Party of China, learning profoundly, from both positive and negative experience, of the extreme importance of broadly mobilizing the strength of the popular masses in every respect, took care, in each different period, to unite and mobilize every force that could be mobilized, so as to isolate and strike the enemy to the greatest possible extent. To this end, the Communist Party of China adopted a series of correct and rational policies. During the Agrarian Revolutionary War period, the principal enemy to be opposed was the Chiang Kai-shek ruling clique, representing the interests of imperialism and feudalism, and it was thus necessary to take the working class as the leader, the poor and hired peasants as the mainstay, and to carry out the policy of uniting with the middle peasants, restricting the rich peasants, protecting small and medium industrialists and merchants, and resolutely striking at the landlords. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Japanese imperialism was the enemy of the entire Chinese nation, and, in order to thoroughly defeat it, the Communist Party of China carried out the policy of cooperating with the Nationalist Party and establishing the anti-Japanese national united front. This policy stipulated that, apart from traitors and national betrayers, all persons, regardless of class or nationality, could join the anti-Japanese national united front. During the War of Liberation, in order to overthrow the reactionary rule of Chiang Kai-shek’s Kuomintang, backed by American imperialism, the Communist Party of China, taking the alliance of workers and peasants as its basis, carried out the policy of uniting with everyone who could possibly be united with, including the urban petty bourgeoisie, the national bourgeoisie, enlightened gentry, ethnic minorities, and overseas Chinese.

In different periods, in accordance with different targets of attack, uniting forces drawn from different quarters, so as to achieve the greatest possible isolation of the enemy to be overthrown — this stipulation and guiding principle at the strategic level was an extremely important guarantee of the victory won, in each period’s revolutionary war, by the Communist Party of China and the Chinese people. Mao Zedong, on the basis of our Party’s own heartfelt experience of long-term leadership and organization of people’s war, called strategy and policy the Party’s life, and regarded the united front formed by all revolutionary classes and revolutionary factions under our Party’s leadership as our main talisman and main weapon in defeating a formidable enemy — and this undoubtedly gives expression to a clear-sighted awareness, and a high degree of importance, that our Party attached to the basic guiding law of people’s war whereby it is necessary to mobilize every force that can possibly be mobilized to face the enemy in unison.

Employing every form that could be employed, so as to strike at and weaken the enemy from every direction

Marx and Engels, in establishing the principles of people’s war, took as their basic focus of attention the question of how to enable more of the popular masses to bring their power to destroy the enemy effectively to bear within the sphere of armed struggle; as for forms of struggle outside the battlefield, they never developed these in any detail. But the people’s war led by the Chinese Communists expanded the concept of war. It was not confined merely to the clash of two armies on the battlefield, but included every means, outside the battlefield, that could be used to strike at and weaken the enemy. Mao Zedong, in discussing armed struggle as the defining characteristic of the Chinese revolution, emphatically pointed out: “But stress on armed struggle does not mean giving up other forms of struggle; on the contrary, armed struggle cannot succeed unless coordinated with other forms of struggle.”①

The experience of the successive wars of China’s New Democratic Revolution period shows that every major victory won by our army was inseparable from the coordination of other forms of struggle outside the battlefield. Take the War of Liberation as an example: in order to achieve comprehensive, swift and thorough victory in this war, our Party, apart from armed struggle, also employed a variety of other forms of struggle — political, diplomatic, propagandistic — and obtained excellent results. First, during the period when the war was brewing, in order to prevent Chiang Kai-shek from pinning the blame for launching civil war on our Party, Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai and other leaders personally traveled to Chongqing to conduct negotiations. This was an extremely serious political struggle, and its direct result was to win, for the subsequent conduct of the War of Liberation, the moral support of the entire Chinese people. Second, during the course of the war, the Nationalist government, seeking to buy time through delay, at times resorted to peace ploys to deceive the public. In order to expose this scheme, the leaders of our Party, through the issuing of New Year’s messages and statements on the current situation, gave extremely effective support to the operations on the battlefield, hastening the arrival of victory in the war. Furthermore, in order to divert Chiang Kai-shek’s government’s attention from the civil war, our Party also organized, in the Kuomintang-controlled areas, a mighty patriotic democratic movement, forming the second front of the War of Liberation. All this constituted a powerful coordination of our army’s operations on the battlefield.

Excelling in employing various forms and various fronts of struggle in close coordination with armed struggle, so as to bring multi-faceted pressure to bear upon the enemy and hasten its collapse, ought to be regarded as one of the great distinguishing features of the people’s war led by the Communist Party of China. In October 1939, speaking of this matter, Mao Zedong pointed out: “Our Party has already been able to coordinate armed struggle, the principal form of struggle, directly or indirectly, with the many other necessary forms of struggle, that is to say, to coordinate armed struggle with the workers’ struggle, with the peasants’ struggle (this is the main one), with the youth’s, the women’s, and the people’s struggle generally, with the struggle for political power, with the struggle on the economic front, the struggle on the espionage front, the struggle on the ideological front, and so on, throughout the country, either directly or indirectly.”① It can thus be seen that what the people’s war led by the Communist Party of China vividly displayed was a panoramic picture of men and women, old and young, workers, peasants, scholars, merchants and soldiers, all rising up together to join the struggle.

Establishing solid revolutionary base areas, so as to guarantee that people’s war could endure and develop smoothly

The experience of history shows that no war can be won without the guarantee of a solid and reliable rear area. This is all the more true for people’s war, because people’s war is generally a process in which a weak army, through prolonged and arduous struggle, gradually alters the balance of forces on the battlefield, and finally overcomes a strong enemy — it requires all the more the uninterrupted support of a solid rear area in manpower and material resources. Regarding this great dependence of the conduct of war upon its own rear area, Engels gave special emphasis to this point in the chapter on the “theory of force” in his book Anti-Dühring. In 1858, in assessing the course of the Indian national uprising, in order that the insurgents might be able to sustain this just people’s war, he put forward the important proposition of establishing an “operational center.” He wrote: “Guerrilla warfare alone, once winter sets in, will not do; centres of resistance must be organised, with stores, artillery, and fortified or entrenched camps, so as to give the English something to do before the return of next summer. Otherwise, guerrilla war will die out before the next summer gives it fresh strength.”② This may be said to be the earliest expression, in the classic works of Marxist military theory, of the thought of establishing base areas.

Of course, as the age advanced and theory was renewed, Engels’ proposition regarding the establishment of an “operational center” likewise gained enormous development in the rich practice of China’s revolutionary war in the first half of the twentieth century. Mao Zedong, adapting to the needs of the Chinese people’s carrying out of the “armed worker-peasant independent regime” and taking the road of the countryside surrounding the cities, took the question of building up the rear in the course of war and elevated it to a strategic problem for consideration, thereby creating a theory of base area building extremely rich in content. In a series of essays, he gave a detailed exposition of the significance, function and method of establishing base areas, and of the causes of their emergence, existence and the conditions on which their development depended. In explaining the value and standing of base areas in people’s war, he pointed out: “What is a guerrilla base? It is the strategic base on which the guerrilla forces rely in performing their strategic tasks and achieving the object of preserving and expanding themselves and destroying and driving out the enemy. Without such strategic bases, there will be nothing to depend on in carrying out any of our strategic tasks or achieving the aim of the war. It is a characteristic feature of guerrilla warfare behind enemy lines that it is fought without a rear, for the guerrilla base is not comparable to a rear area in regular warfare. However, guerrilla warfare could not last long or grow without base areas, so base areas are indeed its rear.”①

In answering the question of why the red base area could arise, exist and develop in this specific setting of China, Mao Zedong wrote: “That in the midst of the encirclement of the White regime one or more small areas of Red regime under Communist Party leadership have arisen and persisted is a phenomenon found nowhere else in the world today. We think there are many reasons for this unusual phenomenon. It is directly related to the fact that the splits and wars within the comprador and big landlord classes continue to occur and grow ever more acute. So long as this splitting and warfare among the comprador and big landlord classes continues, it is possible for the armed independent regime of workers and peasants to exist and grow. Besides this, the existence and growth of an armed independent regime of workers and peasants requires the following conditions: (1) a sound mass basis; (2) a sound Party organization; (3) a Red Army of adequate strength; (4) terrain favorable to military operations; and (5) economic resources sufficient for military sustenance.”②

Looking at the whole historical course of China’s New Democratic Revolution, the contribution made by the base areas to the winning of victory in the successive wars was indeed enormous. In a certain sense, it can even be said that, without the establishment and development of extensive base areas, and their full support for the successive revolutionary wars, there could have been no new China. For, among the important causes of the failure of the many peasant wars in Chinese history, one was precisely that the leaders of the uprisings neglected to establish base areas. From this we can readily see the important scholarly value and practical guiding significance possessed by Mao Zedong’s theory of establishing revolutionary base areas.

Properly coordinating main-force units and local units, the regular army and guerrilla units and militia, and the combination of the three levels — armed masses and unarmed masses — so as to form a powerful collective force for destroying the enemy

The principal form of struggle in people’s war is armed struggle. One characteristic of people’s war is that the number of personnel who take part in armed struggle is far greater than in an ordinary war, and their organizational forms are not as uniform as in an ordinary war — that is, besides the regular army, there are also guerrilla units and militia; besides main-force formations, there are also local formations; and besides the armed masses, there are also unarmed masses who directly serve the needs of armed struggle. How to organize and coordinate these several different levels of forces well, so as to form a powerful collective force for destroying the enemy, is undoubtedly an extremely important component of the art of guiding people’s war. Marx and Engels made specialized elaborations on the role of the regular army as the mainstay in people’s war, but they wrote comparatively little on the question of how, in the course of war, to coordinate the regular army with guerrilla units and militia, main-force formations with local formations, and armed masses with unarmed masses. This was related to their own actual personal experience. Stalin led the Soviet Union’s Great Patriotic War during the Second World War, and this was a great people’s war, yet he too left behind no specialized, profound reflections on this matter.

The war led by the Communist Party of China in the first half of the twentieth century was a genuine people’s war. These wars not only involved a great number of participants, but the forms in which armed personnel were organized were manifold. In order to organize and coordinate well the strength of the different levels of combatants, and to handle well the relations among them, Mao Zedong engaged in profound reflection, and carried out a great deal of work of reasoned exposition and argument. In the early period when the Communist Party of China was initiating the situation of armed independent regime, the question that first had to be resolved was whether it was necessary to establish a regular Red Army. Mao Zedong’s answer was affirmative: “The existence of a regular Red Army of considerable strength is a necessary condition for the existence of Red political power. If we have only local Red Guards and no regular Red Army, we can cope only with the tuan-fang (local anti-Communist volunteer corps) and not with the regular White forces. Hence, even if there are very good masses of workers and peasants, without a regular armed force of adequate strength, it is definitely impossible to create a situation of armed independent regime, still less to create a situation of a growing and lasting armed independent regime.”①

Later, once the regular Red Army had been established and had achieved development, some people put forward the view that it was no longer necessary to retain guerrilla armed forces. In order to refute this erroneous view, Mao Zedong vividly compared the relationship between the regular army and guerrilla units to the two hands of one and the same person, and emphasized that the advantageous conditions the base areas’ people enjoyed lay precisely in the fact that they were armed. He wrote: “What we advocate is the concentration of military force, which by no means includes abandoning the people’s guerrilla warfare. The Li San line’s advocacy of abandoning the small guerrilla warfare, of ‘gathering all forces, down to a single rifle, into the Red Army,’ has long since been proven wrong. The people’s guerrilla warfare, viewed from the standpoint of the revolutionary war as a whole, is the left hand to the main-force Red Army’s right hand; to have only the main-force Red Army and no people’s guerrilla warfare would be like having only one arm — a maimed general. Speaking specifically, and especially with reference to combat operations, what is meant by the favorable mass conditions of the base areas is precisely a people that has been armed. It is this above all that makes the enemy regard the base areas as a road to be dreaded.”①

During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong, in summing up the reasons why the people’s army led by the Communist Party of China (the Eighth Route Army and the New Fourth Army) had been able to rapidly grow strong and defeat a formidable enemy, likewise gave full recognition to the role played by the guerrilla forces and militia within it. He pointed out: “This army also derives its strength from having a widespread mass armed organization in the form of the people’s self-defence corps and the militia, working in co-ordination with it. In China’s Liberated Areas, all young and middle-aged men and women who are able to bear arms are voluntarily and democratically organized, without leaving their production work, into the people’s self-defence corps for the resistance against Japan. Crack fighters in the self-defence corps, other than those who have joined the regular army or the guerrilla units, are organized into the militia. Without the coordination of this kind of mass armed force, victory over the enemy would be impossible.”② Furthermore, the status of the guerrilla units within people’s war was likewise not something fixed for all time. As the tasks of the main battlefronts increased, many guerrilla units gradually transformed, in the course of the war, into regular forces. And the bringing about of this transformation required certain conditions, as Mao Zedong wrote: “The transformation of guerrilla units, which fight guerrilla warfare, into regular units, which fight mobile warfare, must be accompanied by two conditions: an increase in numbers and an improvement in quality. The former may be achieved chiefly by directly mobilizing the people to join the army, or by concentrating small units; the latter depends on the tempering the troops receive in the course of the war, and on improvement in the quality of their weapons.”③

As for the necessity and importance of dividing the people’s army itself into main-force formations and local formations, Mao Zedong likewise proceeded from the standpoint of what was advantageous for effectively striking the enemy in expounding this matter. He said: “This army also derives its strength from its organization into two parts, the main forces and the regional forces, the former capable of undertaking extra-regional operations at any time and the latter charged with the task of coordinating with the militia and the self-defence corps to defend their native soil and attack the local enemy. This division, adopted with the wholehearted approval of the people, has proved effective. Failure to make this correct division, for instance, paying attention only to the role of the main forces and neglecting the role of the regional forces, would, under the conditions of China’s Liberated Areas, make it impossible to defeat the enemy.”① This was because the local formations possessed advantages peculiarly their own. They were able to organize a great number of well-trained armed work teams, more thoroughly rounded in military, political, and mass-work matters, who could penetrate deep into the enemy’s rear areas behind the enemy’s own rear, strike the enemy, mobilize the masses in resistance to Japan, and thereby coordinate with the frontal operations of each Liberated Area.

As for the support the unarmed masses gave to the armed masses, and their coordination in matters of combat, Mao Zedong, in his relevant writings, enumerated a series of practices that took place in the Liberated Areas of China during the War of Resistance Against Japan. He wrote that, there, “under the leadership of the democratic government, all the anti-Japanese people are called upon to enthusiastically undertake various tasks of assisting the army, within the organizations of workers, peasants, youth, women, cultural, and other occupational and working groups. These tasks include not only mobilizing the people to join the army, transporting grain for the army, giving preferential treatment to the families of anti-Japanese soldiers, and helping the army solve its material difficulties, but also mobilizing the guerrilla units, the militia, and the self-defence corps, launching sabotage and demolition operations, gathering intelligence on the enemy, eliminating traitors, transporting and protecting the wounded, and directly assisting the army in combat. At the same time, the entire people of the Liberated Areas also enthusiastically engage in political, economic, cultural, and health-related work of construction. What is most important in this respect is mobilizing the whole people to engage in the production of grain and daily necessities … in order to support the protracted War of Resistance Against Japan.”②

To do everything possible, in order to defeat a formidable enemy, to achieve good coordination among armed forces at various different levels, and between them and unarmed forces, was an extremely important experience by which China’s revolutionary war won victory. The series of scientific expositions Mao Zedong made in this respect possess extremely great universal significance, and represent a distinctively characteristic supplement to Marx and Engels’ theory of people’s war.

Grasping the strategic hub, coordinating campaign and battle measures in an integrated manner, and striving for the greatest possible victory

Under ordinary circumstances, when people’s war is first triggered, revolutionary people generally face armed forces several, even scores of times stronger than their own. The fundamental purpose of carrying out people’s war lies precisely in this: through correct guidance of the war, gradually to transform this initially unfavorable balance of forces, causing the enemy gradually to lose its original superiority and fall into a passive position, and finally, through fighting, to defeat it. For this reason, attending closely to strategy and tactics, and the rational deployment of forces, are of the utmost importance. Marx and Engels both attached great importance to the guidance of war, and Engels in particular possessed an extremely rich body of thought on strategy and tactics. The principal principles they put forward in this respect were all fully applied in China’s revolutionary war, and received much new development there. This is especially manifest in Mao Zedong’s refined grasp of strategic questions and his skillful command of campaign and tactical operations.

1. It Is Necessary Constantly to Maintain the Initiative, Through the Timely Execution of Strategic Shifts as the Situation Requires

That, in war, one must strive to seize the initiative was an operational guiding thought that Engels repeatedly emphasized. But as to the means of grasping the initiative, he and Marx wrote comparatively little. Mao Zedong provided a supplement on this point; through the successful practice of scientifically guiding China’s twenty-two years of revolutionary war, he demonstrated that whoever wished to maintain the initiative constantly in war had, of necessity, to carry out timely strategic military shifts in accordance with changes in the situation, the tasks at hand, the balance of forces between enemy and ourselves, and the overall development of the war. The concept of strategic military shift never once appeared in the military writings of Marx and Engels, nor even in those of Lenin and Stalin. It was first put forward by Mao Zedong in the essay “War and Strategy,” published November 6, 1938; its content referred to the shifting, in different periods and at different stages, of our Party’s and army’s strategic guidelines and principal forms of combat.

In the first half of this century, in the different periods, and even in the different stages within a given period, of the twenty-two years of revolutionary war led by our Party, each had its own particular targets and objectives of struggle, and, during this time, the conditions of the people’s army itself were also continually developing and changing. In order to adapt to the developments and changes in the conditions, tasks and goals of the two sides, our army, in accordance with the decisions of the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission, carried out strategic military shifts on multiple occasions. For example, from guerrilla warfare in the early period of the Second Revolutionary Civil War to Chinese-style regular warfare in the later period; from Chinese-style regular warfare to guerrilla warfare against Japan; and from guerrilla warfare against Japan to the large-scale mobile warfare of the War of Liberation — such were some of the shifts. The Chinese People’s Volunteers, in the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, likewise went through a strategic shift from mobile warfare, primary in the early period, to positional warfare, primary in the later period. Practice has proven that all these strategic shifts played a decisive role in the seizing and maintaining of the initiative by our army in the various different periods, and provided the guarantee for the winning of victory in each successive war.

