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Preface

In order to strengthen the modernization of national defense, and to raise the command art, the capacity for logical thinking, and the philosophical cultivation of our army’s commanders, especially senior commanders, quite a few of our army’s academies and schools have in recent years established courses in military dialectics. This book was compiled to meet the needs of our army’s academies in teaching military dialectics, and to meet the needs of the broad body of our army’s commanders and fighters, and of some comrades outside the military, in studying and researching military dialectics.

The task of this book is to reveal the general laws of contradictory movement in the military domain and to provide a relatively complete theoretical system of military dialectics.

We hold that: the battle is the cell that makes up war, and is the logical starting point of military dialectics. Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy is the purpose of battle and the basic contradiction of battle, abstracted from the analysis of battle. This contradiction is also the basic contradiction of war. It concerns the whole of war, runs through war from beginning to end, and defines and constrains all the other contradictions in war. All the chapters and sections of this book are written around the manifestation, unfolding, and resolution of this basic contradiction.

This book is divided into six Parts. Part One is the introduction to the whole book. Here are set out the object of study, the purpose of study, and the methods of study of military dialectics, a brief history of the development of military dialectical thought, and the basic methods for studying war.

Part Two examines war from the macroscopic and overall perspective, and reveals the general laws of war. It begins with the basic contradiction of war, and then examines the essential connections between war and politics, war and the economy, war and the masses, and war and peace. Why do we place the examination of the relationship between war and politics before the chapter on war and the economy? Because the connection between war and politics is more direct, whereas the connection between war and the economy lies one level deeper. Why is it only after discussing the connection between war and the economy that we discuss just and unjust wars, rather than taking up the question of the nature of war immediately after discussing the connection between war and politics? This is because, although distinguishing the just or unjust nature of a war depends on the political content and political purposes of the war, it must also be viewed from the economic side; in the final analysis, it is a matter of whether the war promotes or hinders the development of society’s productive forces. The role of the masses in war is very closely bound up with the nature of war, and so it is analyzed after the question of the nature of war. Finally, the mutual interpenetration and mutual transformation of war and peace are examined, pointing to the bright prospect of ultimately eliminating war in human social life and realizing lasting peace.

Part Three analyzes the various factors of war-fighting strength. After the macroscopic examination of war, we proceed to the concrete analysis of war as a thing. War is a contest of strength. War-fighting strength is made up of many factors. This Part first, in general terms, divides these factors into the two major categories of material factors and spiritual factors, and analyzes the mutual relationship between these two categories. This analysis contains the embryo of the later chapters of this Part. Since the political factors and economic factors within war-fighting strength were already discussed specially in Part Two, this Part analyzes only time and space, weapons and equipment, and the human factor in war. Because the human factor is especially important, this chapter is also especially long. The various factors of war-fighting strength act in combination, and manifest themselves as strength or weakness of war-fighting strength. This Part concludes with an analysis of the dialectical relationship between strength and weakness.

From the analysis of the strength and weakness of war-fighting strength, we are led to Part Four: the building of war-fighting strength. To obtain relatively strong war-fighting strength, one must strengthen its building. This Part, as a component of military dialectics, does not deal with professional knowledge such as the specific tasks and specific methods of building war-fighting strength; rather, it deals with the relationships among those important opposites that must be handled well in the building of war-fighting strength, focusing on analyzing the contradictions in that building and finding their general laws. This Part begins with the building of military strength and of the strength of the people, which is the general overview. From the building of military strength, officers and soldiers are derived. From among the officers, the selection and cultivation of marshals and generals are derived. Finally, the building of war-fighting strength is brought to its conclusion through training and combat.

Part Five of this book deals specially with the general laws governing the employment of war-fighting strength; this Part may be called the heart of A Course in Military Dialectics. It is led off by an analysis of initiative and passivity, because initiative is the lifeblood of an army. All the chapters that follow are nothing other than striving for initiative and striving to avoid passivity. Under general circumstances, initiative and passivity manifest themselves in the basic forms of operations, which are offense and defense. After analyzing these two basic forms of operations, it is necessary to analyze the more concrete forms of offense and defense — positional warfare, mobile warfare, and guerrilla warfare. Whatever the form of operations, one must correctly handle the contradiction between fighting and moving. Fighting and moving in turn involve the question of advance and retreat. Advance and retreat both involve the question of main and secondary directions; and realizing the main and secondary directions in turn involves the question of concentrating and dispersing forces. And whether it is offense and defense, fighting and moving, advance and retreat, main and secondary, or concentration and dispersion, all must attend to changes between emptiness and substance. Therefore, this Part concludes with emptiness and substance.

After the above analysis, which proceeds from the macroscopic to the microscopic, we return to the macroscopic understanding and guidance of concrete wars, and, from the standpoint of the director of war, we explore the general laws of understanding the laws of war and of correctly guiding war. This is Part Six. The analysis of the relationship between the laws of war and the laws of war guidance is the general discussion of this Part. The next several chapters are the unfolding of this general discussion. To understand the laws of war, one must grasp the dialectical relationship between war practice and war cognition. What is to be understood? One must know the enemy and know oneself, and find the laws. What is finding the laws for? To command the overall situation of the war, to handle well the relationship between the whole of the war and its parts, and to win victory in the war. At this point, the basic contradiction of war is resolved. Therefore Chapter 30 of this book is both the conclusion of this Part and the conclusion of the whole book.

The above is the logical outline of this book.

In order to do a good job of writing this book, the Beijing Area Military Academies Cooperation Center organized cross-regional cooperation. The comrades who took part in writing this book came from seventeen military academies and schools. These academies and schools are: the Political Academy, the Military Academy, the Air Force Academy, the Artillery Academy, the Nanjing Engineering Corps Academy, the Xi’an Second Artillery Technical School, the Shijiazhuang Advanced Army School, the Xi’an Political School, the Nanjing Political School, the Air Force Political School, the Naval Political School, the Kunming Army School, the Nanjing Army School, the Shenyang Second Ground Artillery School, the Fourth Military Medical University, the PLA Changchun Veterinary University, and the PLA Chongqing Radio Technical School. The cooperation produced new research capability and accelerated the pace at which the manuscript was completed.

The authors of the chapters are as follows: Chapters 1 and 2, Lin Boye; Chapter 3, Tong Mingzhong; Chapter 4, Zhang Yunxun and Lin Boye; Chapter 5, Hu Ma and Teng Yunqi; Chapter 6, Chen Zhou; Chapter 7, Shang Jinsuo; Chapter 8, Xia Zhengnan; Chapter 9, Tao Chuanyou; Chapter 10, Cui Qiusuo and Wu Qitong; Chapter 11, Wang Weijun; Chapter 12, Wu Qitong; Chapter 13, Liu Jingshan and Lu Jinsheng; Chapters 14 and 15, Shang Jinsuo; Chapter 16, Bai Zhili and Hu Ma; Chapter 17, Zhang Maofeng, Shan Dongfeng, and Zhang Wenzhong; Chapter 18, Bai Zhili and Chen Guilong; Chapter 19, Lu Jinsheng; Chapter 20, Xia Zhengnan and Chen Guilong; Chapter 21, Zhang Wenzhong; Chapter 22, Teng Yunqi and Hu Ma; Chapter 23, Fan Xiaoming; Chapter 24, Fan Xiaoming and Ge Shijin; Chapter 25, Ge Shijin; Chapter 26, Lu Jinsheng; Chapter 27, Tong Mingzhong; Chapter 28, Zhang Xiping and Chen Guilong; Chapter 29, Zhang Maofeng; Chapter 30, Tan Jiyou and Ge Shijin; the Concluding Remarks, Lin Boye.

Comrades Yuan Changcai and Zhong Luofeng provided valuable materials for this book.

To raise the quality of the manuscript, Comrades Lin Boye, Hu Ma, Ge Shijin, Tan Jiyou, Xia Zhengnan, Tong Mingzhong, Fan Xiaoming, Lu Jinsheng, Chen Guilong, Wu Qitong, Shang Jinsuo, and Chen Zhou also took part in the collective discussion of the first draft of this book and in the division-of-labor revision work. Comrade Tan Jiyou also did a great deal of work in checking the quotations throughout the book and in preparing the illustrations. The whole book was uniformly revised and finalized by Comrade Lin Boye.

Comrades Zhang Yunxun, Zhang Xiping, Zhang Maofeng, and Zhang Wenzhong read the clean proofs.

In the course of writing this book, we received the strong support of the Beijing Area Military Academies Cooperation Center, the support of the units where each of the writers is stationed, and the concern, encouragement, and support of the PLA Publishing House. We express our thanks for all of this here.

To research and set forth military dialectics systematically as a science is a pioneering undertaking of great difficulty. Because the comrades of the writing group are not of a high level and time was pressing, errors and inappropriate points are hard to avoid. We sincerely request readers inside and outside the military to give criticism and corrections.

Lin Boye

February 17, 1985, in Beijing
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Part One Introduction




Chapter 1 The Object of Study, the Purpose of Study, and the Methods of Military Dialectics

War, that monster by which human beings slaughter one another, first appeared in human social life several thousand years ago. It has played the role of obstructing social progress, devouring the lives of millions upon millions of people and consuming vast quantities of material wealth; and it has also played the role of promoting social development and serving as midwife to a new society. In order to prevent wars of aggression, we must study war. In order to win victory in future wars against aggression, we must study war. In order to eliminate war from human life and achieve lasting peace, we must study war. Military science is the system of knowledge that people have formed in the course of studying war. The content of military science is very extensive, and its most essential part is military dialectics. In studying military dialectics, we must first be clear about the object of study, the purpose of study, and the methods of study of military dialectics.


Section 1 The Object of Study of Military Dialectics

Military dialectics is the science of the general laws of contradictory movement in the military domain, and is the theoretical foundation and methodology of each of the specific military sciences.

The military domain comprises two great questions: first, the employment of war-fighting strength; second, the building of war-fighting strength. Military dialectics must study both the general laws of operations and the general laws of the building of war-fighting strength (of which the main part is the building of the armed forces). Because war exists in connection with social phenomena such as politics and the economy, war must never be studied in isolation; it must be studied from the essential connections between war and politics, the economy, and so on, in order to reveal its general laws and establish a scientific view of war.


I. The Differences and Connections between Military Dialectics and the Other Specific Military Sciences

The object of study of military dialectics differs from that of each of the specific military sciences. The military domain contains numerous complex contradictions, and every concrete manifestation of every pair of contradictions among them is particular. To study the particular laws of the contradictory movement of some local part of the military domain is the task of each of the specific military sciences. For example: military topography studies the relationship between terrain and military action; military meteorology studies the relationship between weather and military action; the science of organization and establishment studies the laws governing the organization, structure, development, and change of armed forces. The construction and use of every kind of weapon each has its own specialized scientific knowledge. But materialist dialectics tells us that the particular contains the general. From a great many particular laws, general laws can be generalized. For example: all military sciences exist in order to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy; this is the common character they share. Military dialectics draws out this common character and studies the dialectical relationship between preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. Whether it is military scientific knowledge concerning the infantry, or concerning the artillery, the naval forces, or the air forces, all of it contains the problem of resolving the combination of people and weapons. Military dialectics sets aside the particularity of the relationships between people and the various weapons — rifles, cannon, warships, aircraft, and so on — abstracts the common character of the contradiction between people and weapons, and studies the dialectical relationship between people and weapons. Again, for example: military topography and military meteorology both contain the question of the relationship between the objective conditions of war and the conscious initiative of human beings. Military dialectics sets aside the particularity of the influence of terrain, weather, and so on upon the actions of armed forces, and studies the dialectical relationship between the objective conditions of war and the conscious initiative of human beings. On the basis of each of the specific military sciences, to generalize from a higher level, to study the general laws that carry universality, and to use these laws to guide the building of the armed forces and the conduct of operations — this is the task of military dialectics.

The general principles of the contradictory movement of the military domain revealed by military dialectics have a major guiding role in the study of each of the specific military sciences. Comrade Zhu De once correctly pointed out that military dialectics is the theoretical foundation and methodology of Marxist-Leninist military science. The reason we say it is the theoretical foundation of proletarian military science is that military dialectics is a scientific abstraction more general than each of the specific military sciences, and it can enable people to grasp the essence of all kinds of military phenomena more deeply and more comprehensively. The reason we say it is the methodology of proletarian military science is that all important principles obtained through scientific research can, when used to guide new scientific research, be turned into methods. Military dialectics is no exception. When we use the basic principles revealed by military dialectics to study war and to study each of the specific military sciences, it changes from a viewpoint into a method. People sometimes raise this question: we often say that materialist dialectics is the method for studying each of the specific military sciences, and now we also say that military dialectics is the method for studying each of the specific military sciences; are these two formulations contradictory? We hold that these two formulations are not contradictory. Methods themselves also have different levels: there are methods of the highest level, which apply universally; there are methods of the next level, which apply universally within some relatively large scope; and there are methods which apply only within some relatively small scope. Materialist dialectics is the method of the highest level and the most universal; it applies to all scientific research and all social practice, and of course also applies to the study of each of the specific military sciences. But in studying the various contradictions of the military domain, one must also make the universal method concrete in light of the special circumstances of the military domain. Military dialectics is precisely a methodology of this level, more concrete than materialist dialectics: in relation to materialist dialectics, it is a particular form of methodology, but in relation to each of the specific military sciences, it is a general method with universal guiding significance. Therefore, one who has mastered military dialectics can better study and master each of the specific military sciences.



II. The Differences and Connections between Military Dialectics and Materialist Dialectics

What is the relationship between military dialectics and materialist dialectics? They are both different and connected. Their difference is that their objects of study are different, and their content is different. The object of study of materialist dialectics is the universal laws of nature, society, and human thought. The object of study of military dialectics is much narrower than that of materialist dialectics; it studies only the universal laws of the contradictory movement of the military domain within social life. The laws and categories of materialist dialectics apply universally to nature, society, and human thought, whereas the laws and categories of military dialectics apply mainly to the military domain. Therefore, one cannot put an equals sign between military dialectics and materialist dialectics. But military dialectics and materialist dialectics are closely connected. Military dialectics in its modern scientific form uses materialist dialectics to study military problems; the general laws in the military sphere that it reveals all concretely embody materialist dialectics. Therefore, we say that military dialectics is the particular manifest form of materialist dialectics in the military domain, and is the basic conclusion obtained by applying materialist dialectics to the military domain.