The rich practice and experiential generalization achieved by the Chinese Communists in the carrying out of strategic military shifts possess extremely important scholarly value and theoretical significance, because they reflect the improvement in the ability of those who direct wars to command the war as a whole, and the deepening of their ability to grasp the essential characteristics of war.

2. In Cases Where a Large but Weak Country Suffers Invasion by a Small but Strong Country, Guerrilla Warfare Ought to Occupy a Strategic Position

Guerrilla warfare, as an important means by which weak nations resist foreign invasion, consistently received the attention of Marx and Engels, and, during the Second World War, Stalin further emphasized it as well. But the problem of guerrilla warfare, in the writings of the classic Marxist authors, was generally treated as a means of combat and discussed within the category of tactics. Mao Zedong, however, proceeding from the special actual conditions of China’s War of Resistance Against Japan, reconsidered the role that guerrilla warfare might play, and endowed it with an important strategic standing.

Historically speaking, guerrilla warfare, in ordinary small countries or in large but powerful countries, was generally conducted on interior lines, coordinated with the regular army, at the level of a campaign or battle, in an auxiliary capacity. China, however, was a large but weak country, invaded by Japan, a country that was small but strong, representing reactionary, decrepit forces. Consequently, guerrilla warfare under these circumstances possessed many characteristics of its own. (1) Because the enemy occupied a vast expanse of territory, and its forces were insufficient, there remained many gaps within the occupied areas; the guerrilla warfare carried out at this time was therefore, in the main, not campaign-level fighting on interior lines in coordination with the regular army, but independent action conducted on exterior lines. (2) Because China was in a progressive era, the forces carrying out guerrilla warfare included not only the strong, disciplined army led by the Communist Party, but also the broad masses of the people, awakened as never before, and so anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare was not small-scale but large-scale in nature. (3) Because Japan was, in military strength, a strong power, while China, militarily, was a weak power; Japan was a small country and China a large one; Japan was retrogressive while China was progressive — therefore, China’s anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare was inevitably protracted, not brief. On the basis of these reasons, China’s anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare could not but investigate many questions belonging to the category of strategy, such as strategic defense, strategic offense, the establishment of base areas, and the development from guerrilla warfare to mobile warfare, and so on. To use Mao Zedong’s own words, this was guerrilla warfare “breaking out of the confines of tactics and knocking at the gate of strategy,” requiring that the problems of guerrilla warfare be considered from a strategic point of view.

The great victory of the Chinese people’s War of Resistance Against Japan, and the rapid growth and expansion, in the course of this war, of China’s Liberated Areas and of China’s revolutionary army, irrefutably prove that to raise anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare to strategic status in one’s understanding and treatment of it was, without doubt, a wise stroke in the guidance and decision-making of the war. This was a manifestation of the high degree of maturity the Chinese Communists reached in their grasp of the art of directing war.

3. Learning to Handle Well the Dialectical Relationship Between Campaign and Tactical Operations and Strategic Decisions Enables One to Be Everywhere Invincible

In the military writings of Marx and Engels, considerable exploration is devoted to the strategic decisions of the contending parties in war and to the several stages of each specific battle, but there is comparatively little written specifically discussing the relationship between strategic decisions and tactical operations. Neither of them had ever personally led or commanded a large-scale war. The situation with Mao Zedong was different; for a long period he thought about strategies for defeating the enemy against the background of an enemy strong and ourselves weak, and he therefore gave considerable thought to how, through the clever combination of campaign and tactical operations and successive victories, one might finally attain one’s strategic objective.

Mao Zedong held that a director of war who had learned to handle well the dialectical relationship between campaign and tactical operations and strategic decisions would be everywhere invincible. And Mao Zedong himself was the representative most skilled in handling this relationship. In this respect he left behind for later generations a series of extremely penetrating statements. For example, in discussing the tactics to be employed during the strategic defensive stage, he stressed that the strategically protracted defensive fighting on interior lines must be combined with the campaign- and tactical-level swift and decisive offensive fighting on exterior lines; in discussing the choice of the direction of operations in mobile warfare, he put forward the principle of a fixed orientation at the strategic level and a non-fixed orientation at the campaign and tactical level; in the deployment of forces, he put forward the principle of “pitting one against ten” at the strategic level and “pitting ten against one” at the campaign and tactical level; and on the question of decisive engagement, he pointed out that, during the strategic defensive stage, strategic decisive battle should be avoided, while campaign- and tactical-level decisive battle should be actively sought under favorable conditions, and so on.

Of course, to realize the above-listed operational guiding principles, so full of the thought of the unity of opposites, there was still much concrete work to be done. For instance, to carry out the protracted defensive fighting on interior lines, advance preparation had to be made for defense (anti-“encirclement and suppression”); strategic retreat had to be properly organized; one had to avoid being preoccupied with gains and losses of a single city or place, and had, according to plan, to lure the enemy in deep; concentrate one’s forces, and strike, with priority given to certain points, the advancing enemy; bring mobile warfare and positional warfare into organic combination, and so forth. And, in order to carry out the swift and decisive offensive fighting on exterior lines, it was further required that one genuinely grasp enemy intelligence and select an enemy that was easy to defeat; select a good position and make thorough preparation; seize a favorable opportunity and launch a surprise attack when the enemy least expects it; concentrate superior forces, adopt encirclement and outflanking tactics, and strive to annihilate the enemy entirely; be flexible and mobile, and carry out correct command, and so on.

Practice has proven that, because of the rich truth inherent in them, the various principles Mao Zedong put forward above not only guided the Chinese workers’ and peasants’ army, under conditions where the enemy was strong and we were weak, in winning victory in China’s revolutionary war, but also provided the theoretical basis and ideological guide for determining the military strategic guideline after the founding of new China. These principles are the most representative among the enrichments made to the strategic and tactical thought of Marx and Engels.
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Section 5. Combining the Basic Principles of Marxist Philosophy with the Actual Guidance of China’s Revolutionary War

Marx and Engels, and Engels in particular, devoted their whole lives to the study of war, and in the field of military scholarship their theoretical contributions were of the highest order. But neither of them ever had the actual experience of personally leading and organizing large-scale war. Mao Zedong was somewhat different from them; over a long period he led and organized the revolutionary armed forces and people of our country in domestic and national wars in which the number of participants reached into the millions, and he commanded more than 400 campaigns and battles, large and small, accumulating a wealth of experience in the guidance of war and of campaigns. Not only this, but, in the intervals of war and amid the demands of military life, he also excelled at raising this practical experience to the level of theory, abstracting and generalizing it, and wrote a number of extremely philosophical military classics, such as “Strategic Problems of China’s Revolutionary War,” “On Protracted War,” “Concentrate a Superior Force to Destroy the Enemy Forces One by One,” “The Ten Great Military Principles,” “On the Operational Guideline for the Liaoshen Campaign,” “On the Operational Guideline for the Huaihai Campaign,” and “On the Operational Guideline for the Pingjin Campaign.” In these writings, Mao Zedong most successfully and skillfully combined the basic principles of dialectical materialism and historical materialism with the concrete actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war, thereby creating a distinctively characteristic scientific epistemology and methodology of war, and greatly enriching the treasure-house of Marxist military philosophy.

Studying and guiding war proceeding from actual conditions

Whether the guidance of war relies on the subjective imagination of the commander, or upon conclusions reached only after earnest study of objective reality — this is the question that must first be resolved in the establishment of a scientific epistemology of war. Mao Zedong firmly maintained that one could only study war and guide war by proceeding from actual conditions.

1. Recognizing That the Human Mind Is Merely an Organ Reflecting Objective Reality, and Upholding the Dynamic Revolutionary Theory of Reflection

Before the advent of dialectical materialism and historical materialism as the effective tools for the scientific cognition of the objective world, many philosophers, historians, and military theorists held that the mind of the commander was something transcending that of the ordinary person, capable of instinctively conceiving all manner of ingenious tricks for winning battles. This was, of course, not true, but a form of idealism. In fact, the human mind is merely an organ that reflects objective reality. In discussing the relationship between military laws and the human mind, Mao Zedong pointed out: “The laws of war, like the laws governing all other things, are a reflection in our minds of the objective realities of war, and everything outside our minds is objective reality.”① He also said: both enemy and ourselves “should each be taken as the object of study; only our minds (thought) are the subject that studies them.”② That is to say, the laws of war exist objectively, independent of the human will. If people are to win victory in war, they must uphold the dynamic revolutionary theory of reflection.

2. It Is Necessary to Focus on the Particular Features and the Development of Things, and to Oppose the Rigid Transplanting of the Laws of War

In the guidance of war, to proceed from actual conditions, one crucial requirement is that one not fix on a single model and apply it everywhere without discrimination. There is no shortage of historical examples of those who suffered the loss of troops and generals through mechanically transplanting the methods of warfare used by others. Mao Zedong held that the different circumstances of war determined different laws for the guidance of war, and that here there existed differences of time, place, and nature. From the standpoint of time, war and the laws governing its guidance are things that develop; each historical stage has its own characteristic features, and therefore the laws of war likewise have their own characteristics, which cannot be rigidly transplanted from one stage to another. From the standpoint of the nature of war, revolutionary war and counter-revolutionary war each has its different characteristics, and thus the laws of war for each also have their own characteristics, and cannot be rigidly transplanted from one to the other. From the standpoint of place, every country and every nation, and especially large countries and large nations, has its own characteristics, and thus the laws of war also each have their own characteristics, and likewise cannot be rigidly transplanted. For this reason, he emphatically pointed out: “In studying the laws for directing wars that occur at different historical stages, that possess different characteristics, or that occur in different places and among different nationalities, we should focus on their characteristics and on their development, and should oppose a mechanistic approach to the problem of war.”①

This important methodological generalization, that the study of war must focus on its particular features and on its development, was a scientific conclusion Mao Zedong reached by introducing dialectics into epistemology on the question of war. This shows that the method by which he studied and explored the laws of war was a highly unified application of the Marxist epistemology and dialectics.

3. It Is Necessary to Study Both Sides — Enemy and Ourselves — in War; Neither Can Be Neglected

This contradiction that is war is a military practical activity carried out between hostile parties, manifesting itself in an extremely complex and intertwined relationship between the two opposing sides: mutually opposed, yet also mutually interdependent; mutually interpenetrating, yet also mutually transformable into one another. For this reason, to understand war, one must carefully study every aspect of the circumstances of both belligerent parties, including the military, political, economic, geographical, and climatic conditions. Mao Zedong regarded this as the greatest actual reality within war. He criticized two types of people mistaken in their understanding of war. He said: “There is a type of person who is perceptive about himself but ignorant about the other side, and another type of person who is perceptive about the other side but ignorant about himself; neither type is capable of resolving the problem of learning and applying the laws of war.”② Only by comprehensively grasping the particular characteristics of both enemy and ourselves can one avoid one-sidedness in one’s understanding of war.

4. The Practice of War Is the Foundation of the Cognition of War; Indirect Experience Must Be Used with Discrimination and Innovation

In the course of studying and directing war, Mao Zedong consistently regarded the practice of war as the primary and fundamental activity, and held that the practice of war is the foundation of the cognition of war. He pointed out: “Reading is learning, but applying is also learning and the more important form of learning. To learn warfare through warfare — this is our chief method.”① The method of learning warfare through warfare embodies the principle of the primacy of practice, and the basic principle of the dependence of cognition on practice.

As for indirect experience derived from the practice of war, Mao Zedong likewise always placed great importance on it. He held that it was not possible for people to gain everything through direct personal experience alone, and that, to understand and grasp the laws governing war as a whole, one had, of necessity, earnestly to study the war experience and lessons learned in blood that others had accumulated over long periods. He stressed, however, that such study should not be conducted in a dogmatic manner, but should instead be a matter of “testing these conclusions in the light of our own experience, adopting what is useful, rejecting what is useless, and adding what is specifically our own.”②

Bringing subjective guidance into accord with objective reality

The correspondence between subjective guidance and objective reality is a fundamental contradiction running throughout the entirety of cognitive and practical activity in the military sphere. Mao Zedong regarded the correct resolution of this contradiction as the key to seizing victory in military struggle. He pointed out that the key to winning more victories in battle “lies in bringing subjective and objective into good correspondence with one another.”③

1. Two Levels of Thinking Activity, Resolving Two Aspects of Contradiction

Following the conclusion of the Agrarian Revolutionary War, in December 1936, Mao Zedong, in summing up the experience of the military activity of the preceding period, reduced the method by which the Red Army won its victories to the following three sentences: “to know the circumstances of both sides thoroughly on every point relevant to the war, to find out the laws governing the actions of both sides, and to apply these laws to one’s own actions.”④ This methodological principle Mao Zedong put forward, philosophically speaking, comprised two levels of thinking activity, and resolved two aspects of contradiction. The first is the discovery of the laws of action — that is, the accurate reflection, by the subjective, of the objective reality of war, resolving the contradiction between the war director’s subjective cognition and the objective object of that cognition. The second is the application of the laws discovered — that is, the correct planning and implementation of the war, resolving the contradiction between the war director’s subjective intention (manifested in the various operational plans) and the actual development of the war. To resolve these two contradictions well is to be able to take advantage of what is favorable and avoid what is harmful, so as to attain the goal of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy.

It should be pointed out that the process of resolving this second aspect of contradiction described above is a higher-level activity of human thought. The Marxist epistemology holds that the relationship between man and the objective world is not merely a relationship of cognition and that which is cognized, but, more importantly, is a relationship of transformation and that which is transformed. This is what Lenin meant when he said: “Man’s consciousness not only reflects the objective world, but creates it.”① The subjective factor is not passive; it exerts a reaction upon objective conditions. Once objective laws have been grasped by people, they are transformed into a powerful tool for guiding work, used to transform the world, including guiding war. Mao Zedong called this the “law of war guidance.”

2. A Comprehensive Understanding of a Given War Requires Passing Through Two Stages, Both Distinct and Interconnected

To obtain a comparatively comprehensive understanding of the internal laws of a given war, what process, viewed from the angle of human thinking activity, must one go through? This is a question that, for thousands of years, neither Chinese nor foreign philosophical writings nor works of military theory have ever addressed. Mao Zedong, by skillfully applying the principles of Marxist epistemology, successfully resolved this problem. In his essay “Strategic Problems of China’s Revolutionary War,” he gave an extremely vivid and penetrating account of the dialectical process of development of cognition in war. He divided the process of cognizing a specific war into two stages, distinct from and yet interconnected with one another.

The first is the stage of formulating the war plan. What must be resolved here is the question of where the commander’s correct thinking comes from. Mao Zedong pointed out: “A commander’s correct dispositions stem from a correct decision, a correct decision stems from a correct judgment, and a correct judgment stems from a full and necessary reconnaissance and from pondering over and piecing together the data of various kinds gathered through reconnaissance.”② Reconnaissance — pondering — judgment — decision — dispositions: this is the cognitive path a commander must follow, in the period of preparing for combat, that is, in the stage of formulating the war plan. This is a complete process, from perceptual cognition to rational cognition. To make the cognition of this process genuinely correspond with reality, Mao Zedong held, two indispensable conditions had to be met. The first was to ensure that every possible and necessary means of reconnaissance be used to reconnoiter the circumstances of the enemy, so as to obtain as much material of every kind as possible; this is the prerequisite and basis for correctly achieving the leap from the perceptual to the rational — that is, for forming a judgment, making a decision, and drawing up a plan. The second was to engage in interconnected pondering over the material, discarding the dross and selecting the essential, eliminating the false and retaining the true, proceeding from the one to the other and from the outward appearance to the inner essence; this is the correct pathway and method for achieving the leap from perceptual cognition to rational cognition — that is, for arriving at an operational plan.

The second is the stage of executing the war plan. Because objective things have their own process of development, and, in addition, human cognition has its own limitations, cognition cannot be accomplished in a single stroke, but must be deepened through repeated iteration. Mao Zedong, in discussing the return of the rational cognition of war back to the practice of war, said: “The process of knowing a situation goes on not only before but also after the formulation of a military plan. The carrying out of a plan, from its very beginning to the conclusion of a military operation, is another process for knowing a situation, i.e., the process of practice.”① In this process, as military action unfolds, the object of cognition will change accordingly, and certain essential and law-governed elements not previously exposed will gradually be recognized and grasped. This requires that the director of war, on the basis of new practice, verify whether the cognition of the previous stage accords with reality. “If the plan does not fit the circumstances, in whole or in part, we have to change our minds in accordance with the new circumstances after we have learned or partially learned them, so that our subjective action corresponds to the new situation.”② Here, Mao Zedong pointed out that the rational cognition of war must return to the practice of war in order to undergo the test of objective truth, thereby elucidating the cognitive path of practice — cognition — renewed practice — renewed cognition, a fundamental principle of dialectical materialism, of important methodological, guiding significance.

Giving full play to correct thought and action; giving full play to conscious dynamism

Mao Zedong held that, although the outcome of victory or defeat in war depends mainly on the military, political, economic, and natural conditions of the two contending sides, the subjective guiding capacity of the two sides likewise plays an extremely important role. Marx, Engels and Lenin all consistently held that, on the basis of grasping objective laws, full recognition should be given to the enormous role played by subjective dynamism. Engels pointed out that man “reacts upon nature, changes it, creates for himself new conditions of existence.”① Lenin, too, said: “The world does not satisfy man, and man decides to change it by his action.”② In the long-term practice of leading China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong creatively applied the above thinking of Engels and Lenin to China’s concrete actual conditions, giving full play, to the utmost extent permitted by material conditions, to the conscious dynamism of the broad masses of the army and the people, and thereby creating, one after another, brilliant military records in which weaker equipment was used to defeat an enemy possessed of superior equipment. Not only this, but, on the basis of his rich practical experience of war, he also summed up this aspect of experience, and, in a number of military writings, systematically expounded the essence, characteristics, functions and manifestations of conscious dynamism in war, thereby further enriching and developing the Marxist theory of objective laws and subjective dynamism.

1. A Concise and Penetrating Explication of the Essence of Conscious Dynamism in War

Mao Zedong, in On Protracted War, offers a brilliant and penetrating statement on what conscious dynamism is. He said: “Everything must be done by human beings … and to do something well, someone must first, on the basis of objective facts, derive from them thought, reasoning, and views, and put forward plans, guidelines, policies, strategy, and tactics. Thought and the like are subjective things; doing or acting is the subjective made manifest in the objective — both are man’s special form of dynamism. This dynamism we call ‘conscious dynamism’; it is the characteristic that distinguishes man from mere matter. All thought that is based on, and accords with, objective fact is correct thought; all doing or action based on correct thought is correct action. We must give full play to such thought and action; we must give full play to this conscious dynamism.”③

In this passage, not long though it is, Mao Zedong sets out for us several extremely important principles concerning the essence of conscious dynamism.


	Conscious dynamism is a purposeful, planned, creative activity, comprising both the aspect of thought and the aspect of action. Before acting, man always first forms a certain motive, and, in order to realize that motive, formulates a corresponding plan. Marx said: man, at the end of the labour process, obtains “a result that already existed in the imagination of the labourer at its commencement, already in idea.”① In war, the entirety of the commander’s activity revolves around the operational goal or blueprint that “exists in idea.”


	Conscious dynamism is a capacity peculiar to human beings, and is likewise the characteristic that distinguishes man from other animals. Bees build their combs, spiders weave their webs — these appear to have a certain predetermined goal and design, but this is in fact merely their purposeless instinctive activity. As Engels said, “animals merely use external nature,” whereas man “dominates nature.”② War is an extremely complex activity in which man employs thought and engages in practice; the conscious dynamism displayed in this activity is by no means something that the unconscious, simple operations of any animal could be compared with.


	Conscious dynamism includes not only the cognition of the objective world, but, more importantly, also the transformation of the objective world — that is, the turning of the subjective into objective reality. In war, this means putting the anticipated operational plan into practice, turning the prospect of a possible victory into the reality of victory.




2. A Scientific Analysis of the Means by Which Conscious Dynamism Is Realized in War

Mao Zedong, in some of his works of military philosophy, not only discussed how, through the exercise of conscious dynamism, man in war can turn anticipated victory into reality, but also explored in detail the concrete means by which this conscious dynamism is realized, profoundly revealing the dialectical relationship between respecting objective things, following objective laws, and giving play to conscious dynamism.

“The outcome of war certainly depends on such conditions as the military, political, economic, geographical, and international-support conditions of the two sides, and the nature of the war, yet it is not determined by these alone. These conditions alone only create the possibility of victory or defeat; in themselves they do not decide the issue. To decide the issue, one must add to this subjective effort — that is, the guidance and conduct of war; this is the conscious dynamism at work in war.”③

“War is a contest of strength, but strength changes its original form in the course of the war. Here, subjective effort — winning more battles and committing fewer mistakes — is the decisive factor. Objective factors possess the possibility of such a change, but to realize this possibility requires a correct policy and subjective effort. At this point, the subjective role becomes decisive.”①

The above two passages from Mao Zedong are of great help to us in understanding the means by which conscious dynamism is realized in war.

The outcome of war depends mainly on the objective material conditions of the two contending sides, while at the same time it also depends on the subjective guiding capacity of the two sides. Under given material conditions, the subjective factor is the decisive factor in realizing the possibility of victory or defeat. And for this factor to take effect requires, further, that the following avenues be pursued.


	It is necessary to recognize and respect the objective laws governing the movement of war; this is the point of departure for giving play to conscious dynamism. Only by proceeding from the actual conditions of war, and building thought on the foundation of the laws of war, can one form “correct policy,” and can one succeed in “guiding war.”


	It is necessary to carry out the practice of war, that is, to “conduct the war” — in other words, it is necessary to “materialize” the war plan, which is based on and accords with objective fact, into military action, so as to dynamically seize victory.


	It is necessary to rely on certain material conditions. “A military strategist cannot seek victory in war beyond the limits permitted by material conditions”②—this is precisely what this idea speaks to, but Mao Zedong also stressed: “A military strategist can and must strive for victory within the limits permitted by material conditions.”③


	It is necessary simultaneously to give play to the conscious dynamism of both the commanders and the popular masses, and moreover the popular masses are the main body through which conscious dynamism is realized. Mao Zedong, in analyzing the means by which victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan was to be won, pointed out: “The War of Resistance is a war to drive out the imperialists and transform old China into a new China, and to accomplish this, it is necessary to mobilize the whole Chinese people, and to give full play to their conscious dynamism in resisting Japan.”④




Mao Zedong’s epistemology and methodology on questions of war placed particular emphasis on the dynamic role of cognition, and on giving play to man’s conscious dynamism; this was by no means accidental. China’s revolutionary war was, over a long period, conducted under conditions of extreme difficulty and exceptional complexity, in which the balance of forces between enemy and ourselves was starkly unequal. Only by acknowledging and recognizing this objective condition, respecting objective reality, and giving the fullest possible play to conscious dynamism, could the Communist Party of China and the broad masses of the army and people under its leadership, through unremitting effort, turn passivity into initiative, transform inferiority into superiority, defeat a powerful enemy, and continually push the revolutionary cause forward. Looking at the several decades of history of the development of our Party and our army, if it had not been for the full exercise of man’s conscious dynamism, then how could our army, equipped only with inferior weapons, have defeated the formidable enemy possessed of superior equipment in the ten years’ civil war, the War of Resistance Against Japan, the War of Liberation, and the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea? It should be said that Mao Zedong’s scientific thesis concerning the tenacious striving for victory, under given objective material conditions, through the full exercise of conscious dynamism, was the powerful ideological weapon by which our army was able to defeat a formidable enemy under difficult conditions.

In viewing so complex a thing as war, one must employ a somewhat greater degree of dialectical thinking

War, as a special form of social activity, is far more complex than ordinary activities in its complexity. For this reason, one must be extremely careful in viewing the various phenomena within war, and must never treat the matter in a simplistic fashion. Mao Zedong, in discussing the study of the problems of war, repeatedly emphasized the need to avoid subjectivity, one-sidedness and superficiality, and to have a little less metaphysics and a little more dialectics. This is precisely why. And the relevant conclusions he himself put forward, in a number of essays, in analyzing the complex relationships within war, provide a model for the scientific application of materialist dialectics in military affairs.

1. Strategic Contempt for the Enemy, Tactical Respect for the Enemy — This Is the Only Correct Attitude for Revolutionary People to Take Toward Any Powerful Enemy

“Strategically we should despise all our enemies, but tactically we should take them all seriously.”① This was a thesis put forward by Mao Zedong on the basis of his summation of long experience in struggling against the enemy, and represents a successful creation on his part in applying materialist dialectics to resolve problems in the guidance of war. In this important guiding principle for the conduct of war, Mao Zedong gave a comprehensive and dialectical analysis of the dual nature possessed by each of the two opposing sides in war. On the enemy’s side, it possesses both a strong aspect and a feeble aspect — it is at once a real tiger and a paper tiger. And viewed from the perspective of future development, the enemy’s strong aspect points downward, while its feeble aspect points upward. On the side of the revolutionary people, likewise, there is on the one hand a weak, unfavorable aspect, and, on the other, a strong, favorable aspect. And, viewed over the long term, the weak, unfavorable aspect of the revolutionary people points downward, while its strong, favorable aspect points upward. These characteristics possessed by both contending sides in war determine the relativity of the strength of the enemy and the weakness of ourselves, and the possibility of their transformation into their opposites. This is precisely the philosophical basis for the fact that a weak force representing progressive forces can defeat a powerful enemy representing decrepit forces.

2. Of the War Goal of Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy, the Destruction of the Enemy Is Primary; Of the Two Basic Forms of Combat, Offense and Defense, the Offensive Is Primary

Centered upon the goal of war, the correct handling of the relationship between offense and defense is a typical example of Mao Zedong’s masterful application of the principles of dialectics to resolve difficult problems in war. In formulating strategic and tactical principles, Mao Zedong consistently took “preserving oneself, destroying the enemy” as this war goal, as the basic guiding thought. He pointed out that the guidance of war cannot be divorced from the various fundamental opposing factors between enemy and ourselves, nor can it be divorced from the goal of the war. Offense and defense are the two basic forms of combat in war, and are also the two basic means for realizing the goal of war. The experience of countless wars throughout history shows that offense and defense are a unity of opposites — mutually interdependent, mutually interpenetrating, and, under certain conditions, mutually transformable into one another; this contradiction between attack and defense is the fundamental contradiction that the director of war must resolve. Metaphysicians on the question of war set the two absolutely against one another, holding that attack is attack and defense is defense, and failing to recognize the mutual connection and mutual transformation, the identity of the two, between them. Mao Zedong, in contrast, never regarded offense or defense as isolated, static things. He pointed out: “Attack and defense, advance and retreat, victory and defeat are all mutually contradictory phenomena. One aspect cannot exist without the other. The two aspects are in conflict, yet also united, thus forming the totality of a war, pushing forward the development of the war, and solving the war’s problems.”① In his guidance of war in practice, in order to accomplish the goal of war, the two means of offense and defense were used alternately, yet the offensive, as the direct means for destroying the enemy, was always primary. He said: “Of the goal of war, the destruction of the enemy is primary, and self-preservation is secondary, because only through the destruction of the enemy on a large scale can self-preservation be effectively achieved. Therefore, the offensive, as the principal means for destroying the enemy, is primary, while the defensive — an auxiliary means of destroying the enemy and one means of self-preservation — is secondary.”② Here, Mao Zedong explained, with the utmost clarity, the mutual relationship and organic connection between these two basic means of combat, offense and defense, and the goal of war.

3. Only by Taking a Comprehensive View of the Overall Situation of the War Can One Master Each of the Successive Stages of Combat

The overall situation and the local situation are an extremely important pair of contradictions in war; whether or not one can properly handle the relationship between them will directly affect the course and outcome of the war. Mao Zedong regarded proper attention to the overall situation of the war as the central axis of the art of guiding war. He held that only by taking a comprehensive view of the overall situation of the war can one master each of the successive stages of combat, and finally bring the war to victory.

During the Second Revolutionary Civil War, those in the “Left” opportunist camp represented by Wang Ming committed a whole series of errors in the guidance of war, and, among these, one particularly prominent manifestation was their obliterating the distinction between the overall situation and the local situation of the war, and severing the connection between the two. Without genuine understanding, they affected an air of understanding, prating that “strategic victory is determined by tactical victory,” and launched large-scale attacks “on all four fronts,” with the result that the revolution suffered heavy losses. Mao Zedong, in relevant essays, gave a profound critique of the metaphysical viewpoint of Wang Ming and others in the guidance of war, and, combining this with a summation of the experience of the five successive anti-“encirclement and suppression” campaigns, gave a scientific exposition of the mutual relationship between this pair of contradictions in war — the overall situation and the local situation. He pointed out: “The primary and first question concerning victory or defeat in war is whether attention is paid to the relationship between the whole situation and each of its stages, or not. If there are serious shortcomings or mistakes in this respect, the war is sure to be lost.” “For a person directing an overall situation, the most essential thing is to focus his attention on directing the overall situation of the war.”③ In the long course of guiding China’s revolutionary war, one important reason why Mao Zedong was consistently able to secure victory was precisely that he always paid the closest attention to the relationships between the overall situation of the war and each of its parts.

In the latter half of 1948, the conditions for a strategic decisive battle had matured on the Northeast battlefield. From where should the Liaoshen Campaign begin? Lin Biao, on the basis of the fact that the concentrations of Chiang Kai-shek’s forces were mostly gathered around the major cities, requested that Changchun and Shenyang be attacked first, with the rest to follow. Mao Zedong, however, sternly ordered the Northeast Field Army to disregard the enemy forces at Changchun and Shenyang, and to concentrate its main forces on attacking Jinzhou first, then to strike separately at the enemy reinforcements coming from the direction of Shenyang, thereby forming a posture of “shutting the door to beat the dog.” Once Jinzhou had been captured, not only was the enemy at Changchun forced to rise in revolt, but the enemy at Shenyang was also drawn out and annihilated in the region west of Liaoning, bringing the total number of enemy troops eliminated in this campaign to more than 470,000. The concentration of forces to resolve Jinzhou first was a brilliant move Mao Zedong made, with his eye on the resolution of the Northeast problem as a whole. With the capture of Jinzhou, the entire strategic situation in the Northeast changed at once. It may truly be said that “one wisely placed move brought the whole game to life.”

Combining the basic principles of Marxist philosophy with the concrete actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war, and thereby forming a scientific epistemology and methodology of war with Chinese characteristics, was a great distinguishing feature in the formation and development of Mao Zedong’s military thought. This manner of applying the world’s most advanced tool of cognition so extensively to the study of military science is rare in the annals of modern military history. The scientific truth Mao Zedong disclosed through this long process of creative research is, to this day, without doubt the sharp ideological weapon that guides us in our exploration of the operational guiding laws of people’s war under modern conditions, and accelerates the modernization of national defense construction.
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Chapter 10 — Historical Standing and Contemporary Significance

The military theory of Marx and Engels, as an advanced system of thought, occupies an important place — by virtue of its distinctive scientific value — within both Marxist doctrine and proletarian military science alike; it has played an enormous role in guiding the proletariat of every country in carrying out socialist revolution, and in guiding the oppressed peoples of the world in their struggles for national liberation. Some of its principles and tenets retain important theoretical and guiding significance even today.


Section 1. An Indispensable Component of Marxist Doctrine

Marxism is the doctrine that expounds the universal laws governing the development of nature, human society, and thought; war and the army are an extremely important aspect of human social life, and this being so, each of the three component parts of Marxism — Marxist philosophy, political economy, and scientific socialism — cannot, in expounding its own profound theoretical content, avoid touching on matters connected with military affairs. What the first nine chapters of this book have set forth is precisely the organic combination of the relevant content of these three parts.

Explaining Marxist philosophy is impossible without bringing to light the historical laws governing the development of war and the army. Combat operations are the embodiment of a fierce contest of thought between opposing field commanders, each aiming to defeat the other, and are suffused with the philosophy of materialist dialectics; Marx and Engels were both extremely fond of drawing on examples of combat operations to illustrate the principles of dialectical materialism. When Marx was writing Capital, in order to illustrate the phenomenon of the mutual transformation of quantity and quality, he once cited an example of a cavalry troop’s attacking force being greater than the sum of the forces of individual cavalrymen attacking separately and in a scattered fashion. In Anti-Dühring, Engels likewise used the example of Napoleon’s organized regular cavalry defeating Egypt’s irregular Mameluke cavalry to explain this same principle. He pointed out: “a number of men working together, a number of forces combined, form a new force, one which differs essentially from the sum of these forces, taken separately” — this, in Marx’s own words.①

The mode of thought counterposed to dialectics is metaphysics, and in order to criticize the latter, Marx and Engels both likewise drew on examples from military affairs. In the opening stage of the Franco-Prussian War in 1870, Ludwig Kugelmann, a member of the First International, worried that the German army’s offensive actions would change the defensive character of the war. Marx criticized this, pointing out that this way of viewing the matter lacked dialectics.

When it comes to historical materialism, Marx went further still, regarding war and the army as a direct object of research in their own right. He remarked more than once that the history of war and of the army best demonstrates the correctness of the theory, put forward jointly by him and Engels, that the productive forces determine the relations of production; he stressed that war developed earlier than peace, and that the army was one of the first bodies within ancient communities to adopt the practice of paying out wages. In September 1857 and again in July 1866, he twice urged Engels to carry out a deeper study of the history of war and the army from the standpoint of demonstrating the basic principles of historical materialism. Through their examination of a great mass of ancient war events, Marx and Engels also arrived at the well-known principle that the motive force of historical advance is not wars of conquest but the contradiction between the productive forces and the relations of production.

Explaining political economy makes it very necessary to dissect the interrelationship between war and the economy. The most persuasive illustration that the formation of Marxist political economy is inseparable from the study of military questions is Engels’ creation of Anti-Dühring. In the “Political Economy” section of that book, the author devoted three whole chapters to a detailed exposition of the interrelationship between war, the army, and the economy. The relevant content on this subject has already been introduced in Section 1 of Chapter 2 and the opening sections of Chapter 6 of the present book. What needs to be added here is Engels’ critique of Dühring’s mistaken thesis attributing the emergence of the phenomenon of class exploitation to force.



① Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Chinese 2nd ed., Vol. 3, p. 469.



Dühring’s vulgar political economy rested, theoretically, on an idealist theory of force. He asserted that man’s domination over man is the precondition for man’s domination over nature, and that man’s domination over man — that is, the emergence of classes and of relations of domination — has its origin in force. Engels refuted this fallacy, demonstrating the determining role of economics from the fact that, at the end of primitive society, war promoted the development of production.

At the end of primitive society, production had developed considerably; at this point, what a man’s labor produced, beyond what was needed to maintain himself, left a surplus, so that the means now existed to maintain and to make use of additional labor-power, and labor-power itself acquired a value. Thereupon a desire arose, among certain wealthy families, to draw labor-power in from outside the family, yet the commune itself possessed no surplus labor-power at its own free disposal. War, however, supplied precisely this labor-power. Captives who, in the past, would have been killed were now kept alive to labor and to produce. “Thus,” as Engels put it, “force is not the ruler of economic conditions; on the contrary, it is itself their servant. Slavery was invented.”①

It was the emergence of slavery that made possible a greater division of labor between agriculture and industry, and that created the conditions for the flourishing of ancient culture — that is, for the emergence of Greek culture. And without Greek culture there would be no modern Europe. This is why Engels said: “without the slavery of antiquity, no modern socialism.”② Slavery occupies so pivotal a position in the history of the development of human society, and war, for its part, played an enormous role in bringing slavery into being — this fact alone suffices to demonstrate that the founding of Marxist political economy could not have been achieved without a deep study of humanity’s early wars.

Explaining scientific socialism is impossible without an analysis of the laws of armed uprising and of the functions of the army. Scientific socialism is the core and substance of the whole Marxist system of thought, and the core and substance of the Marxist system of thought is the doctrine of proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat. To carry out proletarian revolution — while doing everything possible to achieve the goals of transformation by peaceful means — it is impossible not to make some preparation for the adoption of violent methods as well, and this requires studying and mastering the art of armed uprising; and to carry out the dictatorship of the proletariat requires, further, a strong armed force to guarantee it. For this reason, a considerable proportion of the actual content of scientific socialism bears directly on military affairs. Chapters 3 and 4 of this book have concentrated on precisely this subject.