Section 2 The Purpose and Methods of Studying Military Dialectics


I. The Purpose of Studying Military Dialectics

The study of military dialectics has major practical significance and theoretical significance.

First, studying military dialectics helps to strengthen the building of national defense modernization, and helps to seize victory in future wars to defend the motherland and oppose aggression. During the War of Resistance against Japan, Mao Zedong called on the whole Party to study military affairs and prepare to fight. He said: “All problems of hostility between two armies are resolved by means of war, and the survival or destruction of China depends on victory or defeat in war. Therefore, to study military theory, to study strategy and tactics, and to study the political work of the army brook no delay.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 519) Now, although we live in a peaceful environment, because private ownership and classes still exist in many countries of the world, and because imperialists and hegemonists are continually expanding their armed forces and preparing for war, and the world situation is turbulent and unsettled, the danger of war must still arouse our high vigilance. With preparation there is freedom from trouble; without preparation there will inevitably be trouble. Therefore, the spirit and substance of this passage of Mao Zedong’s has not become outdated. To study military affairs and prepare to fight, and to strengthen the building of national defense modernization, we should earnestly study military dialectics, because it is the theoretical foundation and methodology of proletarian military science.

The building of national defense modernization must resolve a series of major problems. We must achieve the modernization of weapons and equipment, the modernization of the organizational and establishment system, the modernization of battlefield construction, and the modernization of military thought, military training, and the quality of military personnel. The principles of military dialectics concerning the important role of weapons and equipment in war, and concerning the relationship between economic construction and national defense construction, are a guide to doing a good job in the modernization of weapons and equipment. The principle of military dialectics that weapons and equipment and the condition of personnel determine the organizational and establishment system of the armed forces is a guide to reforming the organizational and establishment system of our army. The principles of military dialectics concerning the role of terrain in war, and concerning seizing the main direction while also taking the secondary directions into account, are a guide to doing a good job in battlefield construction. In future wars, because the condition of the enemy is different from that of the past, because our army’s equipment is different from that of the past, and because time and place are also different from those of the past, we must never mechanically apply the methods of operations of the past. We must study the new situation, resolve new problems, explore the particular laws of future wars, and create new military thought and theory that accord with the new situation. In accomplishing this task, the methodology for studying war that military dialectics elucidates is a sharp ideological weapon. The general principles of operations that military dialectics elucidates, because they are a more profound scientific abstraction, have a universal guiding role. If a commander of war understands the basic principles of military dialectics, is good at combining them with the concrete realities of war, and applies them flexibly, he can swim with ease in the sea of war and reach the far shore of victory.

Second, studying military dialectics helps to achieve the liberation of all humankind and to eliminate war forever from human life.

Now, owing to the appearance of nuclear weapons, the lethality and destructiveness of war have been enormously increased. Should a world war using nuclear weapons break out, one cannot tell how many tens of millions of people would lose their lives, how many flourishing cities would become ruins, or how many cultural and artistic treasures that humankind has created over several thousand years would be reduced to ashes! How ardently the peoples of the whole world long for an earth on which there will never again be war! Once lasting peace is achieved, humankind can devote more financial and material resources each year to peaceful construction and create a still more brilliant material civilization and spiritual civilization; humankind can be liberated from worry and anxiety about war and live in happiness and security. How can this beautiful ideal be realized? Only by realizing communism throughout the world. When private ownership of the means of production has been eliminated throughout the world, and classes have been eliminated, there will no longer be murderous weapons such as bombers, atomic bombs, warships, tanks, and cannon, nor will there any longer be armies, nor any longer be war. However, to realize communism we must go through an arduous, intense, tortuous, and complex struggle. If the class enemy does not use violence to obstruct the realization of this historical process, the revolutionary people would rather use peaceful methods to achieve this transition. But historical experience proves that reactionary forces are unwilling to withdraw peacefully from the stage of history. When they use the means of war to block the advance of the revolutionary people and attack them, the proletariat and the revolutionary people must fight on the battlefield for their right to liberation. One does not want the gun, but one must pick up the gun. To eliminate war, one must study war. Military dialectics is the science of victory for the proletariat and the revolutionary people in military struggle. Not only do the Chinese people need to study it; all revolutionary people of the whole world need to study it.

Third, studying military dialectics can enable one to better grasp Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought and to do well in work on every front. Some people think that the study of military dialectics is a matter for military personnel and has little to do with people engaged in other work. It is true that military personnel should study military dialectics very well. But the basic principles of military dialectics are not without instructive value for people engaged in other work either. For, on the one hand, Marxist military dialectics is the concrete application of the philosophical principles of Marxism in the military domain, and military dialectics concretely embodies the basic principles of Marxist philosophy. Studying military dialectics can deepen one’s understanding of Marxist philosophy and enable us to better apply Marxist philosophy to do our respective professional work well. On the other hand, the spirit and substance of certain basic principles of military dialectics apply not only to the military domain but also to other domains. For example: in war one should despise the enemy strategically and take the enemy seriously tactically. In all work, too, one should despise difficulties strategically and take difficulties seriously tactically. Militarily, one should not fight an unprepared battle, and should not fight a battle without assurance of success. In work such as capital construction, industrial and agricultural production, and education, too, this principle should be followed. In studying war one must focus on its characteristics and focus on its development. The study of other problems should be the same. In war one must correctly handle the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation. In socialist construction, too, one must correctly handle the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation, and so on. There are some entrepreneurs in Japan who, from their study of Sun Tzu’s Art of War, have sought out the secrets of victory in running an enterprise; this has a certain reasonableness.



II. The Methods of Studying Military Dialectics

The study of military dialectics requires correct methods. These are: taking the basic principles of dialectical materialism and historical materialism as a guide, proceeding from the objective realities of the military domain, taking possession of materials in detail, and, seeking truth from facts, finding out from them the general laws of contradictory movement, and testing and developing the understanding of these laws in the practice of new army-building and operations.


	The study of military dialectics must take Marxist philosophy as its guide. Marxist philosophy is both a scientific world view and a scientific methodology. Having mastered this best ideological weapon, one can conduct research materialistically and dialectically, and resist and oppose the manifold forms of idealism and metaphysical tendencies in the military domain.


	The study of military dialectics must proceed from the large body of facts that objectively exist in the military domain, and not from concepts or principles. Principles are not the starting point of research but the result of research. The starting point can only be the objective facts of army-building and operations. Some people proceed from the laws and categories in a philosophical system and cite some examples from the military domain to illustrate the philosophical laws and categories. Although this approach has a certain benefit for people with military knowledge who are studying philosophy, it is not the scientific method of studying military dialectics. We should broadly familiarize ourselves with and study the large body of war-history materials, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, and the relevant treatises of our predecessors, and from them select the essential and discard the dross, eliminate the false and retain the true, proceeding from one thing to another and from the surface to the interior, to find out their internal connections and discover laws of universality. These universal laws lie hidden within many concrete phenomena of war and particular laws. Only by using the method of going from the concrete to the abstract, from the particular to the general, can they be discovered. When using them to guide the real building of armed forces and conduct of operations, one must in turn go from the abstract to the concrete, from the general to the particular, so as to combine them with new concrete realities. Whether the principles of military dialectics that we have drawn out are correct must still be tested by the practice of army-building and operations. We must continually study the new experience in our country’s national defense modernization, and continually study the new experience of the series of local wars since the Second World War, so that the science of military dialectics is continually enriched and continually developed.









Chapter 2 The Historical Development of Military Dialectical Thought

Military dialectics is the correct reflection of the objective dialectics of the military domain. Lenin said: “The dialectics of things creates the dialectics of ideas, and not the reverse.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 38, p. 210) This principle of the materialist theory of reflection applies fully to military dialectics. War, like all objective things in the world, has its own dialectical process of contradictory movement. The objective dialectics of war, through repeated practice of war, is bound to be reflected to a greater or lesser degree in people’s minds; this reflection is the subjective dialectics of war, that is, military dialectics in the form of ideas.

The concept of military dialectics was first put forward by Mao Zedong. In 1936, when Mao Zedong lectured at the Red Army University in Yan’an, he for the first time took “military dialectics” as the title of a lecture. Afterwards, leaders and senior generals of our army used this concept many times. Although military dialectics as a scientific concept appeared only in the 1930s, military dialectical thought arose very early. The development of military dialectical thought has broadly passed through three forms, namely: ancient naive military dialectical thought, the military dialectical thought of the modern rising bourgeoisie, and the military dialectical thought of present-day Marxism.


Section 1 Ancient Naive Military Dialectical Thought

Ancient naive military dialectical thought is represented by Sun Wu’s Sun Tzu’s Art of War. Sun Wu (a native of the State of Qi in the Spring and Autumn period, courtesy name Changqing) lived from the end of the sixth century BC to the beginning of the fifth century BC. That was a period of great social change in our country, in transition from the slave system to the feudal system. Wars between the rising landlord class and the slave-owner class, and among the rising landlords of the various vassal states, were very frequent. The book Sun Tzu’s Art of War summed up the experience of war at the end of the Spring and Autumn period and before, and is the foundational and representative work of the military theory of the rising landlord class. It not only revealed particular laws of war suited to the historical conditions of the time, but also preliminarily revealed certain general laws of war that also apply to later wars.

Sun Wu held that victory can be known and victory can be made. The victory or defeat of a war can be known, and victory in war can be striven for. How can one foreknow the victory or defeat of a war? He said: “Foreknowledge cannot be obtained from ghosts and spirits, cannot be got by analogy with events, cannot be verified by calculation; it must be obtained from people, from those who know the enemy’s situation.” (“Employment of Spies”) He does not believe in ghosts and spirits and does not seek divination by drawing lots or casting hexagrams, but relies on people who know the enemy’s situation to understand the situation. Which aspects of the situation? Sun Wu listed seven aspects: “Which ruler has the Way? Which general has ability? Which side has gained Heaven and Earth? Which side’s laws and orders are carried out? Which side’s troops are stronger? Which side’s officers and men are better trained? Which side’s rewards and punishments are clearer? By these I know victory and defeat.” (“Laying Plans”) Here many factors are discussed, such as politics, the season and weather, terrain, generals, and officers and men, and at the same time “the Way” is placed first among the factors that determine victory and defeat in war. The Way he speaks of is the politics that makes the people and the rulers of one mind. This thought, which attaches importance to the important role of political factors in determining victory and defeat in war, is very brilliant.

Given that objective conditions provide the conditions for the possibility of victory, how does one bring subjective initiative into play to strive for victory in war? Sun Wu put forward many important principles: “Know the enemy and know yourself, and you will not be imperiled in a hundred battles” (“Attack by Stratagem”); “Know Heaven and know Earth, and victory will be inexhaustible.” (“Terrain”) This is the essence of Sun Wu’s military dialectical thought, and Sun Wu’s outstanding contribution to the history of military dialectical thought. Its spirit and substance is to require that the subjective guidance of war accord with the objective reality of war. This is a universal law applicable to all wars, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign. Mao Zedong highly appraised this principle of Sun Wu’s. He said: “The saying ‘know the enemy and know yourself, and you will not be imperiled in a hundred battles,’ in the book of Sun Wu Tzu, the great military scientist of ancient China, was said as encompassing the two stages of learning and of applying; it encompasses recognizing the laws of development in objective reality and, in accordance with those laws, determining one’s own actions in order to overcome the enemy at hand; we must not take this saying lightly.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 166) He also said: “Sun Tzu’s law, ‘know the enemy and know yourself, and you will not be imperiled in a hundred battles,’ is still a scientific truth.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458)

Careful consideration and preparation must be made before war. Because Sun Wu stressed foreknowing the possibility of victory, and stressed knowing the enemy and knowing oneself, knowing Heaven and knowing Earth, he therefore also stressed that careful thought and sufficient preparation must be made before war. Only thus can one’s army become a victorious army that “wins first and then seeks battle,” and avoid becoming a defeated army that “fights first and then seeks victory.” Sun Tzu held that war is a great affair of the state, bearing on life and death, survival and ruin, and that one cannot but consider it earnestly. He held that “many calculations win, few calculations do not win,” and that if there are “no calculations,” defeat is inevitable. Therefore he advocated that “the best use of the army is to attack the enemy’s plans”; if the stratagem is brilliant and the conditions are in place, one can “subdue the enemy’s army without fighting.” But stratagem must be backed by real strength. Therefore he also stressed relying on one’s own strength and making preparations for war. “Do not rely on the enemy’s not coming; rely on our having the means to await him. Do not rely on the enemy’s not attacking; rely on our having a position that cannot be attacked.” (“Nine Variations”)

Methods of operations must be flexible. Sun Wu once gave the snake of Mount Chang as an example: “Therefore one skilled in using troops is like the shuairan. The shuairan is the snake of Mount Chang. Strike its head and its tail comes to help; strike its tail and its head comes to help; strike its middle and head and tail both come.” (“Nine Terrains”) He also said: “Military posture has no constant shape, just as water has no constant form; one who can win by changing in accordance with the enemy is called divine.” (“Emptiness and Substance”) Methods of operations should not only change with differences in the enemy’s situation, but should also take the enemy’s situation and one’s own together into consideration, adopting different policies under different comparisons of enemy and friendly strength. “If ten to one, surround him; if five to one, attack him; if two to one, divide him; if equal, be able to fight him; if fewer, be able to escape him; if no match, be able to avoid him.” (“Attack by Stratagem”)

In war one must seize the initiative. Sun Wu said: “Therefore one skilled in battle moves the enemy and is not moved by the enemy.” (“Emptiness and Substance”) In war one must be able to sway the enemy and become the master of the enemy’s fate, and not be manipulated by the enemy. How can one seize the initiative? Sun Wu put forward many methods. For example: luring with profit, making the enemy take the bait himself; threatening with harm, making the enemy dare not come forward; deceiving the enemy by the method of “showing a false form” — “Therefore, though capable, appear incapable; though employing force, appear not to be employing it; when near, appear far; when far, appear near; lure him with profit; strike him when he is in disorder; if he is substantial, prepare against him; if he is strong, avoid him; anger him and provoke him; be humble and make him arrogant; if he is at ease, wear him out; if he is united, divide him; attack where he is unprepared; sally forth where he does not expect it.” (“Laying Plans”) As for our own true situation, it is to be kept in strict secrecy and not allowed to become known to the enemy. In order to strive for the initiative, Sun Wu also put forward the thought of “we concentrate and the enemy divides.” “We are concentrated into one, the enemy is divided into ten; this is using ten to attack one, and so we are many and the enemy few.” (“Emptiness and Substance”) Using the many to strike the few is like using a stone to strike an egg, or using a yi (twenty-four liang) to weigh a zhu (one twenty-fourth of a liang); victory is beyond doubt. If means are devised to concentrate our own troop strength and disperse the enemy’s troop strength, a solid material basis for seizing the initiative can be created.