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 27. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 27.



Since scientific socialism is a doctrine that directly guides the workers’ movement, its formation could not be divorced from the development of that movement. The workers’ movement needed to carry out armed struggle, needed to adapt itself to an international and domestic environment in which wars of every kind broke out frequently, and scientific socialism could accordingly not avoid studying military questions. Engels remarked more than once on the main reason for his devoted study of military affairs: the need to meet the demands of the workers’ movement’s development in its various periods. During the European revolution of 1848–1849, Marx and Engels still had only a limited understanding of military affairs; the large-scale armed uprisings mounted by the workers and revolutionary masses of the various countries enriched their perceptual knowledge in this respect, and at the same time confronted them with the demand that they systematically master military knowledge. It was against precisely this broad background that Engels, after arriving in Manchester in November 1850, resolved to apply himself intensively to the study of military affairs. In June 1851, in discussing the reason that then impelled him to do so, he pointed out that military affairs would take on great significance in the movement of the near future. A little later, in November 1857, he again spoke, in a letter to Marx, of this same point of departure for his absorption in military studies: “In 1848 we used to say, now our time is coming, and in a certain sense it really did come, this time completely — now it’s a matter of life and death. My study of military matters therefore now has a more practical significance.”① Looking at the international environment the European workers’ movement faced in its development from the latter half of the nineteenth century onward, another background that compelled Engels’ attention to military affairs was the grave situation in Europe in the late 1880s: the tense confrontation between the Franco-Russian military bloc and the German-Austro-Italian military bloc cast a pall of war over the whole continent. Whether war would truly break out, what effect it would have on the workers’ movement once it did, how the working class of each country ought to respond to it — all these were questions to which the leaders of the workers’ movement had to give an answer. And to give a correct answer was fundamentally impossible without a thorough study of military questions. In January 1888, Engels touched on this very matter in a letter to Liebknecht. He wrote: “So everything is going to be settled — war or peace. I must hurry to get Volume III [of Capital] ready



① Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 29, p. 204.



— events demand that I keep a watchful eye on the situation, and that takes up a great deal of time, especially on the military side.”① Indeed, a substantial share of the systematic theoretical views Engels formed over his long practical career guiding the international communist movement was closely bound up with military science; without this component, scientific socialism could scarcely stand as an independent part of Marxism.



Section 2. The Theoretical Cornerstone of Proletarian Military Science

The military theory of Marx and Engels played an unarguable foundational role in the formation of proletarian military science. The most direct and most persuasive proof of this lies in the ironclad fact that Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, the founder of history’s first socialist state, in the course of coming to understand and grasp the basic principles of proletarian military science, absorbed and applied the military thought of Marx and Engels.

Lenin — An Active Researcher and Devoted Practitioner of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels

The military theory of Marx and Engels was first founded in the late 1840s and reached maturity by the mid-1870s. Because the last thirty years of the nineteenth century differed from the stormy revolutionary period of 1848–1871, Europe lacked a revolutionary situation during those years, and, as a result, the penetrating insights by which Marx and Engels laid bare the inner laws governing such military phenomena as war, the army, and the direction of operations failed to draw the attention of the perceptive figures within the ranks of the international workers’ movement. After the twentieth century began, as capitalism developed from the stage of free competition into the stage of monopoly, all the contradictions of imperialism converged upon Russia — a country whose capitalist development was comparatively slow and whose economy was backward — and a new revolutionary situation gradually took shape there; the military theory of Marx and Engels thereupon found new ground on which to be put to use. And the one who concretely turned this theory into the practice of the broad revolutionary masses was Lenin, the leader of Russia’s Bolshevik Party.

Lenin, like Marx and Engels before him, faced, from the very beginning of his revolutionary activity, the arduous task of studying military affairs and mastering the laws of armed struggle. As early as the 1890s



① Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 37, pp. 11–12.



he was already a devoted reader of the military writings of Marx and Engels. During Russia’s first revolution of 1905, he studied Marx’s and Engels’ thinking on armed uprising, and gave deep thought to how it might be applied flexibly to Russia’s own actual conditions. At the Third Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party, Lenin gave a detailed exposition of the strategic and tactical positions Marx and Engels had held on the question of armed uprising, clearing up the Mensheviks’ distortions of Marx’s and Engels’ original intent, and criticizing the Mensheviks’ timid, hesitant conduct on the question of taking part in an uprising. He called on Russia’s Social-Democrats to earnestly learn from Engels, who had personally taken part in the Rhenish-Prussian uprising of 1849, and to throw themselves, with a spirit of utter fearlessness and revolutionary daring, into the struggle against the Tsarist autocracy. This Congress explicitly passed a resolution requiring the whole Party to make active preparation, in every respect, for armed uprising, and mastering military affairs accordingly became a matter of pressing urgency. To bring home to everyone the importance of this question, Lenin once again invoked Engels in his article “The Revolutionary Army and the Revolutionary Government.” He wrote: “Not a single Social-Democrat who knows even a little history, or who has read even a little of the works of the great military expert Engels, has ever doubted the enormous importance of military knowledge, or doubted the importance of the weapon of military technique and military organisation, which the people, and the various classes of the people, use to settle the great historic conflicts.”①

Later, in preparing for the October Revolution of 1917, Lenin read over and over the various important works in which Marx and Engels had summed up the experience of armed uprising — such as “The Movement for an Imperial Constitution,” “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” The Civil War in France, and “The Bakuninists at Work.” He studied and researched at once, and, bringing this into combination with the actual conditions of Russia, put forward concrete, workable measures, turning theory into real revolutionary action. In September 1917, in two letters written to Party organizations urging that armed uprising be placed on the agenda — “The Bolsheviks Must Assume Power” and “Marxism and Insurrection” — Lenin both times stressed the need to think deeply about Marx’s and Engels’ series of theses on uprising. And in his article “Advice of an Onlooker,” written on October 8, Lenin drew still more directly on the relevant content of “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution,” to guide concretely



① Lenin’s Military Writings, p. 42. Translation revised in accordance with Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd ed., Vol. 10, p. 320.



the insurrection of Russia’s October Revolution, which met with tremendous success. That Lenin actively studied the military writings of Marx and Engels, and strove to put the scientific ideas contained in these works into practice in his own country’s revolutionary struggle, can be seen with complete clarity from the memoir of Lenin written by Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya, where she wrote: “Not only did Ilyich read and study most carefully and repeatedly all the works of Marx and Engels dealing with revolutions and insurrections, but he read a good deal of military literature as well, thoroughly considering the technical and organizational aspects of an armed uprising.”①

Besides the question of uprising, Lenin, in studying problems relating to war, the army, and military scholarship generally, likewise read and studied extensively the military writings of Marx and Engels, and made a great many extracts, summaries, and reading notes. Particularly worth mentioning here are his “Summary of The Marx-Engels Correspondence,” completed between October and December 1913, and his “Marxism on the State,” written between January and February 1917. The Marx-Engels Correspondence was edited, at Engels’ own request, by Bebel and Bernstein, and published in Stuttgart in September 1913. The complete work runs to four volumes, and includes 1,386 items of correspondence exchanged between Marx and Engels from 1844 to 1883. The letters of Marx and Engels form an important part of their theoretical legacy, rich in theoretical views and strategic and tactical thought, and were something Lenin had eagerly hoped to read not long after he had thrown himself into revolutionary work and come into contact with Marxism. As soon as the correspondence was published, then, he seized the time to read it with the greatest care, studying it diligently, marking up the book extensively, and, in a notebook, writing content summaries of the important letters together with extracts of certain relevant passages, and even compiling two simple subject indexes. What is worth introducing to the reader here is that Lenin wrote summaries or annotations for more than a dozen of the letters in the correspondence that touched on military questions, and, for one of them, made an extract of the relevant passage as well. Lenin’s summaries and extracts touch on a good many important aspects of Marxist military theory — such as the relationship between peasant war and proletarian revolution, the connection between the history of the army and the relations of production, war as equivalent to trade, a rational military system, and his analyses of the American Civil War and the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, among others. These theoretical
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reflections Marx and Engels left behind, to which Lenin paid such special attention, exercised an extremely important influence in inspiring the later formation of Lenin’s own military thought. “Marxism on the State” is a set of reading notes Lenin made in Zurich. From the table of contents of these notes alone it is already clear that seeking, in the relevant works of Marx and Engels, answers to his own questions concerning war, the army, and related matters was one of the important paths by which Lenin studied military science. Among the military-related entries in the table of contents are: “Extract from The Civil War in France”; “Marx’s letter of April 12, 1871 (on the significance of ‘the French workers have learnt the use of arms’)”; “Engels on the World War (1887)”; “Engels’ Introduction to The Civil War in France (1891)”; “The ‘competition in aggression’ in Europe today”; “Engels’ On Authority (1873)”; and so on.① The theoretical nourishment Lenin drew from these works of Marx and Engels was not only put directly to use in the writing of The State and Revolution, but continued, over a long period, to guide his own work in military theory.

The Influence of the Theory of Marx and Engels on the Formation of Lenin’s View of War. The theory of war held by Marx and Engels had an extremely direct influence on the formation of Lenin’s own view of war. It may be said that, in constructing his own view of war, Lenin thoroughly studied and inherited every one of the positions Marx and Engels had held on questions of war.

In exploring the essence of war and its social causes, the thinking of Marx and Engels — that “all collisions in history … have their origin, according to our view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and the form of intercourse”② and that “war … is itself always … waged in the interest of certain very definite material class interests”③ — found full expression in Lenin’s own works. For instance, after the outbreak of the First World War, the majority of the leaders of the social-democratic parties of the belligerent countries and of the Second International abandoned the resolutions against imperialist war they themselves had passed at international socialist congresses, and threw in their lot, one after another, with the bourgeoisie of their own countries, supporting their governments in waging war and becoming social-chauvinists. To cover up their own betrayal, certain so-called theorists of the Second International went so far as deliberately to invoke certain sayings of Marx and Engels, distorting and reworking them, in order to
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deceive and mislead the masses, thereby standing theoretical right and wrong completely on their heads. In order to defend the purity of the Marxist theory of war, and to expose the deceptive tricks of the revisionists, Lenin wrote a series of articles specifically directed at this task (the principal ones among them being “The Collapse of the Second International,” “Socialism and War,” and “Under a False Flag,” among others), giving a thorough exposition of the class essence of war and of its relationship to politics. What, in fact, is war, and what is its social essence? Lenin gave his answer in criticizing the opportunist leaders of the Second International. He wrote: “The fundamental thesis of dialectics … as brazenly distorted by the opportunists to please the bourgeoisie … is: ‘War is simply the continuation of politics by other’ (i.e., violent) ‘means.’ Such is the formula of Clausewitz, one of the great writers on the history of war, whose thinking was stimulated by Hegel. And it was always the standpoint of Marx and Engels, who regarded any war as the continuation of the politics of the powers concerned, and of the various classes within these countries, in a definite period.”① And again: “Philistines do not understand the concept ‘continuation of politics’ to mean anything more than talk about ‘the enemy attacking us,’ or ‘the enemy invading our country,’ without analysing the reasons for the war, the class that is waging it, and the aims that are being pursued … From the point of view of the philistine, the important thing is what army is where, and which side has won a particular battle at a particular time. From the point of view of Marxists, the important thing is what class is waging a given war, for what purpose it is being waged, and the reasons the war may end one way or the other.”② Lenin held that war is the continuation of politics, and that politics is the expression of class struggle (war being that struggle’s most acute form of expression); apart from an analysis of the class interests of every side taking part in a war, it is impossible to grasp the essence of that war, still less to judge where right and wrong lie within it. This was Lenin’s basic understanding on the question of war. In establishing this understanding, though he borrowed the important thesis on the relationship between war and politics from the celebrated Prussian military theorist Clausewitz, he endowed it with a profound class content, rendering it more scientific still. That he should have linked this thesis with class struggle was, without doubt, owing to
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the profound inspiration he drew from the theory of war held by Marx and Engels.

On the question of the roots of war in class society, Lenin left behind two well-known statements: “war is not a contradiction of the foundations of private property, but a direct and inevitable development of those foundations,”① and “private property gave rise to war and always will give rise to it.”② Lenin’s thesis of 1920, that the wars of class society arise out of private property, rested on ample theoretical grounds, for more than thirty years earlier Engels, in examining questions such as the origin of the family, private property, and the state, had already made a special study of the matter. He showed that around the twelfth to eighth centuries BC, in the age of Homer, the clan organization of ancient Greek society still retained vitality on the one hand, but had, on the other, already begun to disintegrate: the patriarchal system, under which property passed to the children, promoted the accumulation of property within the family and turned the family into a force opposed to the clan; differences in property, through the earliest sprouting of hereditary nobility and of kingship, reacted in turn upon the social order; and slavery, though at first confined to captives, had already opened up the prospect of enslaving members of one’s own tribe or even of one’s own clan. That is to say, Greek society had, by this time, gradually passed from the old common ownership to private ownership, and it was from just this point that the wars primitive tribes waged against one another began “to change from the simple vengeance taken by one tribe on another for injury received into a lucrative business carried on for gain by land and sea in the shape of cattle-lifting, slave-raiding and treasure-trove,” and became a regular trade — in a word, “riches are praised and honoured as the highest good, and the old gentile institutions are abused in order to justify the forcible robbery of riches.”③ This, too, is precisely the origin of the wars of class society.

Distinguishing wars, according to their political nature and the role they play in social development, into just wars and unjust wars is another important aspect of Lenin’s view of war, and represents a further development of the doctrine of the classification of wars held by Marx and Engels. During the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, Marx and Engels, on the basis of the political position each belligerent occupied, distinguished wars into the defensive and the aggressive. A defensive war is one fought to defend a
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people’s or a state’s interests, and possesses a progressive character; an aggressive war is one fought to achieve aims of aggression, and possesses a reactionary character. During the First World War, in order to expound the attitude the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party took toward the war, Lenin, in his article “Socialism and War,” made direct use of these two concepts, “defensive war” and “aggressive war,” while at the same time endowing them, in keeping with the features of his own era, with new content. He also modified the terminology he used, putting forward the concepts of “just war” and “unjust war.” A just war means a war waged by an oppressed class against an oppressing class, a war to overthrow alien rule, to liberate laboring people from feudal and capitalist oppression, and to free colonies and dependent countries from the fetters of imperialism; an unjust war means an imperialist war, a war of plunder and enslavement against other countries and peoples. On the question of the attitude to be taken toward war, Marx and Engels consistently held their banner high and clear: resolutely supporting every progressive war, and opposing and exposing every reactionary one. During the First World War, the social-chauvinists of Russia, Germany, and other countries, in order to serve the needs of their own countries’ bourgeois governments, went so far as to loudly propagate the slogan of “defense of the fatherland” in the midst of an imperialist war, distorting and invoking, for this purpose, the tactics Marx had adopted in the war of 1870 and remarks Engels had made in 1891, so as to create the false impression that Marx and Engels had, under all circumstances, favored “defense of the fatherland.” Lenin gave this malicious distortion a stern rebuttal. He pointed out that Marx’s and Engels’ support for “defense of the fatherland” had been conditional — that this position applied only to national wars — and that the reason Marx and Engels had, in the opening stage of the Franco-Prussian War of the 1870s, supported Germany was likewise rooted in this very consideration. Lenin wrote: “the war of 1870-71, as far as Germany was concerned, was, up to the defeat of Napoleon III, a progressive, historically constructive war, because Napoleon III and the Tsar had for many years oppressed Germany, keeping her in a state of feudal disunity. As soon as the war changed its character, becoming transformed into the plunder of France (the annexation of Alsace and Lorraine), Marx and Engels emphatically condemned the Germans. And even at the very beginning of that war Marx and Engels approved of the refusal of Bebel and Liebknecht to vote for war credits, and advised the Social-Democrats not to identify their cause with that of the bourgeoisie, but to uphold the independent class interests of the proletariat. To apply this assessment, made of a war possessing bourgeois-progressive and national-liberation significance, to the present-day imperialist

war would be a mockery of the truth.”① In this way Lenin both defended and further developed the principles Marx and Engels had established concerning the classification of wars and the attitude Communists and the working class should take toward them.
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In September 1917, Russia stood on the eve of an imminent proletarian revolution, with victory already in sight. Under these circumstances, Lenin turned to consider a new question: would the socialist state of the future have to reckon with the problem of war? His answer was in the affirmative: “socialism, victorious in one country, by no means immediately and automatically eliminates all war in general. On the contrary, it presupposes wars.”① Such wars would be impossible to avoid, because, for a certain period of time, those countries on earth that still preserved the capitalist system, or systems even more backward than capitalism, would inevitably resort to arms in an attempt to crush the socialist state. This understanding of Lenin’s, judging from the articles he wrote, was likewise not something he simply conjured up out of thin air, but drew usefully on the intellectual materials left by his predecessors. He touched on precisely this matter in his article “The Military Programme of the Proletarian Revolution.” He wrote: “In his letter to Kautsky of September 12, 1882, Engels bluntly stated that he regarded a ‘defensive war’ on the part of a victorious socialism as quite possible. He meant precisely defence of the victorious proletariat against the bourgeoisie of other countries.”② At the same time, Lenin also gave thought to another important, related question: would a socialist state carry out wars of colonial conquest? Naturally, the answer was no — and this question touched on the matter of national self-determination. Marx and Engels had written extensively on this subject, and Lenin fully accepted the position and views the two founders of scientific communism had taken on the question, citing and elaborating on it more than once in his own works. In 1915, in discussing the question of the right of national self-determination in his article “Socialism and War,” he pointed out: “Social-Democrats
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cannot achieve their great aim without combating all oppression of nations. They must therefore demand that the Social-Democrats of oppressor nations (especially of so-called ‘Great’ Powers) should recognise and champion the right of oppressed nations to self-determination, in the specifically political sense of the term, i.e., the right to political secession … ‘No nation which oppresses another nation can itself be free’ (Marx and Engels).① If a socialist proletariat permits even the slightest degree of violence being applied to another nation by ‘its own’ nation, that proletariat ceases to be socialist.”② And when he wrote “The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up” in 1916, Lenin made Engels’ letter to Kautsky of September 12, 1882, the central content of one section of the piece. What Engels chiefly expressed in that letter was this thought: “a victorious proletariat cannot force any benefactions of any kind upon any foreign nation without undermining its own victory by so doing.”③ He held that a country in which the proletariat had first taken power could do no more than lead and influence colonial countries through its own economic achievements, and that it “could not wage colonial wars”; at the same time it must allow those countries to make their own “revolutions,” and, even if this brought disruption in its train, should not be held to blame for the whole of it. Having cited Engels’ original letter, which contained the above, Lenin gave his own view. He wrote: “Engels does not by any means take it for granted that the ‘economic’ factor will of itself and directly remove all difficulties. An economic transformation will pave the way for all nations to embrace socialism, but at the same time may also engender revolution (against socialist states) as well as war … Engels considers only one ‘absolute’ international principle, namely, that of consistent democracy, which he applies to all ‘alien peoples,’ i.e., not only to colonial peoples, and which means this: to attempt to force benefits on other nations by way of violence would be to destroy the fruits of the victory of the proletariat.”④

The Influence of Marx’s and Engels’ Theory of the Army on the Formation of Lenin’s Doctrine of the Army. As with his view of war, Lenin’s doctrine of the army was likewise shaped by the theory of Marx and Engels
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on the army. There is a wealth of documentary evidence to support this as well.

The origin of the army is an important scholarly question that any doctrine of the army must resolve. Not a few bourgeois scholars have persistently claimed that armed bodies standing above society and separate from it — the police, the standing army — have existed since time immemorial, asserting that their existence is a matter of course, and holding that this state of affairs is the product of the growing complexity of social life, the differentiation of social functions, and the like. In order to refute these absurd claims put about on the question of the origin of the army, Lenin made full use of the rich results Engels had achieved, in his later years, from his research into ancient society. Lenin explained to his readers that, before society split into hostile classes, armed bodies were formed spontaneously by the population itself and had not yet separated from society; and that there were specific historical reasons why a new form of armed organization, standing above society, later came into being. He wrote: “if this were not the case, the ‘spontaneously arising armed organisation of the population’ would differ in one respect from the organisation of stick-carrying monkeys, or primitive men, or of men united in clans, namely, in its complexity, its high technical level, and so forth. But such an organisation is nevertheless possible. It is impossible only because civilised society is split into antagonistic, and, moreover, irreconcilably antagonistic classes, whose ‘self-acting’ arming would lead to an armed struggle between them. A state arises, a special power is created in the form of special bodies of armed men.”① What must be pointed out here is that the reason Lenin was able to arrive at this extremely important view on the question of the origin of the army was bound up precisely with his diligent, painstaking study of Engels’ The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State. This can be seen with complete clarity from the “blue notebook,” “Marxism on the State,” that he left to posterity. On pages 36–37 of that notebook, he transcribed the relevant passage from the above-mentioned work of Engels. Lenin took particular interest in the passage where Engels discusses two points of difference between the state and the old clan organization, and, beside the paragraph in which the author discusses the second of these two points of difference, made the following annotations: “note,” “armed population,” “‘self-acting armed organisation,’” “‘armed men + prisons + coercive institutions.’”② Below is the original text of that passage of Engels’:



① Lenin’s Military Writings, pp. 374–375. Translation revised in accordance with Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd ed., Vol. 31, p. 9. ② Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 31, p. 194.



“The second distinguishing characteristic is the institution of a public power which no longer directly coincides with the population organising itself as an armed force. This special, public power is necessary because a self-acting armed organisation of the population has become impossible since the split into classes… This public power exists in every state; it consists not merely of armed men but also of material adjuncts, prisons and coercive institutions of all kinds, of which gentile [clan] society knew nothing.”① It can thus be seen that Lenin’s understanding of the question of the army’s origin was indeed a fruit of his own devoted study of Engels’ works.

That the proletariat, in order to deal with the bourgeoisie, must build and possess an army of its own was a precious lesson Marx and Engels drew from the defeat of the European revolutions of 1848–1849. Afterward, whenever a suitable occasion arose, they would return to this thesis again and again, repeatedly explaining its importance. Even in the early period of his own revolutionary career, Lenin took keen note of this extremely important idea of Marx and Engels. On April 18, 1905, in a report he gave at the Third Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party, he already referred to Marx’s concern with building the workers’ own armed organization. He pointed out that Marx, in the “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League” he drafted in March 1850, had already spoken of the idea “that the workers must be armed and that an independent workers’ guard must be established.”② After the success of the October Revolution, in October and November 1918, in his article “The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky,” Lenin, applying the principle Marx and Engels had set out concerning the two “first articles of faith,” once again stressed the important principle that the proletariat must build and possess an armed organization of its own. Kautsky, the opportunist leader of the Second International, praised the proposal, put forward by the Russian Mensheviks, that the army of the Provisional Government be kept in a state of combat readiness, while reproaching the Bolsheviks for their policy of energetically “disintegrating” that army. This amounted to nothing less than a declaration that the bourgeoisie had a right to keep an army forever, with which to deal with the proletariat, while the proletariat itself was to offer no resistance whatever, and was not to touch so much as a hair



① Cited in Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 31, p. 194. For the original text, see Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 21, pp. 194–195. ② Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 10, pp. 127–128.



on the head of the bourgeoisie’s army. To Kautsky’s brazen propagation of this fallacy — that the bourgeoisie’s army must not be touched in the course of revolution — Lenin gave a stern and forthright rebuttal. He wrote: “Quite the contrary, every great revolution … could not but ‘disintegrate’ an army, and it is impossible for it to be otherwise. Engels pointed out: after every French revolution the workers had armed themselves; ‘therefore the disarming of the workers was the first commandment for the bourgeois, who stood at the helm of the state.’① An armed worker is the embryo of a new army, the organisational nucleus of a new social order. To destroy this embryo, to prevent its development — that was the first commandment of the bourgeoisie. Marx and Engels repeatedly and emphatically pointed out that the first article of faith of every victorious revolution was the smashing of the old army, its dissolution, and its replacement by a new one. A new social class, rising to a position of dominance, has never, in the past or the present, been able to attain or consolidate that position without completely dissolving the old army (that is, without what the reactionary or cowardly philistines cry out against as ’disintegration’), without living through the most difficult and painful period of having no army at all (the Great French Revolution, too, lived through just such a painful period), and without gradually building up, in the course of a harsh civil war, the new class’s new army, new discipline, and new military organisation.”②

On the question of what kind of armed-forces system a country in which the proletariat had first won power should adopt, Lenin’s understanding went through a process of development. Before the October Revolution, he advocated the militia system. In his article “On the Proletarian Militia,” published in May 1917, he stated clearly: “The workers do not need an army divorced from the people, they need a people’s militia in which the workers merge with the soldiers into a single force.”③ After the success of the October Revolution, he initially “attempted to build a volunteer army.”④ Only in March 1919, at the Eighth Congress of the Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik), did he formally put forward the establishment of a regular Red Army. Judging from
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the relevant documents, Lenin, in considering and choosing an armed-forces system for the newly born state in which the proletariat had taken power, carefully studied the relevant positions of Marx and Engels on this matter. For example, in reading The Marx-Engels Correspondence, Lenin made a special annotation beside the relevant passage in Engels’ letter to Marx of January 16, 1868. In this letter, Engels criticized Cluseret, a participant in the American Civil War who placed superstitious faith in the effectiveness of militias, and put forward the penetrating thought that “any rational military organisation must lie somewhere between the Prussian system and the Swiss system” — that is, between the standing-army system and the militia system.① Beside this whole passage, Lenin wrote: “Note on militia. A militia (of the Swiss type) is unsuitable, or something between the Prussian and the Swiss system,” and so on.② That Lenin, in the matter of building the army of a socialist state, moved from an early emphasis on the militia to a later emphasis on the regular army cannot be said to be unrelated to the influence of this thinking of Marx and Engels.

Certain of Lenin’s ideas on the question of the army can likewise often be traced back to the military writings of Marx and Engels. For example, Lenin consistently advocated actively winning over the military specialists of the old army for the revolution’s own use. Engels had already given clear expression to this very idea in his article on the possibility and prospects of a war by the Holy Alliance against France in 1852. Engels held that, if the French proletariat had been the first to win victory in a socialist revolution in 1852, what awaited it would be the combined armed intervention of the monarchical states of Europe; under such circumstances, it would be of the utmost importance to organize a people’s army capable of halting foreign invasion. In order to solve the severe shortage of military cadres, Engels proposed that the officers of the old army must “be won over as far as possible to our side. As it is impossible to conjure a new officer corps out of the ground in a couple of months, this is very important.”③



③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 194.



Again, in 1908, in analyzing the essence of modern militarism, Lenin pointed out: “Contemporary militarism is the result of capitalism,” and it has two forms of expression: externally, it is “the military force used by capitalist states in external conflicts,” and internally it is “a weapon used by the ruling classes to suppress the various movements — economic and political alike — of the proletariat.”① This is extremely similar to the picture of militarism Engels himself had sketched in his early years. Engels expounded, in his writings, more than once on the relationship between the formation of militarism and the development of capitalism, and had likewise once given a concise formulation of its external and internal expression: “always ready to attack from without, always ready to crush the people’s movements from within.”②
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Lenin Thoroughly and Systematically Inherited the Doctrine of Violent Revolution of Marx and Engels. The doctrine of violent revolution held by Marx and Engels forms the main body of the theory of scientific socialism they founded, and possesses extremely rich content. Lenin’s inheritance of this portion of the theoretical wealth left by Marx and Engels was not merely theoretical, but was borne out in practice as well.

The State and Revolution and “Advice of an Onlooker” are well-known works of Lenin’s with which most readers are familiar. If one examines the preparation Lenin made before writing these two works, and then reads their actual content, it is not hard to see just how thoroughly Lenin had studied the doctrine of violent revolution of Marx and Engels, and just how deeply he had come to accept this doctrine in his own thinking. Before setting pen to paper on either of these two works, Lenin had, as already mentioned, carefully studied a great many of the relevant works of Marx and Engels beforehand, and made extensive reading notes. What is to be discussed here, specifically, is how faithfully Lenin embodied and carried through the thought of Marx and Engels on violent revolution in his own works. Lenin set about writing The State and Revolution in August and September of 1917, at a time when the Marxist doctrine of the state was being wantonly distorted and falsified by the opportunist leaders of the Second International, and his purpose in writing it at the time was thus entirely clear: to restore and defend the Marxist doctrine of the state. And one of the important points on which Lenin differed from Bernstein, Kautsky, and others, within the doctrine of the state, was precisely the question of whether the replacement of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state must be accomplished through violent revolution. In this way, using the theoretical position Marx and Engels had held in favor of violent revolution to refute directly the various fallacies of the opportunist leaders of the Second International became the central thread of Lenin’s writing of this book, which is divided into six chapters in all. In the first chapter, the author uses the first three sections to explain the origin
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and essence of the state and its basic characteristics and functions, and then devotes a separate section — Section 4 — specifically to the question of the withering away of the state and of violent revolution. Here Lenin applies the theoretical principles of Marx and Engels to give a pointed exposition of an important thought: namely, that the replacement of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state can be accomplished only through violent revolution, whereas the proletarian state itself can only “wither away” of its own accord.

Engels, in Anti-Dühring, had put forward a very well-known view — namely, that once the state truly comes to represent the whole of society, once its intervention in social relations becomes superfluous, and once the government of persons is replaced by the administration of things and the direction of the processes of production, the state will “wither away” of its own accord. It is quite clear that the “withering away” Engels speaks of here refers to the ultimate developmental prospect of the proletarian state alone. Later, however, the opportunist leaders of the Second International, with ulterior motives, forcibly applied this to explain the process by which the bourgeois state comes to an end, so as to deny, thereby, the role of violent revolution in that process. In order to clarify this question, Lenin quoted at length, passage after passage, from the original text of Anti-Dühring, giving particular prominence to Engels’ remarks on violent revolution. Lenin wrote: “In this same work of his, besides the passage that everyone remembers on the state withering away, there is also a passage on the significance of violent revolution. Engels’ historical analysis of the role of violent revolution turns into a veritable panegyric on violent revolution … Here is Engels’ argument: ‘… force also plays another role [besides that of doing evil] in history, a revolutionary role; that, in the words of Marx, it is the midwife of every old society which is pregnant with a new one, that force is the instrument with which social movement forces its way through and shatters the dead, fossilised political forms — of all this Mr. Dühring has not a word to say.’”① Having exposed the base conduct of the opportunist leaders of the Second International in distorting and falsifying the original meaning of Engels’ remarks on the question of the withering away of the state, Lenin pointed out with the utmost clarity: “the doctrine of Marx and Engels concerning the inevitability of a violent revolution refers to the bourgeois state. The latter cannot be superseded by the proletarian state through a process of ‘withering away’, but, as a general rule, only through a violent revolution. The panegyric Engels sang in its honour fully corresponds to the repeated statements Marx himself had made (recall, for instance, the concluding passages of The Poverty of Philosophy and The Communist Manifesto; recall, too, Marx’s mercilessly critical treatment of the opportunism of the Gotha Programme some thirty years later, in 1875) — is by no means a piece of”rhetoric,” a “declamation,” or a polemical sally. The necessity of systematically fostering in the masses this and precisely this view of violent revolution lies at the root of the whole theory of Marx and Engels.”①
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This is the substance of Chapter 1. In Chapters 2 through 4, Lenin further traces, in historical sequence, the development of Marx’s and Engels’ views on the state from 1847 to 1894, a very large portion of which concerns the indispensable role of revolutionary violence in transforming the old state apparatus. From all of this, it can be seen that it was precisely by proceeding, from beginning to end, from the standpoint of defending the purity of the Marxist doctrine of the state and of violent revolution that Lenin was able to bring the writing of The State and Revolution to a successful conclusion.

As for the composition of “Advice of an Onlooker,” it represents, still more directly, Lenin’s concrete application of the doctrine of violent revolution of Marx and Engels to the actual conditions of Russia. Written a full month before the outbreak of the October Revolution, this piece served as a concrete rallying of spirit and a practical guide to action, addressed to Russia’s broad masses of workers, soldiers, and peasants on the eve of their general uprising. Lenin absorbed, in their entirety, into this important piece of internal Party correspondence, the essential elements Marx and Engels had drawn, on the subject of armed uprising, from their summation of the experience of the German revolution of 1848–1849. He wrote: “Armed uprising is a special form of political struggle, one subject to special laws to which attentive thought must be given. Karl Marx expressed this truth remarkably well, when he wrote that ‘insurrection is an art quite as much as war.’ Of the principal rules of this art, Marx formulated the following: (1) Never play with insurrection, but when beginning it realise firmly that you must go all the way. (2) Concentrate a great superiority of forces at the decisive point, at the decisive moment, otherwise the enemy, who has the advantage of better preparation and organisation, will destroy the insurgents. (3) Once the insurrection has begun, you must act with the greatest determination, and by all means, without fail, take the offensive. ‘The defensive is the death of every armed rising.’ (4) You must try to take the enemy by surprise and seize the moment when his forces are scattered. (5) You must strive for daily successes, even if small



① Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 31, pp. 19–20.



(one might say, hourly, if it is the case of one town), no matter how small, but daily, without fail, and maintain at all costs “moral superiority.” … Marx summed up the lessons of all revolutions in respect to armed uprising in the words of “the greatest master of revolutionary tactics” history has known, Danton — audacity, audacity, and yet more audacity.”① Indeed, the great victory of the October Revolution of 1917 in Russia was precisely one successful application, by that country’s broad masses of workers, soldiers, and revolutionary peasants, under the leadership of the Bolshevik Party headed by Lenin, of the art of armed uprising taught by Marx and Engels.

Looking at the history of the development of the modern European workers’ movement, one finds that whenever the proletariat attempted to seize state power by violent means without paying due attention to winning the active support of the broad mass of poor peasants, this invariably led, in the end, to the defeat of the armed uprising. In summing up this important lesson of the German workers’ movement, Marx pointed out: “The whole thing in Germany will depend on the possibility of backing the proletarian revolution by some second edition of the Peasant War.”② Lenin attached the utmost importance to this crucial thesis of Marx’s, that the success of the proletarian revolution depends on the active participation of an armed peasantry. In the notes he made while reading The Marx-Engels Correspondence, he transcribed this very statement, and beside it made annotations such as “proletariat and peasantry.” In November 1914, writing his article “Karl Marx” at the invitation of the editors of the Granat Encyclopaedic Dictionary, he specifically quoted this statement. He wrote: “as long as the democratic revolution in Germany (the bourgeois revolution) had not yet been completed, Marx, in his tactics for the socialist proletariat, concentrated all his attention on developing the democratic energy of the peasantry.”③ Later, Lenin twice more invoked this very thesis of Marx’s to criticize the Mensheviks for their failure to grasp the extreme importance of the peasant question to the cause of proletarian revolution. The first occasion was in 1918, when, preparing to bring out a separate edition of his own “Karl Marx”



① Lenin’s Military Writings, pp. 409–410. Translation revised in accordance with Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd ed., Vol. 32, pp. 373–374. The content of the whole quoted passage comes from “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution” (see Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 3, p. 150). “Germany: Revolution and Counter-Revolution” was originally published under Marx’s name in the New York Daily Tribune; only in 1913, from the published correspondence between Marx and Engels, was it confirmed that the actual author of the article was Engels. ② Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 4, p. 334. ③ Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 26, p. 81.



article, he wrote in the preface: “In the concluding part of my article, I also quoted two sentences from Marx’s letter to Engels of April 16, 1856: ‘The whole thing in Germany will depend on the possibility of backing the proletarian revolution by some second edition of the Peasant War. Then the affair will be splendid.’ This is what our Mensheviks have failed to understand ever since 1905, and now they have completely deserted to the side of the bourgeoisie.”① The second occasion was in 1923. In his article “On Our Revolution (Apropos of N. Sukhanov’s Notes),” Lenin pointed out that although the Mensheviks called themselves Marxists, they had no understanding whatever of Marxism’s revolutionary dialectics. “Marx spoke of the need for the greatest flexibility of tactics in periods of revolution, and this direct statement of Marx’s they have completely failed to understand, and they have not even noticed, for example, that in one of his letters — I think it was in 1856 — Marx, expressing his hopes of combining the peasant war in Germany, which might create a revolutionary situation, with the working-class movement, made this very direct statement of his — one that they, too, … have not dared to touch.”② What must be noted here is that, from the discussion above, one can see clearly that Lenin genuinely treasured those theses, put forward by Marx and Engels, that bore decisively on the success or failure of proletarian revolution. The victory of Russia’s proletarian revolution in the second decade of the twentieth century was itself the result of the earnest putting into practice, by the Russian laboring people led by Lenin’s Bolshevik Party, of the revolutionary thought of Marx and Engels.