Correctly choosing the direction and moment of attack. The formation of a posture favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy depends not only on the concentration of our own troop strength but also on the correct choice of the direction and moment of attack. Sun Wu advocated “avoiding the substantial and striking the empty,” that is, avoiding the enemy’s strong points of strength and striking his empty and weak places. The enemy’s substance and emptiness must be considered not only in terms of troop strength and terrain but also in terms of morale and of fatigue versus ease. Therefore Sun Wu also advocated “avoid his keen spirit, and strike him when he is slack and returning.” (“Military Combat”)

On the question of governing the army, Sun Wu advocated both cherishing the soldiers as one’s own children and strengthening the education of the officers and men and strictly enforcing discipline. “Command them with civil measures, unify them with martial discipline.” (“Marching the Army”) That is to say, officers and men should be educated with political principles, and their actions unified with military discipline and military law. Only such an army can win battles.

Precisely because Sun Tzu’s Art of War contains many profound military dialectical ideas, it has won a very high reputation throughout the world, and has long been regarded by military experts in China and abroad as an immortal classic and required reading. However, Sun Wu’s military thought also has its historical limitations. His military dialectical thought was still at the level of the naive, the level of talk drawn from experience. This was determined by the historical conditions of the time: the low level of development of society’s productive forces, the relatively narrow scale of war, and the relatively simple forms of war.

Besides Sun Tzu’s Art of War, the military dialectical thought in the book Laozi is also quite rich and brilliant. Who exactly was the author of the book Laozi is still disputed in academic circles; for convenience of narration, Laozi is used to represent the author of this book. Laozi (a native of the State of Chu at the end of the Spring and Autumn period, surname Li, given name Er, courtesy name Boyang, second courtesy name Dan, styled Laozi, known to the world as Lao Dan) lived in the period when the slave system was decaying and declining and the feudal system was rising to replace it; he saw that the formerly powerful slave-owner class had been defeated by the formerly weak rising landlord class. Some states that were originally weak later became strong; some that were originally strong later became weak, and even declined and perished. These objective phenomena, reflected in Laozi’s mind, formed his naive military dialectical thought. These ideas mainly have the following points: (All quotations below are from the Daodejing)


	Using the weak to defeat the strong. Laozi held that “the hard and strong are companions of death; the soft and weak are companions of life.” He gave the example: “Nothing in the world is softer or weaker than water, yet in attacking the hard and strong nothing can surpass it.” “The softest thing in the world gallops over the hardest thing in the world.” Therefore he held that “guarding the soft is called strength,” and “with it one fights and wins, with it one defends and is secure.” This thought contains grains of the truth that the weak can defeat the strong, but it is also mixed with the sand of fallacy. For not every weak army can defeat a strong army. On the contrary, it is common for weak armies to be defeated by strong armies. A weak army can be transformed into a strong army only under certain conditions, and defeat an enemy that was originally strong but has been weakened. The process by which the soft and weak overcome the hard and strong is a process of struggle, and here it is especially necessary to bring into play people’s conscious initiative; but Laozi held that this process can be realized naturally by relying on an attitude of “tranquility and non-action.” This is incorrect.


	Using unorthodox forces in war. Laozi advocated “govern the state with the orthodox, wage war with the unorthodox.” These two sentences summarize the essence of the art of war of ancient China. He opposed head-on slugging it out with the enemy and advocated winning through surprise.


	Advancing by a circuitous path. The unorthodox in Laozi’s use of unorthodox forces lies mainly in his “wanting to seize, deliberately let go.” He advocated: “That which is to be contracted must first be expanded; that which is to be weakened must first be strengthened; that which is to be abolished must first be raised up; that which is to be seized must first be given; this is called subtle illumination; the soft and weak overcome the hard and strong.” Under certain conditions this is necessary. For example: in the face of a strong enemy’s attack, a weak army, in order to preserve its strength and wait for an opportunity to defeat the enemy, may first retreat, create conditions, and then carry out a counterattack. This is retreating in order to advance. Therefore Laozi said: “advancing on the Way seems like retreating.”


	Striking only after the enemy has struck. Laozi advocated first carrying out strategic defense, and striking only after the enemy has struck. He said: “There is a saying among those who use arms: I dare not be the host but be the guest; I dare not advance an inch but retreat a foot.” This is consistent with his thought of “not daring to be first in the world” and of taking the world through non-interference. The advantage of striking after the enemy has struck is that one can win people’s sympathy in terms of justice and make the one who strikes first easily isolated politically; and one can deliver an effective counterblow after seeing clearly the enemy’s weak points.


	Arrogant troops must be defeated; grieving troops may win. Laozi held that “no disaster is greater than belittling the enemy; belittling the enemy nearly loses my treasures. Therefore when armies meet in equal force, the one who grieves wins.” The cause of belittling the enemy often lies in arrogance and complacency and in thinking oneself right. And “one who sees only himself is not enlightened; one who regards himself as right is not illustrious.” Therefore one must act cautiously, being as careful at the end as at the beginning, in order to avoid defeat. Why can grieving troops win battles? Because an army that harbors grief and resentment and the desire for revenge has high morale and is of one heart, and is easily careful and cautious.




These naive military dialectical thoughts of Sun Wu and Laozi reached a height that the military theorists of other countries and peoples in the world at that time had never attained, and represented the highest achievement of naive military dialectics of that time. Afterwards, in the long feudal society, although countless wars broke out and not a few new military works were produced, yet until the modern bourgeois revolution, because the instruments of war did not undergo major change, the naive character of military dialectical thought did not undergo fundamental change.



Section 2 Modern Bourgeois Military Dialectical Thought

When the modern bourgeois revolutionary period arrived, with enormous progress in the instruments of war, the contradictory movement in war appeared more complex and more fully developed, and humankind’s capacity for theoretical thinking was also greatly raised compared with ancient times. Under these historical conditions there arose bourgeois military dialectical thought that went beyond the naive form, represented by Clausewitz’s On War.

Carl von Clausewitz (1780–1831) was a German bourgeois military theorist. The era of his activity was precisely the period in which the European capitalist system was gradually replacing the feudal system. His On War reflected the progressive tendency and innovative spirit in military thought of the bourgeoisie’s period of ascent, is a classic work of bourgeois military theory, and played a great role in advancing the development of military thought. Clausewitz was deeply influenced by German classical philosophy, especially Hegel’s philosophy. Although he used idealist dialectics to explore problems of war, yet because he studied a large number of examples of war and personally took part in several wars, he in fact, unconsciously and in many places, analyzed war according to materialism and dialectics. In this way he made a major contribution to the development of military dialectical thought.

Clausewitz for the first time put forward the thought that war is the continuation of politics by another means. He held that war is closely connected with politics, that politics is the womb that nurtures war, that war arises from politics and is an instrument serving politics. War is the continuation of political intercourse by another means, and this political intercourse is not interrupted by the outbreak of war. Politics is the whole, and war is only a part of this whole. Because war serves politics, and because political factors have a decisive influence on the formulation of war plans and campaign plans, the military viewpoint must therefore be subordinate to the political viewpoint, and the political viewpoint is the supreme viewpoint for determining the main line of war and guiding war. These views of Clausewitz are correct. Lenin repeatedly quoted the sentence that war is the continuation of politics, and pointed out that Marx and Engels approved of this view. However, Clausewitz’s understanding of politics differed from that of Marxists. Marxism holds that in class society politics deals with the relations among classes, is class struggle, and is the concentrated expression of the economy. Clausewitz, however, held that politics is the representative of all the interests of the whole society, and that it concentrates and coordinates all individual interests. This is incorrect.

Clausewitz stressed the particularity of war and of the theory of war. He held that, because the motives of war and the conditions that give rise to war differ, wars are necessarily each different. The wars of every era have their particularity. The methods of fighting of revolutionary wars differ from those of counterrevolutionary wars. Therefore war theory must always take into account the diversity of the circumstances that give rise to war. The principles and rules concerning war are not eternally unchanging. Each has its specific scope of application. If circumstances have changed but one still fights according to past methods, one will certainly fail. He opposed proceeding from existing theories and treating them as the standard for measuring everything, and advocated flexibly choosing the means of operations proceeding from concrete circumstances. He also acknowledged that in the particular war theory of each era there is necessarily something carrying a certain universality, namely the general laws of war, but he held that such general laws are not many.

Clausewitz stressed the role of spiritual factors in war. He held that in war spiritual factors and material factors interact and influence each other. The two are combined together and are inseparable. Every battle is a contest of the two sides’ material forces and spiritual forces, conducted by means of bloodshed and destruction. Whoever has the most force left at the end in both respects is the victor. Therefore a commander, when considering the employment of material forces, must consider the role of spiritual factors; otherwise the plans drawn up and the regulations made will come to nothing. The spiritual factors he refers to are the will of the government, the talent of the commander-in-chief, the martial virtue of the army, and the national spirit, and so on. These factors will play a role in every period, every stage, and every aspect of war. These spiritual factors also influence one another. For example: the will of the government influences the resolve of the commander-in-chief, and the resolve of the commander-in-chief influences the morale of the army and the sentiments of the people. All this in turn affects victory or defeat in operations. Of course, the superiority or inferiority of weapons and the goodness or badness of logistic supply also influence spiritual factors. He once compared material factors to the hilt, and spiritual factors to “the truly sharp blade.” (On War, Commercial Press, 1982 edition [same below], vol. 1, p. 188) Attaching importance to the role of spiritual factors in war is necessary, but Clausewitz somewhat exaggerated the role of spiritual factors, and among spiritual factors he emphasized the talent of the commander-in-chief more. This point again bears traces of idealism.

Clausewitz preliminarily elucidated the dialectical relationship of offense and defense. He held that offense and defense, these two forms of operations, are mutually distinct, and at the same time are mutually connected, mutually influencing, and capable of mutual transformation. The aim of defense is entirely to deal with offense. Defense necessarily presupposes the other side’s offense. Defense contains elements of offense. When the whole is defense, some of its parts may be offense. When the defender has obtained a marked superiority, defense has already accomplished its mission. At this point the defender should use this superiority to counterattack. Quickly and violently passing over into offense is the most brilliant part of defense, and the necessary trend of defense. Beginning with defense and ending with offense — only this is truly advisable defense. Offense also is not a single whole but is constantly interwoven with defense. Offense contains elements of defense. When the whole is offense, some of its parts may be defense. Because of the limits of time and space, offensive action cannot proceed continuously and uninterruptedly to the very end; in between there must be periods of calm, and during such periods a defensive state inevitably appears. The space through which an attacking army has passed, and which is necessary for maintaining its existence, must also be specially defended. Therefore offensive action in war, especially strategic offensive action, is a continual alternation and combination of offense and defense. A brilliant commander, when planning offense, must consider the defense that will inevitably appear in the course of offense, and when planning defense, must consider the offense that is about to appear in the course of defense. Only thus can he take in the whole situation and have a complete plan already formed in his mind.

Clausewitz stressed concentrating troop strength at the decisive time and place to destroy the enemy’s army. He held that destroying the enemy’s army is the basis of all military action. Destroying the enemy’s army does not merely mean destroying the enemy’s material strength but also includes destroying the enemy’s spiritual strength. These two are tightly interwoven and inseparable. He pointed out that destroying the enemy’s army and preserving one’s own army, these two intentions, are mutually complementary. The two influence each other, and are two indispensable aspects of the same intent. Sometimes one aspect occupies the primary position, sometimes the other. In order to destroy the enemy’s army, Clausewitz, like many other famous military experts, advocated the concentrated use of troop strength. He held that the best strategy is first to be very strong in total troop strength, and then to remain very strong at the decisive place. Therefore, apart from striving to expand the number of troops, the most important and also simplest rule in strategy is to concentrate troop strength. Concentration of troop strength is not only spatial but also temporal. He firmly opposed using troop strength in successive installments. He advocated that in the main decisive battle all troop strength must be committed, and the more one concentrates all troop strength for use in a single action and a single moment, the better. Only by concentrating troop strength can superiority be formed. As long as there is marked numerical superiority, victory can be obtained. Concentrating troop strength at the main place and the main moment is of course correct. But to oppose keeping even a strategic reserve in order to concentrate troop strength is one-sided.

Clausewitz attached importance to the role of arming the masses in war. This is inseparable from his having seen the major role played by the Russian people and the Spanish people in the wars against Napoleon’s invasion. He held that the spiritual forces that can play a major role in war can fully exert their effect only in the arming of the masses. He pointed out: the arming of the masses is a necessary trend of development. In the past, when the Tatars went on expeditions, nearly the whole populace took part in war. In the Middle Ages a considerable number of the people took part in war. By the eighteenth century the people did not directly take part in war. After the French Revolution, the people again took part in war in large numbers. The might of people’s war is very great. The arming of the masses, like a flame burning ceaselessly in the dark, destroys the foundations of the enemy army. The flame of resistance spreads with the momentum of a prairie fire; it can encircle and trap the enemy, burn his bases and lines of communication, and destroy his lifeline. And the enemy finds it hard to cope with the arming of the masses. For the arming of the masses is like a cloud-mist: it is everywhere, yet the enemy cannot grasp it anywhere. The arming of the masses can coordinate with the actions of the regular army. The regular army should send out suitable forces to support the arming of the masses. In Europe at that time, quite a few bourgeois politicians and military men opposed the arming of the masses, believing that it would endanger the bourgeoisie’s social order. That Clausewitz could go against the popular opinion and approve of the arming of the masses is very rare and commendable. Although Clausewitz made major contributions to the development of military dialectical thought, he was after all a bourgeois military theorist. What he summed up was the war experience of the era of manual handicraft industry. He had no scientific world view to guide his study of war theory. Therefore his military dialectical thought was still only, as he himself said, “cast into small grains of pure metal,” not yet a whole block of steel, and did not yet have rigorous scientific form. The task of establishing military dialectics in a higher scientific form historically fell upon the shoulders of the proletariat.