The above discussion of the influence of the military thought of Marx and Engels on the formation of Lenin’s military theory has covered only three or four main aspects. Beyond this, Marx and Engels held a number of other important views on military theory that likewise played an enormous role in Lenin’s growth into a revolutionary who combined literary talent with military prowess. Naturally, this book cannot touch on every one of them, but there is one point that must nonetheless be mentioned here, because it was thanks precisely to Lenin’s successful citation of it that the objective truth Engels was the first to bring to light — that methods of warfare change and develop along with the development of military technology — came to be known to still more people in later generations. In August 1906, in summing up the lessons of the Moscow uprising of December 1905, Lenin said the following:



① Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 26, p. 47. ② Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 43, p. 369.



“‘Tactics are determined by the level of military technique’ — this is the truth that Engels tirelessly tried to drive home to the Marxists, and which our ‘Blanquist’ has completely forgotten. Military technique today is not what it was in the middle of the nineteenth century. It is stupid to pit a crowd against artillery and to defend barricades with revolvers.”① Later, this passage of Lenin’s came to be far more widely circulated than the original words of Engels’ had been in Anti-Dühring.

The above account provides only a preliminary analysis, offered by way of the most convenient window available, of the way in which Lenin, in leading the Russian revolutionary movement and engaging in military-theoretical work, studied and applied the military writings and thought of Marx and Engels; its purpose was simply to help the reader see clearly that it was precisely the military theory of Marx and Engels that laid the initial foundation for the later formation and development of proletarian military science.



Section 3. A Scientific Guide to Understanding Contemporary Questions of War and the Army

A full century has now passed since the military theory of Marx and Engels was first born. Over the more than one hundred years that have gone by, the great role it has played in guiding the proletariat of a number of countries in carrying out socialist revolution and consolidating newly established worker-peasant political power, and in guiding the oppressed peoples of the world in their pursuit of national liberation, has already been demonstrated by the history of the international communist movement, and needs no further elaboration here. Naturally, with the passage of time and the changes in objective conditions, certain specific theses within this body of theory are, at present, no longer applicable. But the basic principles and tenets that make up the main body of this theoretical system — concerning war, the army, the art of war, and the relationship between science and technology and military affairs — remain, to this very day, a scientific guide to the correct understanding of present-day military questions.



① Lenin’s Military Writings, p. 105. Translation revised in accordance with Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd ed., Vol. 13, p. 370.



Does War, Under Nuclear Conditions, Still Remain Subordinate to Politics? Ever since nuclear weapons first appeared in warfare, in the 1940s, whether war remains the continuation of politics, and whether it remains subordinate to politics, has been a much-debated topic on the international political-military stage. For half a century now, no small number of national leaders, statesmen, sociologists, and military theorists — including, from the former Soviet Union, Khrushchev and Gorbachev, and, from the United States and Britain, Kissinger and Montgomery, among others — have all proclaimed that, in the nuclear age, war is no longer the continuation of politics, and is no longer subordinate to politics. During this period, some Western scholars went even further, using arguments of this kind quite openly to attack the founders of communism’s consistent position on the essence of war. The American sociologist Wolfers, for instance, said: “Nuclear weapons have shaken the traditional Marxist-Leninist doctrine linking war to politics, producing, in an age of rocket and nuclear weaponry, the problem of whether the use or threatened use of military force remains appropriate to politics at all.” In China’s own academic circles, too, over the past decade or two, articles arguing that the emergence of nuclear weapons requires a reexamination of the truth of the thesis that war is subordinate to politics have not been uncommon in the press. As humanity stands on the threshold of the twenty-first century, at a time when science and technology are brewing still greater breakthroughs and developments, how correctly to understand the relationship between war and politics is a question that every theoretical worker on the military-research front is greatly concerned with.

Those who hold the view that, under nuclear conditions, war is no longer subordinate to politics generally build their argument on the following basis: the outcome of a nuclear war would be the mutual annihilation of all participating countries, with no victor whatever, and hence, naturally, nothing that could be called politics either. This line of argument sounds, at first hearing, to have a certain plausibility, but it does not withstand careful scrutiny. Engels had already pointed out, in his writings, that force serves economic interests; in the whole of recorded human history, there has never been a war fought that did not pursue a political aim. This is a profound and objective truth about the essential nature of war, and war under nuclear conditions is no exception. It is true that, because of their unprecedented destructive power, nuclear weapons have turned war into an extremely dangerous instrument of politics, but they have in no way altered this essential attribute of war — its subordination to politics.

In the middle of the twentieth century, thermonuclear charges came to be adopted in weapons manufacture. This, on the one hand, raised the destructive killing power of weapons to unprecedented heights; on the other hand, it also brought about no small change in the basic function of weapons. Looking back over history, weapons, as a tool, have, for thousands of years, served the single function of destroying the enemy and protecting oneself. But once thermonuclear charges appeared, the development of weapons, viewed from the standpoint of the functions they possess, turned in the opposite direction — that is, once this new type of weapon is put to large-scale use, it not only annihilates the enemy to the maximum possible extent, but also brings about the destruction of the very side that uses it, so much so that anyone possessed of a modicum of sense would not lightly carry it onto the battlefield, for to do so would be to defeat entirely the original purpose of the person who employs weapons in the first place — the winning of victory in war. In fact, the most logical explanation for why nuclear war has not broken out over the nearly half-century since nuclear weapons were invented is precisely that political considerations have been at work. We therefore say that, under nuclear conditions, war remains the continuation of politics.

What, in Fact, Is the Root of Contemporary War? In the half-century since the end of the Second World War, several hundred wars of varying scale have broken out on the planet we inhabit. Some of these wars have occurred between imperialist countries and the peoples of various countries striving for independence; some between states belonging to two opposed social systems; some between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, and between the peoples of various countries and monopoly groupings; some among capitalist countries formally equal to one another, including among younger national states that have set out on the road of capitalist development; and some between socialist countries themselves. Since the end of the Second World War, the categories of war have presented so complicated and tangled a picture that this has added no small difficulty to people’s correct understanding of the roots of contemporary war. And the effective way to resolve this difficulty remains, as ever, to seek enlightenment in the military writings of Marx and Engels.

More than a hundred years ago, Engels repeatedly linked the essential cause of contemporary war to the early militarism of Europe. In the mid-1870s, while writing the three chapters on “the theory of force” in Anti-Dühring, he put forward a view of great illuminating value for the correct understanding of the political-military situation then prevailing on the European continent, pointing out that what distinguished the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 from earlier wars was that it led to the formation and development of European militarism. He wrote: “This war compelled every continental power to introduce the more stringent Prussian form of the shortservice system, and with it a military burden which must break their backs in the long run … The army has become the main purpose of the state, and an end in itself; the peoples are there only to provide soldiers and feed them. Militarism dominates and is swallowing Europe up.”① In February 1878, in a letter written for the Paris International Friendship Festival, in answer to the question of what was truly responsible for the crisis of war then gripping Europe, he said: “It is militarism, it is the Prussian-style military system practised in all the great continental powers.”② And in 1893, in another article, Engels made an accurate prediction of the organic link between the spread of militarism and the future world war. He pointed out that unless the great continental powers, competing as they were to extend the Prussian-style military system, moved swiftly to reform it, “then one of two things must happen: either the peoples will be crushed under the weight of the military burden, or they will be driven to that point where they will overthrow it — and a general devastating war of extermination will result.”③ Here, Engels told us an eternal truth: an unchecked arms race must, of necessity, lead to a catastrophic war.

Naturally, Engels’ view, in laying bare, in a general sense, the causes underlying the production of war, likewise carries universal guiding significance. He pointed out that war is a form of class struggle waged for clearly defined material interests. The relative stability and truth of this thesis lies in the fact that the two basic points it touches on can encompass the causes of every war. Surveying the various wars, large and small, that have broken out around the world since the Second World War, it may be said that scarcely a single one has fallen outside the pursuit of material interest, and not one has been without a clear background of class struggle.

Do the Principles of Army Building Advocated by Engels Still Apply Today? More than a century ago, through his study and research of the armies of the various countries of Europe, of the American army, and of the armies of East and West throughout history, Engels put forward a whole set of basic principles concerning army building. Since that time, the army, as an organized armed grouping in human society, has gone through more than a hundred years of further historical development. During this period, the world’s economic and political situation has undergone enormous changes, and, owing to the rapid development of science and technology, today’s battlefield conditions are, in comparison with those of the past, utterly different. Under these entirely new conditions, do the principles Engels put forward in his own time still apply today? The answer is in the affirmative. Because most of the principles Engels put forward are highly abstract in character, they objectively reflect



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 16. ② Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 423. ③ Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 479.



the laws governing the building of any army, and this is precisely why they retain such vitality even today.

The doctrine Engels advanced in the early 1850s, and again reaffirmed in the late 1860s — that a socialist state’s system of armed forces should combine a standing army with a reserve army — has now been fully confirmed, needless to say, by the actual armed-forces-building practice of every socialist state. And his discussions of the various conditions that make up an army’s fighting capacity retain no less theoretical force even under the conditions of modern warfare. For example, both Engels and Marx held that scientifically rational organization is one of the important means of guaranteeing an army’s fighting capacity. Engels’ twice-repeated observation, in his writings, that Napoleon’s well-organized French cavalry defeated Egypt’s numerically superior but poorly organized Mameluke cavalry has long been familiar to many readers, and numerous authors of modern articles have repeatedly invoked this very observation of Engels’ to illustrate the celebrated principle in systems theory that turning disorder into order can produce an effect in which one plus one is greater than two. Marx, too, in his own writings, made use of this same mechanism — that organized armies produce systemic effects once properly organized — to show that the fighting strength of an organized army, such as an established regiment or company, exceeds the sum of the fighting strength of the same number of unorganized individual soldiers, so as to stress the importance of scientific, rational organization in guaranteeing an army’s fighting capacity. Clearly, this position of theirs is one of a high degree of scientific validity. Likewise, on the question of army building, Engels placed particular emphasis on the role of a high level of ideological and political quality among troops, holding that the more advanced science and technology become, and the more sophisticated weapons grow, the more an army needs “men with heads on their shoulders,” and the more it needs “newer, more courageous minds.” This insight of his retains important guiding significance in the armed-forces-building practice of every country even today.

Beyond this, many of the basic requirements Engels put forward regarding army building remain entirely practicable today as well. For instance, an army must pay close attention to the cultural level and scientific knowledge of its personnel. He stressed that, because the mobility of the modern army has increased, today’s noncommissioned officers and soldiers must possess a higher level of education than army personnel of the past required; he pointed out: “in these days no army can fight without military knowledge.”① Likewise, he held that an army must undergo rigorous training, conducted according to the needs of actual combat, with the training of officers deserving still greater attention. And again, he advocated that an army must maintain conscious and strict discipline. He praised Garibaldi, the leader of the Italian national



① Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Vol. 4, p. 171.



liberation movement, for “knowing what discipline is” — for understanding that discipline is instilled not “by threatening to shoot” but “by treating the men as reasoning human beings.”① All these important ideas of Engels’ retain guiding significance that cannot be ignored, given the actual needs of army building in every country today.



① Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 18, p. 520.



— End of Chapter 10 —





Concluding Remarks

The military theory of Marx and Engels, as an ideological weapon guiding the proletariat’s violent revolution and armed struggle, has existed objectively, continuously, ever since the 1850s. But that people came to understand it systematically, and to introduce it, as a branch of military scholarship, into academic study and research, is a development belonging only to the period since the 1950s of the present century. In this sense, the military theory of Marx and Engels is, in fact, still a very young field of scholarship.

Although Marx and Engels possessed an extremely deep grounding in military theory, they were not able, owing to a variety of reasons, to leave behind for later generations a military-theoretical treatise with a relatively concentrated set of academic views, of the kind Clausewitz’s On War or Jomini’s The Art of War represent. The great majority of the important scholarly insights Marx and Engels held on war, the army, and the art of war lie scattered across the individual articles and letters they wrote in various different periods, and this has greatly increased the difficulty facing anyone who studies and researches this field in coming to grasp the full richness of its scholarly content.

The military thought of Marx and Engels arose more than a hundred years ago. In the century and more since then, the world’s economy, its politics, the pattern of international relations, the state of science and technology, the capacity for weapons manufacture, and the scale, methods, and intensity of warfare have all undergone unprecedented change. Given this state of affairs, whether it is truly worthwhile — whether it holds any real meaning or value — to expend such enormous effort and energy on studying the military-theoretical legacy of Marx and Engels, has given rise to doubts in the minds of some.

That systematic research began so late, that its foundations are weak, that the relevant intellectual material is so scattered, that the difficulty of research is so great, and that the scientific value of the subject under study is not yet truly recognized — these are the principal reasons why this fundamental discipline, the military theory of Marx and Engels, has developed so slowly over such a long period of construction.

In order to systematically organize the rich body of military-scholarly views held by the two founders of scientific communism, and to introduce them more widely, so that a greater number of people might come to a true understanding of the significant contributions Marx and Engels made in the field of military science, and of the high scientific value the achievements of their work in this field possess, the Military Science Publishing House, from the very beginning of its founding, included the research topic “The Military Theory of Marx and Engels” within its own publishing program, and the present book is the basic outcome of research carried out on that very topic.

In order to help readers gain a fuller understanding of the objective background against which the military theory of Marx and Engels arose, the author, at his own respectful request, invited Research Fellow Yin Xicheng to write the article “The Philosophical Foundations of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels,” which is included as an appendix at the end of this volume, and to whom he here expresses his sincere thanks.

Given the limitations of this author’s own knowledge and ability, the understanding of the military thought of Marx and Engels set out in this book cannot claim to be thoroughgoing or systematic, and the exposition of the scholarly views of these two thinkers falls short, in certain places, of what might be hoped for; this book can do no more than offer those readers with an interest in the military writings of Marx and Engels a basic thread by which to gain an understanding and appreciation of their system of military thought, as they take up the study and research of this important theoretical legacy.

The author sincerely hopes that the publication of this book may arouse, within China’s military-theoretical circles, a broader concern for the further development of this important field — the military theory of Marx and Engels — so that more people may come to devote themselves jointly to the development and study of this scientific theoretical system. In this way, I believe, though what has been thrown out here is but a rough brick, it will draw forth, in exchange, a multitude of finely carved and polished jade. ## Appendix


The Philosophical Foundations of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels

Yin Xicheng

The relationship between philosophy and military theory is a highly important question in the history of military thought, and one well worth exploring. Philosophy, as a doctrine concerning worldview, has, from first to last, exercised a certain guiding influence over the formation and development of military theory.

The emergence of Marxist philosophy was a revolutionary transformation in the development of philosophy. Marxist philosophy provides the worldview and methodological foundation of every particular science, military science and military theory among them. Marx and Engels, applying the basic principles of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to the study of war and the army, established a scientific military theory, and thereby laid a solid foundation for proletarian military science.


I. Philosophy and Military Theory

That philosophy guides and influences military theory has been demonstrated by the history of military thought in every age and every land. Philosophy, as the essence of the spirit of its age, exerts a major influence on military thought and military theory through the medium of theoretical reasoning. In actual fact, the level of military thought and military theory in any given age corresponds to the philosophical thought that held a dominant position in that age, and many celebrated military men and commanders were profoundly influenced by the philosophical thought both of their own tradition and of their own time.

Ancient military thought was influenced by ancient philosophical thought, and in particular by the ideas of a naive, spontaneous dialectics. The military thought of ancient China’s Sun Tzu, for instance, was influenced by the philosophical thought of the Book of Changes and of Laozi. Xenophon of ancient Greece was a student of Socrates, and was both a philosopher

and a military man. Alexander of Macedon, who campaigned across Europe, Asia, and Africa, studied under Aristotle in his youth, and, in summing up his own military achievements, once said that he was able to conquer the world because he had read Aristotle’s Physics (one of Aristotle’s own works).

In medieval Europe, philosophy became the handmaiden of theology. The object of philosophy was no longer nature and man, but supernatural mysterious powers and God. This religious worldview held that war was God’s punishment upon man, and that the outcome of a war was determined by the will of Heaven. The stranglehold Scholastic philosophy held over people’s thought, together with the limits imposed on people’s powers of understanding by feudal military fragmentation, left the military thought of medieval Europe in a backward and stagnant state. Engels wrote of this: “The whole of the Middle Ages was as unfruitful for the development of tactics as it was for every other science.”①

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, one European country after another underwent bourgeois revolution, establishing the dominance of the capitalist mode of production, and it was during precisely this period that bourgeois military science took shape. If the social and political system of capitalism, together with the productive forces it created, formed the social and material basis of bourgeois military science, then the bourgeois philosophy that held a dominant position during this period — mechanical materialism — formed its worldview and methodological foundation. The bourgeois philosophy of that time had two fatal weaknesses: the first was its metaphysical character, denying the change and development of things, and explaining every natural and social phenomenon by means of the comparatively advanced mathematics and mechanics of the day; the second was an idealist view of history in the social sphere, seeking the causes of social change and development not from within society but from the external geographical environment. These two aspects exercised a decisive influence over the bourgeois military science then taking shape. Lloyd and Bülow, the founders of British and German bourgeois military science respectively, for instance, exaggerated the role of mathematics in military affairs, attempting to force the complex phenomena of war and military affairs into the mold of mathematical rules. They used the principles of geometry to formulate a set of strategic principles, and explained them from a purely mathematical standpoint. Lloyd, following the tradition of geographical determinism held by the French Enlightenment thinkers of the eighteenth century, exaggerated the role played in war by the geographical environment and by the terrain of the battlefield, holding that the quality of an army is determined by the geographical conditions of its country, and that victory or defeat in battle is determined by one’s degree of familiarity with the terrain. In this way
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Lloyd turned geographical conditions into the decisive factor governing the fate of war.