Section 3 Marxist Military Dialectical Thought

Marxist military dialectics arose under the historical conditions in which the capitalist mode of production had already been established, and the proletariat, as the representative of the new productive forces and as the gravedigger of the capitalist system, had already ascended the stage of history. Marx and Engels founded dialectical materialism and historical materialism, providing the proletariat and working people with the only scientific world view and methodology. They used dialectical materialism and historical materialism to study military problems and summed up the experience of war, especially the war experience of the Paris Commune, laying the foundation for Marxist military dialectics. Marx and Engels studied military problems for the sake of the cause of the proletariat’s liberation. They revealed both certain universal laws applicable to all wars and certain particular laws for the special conditions of the proletariat’s war of liberation. They did not write a specialized work on military dialectics, but they had already put forward and elucidated a series of basic viewpoints, opening the way for the subsequent continued development of this discipline.

Marx and Engels revealed many basic principles of military dialectics from the aspects of the view of war, the principles of operations, and army-building.

In regard to the view of war, all previous military thinkers were, taken as a whole, bound by historical idealism, and were unable to correctly explain the origin and essence of war. Marx and Engels for the first time built the fundamental viewpoint on war upon the firm foundation of historical materialism. They considered war in connection with the economic system of society, and thereby pointed out that war as the modern concept refers to it is a product of the private ownership of the means of production and the highest form of class struggle. Private ownership made plundering war a regular occupation. As long as classes with fundamentally opposed interests exist, wars between classes will occur. Only when private ownership has been eliminated in human life and classes eliminated can war be eliminated. They pointed out that violence is a necessary means for realizing revolution in class society. Therefore one cannot oppose all wars; one must distinguish according to the different nature of wars, supporting revolutionary wars and opposing counterrevolutionary wars. Engels pointed out that economic power is the material basis of the violence of war. War depends on the economy. Engels profoundly elucidated the decisive role of the human factor in war, pointing out that those who win victory in war are people and not guns. Marx and Engels, using the fundamental principles of historical materialism, elucidated as a whole the origin and essence of war and the determining factors of victory and defeat in war; this was an epoch-making leap in the history of the development of military dialectical thought.

In regard to the principles of operations, although all previous military thinkers also put forward quite a few correct ideas, those ideas were not yet the result of the conscious application of materialist dialectics but naive summations of practical combat experience. Marx and Engels consciously applied materialist dialectics to study methods of operations, so their understanding of the principles of operations was deeper than that of earlier military experts. Engels pointed out that the new military science is the necessary product of new social relations. Napoleon’s methods of operations were the military expression of the liberation of the bourgeoisie and the peasants. The liberation of the proletariat will also create, in the military sphere, its own particular, new methods of operations. That is to say, methods of operations are not fixed once and for all; they change with changes in social conditions and must not stick to old rules. Engels also pointed out that tactics are determined by the level of military technology. New productive forces are the precondition of each new improvement in methods of operations. This is dialectical materialism in methods of operations. Marx and Engels revealed the dialectics in methods of operations on a series of questions. They advocated active defense and opposed passive defense; they advocated concentrating troop strength and opposed egalitarian dispersal of troop strength. Marx and Engels attached great importance to the role of time in war, holding that in war time is victory, and that the army must act swiftly in operations and fully exploit favorable opportunities.

In regard to the general principles of army-building, Marx and Engels wrote little. They put forward the idea that the organizational structure of an army depends on the state of people and weapons. Marx once said: “With the invention of new instruments of war, namely firearms, the whole internal organization of the army necessarily changed, the relations through which individuals can constitute an army and act as an army changed, and the relations of different armies to one another also changed.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Soldiers’ Publishing House, 1981 edition [same below], vol. 1, p. 53) They pointed out the importance of training officers and soldiers. They held that any army without military knowledge cannot fight. The harm caused by officers who do not understand their own profession in the staff departments is greater than in any other department. Training is not only theoretical but also practical; training relies not only on explanation but also on action and demonstration, and so on.

The series of important principles revealed above by Marx and Engels constitutes an important milestone in the history of the development of military dialectical thought.

In the era of imperialism, the proletariat’s revolutionary struggle entered a new historical period. Lenin and Stalin led the Russian October Socialist Revolution, opening a new era in world history. They accumulated both the experience of the proletariat’s armed uprising in the October Revolution and the experience of resisting foreign armed intervention. After Lenin’s death Stalin again led the patriotic war against fascism, and together with allied countries defeated German, Italian, and Japanese fascism and won victory in the Second World War. In army-building and operations they obtained practical experience richer than that of Marx and Engels, and thus further developed Marxist military dialectical thought.

On the basis of clearly affirming that war is the continuation of politics by violent means, Lenin applied this principle to the realities of the imperialist era, elucidating that imperialism is the root of modern war. The continuation of the politics of imperialism’s struggle for world hegemony is imperialist war. Imperialist war aggravates the various contradictions of capitalist society and will inevitably produce revolutionary sentiment among the masses. Therefore Lenin held that imperialist war is the eve of the proletarian socialist revolution, that war breeds revolution, and that victorious socialist revolution can in turn free itself from imperialist war. Lenin pointed out: the proletariat must study and treat the various different wars historically. War is a comprehensive test of the material forces and spiritual forces of both sides of the contest; whoever has more reserves, whoever has more manpower, whoever can obtain the support of the people’s masses, will win victory in war. Stalin further elucidated the importance of choosing the main direction of attack. He held that correctly determining the basic direction of the blow can in advance decide nine-tenths of the fate of the whole war. Lenin and Stalin summed up the experience of building the Soviet Red Army and put forward many basic principles for building a proletarian army. They pointed out: the Red Army is a liberated army of workers and peasants, an armed force of workers and peasants tied to the exploited working masses more closely than ever before. A proletarian army must be led by the Communist Party. The army should set up political commissars and political work organs to carry out revolutionary political work. The army must maintain unity with the government, because the Red Army is the defender of the working masses. Lenin and Stalin stressed that the army must have the strictest discipline, and that such discipline is not established by the cudgel but relies on the consciousness, loyalty, and self-sacrificing spirit of the workers and peasants. They also especially stressed the importance of training. Stalin pointed out that in military affairs one cannot stand still. To stand still is to fall behind, and those who fall behind get beaten. Through training the army must learn what it needs in war. Modern war demands that the army have a high degree of combat qualities and spiritual qualities, good military and political cultivation, a strong physique, proficient mastery of technical weapons, and proficient coordinated action; all this, in peacetime, can be developed only through training.

After the October Revolution, Marxism-Leninism was introduced into China and combined with the Chinese workers’ movement, giving rise to the New Democratic revolutionary movement. This was another revolutionary movement of world-historical significance. One of the distinctive features of the Chinese revolution is that an armed revolution opposes an armed counterrevolution. The Chinese Communist Party led the Chinese people in a revolutionary war of twenty-two years, and afterwards in a three-year war to resist America and aid Korea. Its long duration, great scale, tortuous course, and rich experience are rarely seen in the history of the world communist movement. Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought arose and developed on the basis of the great practice of the Chinese people’s protracted revolutionary war. Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought is the essence of Mao Zedong’s military thought; it is founded on the practical experience of China’s revolutionary wars, while also inheriting and developing the doctrines on the general laws of the contradictory movement of the military domain in the history of Chinese and foreign military thought.

Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought is one of the particular manifest forms of military dialectics, a military dialectics with Chinese characteristics. It is the doctrine of the general laws of the building of the Chinese people’s armed forces and of the Chinese people’s war. It scientifically revealed the road by which the proletariat, in semi-colonial, semi-feudal China, seizes nationwide political power through workers’ and peasants’ armed separatist regimes. However, the general exists within the individual, and Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought contains the basic principles of general military dialectics. Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought is a new achievement in the history of the development of military dialectics. It is richer, more systematic, and more complete than all earlier military dialectical thought.

The general laws of the military domain elaborated in Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought mainly include the following points:


	On the methodology of studying and guiding war. In books such as “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” “Problems of Strategy in Guerrilla War against Japan,” and “On Protracted War,” Mao Zedong profoundly elucidated the methodological problems of studying and guiding war. He advocated studying and guiding war by proceeding from the objective reality of war and seeking truth from facts, and opposed idealist tendencies on questions of war. He advocated using the dialectical method to study and guide war, focusing on its characteristics and focusing on its development, comprehensively analyzing the contradictions of both enemy and our side, and finding from them the laws of war, and opposed mechanist tendencies on questions of war. He advocated attending to grasping the overall situation of war and seizing the main link. He advocated learning war in the practice of war, both humbly learning the war experience of predecessors and testing their experience in one’s own practice of war, absorbing what is useful and discarding what is no longer applicable, and creating one’s own new military theory. He advocated that, on the basis of permitting objective conditions of war, one should give full play to conscious initiative that accords with objective reality, holding that under certain conditions subjective efforts can play a decisive role in the victory or defeat of a war or of the battles of a campaign. And he gave penetrating expositions on the questions of initiative, flexibility, and planning in war.


	On the factors that constantly play a role in the victory or defeat of war. Mao Zedong pointed out that, as regards victory or defeat in war, the superiority or inferiority of military strength and outside aid are only factors that play a role temporarily; while the nature of the war and the people’s allegiance are factors that play a role constantly. Weapons are an important factor in war. Combat effectiveness arises from the organic combination of people and weapons and equipment. Among the factors of combat effectiveness, people who are good at mastering weapons and equipment and possess a certain military and political cultivation play the decisive role. The view that only weapons matter is entirely mistaken.


	On the military purpose and the military essence of war. Mao Zedong held that the military purpose of war is to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy. This purpose is the essence of war and the basic principle of war. It pervades the whole of war, runs through war from beginning to end, is the basis of all principles of operations and operational actions, and is also the basis of all military organization and military training. War, through the realization of its military purpose, serves the political and economic purposes of given states, nations, classes, and political groups. In war, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy are mutually dependent and mutually complementary. Destroying the enemy is the most effective means of preserving oneself, and only by preserving oneself can one destroy the enemy. Generally speaking, destroying the enemy is primary, but under certain conditions preserving oneself is primary.


	On the dialectical relationship between strategy and tactics. Mao Zedong held that the science of strategy studies the overall situation of war, while the sciences of campaigns and of tactics study its local parts. The whole determines the part, and the part also influences the whole; the two are a unity of opposites, complementary through their opposition. Strategically one should despise the enemy, and tactically take the enemy seriously. Strategically one can “take one to match ten,” while in campaigns and battles one should “take ten to match one.” Strategically it is defense, while in campaigns and battles it can be offense; strategically it is protracted, while in campaigns and battles it can be quick decision; strategically it is operating on interior lines, while in campaigns and battles one strives to operate on exterior lines. Comrade Mao Zedong, applying materialist dialectics, profoundly elucidated the dialectical relationships of offense and defense, main and secondary directions, concentration and dispersal of troop strength, annihilation battles and attrition battles, regular warfare and guerrilla warfare, mobile warfare and positional warfare, and so on.




The Chinese revolution is part of the world proletarian socialist revolution. Some of the experience of China’s revolutionary war applies only to China, and some also applies to the proletarian revolutionary wars of other countries. Many important principles (not all) in Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought also apply to domestic revolutionary wars or national revolutionary wars led by the proletariat of other countries. For example, the basic theory on the building of the people’s army, the basic theory of people’s war, and the basic theory of the strategy and tactics of people’s war have universal significance for armies and wars led by the proletariat. With the development of the world proletarian revolutionary cause, the universal guiding role of many principles in Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought will become ever more evident and ever wider.

In sum, the development of military dialectical thought is a historical process. This process proceeds on the basis of the practice of war. In the future, as long as there is still war, military dialectical thought will still have new development. Only when war has been completely eliminated from human social life will this process end.





Chapter 3 Basic Methods of Studying War

Having clarified the object, the importance, and the outline of the historical development of military dialectics, we must still resolve the question of the general methods of studying war.

The so-called general methods of studying war are the basic methods that must be followed in applying the Marxist world view and methodology concretely to the examination of the phenomena of war. Specifically, they are the materialist method and the dialectical method. In Marxist philosophy, materialism and dialectics are organically unified. But for convenience of exposition, here we shall first discuss the materialist method and then the dialectical method.


Section 1 Studying War with the Materialist Method

Dialectical materialism is the foundation of the Marxist world view, and is also the foundation of the methodology by which Marxists study war. Just as people must first know what the world “is” before they can go on to reveal its movement and change, only by looking at war materialistically can one truly look at war dialectically. Therefore we too shall first discuss studying war by the materialist method.


I. Proceed from the Realities of War, Seeking Truth from Facts


	The study of war must proceed from reality, seeking truth from facts. What to proceed from in studying war, and what to take as the basis for studying war, is the first question that the methodology of any study of war must resolve. War is objective material movement that does not shift according to people’s will; therefore the fundamental principle of materialism, that everything must proceed from reality and seek truth from facts, applies fully to the study of war and is the basic starting point of studying war.



First, proceeding from the realities of war and seeking truth from facts is determined by the basic contradiction that the study of war must resolve.

The basic contradiction that the study of war must resolve is the contradiction between the subjective guidance of war and the objective reality of war. The fundamental purpose of studying war is to make the subjective guidance of war accord with objective reality, so as to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy. To resolve this basic contradiction, to attain this fundamental purpose, and to bring about this accordance, the only way is “from matter to sensation and thought,” that is, to proceed from the objective reality of war, seeking truth from facts.

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat long ago pointed out this fundamental method to us. Marx pointed out that the ideal is nothing but the material transposed into the human head and transformed in it. Engels said that thought should begin where history begins. Mao Zedong summed it up further: “We are Marxists, and Marxism teaches us not to proceed from abstract definitions in looking at problems, but to proceed from objectively existing facts.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 855) “The laws of war, like the laws of everything else, are the reflection of objective reality in our heads” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 165). To study war is to reflect the laws of war, and the reflector must depend on the reflected. To “transpose” the laws of war into our heads, one can only proceed from the realities of war; to study the history of war, one can likewise only proceed from the realities of war; the laws of war develop with the development of the realities of war, and to grasp the laws of the movement and change of war, the only way is still to proceed from the realities of war. In sum, the realities of war inherently contain all the basic contradictions of war; to resolve all problems of war, one cannot do without this sole source of living water. This is the foundation of studying war.

Second, studying war by proceeding from the realities of war is a summing up of experience, both positive and negative, in the history of military thought.

In the long history of humankind’s study of war, every correct military theory and every correct guidance of war took root in the realities of war and bore fruit from them; every erroneous military theory and every erroneous guidance of war had as its fundamental characteristic the splitting apart of the subjective and the objective, and the separation of theory from reality.

Correct military theories were all derived from reality. Sun Wu’s Art of War, Cao Gui’s discussion of the battle at Changshao, the Qin dynasty’s “ally with the distant, attack the near,” Zhuge Liang’s “Longzhong Plan,” Mao Zedong’s theory of the rural areas encircling the cities; in foreign military history, from the successes in guiding war of famous generals such as Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, and Napoleon, to the true insights and penetrating views in the war treatises of Lloyd, Jomini, Clausewitz, and others — all were obtained from the realities of war.

To study war idealistically, whether proceeding from subjective ideas or from abstract concepts, leaves people with nothing but negative lessons.

Let us first look at the typical cases of proceeding from subjective ideas. Duke Xiang of Song in China’s Spring and Autumn period, renowned for his pig-headed “benevolence and righteousness,” which had him refuse to beat the drums until the enemy had formed ranks; Zhao Kuo of the Warring States period, who “talked of war on paper”; Chen Yu in the Chu-Han War, who held fast to the creed that “righteous troops do not use deceit and unorthodox stratagems”; Ma Su of the Three Kingdoms period, who lost Jieting by copying the book of war mechanically; and the Wang Ming dogmatists in the Second Revolutionary Civil War — what they all had in common was proceeding from subjective principles. Engels pointed out that principles are not the starting point of research but its result. In war one cannot adapt reality to principles; one must make principles adapt to reality. Principles must be tested repeatedly in practice and then accepted or rejected, and even correct principles can only serve as a guide and not as a starting point.

To study war by proceeding from subjective wishes will likewise lead down the wrong path. War is objective movement that does not shift according to people’s subjective will, and one must obey objective laws that do not shift according to people’s will. In those years Chamberlain did not want to fight a world war, but the world war finally broke out; Japan attacked China hoping for a quick decision and quick victory, but was forced to sink into a protracted war; Stalin hoped to postpone the war so as to prepare fully, but was taken advantage of by the German side, and the Soviet Union suffered a sudden attack. …… To take subjective wishes as the starting point of studying war is very dangerous; this is an important lesson of the history of war.

Past experience also cannot serve as the starting point for studying war. Past experience of war is the predecessors’ experience and summation of war, and is an important reference for studying war; but it always carries the limits of both the experiencer’s powers of understanding and the objective conditions, and therefore does not have the attributes of a starting point for studying war. In the history of war, many generals made errors of command precisely through superstitious faith in experience. In the Second World War, the French commanders-in-chief Gamelin and Weygand directed operations according to the pattern of the First World War, and France fell into the enemy’s hands in a little over a month.

Dogmatism and empiricism in war are the two basic forms of subjectivism in war. And to study war by proceeding from abstract concepts is an objective-idealist tendency. The German military theorist Clausewitz was a representative of it.

Clausewitz was deeply influenced by German classical philosophy, especially Hegel’s philosophy; he studied war by proceeding from the abstract “absolute war,” deducing it by philosophical reasoning. He said that the “task of theory is to put the absolute form of war in the first place and to regard it as the basic starting point of the inquiry.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 857) In his research he analyzed more than a hundred and thirty events in over two thousand years of war history; this unconscious materialist line enabled him to reveal many essential aspects of war, and he became the greatest representative of advanced bourgeois military theory. But, limited by his starting point, he fell short of success on many problems, and some of his views ultimately fell into idealism. From this it can be seen that a student of war can achieve something only by proceeding entirely from the realities of war. If the starting point is chosen wrongly, one will go down the wrong path.


	How does one study war by proceeding from reality and seeking truth from facts? Mao Zedong pointed out: “‘Facts’ are all the things that objectively exist, ‘truth’ is the internal connections of objective things, that is, their laws, and ‘seeking’ is our study.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 801) To study war by seeking truth from facts means to study war objectively; spelled out, it means: studying the conditions of war as they are, and revealing the internal connections of war as they are.



First, study the conditions of war as they are. Every war is the product of concrete historical conditions; every war occurs, develops, and ends under certain political, economic, military, and natural conditions. The laws of war depend on certain conditions, the theory of war needs certain conditions, and the exercise of human initiative in war also needs certain conditions. Everything shifts with time, place, and conditions. The theory of conditions is the materialism of war. To study war objectively one must study the conditions of war in all their aspects.

To study the conditions of war “as they are” means to examine them in accordance with the true face of war, without any tint of subjectivism. It means to reflect as they are the historical conditions, present conditions, and future conditions of the war. As Lenin said: “To solve social-science problems …… the most reliable, the most necessary, and the most important thing is not to forget the basic historical connection, to look at each question from the standpoint of how a certain phenomenon arose in history, what main stages this phenomenon passed through in its development, and, from the standpoint of this development, to examine what it has now become.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 29, p. 430)

Respect for history is the precondition of objective research. The history of war cannot be altered or made up; a study of war that alters and makes up history is bound to go down the wrong path. After the Second World War, some scholars in the Soviet Union described the setbacks of the early period of the war as a deliberately planned retreat made in advance, a “typical pattern” of active defense; this has the coloring of dressing up history. This method is not materialist.

Because of the uncertainty of the phenomena of war, in many cases truth and falsehood are hard to tell apart, and some become riddles for the ages; discarding the false and retaining the true is an important task. In 1937 the Soviet military court, on the basis of false evidence supplied by Hitler, disposed of eight senior generals headed by Marshal Tukhachevsky, and a large-scale purge followed, which interrupted the process of reform of the Soviet army and had a direct effect on the military situation in the early period of the patriotic war. This lesson shows that in studying the problems of war one must rely on reliable materials and must not lightly believe false “facts.”

To acknowledge as they are the opponent’s strong points and one’s own weak points is an important question in studying war objectively. The armies of the countries of the world each have their own strengths. Only by acknowledging the enemy’s strong points can one fight and win; if one shuts one’s eyes to the enemy’s strong points, there is no military science to speak of. The history of war proves that the most terrible thing is not acknowledging the enemy’s strengths as they are, but arrogating oneself and being complacent and proud. The rulers of the late Qing were typical in this respect. In socialist countries, too, it is very dangerous to substitute political conviction for the study of military science. The practice of the history of war proves that an enemy who is politically reactionary does not equal one who is militarily backward, and sometimes it is precisely the opposite. Looking only from the political side is not enough.

To study war as it is, one must also distinguish between the possible and the impossible, and between abstract possibility and real possibility. So-called abstract possibility is a possibility that does not have the real conditions. Real possibility is one that, under present conditions, has sufficient basis and can turn into reality. One must base oneself on real possibility and look forward to future possibility, and not pursue what is impossible. For example, concerning the Third World War, there can be three formulations: (1) it is unavoidable; (2) it can be avoided; (3) under certain conditions it can be postponed or even made impossible to occur. The third formulation is correct. We should arrange our work on the basis of this basic estimate. Again, for example, the fourth service arm — the “celestial army” — mentioned in many articles is, before a new weapons system and personnel possessing a certain quality and quantity exist, only an abstract possibility. We look forward to this possibility and create conditions to strive to turn it into a real possibility, but we must base ourselves on the conditions of reality. We must scientifically combine the long-term with reality.

Second, reveal as they are the internal connections of the phenomena of war. The purpose of studying the objective reality of war is to “seek truth,” that is, to reveal the internal, essential, and necessary connections among the phenomena of war, namely, their lawfulness.

The laws of war cannot be seen or touched; they can only be grasped by means of the theoretical thinking peculiar to human beings. But abstraction in thought must rely on objective reality, must discover the connections inherent in objective reality itself, and cannot substitute subjectively imagined connections for the connections of the reality of war itself. Engels said that materialism resolves, “in comprehending the real world (nature and history), to understand it as it presents itself to everyone who approaches it free of preconceived idealist fancies; they resolve mercilessly to sacrifice every idealist fancy that cannot be brought into agreement with the facts (facts grasped in their own connections, and not in fantastic ones).” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 4, p. 238) “One must not invent connections and put them into the facts, but discover these connections in the facts.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 20, p. 287)

In the history of military thought, the phenomenon of substituting invented connections for actual connections is common. The ancients’ study of war had a fanciful character. Sun Wu criticized the practice of substituting illusory, nonexistent connections for actual connections. He said: “Foreknowledge cannot be obtained from ghosts and spirits, cannot be got by analogy with events, cannot be verified by calculation; it must be obtained from people.” (Art of War, “Employment of Spies”) In modern times, phenomena such as consulting ghosts and spirits, observing celestial signs, and believing in divination are not many, but the practice of “analogy with events,” that is, mechanically drawing analogies from phenomena, is still quite popular. In the agrarian revolutionary war, our country’s dogmatists rigidly transplanted the Soviet army’s methods of war; after the outbreak of the War of Resistance against Japan, they again put forward far-fetched slogans such as “defend Wuhan as Madrid was defended in Spain.” The “subjugation theorists” mechanically drew analogies between the Sino-Japanese war and historical cases such as the Yuan’s destruction of the Song, the Qing’s destruction of the Ming, and Italy’s destruction of Abyssinia, as grounds for their pessimism. The “quick-victory theorists” described the victories at Taierzhuang and Pingxingguan as proof of the quick-victory theory; connections of this kind are subjective connections and not objective connections. And in order to reveal the connections inherent in the phenomena of war themselves, one must grasp the sum total of the facts, and must not bring in subjective arbitrariness. Lenin said: “Citing examples at random is not at all difficult, but it is of no significance or has entirely the opposite effect, because under concrete historical conditions everything has its individual circumstances. If facts are grasped in their sum total, in their connections, then facts are not only ‘a stubborn thing,’ but also a thing of solid evidential force. If they are not grasped in their sum total and in their connections, then facts can only be a childish game, or even less than a childish game.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 23, p. 279)

To see the essence through the phenomena is the fundamental method for grasping laws. The connections of things include connections among phenomena and internal, essential connections. One must take phenomena as a guide to the threshold, and once through the door, seize the essential connections. In 342 BC, the Wei general Pang Juan made an erroneous judgment about the phenomenon of the Qi military adviser Sun Bin’s reducing the number of cooking stoves to feign weakness, was defeated on the Maling road, and was killed; this was because he was deluded by a false appearance and did not seize the essential connection.

Substituting subjective surmise for concrete analysis, and substituting one connection for all connections, likewise cannot reflect objective connections as they are. The essence of things is many-sided, and each side must be analyzed concretely; one connection must not be allowed to cover up other connections. Before the Soviet-German war, Stalin paid no heed to the repeated warnings of the Western countries. He held that this was a trick by which the Western bourgeoisie sought to sow discord between the Soviet Union and Germany, attempting to divert the disaster eastward toward the Soviet Union. On June 14, 1941, eight days before the great war, TASS was still authorized to issue a statement refuting the news that Germany was about to attack the Soviet Union. If this had been a means of exposing one of Hitler’s tricks, that would of course have been fine; unfortunately, this “rumor” was sincere. It should be said that Stalin’s suspicion of the West was objective, and the West did indeed have the intention of diverting the disaster eastward. The author of the Nazi German history, William Shirer, said: “Everything that happened in the West in the past two years helped to strengthen his suspicion.” (The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, vol. 2, p. 754) But one cannot, because of the West’s motives, doubt the truthfulness of Germany’s attack. From this it can be seen that one must analyze the essential connections of things from all sides in order to grasp the lawfulness of war.



II. Trace War to Its Source by Applying the Principle of the Basic Contradiction of Society

War is a social-historical phenomenon and the result of the intensification of social contradictions; its root lies in the basic contradiction of society. The basic contradiction of society is the ultimate source of all social contradictions, and the principle of the basic contradiction of society is the basic clue for grasping all phenomena of war. Only with the help of the principle of the basic contradiction of society is it possible, in the face of the tangled and complex phenomena of war, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, to grasp the key link that draws the whole net together, and to rectify the source and clear the origin. Therefore, the doctrine of historical materialism on the basic contradiction of society is, as a matter of course, an important method for our materialist study of war.

How does one trace the phenomena of war to their source by applying the principle of the basic contradiction of society?


	One must take the political purpose of war as the central clue of the study of war. Historical materialism holds that politics is the concentrated expression of the economy. The motives that give rise to war are of many kinds, but the most fundamental is the political motive. Politics is the center of the vast system of the superstructure, and plays a leading, dominating role in the whole superstructure. The economic needs and other needs of classes and masses can be expressed in concentrated form only through politics. By the same token, the political purpose of war is the supreme dominator among the factors of war. “War is not only a continuation of politics but a concentration of politics.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 193) Only by seizing on politics can one discover the essence of war, and, amid chaos and bewilderment, stand on high ground to see the whole sweep of things, and draw the whole net together by its main rope. Without such a basic guiding thought, one falls as if into a sea of smoke and loses one’s center.



How does one observe war politically?

First, grasp the causes and nature of war politically. Lenin said: “How does one find the ‘true essence’ of war, and how does one identify it? War is a continuation of politics. One must study the politics before the war, the politics that is leading and has led to war.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 23, pp. 23–24) Through such a political analysis Lenin determined the imperialist nature of the First World War, criticized the fallacies scattered by opportunism, and made a series of correct strategic decisions. Marx and Engels did the same in analyzing the Franco-Prussian War, Stalin in analyzing the Second World War, and Comrade Mao Zedong in analyzing the Chinese revolutionary war, and so on. We too should first carry out a political analysis of the wars of history, of the present, and of the future.

Second, take political factors as an important factor in comparing the strength of the sides in war. The comparison of war-fighting strength is the sum total of many factors, and political factors are among the important factors of war that frequently play a decisive role. Military strength and economic strength can play their due role only through political organization. It was precisely through a political analysis of the nature of the wars of China and Japan that Comrade Mao Zedong pointed out the progressiveness and abundant support of China’s War of Resistance, and so reached the scientific conclusion that China was strong within weakness and long within short, that the War of Resistance was a protracted war, and that in the end victory would belong to China. Both the “subjugation theorists” and the “quick-victory theorists” made light of the political factors of war and stressed only the factors of military strength and economic strength; this was an important reason for their errors. When in ancient and modern times, in China and abroad, some small but strong countries defeated large but weak countries, political factors played an important role.