Bourgeois military science achieved further development in the military theory and practice of Napoleon, and, in particular, in the works of Jomini and Clausewitz, the two interpreters of Napoleon’s military thought.

Napoleon was a celebrated commander in the history of warfare, one who used military force to advance Europe’s bourgeois revolution and hasten the demise of the feudal system. Napoleon’s military thought took shape under the influence of the philosophy of the French Enlightenment; in his youth he had read the philosophical works of Voltaire, Rousseau, d’Alembert, Mably, and others. On military questions, Napoleon was a realist of a materialist temper, one able, on the basis of concrete circumstances and the relative strength of the opposing sides, to settle on his method of operations, and who took note of the changes in method of operations brought about by the large armies the French bourgeois revolution had produced. Although he held that theory formed the basis for decisions of strategy and tactics, he also held that theory had to be tested in the practice of combat.

The influence of philosophy on military theory is expressed still more clearly in the persons of Jomini and Clausewitz, who, though they were alike in serving as interpreters of Napoleon’s thought, arrived at serious differences owing to their differing philosophical leanings.

Jomini lived in an age given over to the analysis of empirical material and to the classification of scientific knowledge, an age of empiricism, in which the mode of thought that held sway was the metaphysical one of severing the connections between things and their development, and of observing things in isolation and at rest. This mode of thought exercised a profound influence on Jomini’s military thought. Jomini held that military science ought, like the physics and mathematics of his day, to discover and formulate laws and principles reflecting the regular connections between phenomena. These laws and principles possess the significance of statutes; only by following them could victory in war be achieved.

Jomini further held that these laws and principles were super-historical — the same in the age of Caesar as in the age of Napoleon.

Clausewitz’s military thought was profoundly influenced by Hegel’s idealist dialectics. Unlike Jomini, he attached importance to the role of theoretical reasoning, holding that military theory does not supply ready-made answers to problems, but serves only as an analytical tool, exerting an inspirational effect on the understanding and the directing activity of the commander.

The influence of Hegel is likewise expressed in the method by which Clausewitz built his system of military theory. As we know, Hegel used the method of rising from the abstract to the concrete, causing the Absolute Idea to externalize itself, step by step, from a state of existence devoid of any determination (Nothing), out into nature and society, and thereby built up his own all-embracing philosophical system. Clausewitz used this same method to build his own system of military theory. He began by studying “absolute war” — an abstract form of war unaffected by the various factors present in real life. In absolute war, the use of force tends toward the extreme, and this inevitably endangers the political aim of the war. The political aim of the war causes absolute war to be transformed into real war. Clausewitz held that it is on the basis of a comparative study of absolute war and real war that one can come to a deeper understanding of real war itself. It is precisely in this sense that Engels said Clausewitz’s “way of reasoning by dialectical contraries” was “very odd.”

Clausewitz not only studied the phenomena and processes of war, but also studied the connections between them. Having examined the relationships between war and politics, between the offensive and the defensive, and between material factors and factors of morale, he arrived, respectively, at the correct conclusions — full of dialectical insight — that war is the continuation of politics, that the defensive is superior to the offensive, and that the material factor is the hilt of the sword while the factor of morale is its cutting edge.

Clausewitz’s dialectics, however, were idealist in character, and this is expressed in his understanding of the essence and characteristics of war. Though he put forward the basically correct thesis that war is the continuation of politics, he mistakenly held that politics is the representative of the interests of civil society. Clausewitz correctly pointed out that war is a realm suffused with contingency, but he exaggerated the role of contingency, holding that war resembles gambling — that it cannot be mastered or controlled, and that one can only trust to luck.

Surveying the development of military thought from the standpoint of the relationship between philosophy and military theory, it is not hard to see that the military science and military theory that existed before the emergence of Marxism were none of them truly complete, scientific theories, for they rested, respectively, on a naive dialectics, on religious mysticism, on mechanical materialism, or on an idealist dialectics as their foundation. Only the scientific worldview of the proletariat — Marxist philosophy — laid, with its founding, a truly scientific philosophical foundation for proletarian military science.



II. Dialectical Materialism Is the General Philosophical Basis of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels

One of the major transformations Marx and Engels accomplished in philosophy was to combine materialism and dialectics organically together, thereby founding dialectical materialism.

In the history of philosophy before Marx and Engels, apart from a naive combination of materialism and dialectics found in antiquity, materialism and dialectics had always remained separate, giving rise to the contradiction whereby materialism was metaphysical and dialectics was idealist. This state of affairs not only impeded the development of philosophy itself, but also affected the progress of the particular sciences.

The dialectical materialism founded by Marx and Engels was not a mechanical combination of Hegel’s dialectics and Feuerbach’s materialism, but rather raised the old materialism to a new qualitative level on the basis of critically absorbing the “rational kernel” of Hegel’s idealist dialectics. The scientific combination of materialism and dialectics is of great theoretical and practical significance for overcoming the contemplative, intuitive character of the old materialism, and for revealing the dialectic of the subjective and the objective in war.

War, though it is a special kind of practical activity carried out by human beings, nonetheless has, like every other social activity, the objective conditions on which it depends for its being carried out — namely, the social and state system, the national economy, science and technology, manpower and material resources, weapons and equipment, the geographical environment, and so on. These objective conditions are independent of human will, and form the material basis of the activity of war. War, however, is waged by living, armed human beings, and hence has its subjective aspect as well — namely, people’s understanding of war, their attitude toward it, their political consciousness, their capacity for leadership and command, their level of organizational discipline and training, and so on. The thinkers and military men of history have often one-sidedly exaggerated the role either of the objective conditions or of the subjective factors of this activity, thereby falling into fatalism on the one hand or voluntarism on the other. Marx and Engels, on the basis of upholding the principle of materialist monism, gave a scientific account of the relationship between the objective and the subjective in war, laying bare the material basis of the principles of military science, and of the thought and will of the commander, and of the morale of the army.

In the history of military thought, the question of the essential nature and origin of the principles of military science has been filled with the struggle between materialism and idealism. The idealist military theory of the bourgeoisie holds that the sole source of the principles of military science is the reason, intuition, and will of the commander’s own

“free creation.” Marx and Engels, proceeding from a materialist solution to the basic question of philosophy, held that although the principles of military science are “discovered” and invented by commanders, they are not something these commanders create or fabricate at will, but are, rather, a reflection of the processes of the phenomena of war and of certain of the connections and relationships among their various aspects. The content of the principles of military science derives from the practice of war and from the generalization and summation of past wartime experience. Engels said: “principles are only correct in so far as they are in accord with nature and history.”①

The principles of military science are not a simple, passive reflection of the laws of war, but are, rather, the result of the dialectical interaction of the subjective and the objective within the activity of war. Here, the objective conditions — weapons and equipment and the composition of the soldiery — form the basis of the principles of military science: whatever kind of weapons and soldiers one has, there will be a corresponding method of operations and a corresponding set of principles. But objective conditions can only take effect by means of the subjective factor — man’s capacity for understanding, his emotions, and his will — because man is the subject of the activity of war. A war leader who correctly understands and grasps the laws of war, and a nation whose high morale is grounded in an understanding of the justness of its cause, are both important conditions for achieving victory in war.
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Marx and Engels, on the basis of their scientific account of the essential nature of the principles of military science, went on to reveal the material basis both of the commander’s genius and of his activity, thereby providing a scientific basis for correctly assessing the role of military commanders in history. Before Marx and Engels, certain bourgeois military theorists asserted that the sole motive force of the development of military science was the genius of the commander, and that the whole history of war was a history of commanders and heroic figures. Marx and Engels, in criticizing this bourgeois heroic view of history, pointed out that the activity of even the most outstanding commanders is never a free expression of their own will, but depends, rather, on the material basis of their own time and on the historical environment within which their activity is carried out. Engels pointed out: “Every one of the great generals, who has created a new epoch in the history of war by the introduction of new methods of fighting, has either been the inventor of new material means of warfare, or has been the first to use in a correct manner means of warfare invented by others,”① and, further, “… the influence of genius at most amounts to adapting the mode of fighting to the new weapons and combatants,
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and to combining the tactics of different types of combatants.” Engels further cited two celebrated commanders, Frederick the Great and Napoleon, as examples, holding that the great achievement of Frederick the Great in the science of war lay in his being the first to remodel the old tactics so as to adapt them to new weapons. The immortal achievement of Napoleon, meanwhile, lay in his discovery of the sole correct method of employing large armed masses in tactics and strategy. In laying bare the material basis of a commander’s activity, Marx and Engels shattered the myth that commanders determine the fate of wars and create history.

The principle of the objectivity of military theory is a concrete expression, within the military theory of Marx and Engels, of materialist monism. Bourgeois military theorists, proceeding from an idealist solution to the basic question of philosophy, hold that the events and facts occurring in war and in military activity are not objectively existing things, but arbitrary constructs of human reason. On this view, in the study of war and of military affairs, what matters is not the actual events and facts themselves, but rather the concepts and ideas one holds about those events and facts. Marx and Engels, by contrast, proceeding from a materialist solution to the basic question of philosophy, affirmed the objectivity of events and facts: one must, in natural science as in historical science, always start out from given facts, rather than inventing connections and imposing them on the facts, and must instead discover those connections within the facts themselves.① They held that the direction of combat operations must follow the principle of objectivity, and cannot be replaced by subjective conjecture. Engels’ sharp criticism of the Prussian general Willisen offers a fine illustration of this. Disregarding historical experience and fact, Willisen subjectivistically deployed his reserves on his left wing, where there was no enemy, while exposing his central sector, which was vulnerable to enemy attack — with the result that he suffered defeat. Engels mocked Willisen, remarking, “… every one of Napoleon’s great victories was won precisely by disregarding Willisen’s basic principle.”②

The principle of objectivity was, moreover, thoroughly carried through and applied as a method in Engels’ own activity of military-scientific research. Engels held that scientific research should not proceed from principles, but from facts. Possessing a sufficient quantity of reliable facts and material was a requirement Engels regarded as of the utmost importance for military-scientific research, and he himself
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put this into practice himself. Engels collected a great mass of facts and materials through a variety of channels — some from first-hand memoirs and news reports, others from official documents. He paid particular attention to the objectivity and accuracy of his material, verifying and cross-checking its sources so as to eliminate bourgeois distortion and bias. In handling his facts and materials, Engels did not adopt a stance of pure objectivism, merely listing them, but rather selected the principal facts from among them, explained them, and drew scientific conclusions.

Since Marx and Engels acknowledged that war is an objective material process independent of human will, they necessarily also acknowledged that war possesses laws of its own. Engels wrote: “… once the order for the movement of the fleet had gone out, the movement of forces by sea and by land no longer obeyed the wishes and the plans of the diplomats, but obeyed its own laws, and any violation of these laws could not but place the entire expeditionary force in danger.”① In their works, Marx and Engels, through their analysis of the relationship between war and politics and economics, of the relative strength of the belligerent forces, and of men and weapons, laid bare both the laws governing war as a whole and the laws governing armed struggle in particular.

In analyzing any given war, Marx and Engels paid attention, first of all, to that war’s political aim and political content, for an analysis of a war’s aims can reveal the laws governing the outbreak of war, as well as that war’s nature and characteristics. Through their analysis and study of wars past and contemporary, Marx and Engels demonstrated that every war is fought for some definite political aim — whether to plunder another country, to defend one’s own sovereignty and territory, to seize power from another class, or to maintain one’s own position of rule. The sharper the contradiction between the belligerent sides, and the more profound the political aim, the more resolute the conduct of operations. The Napoleonic Wars, for instance, had as their political aim the clearing away, by force of arms, of the obstacles to capitalist development, and the advancement of bourgeois revolution, and their conduct of operations was accordingly resolute, with the fate of the war settled after several great battles. Conversely, where a war’s political aim is unclear, its conduct of operations takes on a compromising character — as with the Crimean War. The Crimean War of 1853–1856 was fought between Tsarist Russia on one side and Turkey, Britain, France, and Sardinia on the other, over rival spheres of influence. Marx and Engels called this war an “in-
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comprehensible war,” and described it thus: extravagant language but insignificant action; preparations on a colossal scale but pitifully meager results; a caution bordering on cowardice giving way, at times, to a rashness born of sheer ignorance; generals of astonishing mediocrity but troops of astonishing bravery; defeats that seemed almost deliberate, and victories won through mere misunderstanding; armies on the verge of ruin through neglect, yet saved again by strange strokes of chance — a whole tangle of contradictory and illogical phenomena. Marx and Engels held that all these incomprehensible, contradictory phenomena arose from the unclear, irresolute political aims of this war. Russia sought to consolidate its own position on the Black Sea and had no wish to fight Britain and France, while Britain and France, for their part, had no interest in destroying the Tsarist autocracy, which served as a pillar of the reserve forces of counter-revolution in Europe, and were particularly anxious lest this war give rise to the revolution so widely anticipated (which Marx and Engels called “the Sixth Power”); it was for this reason that they pursued only limited political aims. Through their analysis of the political aims of the Crimean War, Marx and Engels laid bare the law that war is determined by politics.

Marx and Engels not only studied the influence of politics on war, but also pointed out that the course and outcome of a war are determined by the law of the relative strength of the belligerent forces. In studying any given war, besides analyzing its political aims, Marx and Engels also devoted their attention to calculating the balance of forces between the belligerents and how it changed over time, because they held that the victory of the stronger over the weaker is a fundamental law of war. This is shown very clearly in Engels’ analysis of the relative strength of the two sides in the Italian war of 1859. By Engels’ calculation, the Austrian forces engaged numbered, at most, 120,000 men, while the combined strength of the French and Piedmontese forces engaged totaled 250,000 — clearly, the Austrian army was at a disadvantage, and its chances of victory were slim.

Engels held that the balance of forces is not fixed and unchanging: had Austria been able to adopt an active defense, taking the offensive for defensive purposes, and struck before the enemy had concentrated to crush the Sardinian army, and then defeated the French forces crossing the Alps one by one, it could have altered the balance of forces and ultimately achieved victory over a numerically superior foe. But the Austrian army let this opportunity slip through its hands, and, owing to the enemy’s numerical superiority and to the utter incompetence of its own commander, it was defeated. Through the Italian war, Engels vividly illustrated the law that the course and outcome of a war are determined by the relative strength of the belligerent forces.

In their military writings, Marx and Engels not only, on the basis of the principle of materialist

monism, laid bare the material nature and objective lawfulness of war, but also, on the basis of the principle of dialectics, laid bare the universal connection and development linking war to other social phenomena, thereby giving a still more profound and comprehensive explanation of the essential nature of war and of its laws.

Materialist dialectics holds that the world is not a fortuitous heap of things and phenomena, but a unified whole, within which all things and phenomena stand in mutual dependence and mutual constraint. Engels wrote: “in the observation of moving matter we start, in the first place, from the interconnection of the individual movements of separate bodies with one another, from their being determined by one another.”① This principle of materialist dialectics applies both to nature and to society, and to war as a social phenomenon.

War, as a social phenomenon, necessarily forms a thousand and one connections and relationships with every other aspect of social life. These connections include the relationship between war and politics and economics, and the relationship between a country’s army and its national character, historical tradition, and level of culture. Marx and Engels took the study of these connections and relationships — and, further, the discovery of the essential connections among them — as an important methodological principle in their study of war and military affairs. As we all know, Marx and Engels, in studying war, never confined themselves, as bourgeois scholars and military men do, to a purely military standpoint, discussing military matters purely in military terms; besides analyzing the military situation on the battlefield, they also analyzed the political and economic conditions of the belligerent sides.

In studying every war, Marx and Engels placed, first and foremost, the analysis of that war’s causes and of the political aims pursued by the belligerent sides. Through their analysis of the causes and aims of a given war, they established that war’s nature and historical role, and, on this basis, the attitude and strategy to be adopted toward it. For example, in analyzing the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, Marx and Engels held that, in its first stage, France’s aim in waging the war was to seize a portion of German territory, while Germany’s aim was to resist Napoleon III’s attempt to obstruct the unification of the German nation, and the war was, for Germany, accordingly just. But in the war’s second stage, the Prussian bourgeoisie went so far as to embark on the road of aggression, and the nature of the war underwent a fundamental change. In the war’s first stage, Marx and Engels stood on the side of the German people, opposing French aggression; in the war’s second stage, they sharply condemned Germany’s annexationist and aggressive conduct.
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It was in this way, through their study of the relationship between war and politics, that Marx and Engels profoundly laid bare the essential nature of war.

In criticizing Dühring’s “theory of force,” Engels also specially studied the relationship between war and the economy, holding that the economy forms the material basis of war, and that the victory or defeat of a war is determined by economic conditions and economic strength. Engels wrote: “the triumph of violence… is based on the production of arms, and this again on production as a whole, thus… on ‘economic power’, on the ‘economic situation’, on the material means which violence has at its disposal.”①

Through their analysis of the relationship between war and politics, and between war and the economy, Marx and Engels laid bare the essential connection between war and social life. But they were not satisfied with this alone: in order to recreate the full picture of war, interwoven as it is with connections and interactions of every kind, they also studied a number of non-essential connections between war and other aspects of social life. In comparing the similarities and differences among the armies of the various European countries, Engels wrote: “… national character, historical tradition, and especially differences in the level of culture, gave rise to many differences besides, forming the particular strengths and weaknesses characteristic of each country’s army.”② Engels pointed out that the mass character and the mobility of Napoleon’s forces were two features of his system of warfare, and that both these features were, at the same time, bound up with a certain level of culture. He pointed out: “This mobility of the army is likewise connected with a certain level of culture among the soldiers, since on many occasions they must be capable of acting independently.”③ In backward nations, by contrast, the cultural level of the soldiery is extremely low, they lack initiative and independence of spirit, and can only move in a rigid, sluggish manner in accordance with the will of their officers. In discussing the mass character of Napoleon’s armies, Engels held that this mass character, like mobility, was likewise a feature of modern civilization. Through his statistical comparison of total population and wartime mobilization figures for a number of European countries, Engels pointed out that the higher a country’s level of culture, the greater the number of men called up for service in wartime.