Third, make scientific predictions of the course and outcome of war from the political standpoint. War is an instrument of politics, and the whole course of war is constrained by politics. Therefore, a profound understanding of politics is the precondition for scientifically foreseeing the course of a war. The political line of the Manchu Qing rulers, “rather give to friendly nations than to household slaves,” determined that they could only make use of the Boxers and in the end sell them out. Chiang Kai-shek’s passive resistance and active anti-communist politics determined that on the battlefield he could only fight the Japanese army half-heartedly. The reason Napoleon, when advancing into Russia, did not adopt measures to liberate the serfs was that his political purpose was only to reach a compromise with the Tsar. The reason the government of Napoleon III’s Third Empire did not allow the defeated army to retreat to Paris was fear of provoking revolution, and so on. Many campaigns in the history of war were of no value from the military point of view and were merely for some political need; and some military plans, though not without merit from the purely military point of view, went against political purposes and could only be abandoned. There are also examples of famous generals being dismissed because of going against political needs. This determining role of politics over military affairs is an important basis for foreseeing, as a whole, the outcome of a war. In the early period of the American Civil War, although the South held the military advantage, Engels asserted that the North would certainly win in the end. At the very beginning of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, many military experts believed the French army was bound to win; Engels, on the basis of his profound understanding of the politics of France and Germany, scientifically foresaw that the French army could neither attack nor defend, and could only surrender. The outcome of the war was indeed so. Contemporary wars too can be predicted politically; if one looks at the problem only militarily, such predictions cannot be scientific. Before the Malvinas (Falklands) War, the Argentines naively thought that the British forces would not travel thousands of miles to fight for the Malvinas, and at most would strive for a face-saving compromise; this erroneous judgment came precisely from having only a military viewpoint and lacking a political viewpoint. True, the British army’s long-distance expedition seems, from a purely military point of view, to have committed a “great taboo of war,” but the chief of the British government held the determination that “our fate is at stake in this one war”; they had to fight this battle, and Britain’s naval tradition made it possible to fight it. Mrs. Thatcher gave the commander of the task fleet full powers to do everything except attack the Argentine mainland, which fully embodied the combination of politics and military affairs. By contrast, the Argentines could be said to have known very little about British politics; before the war they always believed that “a woman would not be drawn into war,” and at most was merely putting on a show. The Malvinas war shows that political analysis and scientific prediction of war is extremely important.

Fourth, look at the historical position and role of war from the political standpoint. War in history has an enormously destructive effect on existing economic and cultural achievements, yet it also has an enormous promoting effect on historical development. Pacifists curse all wars, and militarists laud all wars. Marxism holds that one must divide the basic types of war politically, support just wars, oppose unjust wars, and actively take part in and lead revolutionary wars for freedom and liberation. Violence in history has not only a destructive role but also a revolutionary role; it is the midwife of a new society and the instrument for smashing decayed political systems in history. Revolutionary war is an antitoxin: it eliminates the enemy’s poisonous flames and also cleans out one’s own filth; it can transform old things, or open the way for such transformation. Although revolutionary war inevitably brings the sacrifice and suffering of some people and brings some economic and cultural destruction, this should not affect people’s attitude toward it. As Lenin said: “There have often been wars in history which, although, like all wars, they inevitably brought all kinds of horrors, atrocities, calamities, and sufferings, were nevertheless progressive wars, that is, they benefited the development of humankind, and helped to destroy especially harmful and reactionary institutions (such as despotism or serfdom), and to destroy the most barbarous despotic regimes in Europe (the Turkish and the Russian).” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 668)


	One must trace the economic roots of war from the political purpose of war. War is the continuation of politics, and politics is the concentrated expression of the economy. Politics is the direct motive of war but is not yet its fundamental cause; the fundamental cause of war lies in the conflict of economic interests. Therefore, after analyzing the political purpose of war, one should further examine its economic roots: what kind of economic interests are concentrated in it. This is an important link in tracing war to its source.



Wars since ancient times have directly or indirectly originated in certain economic interests; just as there has never been a war without a political character, so there has never been a war that did not serve certain economic interests. Class wars in ancient times originated in the opposition of class interests; wars between states originated in the contradiction of state interests; wars between political groups originated in the conflict of the interests of political groups. Some wars carried religious banners, but in essence also represented the interests of certain sects. The First World War was a struggle between two great imperialist blocs for world hegemony. As Marx said, everything that people struggle for is related to their interests.


	One must examine the phenomena of war within a certain historical stage of the development of production. Historical materialism holds that the productive forces are the ultimate determining force of social development and the general root of all social phenomena. Therefore, only by connecting war with a certain historical stage of the development of the productive forces can one thoroughly rectify the source and clear the origin; this is the highest expression of looking at war materialistically.



The ultimate determining role of the productive forces over war can be summarized in the following five points: first, they ultimately determine the origin and development of war; second, they fundamentally determine the composition, organization, and establishment of armies, and strategy and tactics; third, they play the ultimate determining role in the course and outcome of war; fourth, the role war plays in the development of the productive forces is the objective standard for measuring the historical position and nature of a war; fifth, the productive forces fundamentally constrain the reactive effect of war on social development. War can accelerate or retard the development of society, but this accelerating or retarding effect proceeds within the scope that the productive forces allow. In sum, if the tracing of the phenomena of war to their source is not grounded on this base point, the ultimate determining role of the productive forces, one will slide at any time toward the idealist conception of history.

There is a viewpoint that holds that the choice of strategy and tactics depends on the commander-in-chief’s resolve. On the surface this seems right, but in fact the commander-in-chief’s resolve is itself constrained by objective conditions, he has only a relative and limited room for choice, and what plays the decisive role is economic and military strength and political factors. The resolve of the Qin dynasty to annex the six states was the result of “the accumulated achievements of six generations,” and was not determined by the personal ambitions of the King of Qin. The offensive strategy of German and Japanese fascism in the Second World War was based on the expansion of their imperialist economies. The reason the Chinese people in the revolutionary war adopted the policy of “luring the enemy in deep” was not from any partiality of ours for luring the enemy, but from the comparison of strength in which the enemy was strong and we were weak. Therefore, methods of war depend on material, that is, economic, conditions, and do not depend on the subjective will of commanders and soldiers.

There is also a viewpoint that holds that victory or defeat in war depends on spirit and righteousness, and that using the weak to defeat the strong is the universal law of revolutionary war. This viewpoint too is inexact. Engels pointed out: “The whole organization and mode of fighting of armies, and with them victory or defeat, depend on material, that is, economic, conditions.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 210) Countless facts in the history of war prove that, whether in a battle, a campaign, or a war, victory comes from being strong and defeat comes from being weak. The “using the weak to defeat the strong” in the Chinese people’s revolutionary war was the result, through countless campaigns and battles, of the transformation of using the strong to defeat the weak, a result of quantitative change into qualitative change. At the same level, for example in campaigns or battles, our army has always turned weak into strong and used the strong to defeat the weak. When two armies fight, the strong win. To win, one cannot be content to be the weak one but must be the strong one. Spiritual force must take material force as its foundation and can play its role only through material force; justice and righteousness cannot defeat bandits armed to the teeth; he who lags behind gets beaten, and weakness gets bullied — this is a universal law of the history of war.

Some people again hold that war is the determining force of historical development. This is the idealist “theory of force” view of history. Engels said that “force is determined by the economic situation” is a fact of the second rank, and “what is the ‘original thing’ in force itself? It is economic power.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, pp. 206, 213) Force and war have an enormous role in history but not the determining role. In history there are indeed cases of “one war destroying a state, one war making a state flourish,” but there are also cases where the victor is conversely defeated by the culture of the vanquished. In Chinese history, the “turmoil of China by the Five Barbarians,” the Yuan’s destruction of the Song and the Qing’s destruction of the Ming; in foreign history, the Germanic conquest of the Roman Empire, and so on — in all of these the conquerors were in the end conquered by the mode of production of the conquered. Conversely, Napoleon was exiled after his defeat at Waterloo, yet the principles of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Code became still more widespread; all this shows that the role of war is limited and not omnipotent. In history China repeatedly assimilated foreign peoples, yet was powerless to assimilate the capitalist powers; ancient India, too, was helpless in the face of the aggression of the British Empire …… All this fully shows that, whatever the victory or defeat on the battlefield, victor and vanquished alike obey the same historical law: the productive forces are the ultimate determining force of social development. Marx said: “The Arabs, Turks, Tatars, and Mughals who successively conquered India were soon assimilated by the native people; barbarian conquerors are always conquered by the higher civilization of the peoples they conquer — this is an eternal historical law. The British were the first conquerors whose level of development was higher than that of India, and therefore Indian civilization could not influence them.” (Xinhua Digest, 1984, No. 3, p. 73) It can be seen that the “theory of force” view on the question of the role of war is incorrect.

In sum, to trace the phenomena of war to their source by applying the principle of the basic contradiction of society, one must first analyze the political purpose of the war; next, further trace its economic roots; and finally, come down to the base point of the productive forces.



III. Conduct a Class Analysis of the Phenomena of War

The basic contradiction of society in class society is expressed mainly as class contradiction and class struggle. Therefore, whether one carries out a political analysis or an economic analysis of war, in essence it is a class analysis of war, and the economic roots of war are in fact the class roots of war. Therefore, to study war materialistically one must also apply the Marxist method of class analysis.


	The method of class analysis is a basic method of studying war. War is the twin of private ownership and classes, and classes are the foundation of all phenomena in war. All kinds of wars must be looked at from the class viewpoint in order to grasp the essence.



First, it is beyond doubt that a class analysis must be made of wars between classes. Wars between classes arise from class exploitation and class oppression. Engels pointed out: “As long as classes with mutually opposed interests, in mutual conflict, and of differing social position exist, war between the classes will not die out.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 708) The Spartacus uprising in ancient Rome, China’s peasant wars, the barricade fighting in Paris, the civil war in the Soviet Union, and so on, were class wars between exploiting classes and exploited classes.

Second, a class analysis must also be made of wars between states. The state is an instrument of class rule, and the army is the main component of the state; there has never been a state above classes or an army above classes. Therefore the method of class analysis applies to them fully.

Third, a class analysis should also be made of wars between nations. In class society, nations are always divided into classes; different classes exist within the same nation, and the same class also exists within different nations. There is no “pure” national struggle or national war; they are always closely bound up with class struggle. National wars of course contain content different from class wars, but their foundation lies in class oppression. Marx and Engels said that a nation that oppresses other nations cannot be “free,” and “once the class antagonism within a nation disappears, the hostility among nations will disappear with it.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 270) When the exploiting classes instigate national wars, their starting point is the private interests of their own class, and their effect is “to beat people at both ends”: on the one hand attacking other nations to seek a way out, and on the other hand attacking the laboring people of their own nation to strengthen control. For example, in the Sino-Japanese war, the Japanese militarists represented a small handful of extremely reactionary bourgeois forces; the war struck the Chinese people and struck the Japanese people too. Only by insisting on looking at national wars from the class viewpoint can one break through the deceptive propaganda of exploiting-class nationalism and chauvinism.

Fourth, a class analysis can also be made of wars between political groups. Class analysis has never been limited to hostile classes; it also applies to classes that are not hostile and to different strata within the same class. It was precisely in this way that Mao Zedong analyzed the economic position and political attitudes of the various classes and strata of Chinese society. In class society, political groups are always representatives of the interests of certain classes and strata; and in some cases, the alliance of several classes and states in an allied war is also based on common interests. The anti-Japanese national united front of the Chinese people was fundamentally beneficial to the interests of China’s proletariat and the broad masses of the people, while the participation of the big bourgeoisie represented by the Kuomintang in the War of Resistance was for its own class’s selfish interests and was forced upon it, and so as soon as it had the chance, it sought compromise. The anti-fascist alliance in the Second World War was likewise so. Therefore, in wars between political groups, too, one must apply class analysis to see their class essence.

From this it can be seen that the method of class analysis is a sharp weapon for dissecting the phenomena of war. In order to drive the people to serve as their cannon fodder in war, the exploiting classes always pass off the private interests of one party or faction as the interests of all the people and the nation, and spread supra-class views on questions of war. If the proletariat and the laboring people want to get clear about the essence of war, they cannot abandon the scientific method of class analysis of war.


	How to conduct a class analysis of the phenomena of war. First, from the standpoint of class analysis, the political purposes of war are all the political purposes of classes. Lenin said: “To carry out a political analysis one should first raise the class question.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 25, p. 245) Mao Zedong pointed out that in class society, “politics, whether revolutionary or counterrevolutionary, is class struggle against class.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 823) The political purpose of war has never been supra-class or representative of everyone. In feudal society, the landlord class called the suppression of peasant uprisings “stabilizing the state and pacifying the country,” whose class content was obviously to maintain the ruling order of the landlord class. In the First World War, the bourgeoisie called on the people to “defend the fatherland,” when in fact it was for themselves. Hitler put forward “seizing living space for the German nation,” which was nothing but expanding the sphere of influence of German monopoly capital. Where there is a common enemy, some originally hostile classes and hostile states form alliances and form common war purposes. For example, in the period of the War of Resistance against Japan, the Kuomintang and the Communist Party had a common demand for resistance to Japan; in the Second World War, the Soviet Union together with China, Britain, the United States, France, and others jointly defeated fascism and others; this is a temporary coincidence of war purposes, and does not cancel the separate purposes of the allied classes and political groups. Therefore, once the common enemy is beaten down, the contradictions among them rise. Lenin said that one must be good at “analyzing the various different interests of the various different classes,” and recognizing that the temporary alliances among classes are “united on the basis of certain limited common tasks.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 12, p. 392)



Second, the economic interests that war represents are in essence also the interests of classes. War is a means of realizing economic interests. But the class character of the political purposes of war determines that the economic interests that war strives for are not the interests of everyone but the economic interests of a certain class. When the East India Company shipped opium into China and poisoned the Chinese people, those who grew fat were the British bourgeoisie and its government. Imperialism’s scramble for colonies was for the expansion of capital. What the two world wars brought to the people was the deaths of tens of millions of people. Therefore, it is extremely important to see through the exploiting classes’ device of passing off the selfish interests of their own class as the interests of all the people. Lenin said: “As long as people have not learned to uncover the interests of these or those classes behind any kind of moral, religious, political, and social phrases, statements, and promises, they will always be, in politics, the foolish victims of deception and self-deception, in the past and in the future.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 446) Communists are precisely to guide the people to use the method of class analysis to break through the deceptive propaganda of the reactionary classes in war and to fight for their own true interests.

Third, from the standpoint of class analysis, the organizers of war are all representatives of certain classes. In every aspect of war, to gain victory, one must put forward the commander-in-chief who is best at organizing and leading the armed forces of his own class. All the famous commanders-in-chief of ancient and modern times became renowned by relying on the strength of classes and masses. That Napoleon went from “First Consul” to bourgeois emperor was because the French bourgeoisie, exhausted by war, needed a military dictator like Napoleon. The wars of unification plotted by the German chancellor Bismarck embodied the will of the bourgeoisie. Hitler came to power because the German bourgeoisie needed an adventurer.

Fourth, from the standpoint of class analysis, every kind of war theory bears the brand of class. Military experts and military theorists, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, are all embodiments of the will of certain classes, and so their military theories inevitably bear the characteristics of class. For example, although Sun Tzu’s Art of War has naive materialist dialectical thought, it also has class limitations; its advocacy of the heroic view of history and the policy of keeping the people ignorant is a manifestation of the exploiting-class nature. Clausewitz’s On War is likewise so. Mao Zedong’s theory of war, by contrast, embodies a vivid proletarian party spirit. Toward the legacy of ancient people’s military theories we must adopt an attitude of class analysis and must not absorb and store up everything without principle.

In sum, the internal connection between war and class struggle determines that war must be given a class analysis, and class analysis is an important method of looking at war materialistically. Only by using the method of class analysis to look at the political purposes, economic demands, military figures, and military thought of war can one avoid being deluded by the multifarious surface phenomena, and can one see through the deceptive devices of the reactionary classes.




Section 2 Studying War with the Dialectical Method

War is the most acute and intense form of contradictory struggle among social phenomena. In war, dialectics is expressed in its most brilliant and lively form, and metaphysics also does more harm here than elsewhere. The dialectical nature of war determines that people must think about it dialectically. In the history of Chinese and foreign thought, military dialectics has many times served as the forerunner of philosophical dialectics, or provided material for philosophical dialectics, while each development of philosophical dialectics in turn gave the human study of war methodological guidance and raised military dialectical thought to a new level. Materialist dialectics is the Marxist world view and methodology, and is also the great cognitive tool for our scientific study of war. Therefore, having discussed studying war materialistically, we must also discuss studying war dialectically.


I. Focus on Characteristics and Study War Concretely

When we examine war according to the normal order of human cognitive movement from the particular to the general, the first thing we encounter is the problem of the particularity of war. People’s understanding of war and grasp of the laws of war always begin from the individual and the particular; therefore, the study of war must first focus on the characteristics of the specific war and carry out a concrete analysis.


	Why must the study of war focus on characteristics and proceed by concrete analysis? Engels said: “All real, exhaustive knowledge consists solely in this: that in thought we raise the individual thing from individuality to particularity, and then from particularity to universality; that we find the infinite in the finite, and the eternal in the transitory, and make it firm.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 554) “A nation that wants to strive for its own independence should not be limited to general methods of war.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 6, p. 461) Lenin also stressed studying each war historically. He said: “Marx’s method is, first of all, to consider the objective content of the historical process at a concrete time and in concrete circumstances.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 21, p. 121) In the first chapter of his famous military work “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” “How to Study War,” Mao Zedong explicitly put forward the research principle of “focusing on characteristics” right at the outset, and made it the first point in opposing mechanism on questions of war. From this it can be seen that concrete analysis of specific wars is the basic method by which the revolutionary teachers studied war. It is the practical application, in the study of war, of the principle of materialist dialectics on the particularity of contradiction and the principle of concrete analysis.



Why must the study of war proceed by concrete analysis and focus on characteristics? This is determined by the particularity of war and by the purposiveness of human cognition of war.

There is no abstract war in the world; war is always concrete and specific. Every war always has a certain time and space as its form of existence, and has the particularity of contradiction as the basis of its existence; therefore, just as there are no two absolutely identical leaves, there are no two absolutely identical wars. In terms of time, different eras have different wars, and even in different stages of development of the same war the circumstances are not the same; in terms of space, the laws of wars in different regions also differ; even under the same conditions of time and space, the political, economic, and military conditions of the belligerents are not the same, which gives rise to different natures of war and different bases of war. In addition, the forces of war, the means of war, the modes of operations, and so on, each have their own characteristics; all these differences make up the infinitely varied scenarios of war and determine the different laws of war. Only by concretely analyzing a concrete war can its particular laws be revealed and used to guide the practice of war. True, there are common points among particular wars, and in studying this war one should and must take the study of other wars as a reference, just as the anatomy of the ape provides a reference for the human body. But reference is not substitution, and a reference cannot be copied wholesale. The history of war proves that the laws of a particular war can be obtained only from the concrete analysis of the particular object; to rigidly transplant the experience of another war to this war is certain to end in failure.

If the particular laws of war cannot be copied wholesale, then the general laws of war cannot be mechanically applied either. The particular laws of war exist in connection with the general laws, and the general laws are embodied through the particular laws; people always first recognize the particular laws of war and then go on to recognize the general laws of war, but rising to the general is not the final aim; the final aim is still, under the guidance of the general, to go further into the study of the particular, in order to guide concrete practice of war. For the purpose of people’s study of war is, in the last analysis, not to guide “general” war but to guide particular, concrete wars. Therefore, to study the particularity of war is the foundation, starting point, and landing point of studying war in general. That is to say, studying war in general can only guide and cannot replace the study of the particularity of war; in the last analysis it still has to come down to the study of the particularity of war. If this guiding role is turned into taking over and substituting for it, that too is certain to lead down the wrong path.

All kinds of war theories, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, are the products of specific national conditions and historical conditions. Without understanding China at the end of the Spring and Autumn period, one will not understand Sun Tzu’s Art of War; without understanding the great German revolution, one will not understand Napoleon’s strategy and tactics; likewise, Mahan’s and Colomb’s “theory of sea power” arose from the unique national conditions of the United States and Britain; the “Schlieffen Plan” bears a strong German stamp; and so on. Some doctrines, though appearing in the guise of universal laws, are in fact also products of specific conditions. The “indirect approach strategy” put forward by the British military theorist Liddell Hart (British, 1895–1970), although it calls itself a universal principle applicable to all wars, ancient and modern, is in fact of one lineage with Britain’s traditional “peripheral war” strategy, only more theorized and universalized. To regard it as absolute and move it everywhere would be too naive. By the same token, Mao Zedong’s strategy of the rural areas encircling the cities is also a product of China’s particular historical conditions; it applies only to the specific conditions of a large Eastern country like China, and likewise cannot be imposed on others. In sum, all viewpoints that detach from concrete historical conditions and treat war theory with an attitude of empiricism and dogmatism are erroneous.

The lessons of experience in the history of military thought tell us that reasoning by analogy about the phenomena of war cannot replace concrete analysis. Although events in the history of war have astonishing similarities, they are not simple repetitions. The phenomena of war at this time and place and at that time and place may be very similar and may even coincide in some respects, but their bases are different. For example, Napoleon and Hitler indeed have many similarities in conquering Europe, in being blocked by the English Channel, in being defeated on the Russian battlefield, and so on, and on this basis some bourgeois military researchers discuss the two together, which is unscientific. Viewed in connection with historical conditions, the positions and roles of Napoleon and Hitler were fundamentally different and cannot be mentioned in the same breath. It can be seen that even analogy in the scientific sense cannot, in its function, replace concrete analysis of concrete things. In the study of war there is no “shortcut” to be taken by abandoning this.


	How to analyze war concretely. How does one analyze a specific war concretely and clarify its characteristics? In discussing the particularity of the laws of war, Mao Zedong summed up three aspects, “differences of time, region, and nature,” which points out a clear direction for our thinking on this question:



First, one must first analyze the epochal-historical background of the war. Lenin said: “In analyzing any social question, the absolute requirement of Marxist theory is that the question be put within a certain historical framework.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 20, p. 401) “Without understanding the epoch, one cannot understand the present war.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 35, p. 215) The epochal characteristics and historical conditions of a war are the general root of all the concrete characteristics that give rise to war; to clarify the characteristics of a war, one must concretely analyze the political, economic, and military conditions of both belligerents at that time. To whatever degree history has developed, war develops to that degree, and produces laws of war appropriate to it; whatever the role in the development of history, such is the position of war in history. Marx and Engels studied war in just this way. In discussing the Napoleonic wars and the Franco-Prussian War, Lenin pointed out that the French had plundered and occupied the territories of others, but this did not in the least change the fundamental historical significance of these wars, because these wars destroyed and shook the feudal system and despotic system of all of old serf-owning Europe. In the Franco-Prussian War, Germany plundered France, but this did not change the fundamental historical significance of this war either, because this war liberated tens of millions of German people from the feudal fragmentation and from the oppression of two tyrants, the Russian Tsar and Napoleon III. This too is an example of closely grasping the historical background of a war. The most fundamental reason why we say Hitler’s war is different from Napoleon’s war also lies in the different historical backgrounds of the two: the latter was a war of the bourgeoisie in its period of ascent, which, though it also seized the territories of other countries, had the progressive role of destroying the old feudal order of Europe; the former was a war in which capitalism had developed to the decayed imperialist stage, and the monopoly bourgeoisie, to save itself from destruction, launched a war of seeking a way out in external aggression, which had no progressive role to speak of, and so the historical positions of the two cannot be mentioned in the same breath.

In analyzing the particularity of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong also especially stressed the characteristics of the epoch and history. Mao Zedong said: “A semicolonial big country that has undergone a great revolution and whose politics and economy are uneven, a powerful enemy, a small and weak Red Army, and agrarian revolution — these are the four main characteristics of China’s revolutionary war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 175) The most fundamental reason why China’s revolutionary war could escape the fate of failure of the old-style revolutionary wars is that the epoch had changed and the historical conditions were different: with the first gun of the October Revolution, the world entered the era of proletarian revolution, and China produced a new class and a new political party; this is the most fundamental basis for understanding why China’s revolutionary war could win victory yet could not win a quick victory.

In “On Protracted War,” Mao Zedong pointed out that merely putting forward “the enemy is small and we are large” is not enough to refute the subjugation theory. Because in history there indeed exist precedents of small countries destroying large countries, such as the Yuan’s destruction of the Song and the Qing’s destruction of the Ming. Merely putting forward in general terms “the enemy is retrogressing and we are progressing” is also not enough to refute the subjugation theory, because cases such as the Yuan’s destruction of the Song and the Qing’s destruction of the Ming were also cases of the backward destroying the advanced. To explain that the trend of development of the Sino-Japanese war is inevitably Chinese victory and yet must be protracted, the most fundamental basis is the characteristics of the epoch. To understand China’s national conditions, Japan’s national conditions, and our having much support and the enemy little, one must also analyze the characteristics of the epoch.

From this it can be seen that, to analyze concretely the particularity of war, the most fundamental thing is to analyze the epochal background of the war. The reason empiricists in the history of war suffered repeated failures, the root of it too lies in their not understanding that everything in war starts from the conditions of the epoch; in this they lost their way in observing the objective reality of war. To study war from the height of the epoch is the first matter to be attended to in making a concrete analysis of war.

Second, one must concretely analyze the geographical and social conditions of the war. Every war is conducted under spatial conditions of certain states, regions, and so on; among the national conditions of both belligerents, the geographical and social environment is the basic premise of war potential and the battlefield. Therefore, analyzing the geographical and social characteristics of a war is an important part of studying the particularity of war.

The differences in the geographical and social conditions of war determine different laws of war and laws of war guidance. In China’s Spring and Autumn period, the State of Song, situated at the center of the great powers’ contest for hegemony, often had its territory become a battlefield, and so it eagerly established the “league to end arms.” The “vertical alliance” strategy of the six states east of the pass and the “horizontal alliance” strategy of the State of Qin in the Warring States period were both related to their respective geographical positions. Britain’s island-country character produced its naval strategy and “peripheral war” strategy, continuous for several hundred years. Germany, located in the center of Europe between Britain, France, and Russia, produced Bismarck’s famous avoidance of war on two fronts, the strategy of striving to defeat each in turn, and the “Schlieffen Plan” that stressed quick decision. The reason the German generals headed by Hitler were more interested in the theories of “mechanized warfare,” “air warfare,” and “deep offensive battle” than their inventors, Britain, Italy, and the Soviet Union, and were the first to apply them in actual combat, pioneering the pattern of “blitzkrieg” warfare, is also of one lineage with the traditional military thought of the German army. This set of theories was effective everywhere in the attack on Western Europe, and the reason it met with failure when Hitler moved it over to deal with the Soviet Union was that the particularity of the Soviet Union’s geographical and social conditions played an important role. All these historical repetitions and regularities show that different geographical and social conditions bring different laws of war. Under different geographical and social conditions, even copying an advanced mode of operations will not succeed.

Under modern conditions, the particularity of geographical and social conditions still plays a major role in war. In the Malvinas war, the British forces, making use of the special conditions of the Malvinas, carried out a tight sea and air blockade that left the Argentine garrison on the islands isolated and without relief, and this played an important role in the outcome of the war. But the British forces could not organize such a sea and air blockade against Gibraltar and the like. This point the British leaders were very clear about. The view that, under modern conditions, differences in the geographical and social conditions of war can be ignored is incorrect.

Third, one must concretely analyze the political purposes of both belligerents. The political purposes of the two belligerents determine the nature of the war for each, determine the allegiance of people’s hearts in the war, affect the characteristics of every aspect of the war, and in general determine the outcome of the war. Therefore, the analysis of the political purposes of the two belligerents is an important aspect of revealing the particularity of war.

Different natures of war give rise to different laws of war and laws of war guidance. A counterrevolutionary, anti-people war is necessarily one that has lost the Way and has little support, the general trend of whose development is from strong to weak, ending in failure; a revolutionary war is a war of the people and necessarily one that has gained the Way and has much support, and though it has temporary failures, after hardships and twists and turns it will certainly win in the end. That the exploiting classes and their military experts stress the so-called “policy of keeping the people ignorant” and the theory of the “small professional army” is by no means accidental; only a revolutionary war led by the proletariat can rely closely on the people and create the theory and the strategy and tactics of people’s war. This set of strategy and tactics is well known to the enemy, yet cannot be learned by him. This also shows that wars of different natures have different laws. From this it can be seen that different political purposes of war produce wars of different natures and the laws of wars of different natures; even under conditions of the same nature, if the political purpose, as the concentrated expression of the economy, has changed, the laws of war too will change. Therefore, to analyze concretely the political purposes of war is one of the most basic methods of grasping the particularity of war.