The universal connection and mutual constraint of things and phenomena, unfolded in time and space, finds expression as motion and development. The principle of the development of things in materialist dialectics is, like the principle of universal connection,
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a philosophical-methodological foundation of the military theory of Marx and Engels.

Marx and Engels first examined the history of the army from the standpoint of development, pointing out the main stages the army has passed through, and the historical process by which it has grown from small to large, from simple to complex. In his article “The Army,” Engels analyzed the development of the army in historical sequence.

The army of ancient Greek slave society was a people’s militia composed of free men. After the Peloponnesian War, wealthy citizens grew unwilling to perform military service, and began instead to pay others to serve in their place, giving rise to mercenary soldiers. In particular, by the time of Caesar, the legions were being replenished chiefly through the recruitment of volunteers on the spot. The composition of the Greek and Roman armies changed as they ceased to be made up of pure freemen and Roman citizens. Engels pointed out: “This deterioration in the composition of the army was at once reflected in its equipment and tactics.”①

The economic and political feudal fragmentation of feudal society limited the scale and resoluteness of military operations. Cavalry was the principal arm of the feudal army, made up of feudal knights called up for service. Engels once said: “the sole progress bequeathed to us by the Middle Ages is the creation of cavalry, and the cavalry of our own day is descended directly from the cavalry of that age.”② As firearms improved, the mass use of cavalry lost its effectiveness, and the feudal army disintegrated.

The economic development that took place under the capitalist system, together with the introduction of universal conscription, provided the conditions for building enormous, numerically vast bourgeois armies. By the time of Napoleon, the organization of divisions, corps, and armies had already come into being. At this point the commander could no longer directly command so vast an army, and there emerged staff and command organs of the kind represented by headquarters, giving rise to the embryonic form of the modern army.

In his article “The Army,” Engels not only studied, from the standpoint of development, the history of the army’s growth from small to large, but also studied the process by which methods of warfare passed from lower to higher forms.

The battle formation of the ancient Greek army was the phalanx, and its method of fighting was to decide the issue through a head-on collision of the two sides’ phalanxes. Engels held that “this order of battle, as well as the whole system of tactics, was very simple.”③ The advantage of this battle formation was that the soldiers were closely joined together, and the formation was stable and solid,
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The invention and use of firearms brought the age of cold steel to an end, and represented a genuine revolution in military affairs, but at first firearms did not bring about any immediate change in tactics. Engels wrote: “By the end of the fourteenth century, every army in Western Europe already had its artillery and its contingent of troops armed with hand-firearms. But the effect of the new weapon on tactics as a whole was extremely insignificant.”① This was because any new weapon, in the early period of its emergence, is highly imperfect, and the number of troops equipped with it is extremely small. Only once a new weapon has been perfected to a certain degree, and has come into widespread use among the troops, can it bring about a fundamental change — that is, a leap — in methods of warfare and in the organization of the army.

Through his study and analysis of military history, Engels also pointed to a distinctive feature of such leaps in the military sphere. A leap in the military sphere differs from the explosive leaps by which certain social phenomena are completed in an instant; the old does not vanish at once, but coexists, for a certain period of time, with the new — and this is precisely what happened as firearms replaced cold steel. Firearms appeared in Europe in the mid-fourteenth century, but for several hundred years thereafter firearms and cold steel coexisted, with infantry made up of both musketeers and pikemen. Only in the latter half of the seventeenth century and the first half of the eighteenth, once infantry had universally adopted the bayonet, was the pike finally discarded altogether. Engels wrote: “The transition from deep to linear formation, from the pike to the musket, from the superiority of cavalry to that of infantry, was completed only gradually, and was not fully accomplished until Frederick the Great began his campaigns and, with them, the golden age of linear tactics.”②

In his military writings, Engels not only examined the development of military affairs historically, but also pointed out the forward-moving, progressive character of this development.

In slave society, military development proceeded extremely slowly; for a thousand years and more, one and the same weapon remained in use. Correspondingly, methods of warfare, too, remained uncomplicated and changed little, and military theory had only just come into being. In feudal society, for several hundred years, the army remained equipped with much the same weapons as in slave society.

With the emergence of capitalist relations, military science developed with great rapidity, and, on the basis of the growth of the productive forces and the achievements of natural science, weapons and equipment underwent continuous improvement. The improvement
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of weapons and the growth in the number of troops made methods of warfare and the organization of the army more complex still. Engels pointed out that the mass use of men, horses, and artillery — these instruments of the attack — together with the mobility of these instruments, were the principal marks of the progress of Napoleon’s system of warfare.

The development of military affairs, like other social phenomena, likewise possesses a certain continuity, because military development and progress are built upon a certain social and material foundation. The army of any given social formation cannot but make use of the weapons and equipment prepared for it by the productive forces of the preceding society, and of the methods of warfare corresponding to that equipment. Not only the exploiting classes, but the proletariat as well, for reasons of society and history, cannot but inherit, in certain respects, the military legacy of the bourgeoisie, so that, in the revolution soon to come, it will have to “fight with the modern means of war and modern military science against the modern means of war and modern military science.”① Engels further illustrated the continuity of military development with a profound analogy, saying: “just as the proletarian revolution will not abolish the steam-engine in industry, but will increase its numbers, so, too, in the military sphere, its task will not be to reduce the massed character of armies and their mobility, but, on the contrary, to raise both to a still higher level.”② The development of the modern army has fully confirmed this scientific thesis of Engels’.

The continuity of military development is expressed with particular clarity in the field of military theory. A scientific military theory is a summation of the experience of war; the laws and principles it brings to light possess objective truth, and carry a certain guiding significance for military practice in any age. The critical absorption of the finest elements of the legacy of military theory was an important source of the military theory of Marx and Engels. From their correspondence on military questions, we can see that Marx and Engels studied every work of military history and military scholarship they were able to obtain at the time, subjecting each to objective analysis and assessment, and paying particular attention to drawing out what was of value in it. Engels, for example, was very much in agreement with Marshal Bugeaud’s discussion of the role of morale in combat, while holding in contempt such authorities as Gustav von Hofstetter (the Swiss military writer) and Willisen (the Prussian general and military theorist); yet he gave very high praise to a pamphlet on fortification written by the Prussian engineer captain Zastrow, holding that “this little pamphlet shows more of the spirit of historicism and of materialism than any other work on military science I have read up to now.”①
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It was in this way, through the critical assessment, appropriation, and inheritance of the legacy of military theory, that Marx and Engels raised military theory to a new level.
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III. Historical Materialism Is the Philosophical-Sociological Basis of the Military Theory of Marx and Engels

The military theory of Marx and Engels rests not only on the worldview and methodological foundation of dialectical materialism, but also on the foundation of the scientific theory of social history they founded — historical materialism. War is a social-historical phenomenon, and it is therefore only within historical materialism that the essential nature and laws of war can be given a scientific and concrete explanation.

One of the major transformations Marx and Engels accomplished in philosophy was to extend the principles of dialectical materialism to the understanding of society, carrying out a revolutionary, materialist transformation of the previous conceptions of history, and thereby founding the materialist conception of history. Philosophy before Marxism, materialism included, though materialist in its view of nature, remained idealist in its view of social history, explaining the development of social history by appeal to “the geographical environment,” “the opinions of reformers,” “human nature,” or “the Absolute Spirit.” These idealist theories of history exerted a considerable influence on the development of military thought in their time. Marx and Engels subjected these idealist conceptions of history to critical examination, and put forward the basic principle of historical materialism: that it is not men’s consciousness that determines their social existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence that determines their consciousness.

The establishment of historical materialism cleared idealism out of its final refuge — the domain of social history — and thereby established a complete and thoroughgoing materialist philosophy. Within the domain of social history, war is marked by more contingency and uncertainty than other social phenomena, and consequently bears a still more pronounced “mystical” coloring. Agnosticism, voluntarism, the heroic conception of history, and idealism in its every other guise long held a dominant position in the military sphere. Marx and

Engels’ founding of historical materialism laid bare, in profound fashion, the essential nature and laws of war, thereby stripping idealism of its very last stronghold in history, and carrying materialism through, in thoroughgoing fashion, into the domain of social history.

The establishment of historical materialism laid the foundation for proletarian military science. Historical materialism takes the whole of human society as its object, studying the basic processes and general laws of social development, while military science takes as its object war as it occurs within social life, studying the laws of war. The relationship between historical materialism and military science is that of the general to the particular; the principles of historical materialism carry guiding significance for every specific social science, military science included. Historical materialism, as a general social doctrine, does not study every aspect and every concrete problem of war, but it nonetheless occupies an important place within the system of military science, serving as the philosophical-sociological foundation of all military theory and practice.

Marx and Engels, applying the general materialist principle that matter determines consciousness to the study of the history of society, arrived at the basic principle of historical materialism: that social existence determines social consciousness. This principle distinguishes social relations into material relations and ideational relations, holding that the former determine the latter, and it forms the methodological foundation for our study of every social phenomenon, war included. The fundamental opposition between historical materialism and historical idealism on the question of the view of war is determined by their differing answers to the question of the relationship between social existence and social consciousness. This is fully displayed in Engels’ critique of Dühring’s theory of force.

Dühring, the German petty-bourgeois vulgar philosopher, exaggerated the role of force (war and the army), holding that force is merely a political act, and that force existed before private property. The essence of Dühring’s historical idealism lies in explaining the primary, essential social existence by appeal to the secondary, derivative social consciousness. The historical materialism of Marx and Engels resolves this same question from the opposite direction — proceeding from social existence to social consciousness. Engels held that private property is not the product of plunder and force: “in any case, property must first have been created by labour before it can be robbed.”① In this way Engels made it clear that the root of force lies within material relations — that is, within private property itself.

In The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, Engels, proceeding from the principle that social existence
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determines social consciousness, gave a further elucidation of the question of the origin of war and of the army. He sought the origin of war and the army in the disintegration of ancient clan society, the emergence of classes, and the formation of the state. Under the primitive social order of common ownership of the means of production, there was no war or army in the modern sense; there existed only armed conflict, as a part of productive activity, and popular, spontaneously organized military bodies. It was only once private property and classes had come into being that there arose war, waged for definite class interests and political aims, and the army, as an instrument of class rule; and once private property and classes are abolished, war and the army will likewise vanish from social life. In this way Engels used material relations to explain political violence, and set the Marxist view of war on the solid foundation of historical materialism.

Marx and Engels not only distinguished, from among the whole web of social relations, those relations of production — the social-economic relations — but also identified the types into which these relations fall, namely, the socioeconomic formation.

The socioeconomic formation is an extremely important concept in historical materialism, reflecting the fact that each of the different stages in the development of human society rests upon a definite socioeconomic formation as its foundation. The history of human society is the history of the successive replacement of one socioeconomic formation by another. Marx said: “In broad outlines, the Asiatic, ancient, feudal, and modern bourgeois modes of production may be designated as progressive epochs in the economic formation of society.”① The concept of the socioeconomic formation put forward by Marx and Engels not only lays bare the natural process of social development, but also served as the methodological foundation for their own classification of wars and of armies.

The materialist conception of history requires us, in analyzing any war, to make clear its socioeconomic basis, a basis which exists within the particular socioeconomic formation out of which that specific war arises. The contradictions of the socioeconomic formation determine the essential character of the type of war it produces. In slave society, the contradiction between slave-owner and slave gave rise to the wars of slave society; in feudal society, the contradiction between feudal lord and peasant gave rise to the wars of feudal society; in capitalist society, the contradiction between the bourgeoisie and other classes and states gave rise to the wars of capitalist society. The method by which Marx and Engels classified wars according to socioeconomic formation carries important theoretical and practical significance, enabling us to see through the tangled, particular phenomena of many concrete wars to the common essential nature and laws of a given type of war.
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The category of the socioeconomic formation likewise serves as the methodological foundation for understanding the essential nature and classification of the army. Before Marxism, people’s understanding of the army was generally confined to matters of territory and military technology, indicating no more than which country’s army it was and what weapons and equipment it used. The Marxist doctrine of the socioeconomic formation broadened the understanding of the army, placing its social and political character in the foreground.

In their article “The Army,” Marx and Engels divided armies, according to the type of socioeconomic formation, into the armies of slave society, of feudal society, and of the bourgeoisie, indicating the social-political nature and class mission of each type of army.

The army of slave society was the first army of any class society in human history — “… a national militia based upon slavery.”① Its function was to suppress slave uprisings internally and to seize slaves externally. The army of feudal society was the army of the feudal lords, with the knight at its core, and its class mission was to uphold the class interests of the feudal lords; Engels said: “the feudal system, though a military organisation in its very origin, was essentially incompatible with any kind of discipline.”② The army corresponding to the capitalist socioeconomic formation is the bourgeois army — an instrument of violence by which the bourgeoisie suppresses at home and plunders abroad. The bourgeois army arose on the basis of the disintegration of the feudal socioeconomic formation and the formation of the capitalist socioeconomic formation. Engels wrote: “… the general break-up of the feudal system and the growth of towns brought about a change in the composition of armies.” “The feudal army ceased to exist; the new armies began to be composed of large bodies of mercenaries, hired, as the dissolution of feudalism gave to the mercenary soldier the freedom to serve whoever paid him.”③

In studying the history of human society, Marx and Engels discovered that, in order to survive, human beings must engage in productive activity. In this productive activity, human beings, on the one hand, enter into a relationship with nature by means of the instruments of production, while, on the other hand, they also enter into relations with one another that are independent of their own will. The former constitutes the productive forces, the latter the relations of production, and the unity of the productive forces and the relations of production constitutes the mode of production. Marx said: “From the
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given form of material production… follow, first, a definite structure of society, and secondly, a definite relation of man to nature. Their state and their spiritual outlook are determined by both. And, therefore, likewise, the kind of their material production.”①

The mode of production is the foundation of social development, exerting a decisive influence on the historical process. This basic principle of historical materialism has important significance for understanding the development of the army and the laws governing it. Engels said: “there is nothing more dependent on economic prerequisites than precisely the army and the navy. Armament, composition, organisation, tactics and strategy depend above all on the level of production and the state of communications at the given moment.”② The influence of the mode of production on military affairs works through the level of the productive forces and through the character of the relations of production corresponding to that level. In their military writings, Marx and Engels gave a thorough exposition of the influence of the mode of production on military affairs from the standpoint of both the productive forces and the relations of production.

The quantity and quality of weapons and equipment are determined by the level of a society’s productive forces. Weapons and equipment form an important factor in constituting an army’s fighting capacity; their importance can be seen from Engels’ thesis that the producer of the more perfected weapon defeats the producer of the less perfected one. The quantity and quality of weapons and equipment correspond to the level of the productive forces. The low level of the productive forces and of science and technology in antiquity determined that cold steel remained in use for several centuries; the handicraft industry of capitalism supplied firearms, while large-scale industry supplied warships and artillery. On this point Engels wrote: “the triumph of violence… is based on the production of arms, and this again on production as a whole, thus… on ‘economic power’, on the ‘economic situation’, on the material means which violence has at its disposal.”③

The level of the productive forces, working through the performance and mode of operation of weapons and equipment, determines the organization of the army. Marx and Engels referred, on many occasions, to the influence exerted by the invention and refinement of firearms on the organization of the army. Once firearms had eliminated the armor-clad noble knight, infantry and artillery became ever more important arms. As the rifle, in its technical performance, was further perfected into the new rifled weapon issued to all infantry, the distinction between light infantry and line infantry disappeared,
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and there thus arose, as circumstances demanded, an infantry capable of performing any task. Marx wrote: “With the invention of a new instrument of warfare, firearms, the whole internal organisation of armies was necessarily altered, the relationships within which individual persons could constitute an army and act as an army were transformed, and the relation of different armies to one another also changed.”①

The mode of production, through the productive forces and the relations of production, determines methods of warfare. First, the productive forces influence methods of warfare through weapons and equipment. In the development of methods of warfare, weapons and equipment form an extremely active factor, and progress in military technology brings about changes in methods of warfare. Engels held that Napoleon’s tactics and strategy rested on two very important technical preconditions: one was the lighter field-gun carriage designed by Gribeauval, which improved the mobility of field artillery; the other was the curved gunstock, which improved the accuracy of fire. These improved weapons made skirmish-line tactics possible.

The productive forces determine methods of warfare not only through weapons and equipment, but also through the size of the population capable of being armed. Man is both the subject of the activity of war and an important means of realizing the aims of war, and it is therefore of great importance for a country to possess a certain quantity of armed force in order to guarantee its own security. Engels carefully studied the relationship, in the Napoleonic era, between the level of the productive forces and the size of the armed population in a number of European countries, and found that, given the level of the productive forces at that time, no country called up more than 7 percent of its total population for service, of whom only 5 percent actually took part in combat. Napoleon’s enormous army was built precisely on the basis of the general rise in the use of machinery and in labor productivity. Engels wrote: “the gradual rise in the productive forces, and the gradual growth of population that came with it, likewise provided the possibility of raising still larger armies.”②

Methods of warfare are determined not only by the productive forces, but also by the relations of production. The character of the relations of production determines the “composition of the soldiery,” and exerts an important influence on the spiritual outlook of the soldier. If the relations of production an army upholds are backward and conservative, then that army’s combat conduct and its methods of warfare will inevitably be passive and lacking in vigor; conversely, if an army is fighting to establish and defend advanced, revolutionary relations of production, its morale will inevitably be high, and its combat conduct
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and methods of warfare will likewise inevitably be resolute and active. This is shown with particular clarity in revolutionary periods. In studying Napoleon’s methods of warfare, Engels wrote: “the modern method of warfare is a necessary product of the French Revolution. Its precondition was the social and political liberation of the bourgeoisie and the small peasantry.”① Without the relations of production of capitalism, there would have been no massed character and no mobility to Napoleon’s army. Engels further held that the French army was defeated in Russia because Russia was a backward, impoverished, feudal serf-owning country, and that, in such a country, methods of warfare corresponding to the relations of production of capitalism could not be sustained over the long term.
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