In sum, one must focus on characteristics and study war concretely. To do so: first, analyze the epochal-historical background of the war; second, analyze the geographical and social conditions of the war; third, analyze the political purposes of the war. This is the first essential point of examining war dialectically.



II. Take the Whole into Account and Study War Comprehensively

To truly clarify the characteristics of war, it is possible only by examining the specific war comprehensively as an organic whole; this requires taking the whole into account and studying war comprehensively.


	Why must war be examined by taking the whole into account and comprehensively? First, this is determined by the existence of many-sided universal connections between war and the things surrounding it. War is not an isolated phenomenon. As stated before, war is always connected with certain epochal conditions, historical conditions, natural conditions, and national conditions, and is constrained by certain political, economic, military, and cultural factors; therefore, only by examining war comprehensively within the universal connection of all these factors can the characteristics of war be grasped completely and accurately. For example, in the Second Revolutionary Civil War, some people saw only the circumstances of the Soviet areas being small in territory and sparsely populated, short of food and with few soldiers, and, detaching from the influence of China’s whole political and economic situation on China’s revolutionary war, put forward the doubt of “how long can the red flag be kept flying.” Mao Zedong examined China’s revolutionary war within the overall situation of the unevenness of China’s political and economic development and the warlord melee, and reached the scientific conclusion that “a single spark can start a prairie fire.” It can be seen that to isolate war from the conditions outside war and examine it only from the purely war angle will not do. Only by looking at war from the comprehensive viewpoint of universal connection can correct conclusions be reached.



Second, this is determined by the many-sidedness and many-levelness of the internal structure of war. Lenin said: “Things (phenomena, etc.) are the sum and unity of opposites.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 38, p. 238) War is precisely a complex contradictory body composed of this sum and unity of opposites. For example, in terms of the objects of combat, there are the two opposing sides and the three relationships of enemy, us, and friend; horizontally, there are the war situation, the war zone, the battlefield, and so on; vertically, there are the early, middle, and late periods, and so on; in terms of principles of struggle, there are strategy, tactics, and so on; in terms of means of struggle, there are military struggle, political struggle, economic struggle, diplomatic struggle, and so on; in terms of military thought, there are all kinds of war theories and strategy and tactics, …… War is the organic sum of all these factors. To grasp this sum is possible only by adhering to the comprehensiveness of dialectics, just as Lenin said: “To really know an object one must grasp and study all its sides, all its connections and ‘mediations.’ We shall never achieve this completely, but the requirement of comprehensiveness will guard us against mistakes and against rigidity.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 4, p. 453)

Third, taking the whole into account and studying war comprehensively is also a summing up of experience, positive and negative, in the history of war thought. Surveying the history of war thought, humankind’s understanding of war has always gone from the chaotic to the concrete, from the one-sided to the comprehensive. Idealism and mechanism, empiricism and dogmatism, adventurism and conservatism, desperate-fighting-ism and flightism, and so on, in war, all have one-sidedness as their cognitive root. The two extremes on the question of victory or defeat in war — the theory that only weapons matter and the theory of the omnipotence of spirit — arise from this. Whenever a new type of weapon appears, the adherents of the theory that only weapons matter trumpet that this new type of weapon is invincible in the world, and so there arise the “theory that artillery decides victory,” the “theory that air power brings victory,” the “theory that tanks bring victory,” the “theory that nuclear weapons decide victory,” and so on; the adherents of the omnipotence of spirit completely fail to see the enormous changes that new types of weapons bring to war and exaggerate the role of spirit, and so there are the so-called “theory that bravery decides victory,” “theory that morale decides victory,” “theory that justice and righteousness decide victory,” “theory that spirit substitutes for the role of matter,” and so on. Practice has proved that these are all one-sided. The cognitive root of the “subjugation theory” and the “quick-victory theory” in the War of Resistance against Japan also lay in being unable to look at war comprehensively.

Marxism for the first time used a dialectical method free of the defect of one-sidedness to examine war, scientifically connected war with political, economic, natural, and historical conditions, and gave comprehensive answers to a series of questions of war. Mao Zedong inherited and developed this tradition, and explicitly put forward the methodological principle of “examining war from the comprehensive viewpoint,” which was an important contribution to the history of military thought.


	How can one avoid one-sidedness and examine war comprehensively? First, grasp all the elements of every aspect of war, and from the sum total grasp the whole and the parts of the war; this is the basic requirement of examining war comprehensively. Each side in war has many characteristics, and these must be grasped comprehensively; this is “knowing the enemy and knowing yourself.”



The sum total of the factors of war is the result of interaction; some factors, after interacting, express themselves as positive resultant forces, some as negative resultant forces, and some cancel one another out. Therefore, one must see not only the favorable side of a certain condition but also the unfavorable side of the same condition; if one looks only at one side and not the other, one cannot truly grasp their sum total.

Second, correctly treating the relationship between the key point and the secondary points in war is an important question in studying war comprehensively. In war there are key points; in the war situation there is a main aspect; in combat there is a main mode. Military egalitarianism is precisely failing to seize the key point. But the key point is not isolated; key point and secondary point exist in comparison with each other, and they influence each other and transform into each other. While seeing the key point one must also see the secondary points; while stressing that military struggle is the main means, one must also see the role of other means and forms of struggle, and must see that under certain conditions the secondary direction and secondary means can also be transformed into the main direction and main means; only thus can one guard against mistakes and against rigidity.

Third, studying war systematically is the fundamental method of avoiding one-sidedness and meeting the requirement of comprehensiveness. War is a complex social system composed of many aspects, many levels, and many elements, and war at every moment is carrying on exchanges of matter, energy, and information with the outside world. The input of any factor will, more or less, directly or indirectly, affect its internal composition, and some can even change its direction of development. For example, in the famous Waterloo campaign, for over a hundred years, the benevolent saw benevolence and the wise saw wisdom, and every commentator held his own grounds and spoke with some reason. But if isolated, each clinging to one end, they are all one-sided. For example, to hold that Napoleon was defeated by the rain, the terrain theory, the guide theory, the improper use of personnel theory, and so on, — here no single factor acted alone, and the change of every factor can change the face of the campaign; if they are synthesized into the total system of the campaign, each has its own specific position, and the outcome of the campaign is the total systemic function of many factors. The truth lies in the sum total of the many factors. Apart from the sum total, there is one-sided reason but not truth. Some commentators hold that Napoleon was defeated by “the will of Heaven,” and that the whole history of nineteenth-century Europe was decided by a dark cloud in the sky; this goes from one-sidedness to absurdity.



III. Attend to Development and Study War Dynamically

Changing in the twinkling of an eye is an important characteristic of war. If it is said that the study of any material movement must use the viewpoint of development, then the examination of war especially requires adhering to the viewpoint of development and change.


	Why must the study of war focus on development? Military experts since ancient times have all attached great importance to the changeability of war. Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition,” says: “Now the form of the army resembles water, …… Therefore the army has no constant posture, and water has no constant form; one who can win by changing in accordance with the enemy is called divine.” The Italian general Douhet held: “War — this is a possibility of the future, therefore we cannot meet it with the eyes of the past.” (quoted from the PLA Daily, October 14, 1983) The British Field Marshal Montgomery, summing up his own experience, said: “In operations, the art of command lies in understanding that no two situations are the same. Every situation must be studied as an entirely new problem, striving to produce an entirely new answer.” (quoted from the PLA Daily, November 16, 1984) Mao Zedong explicitly put forward the methodology of studying war of “focusing on its development.” He said: “All laws that guide war develop with the development of history and with the development of war; nothing is changeless.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 157–158)



From the facts of history, war develops with the development of history, changes with changes of region, and differs with differences of nature. “In the military art too one cannot use old means to reach new results. Only by creating new, more powerful means can new, greater results be reached. Every great general who created a new epoch in the history of war by adopting new methods was either the inventor of new material equipment or the first man to apply correctly the new equipment invented before him.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 7, p. 565)

The facts of military history also prove that the military domain is relatively prone to inclining toward conservatism. Because of the continuity of the development of social production and of science and technology, there are elements of constant reform in war and its laws; but war itself is intermittent. Those who guide war cannot test by direct experiment whether a certain method of war is correct or not, and in order to avoid detaching from reality, they often conceive and prepare the next war according to the successful experience of the last war. Therefore, thought lagging behind reality frequently occurs. In the history of war there have been many cases where the hero of the last war became the defeated general of this war. And when the effect of a mode of war reaches the height of universally acknowledged fullness, that is also the day when it has become popularized and is about to withdraw from the center of the stage of war, to be replaced by new methods of operations. Some people think that one has only to imagine future war according to the pattern of the Second World War, and some even think that one has only to use Hitler’s “lightning war” form to be able to win, and so they especially stress surprise attack and decisive victory in the initial period; these are all metaphysical viewpoints. History proves that if the experience of past wars cannot be combined with new historical conditions and developed creatively, it often becomes a cause of defeat in new wars. Marx said: “Long peace makes the retrogression of military science directly proportional to the improvement of methods of operations (owing to the development of industry).” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 10, p. 624) The development of modern science and technology changes with each passing day and opens up broader possibilities for military change, and the speed of this change is still accelerating; in the face of this pressing situation, to be intoxicated with past successful experience and glorious war history is extremely dangerous.


	The basic requirements of focusing on the development of war. To study war with the viewpoint of development, one must grasp the following main questions.



First, one must look to the future, continually study new circumstances, solve new problems, and make new theoretical generalizations. The purpose and task of military scientific research is to guide future war and foresee future war; therefore, in all the activities of war research in peacetime, the focus is not the past but the present, and especially the future. War is history and also futurology; the purpose of studying the history of war is also to explore the laws of the development of war in order to serve the future. The history of military thought proves that to turn war research into a recollection and substantiation of history has no future. All accomplished military theorists, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, stood on the present, looked to the future, studied new circumstances, solved new problems, and made new theoretical generalizations. The reason Mao Zedong could lead China’s revolutionary war to victory lay in his critical absorption of historical experience and his putting forward of the brand-new military principle “different from the tactics of all ages and all countries.”

To look to the future, one must base oneself on reality and history. The future development in military affairs does not fall from the sky, and looking to the future is by no means encouraging fantasies detached from reality. The future of war exists under the foundation and preconditions of reality. Every reality contains the relics of the past and the sprouts of the future; only by studying the past can one grasp the present, and only by studying the past and the present can one predict the future. This is the basic method of looking to the future.

Therefore, in looking to the future of war, relatively “forward-looking” research is not only necessary but also possible. For not only can the historical laws of the development of war help us to predict scientifically; the invention and use of new types of weapons, the experience of local wars, the putting forward of new military doctrines, the organizing of a series of military maneuvers or exercises, and so on, may also contain sparks of the future. The point is to have keen insight and to strive to catch new circumstances and generalize new problems. For example, the airplanes and tanks that played the leading roles in the Second World War had already shown their edge in the First World War, and were also already used when Hitler annexed Austria in the spring of 1938. But the Western leaders, including the famous Churchill, did not understand their strategic significance, and therefore suffered a great loss. Therefore, predicting the future in reality can be done. The key to the problem lies in discovering new sparks from reality.

Second, one must grasp the nodal points of the mutual transformation of quality and quantity in the development of war. Developmental change in military affairs has a process of change from quantity to quality, which is an organic unity of the gradualness of quantitative change and the abruptness of qualitative change. Any change always passes through the process from quantitative change to qualitative change, from partial qualitative change to fundamental qualitative change, and then from fundamental quality to the expansion of quantity. Therefore, development presents a unity of continuity and discontinuity. This unity is “measure,” that is, the nodal point between old quality and new quality, between the original stage and the new stage. Only by grasping this nodal point can one neither lean to the right into conservatism nor be impetuous and rash, and so hold the initiative in guiding developmental change. In the Second Revolutionary Civil War, when our army needed to shift to mobile warfare as the main form, some comrades were still attached to their “guerrilla-ism”; after the founding of the state, when our army needed to be built along regular lines, some people again strongly opposed “dogmatism”; this was thought lagging behind reality. The “meeting the enemy outside the gates of the state” and “war of great army against great army” trumpeted by the Wang Ming opportunists, in forcibly taking to be done over a dozen years earlier what our army could do only after the War of Liberation and the founding of the state, was impetuous rashness. Errors on both sides were caused by not knowing how to grasp the nodal points of developmental change.

To grasp the nodal points of change in military affairs one must “have the figures in one’s chest,” have “measure” in one’s chest. Objective change has both qualitative determination and quantitative determination. Only when quantitative change accumulates to a certain limit does qualitative change occur; therefore one must “have the figures in one’s chest.” Mao Zedong pointed out: “We must pay attention to the quantitative aspect of situations and problems, and must have a basic quantitative analysis. Every quality manifests itself as a certain quantity; without quantity there is no quality. Many of our comrades to this day do not know how to pay attention to the quantitative aspect of things, do not know how to pay attention to basic statistics, the main percentages, or the quantitative limits that determine the quality of things; everything is ‘no figures in the chest,’ and as a result they cannot but make mistakes.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 1332) With the development of war economics, quantitative analysis has become especially important. For example, concentrating troop strength involves a question of quantity; to believe that in future war the more troops are concentrated the better is not only impossible but may even have the opposite effect; here there is an optimum quantitative limit. In sum, every problem in war must have a basic quantitative analysis.

But qualitative change in military affairs has different quantitative limits in different things, and one cannot hold that the appearance of any new quality is the arrival of the stage of qualitative change in things. Only when a new weapon has a certain expansion in quantity, constitutes a new weapons system, and possesses the minimum quantity that carries weight, does the arrival of qualitative change occur. Airplanes and tanks, submarines and aircraft carriers: the country that first invented them was not necessarily the first to benefit; the Germans and the Japanese made them famous only in the Second World War. Rocket weapons already existed at the end of the Second World War and were already put into use (Germany’s V-1 and V-2 rockets), but this only marked the dawn of the missile age and not yet the arrival of the missile age. By the same token, our having some atomic weapons or other modernized weapons does not mean that our army’s equipment is already modernized. In sum, one cannot take quantitative change as qualitative change, nor, on seeing the shadow of some new quality or a new form of old quality, rashly announce the beginning of qualitative change and arbitrarily carry out so-called “smashing the old and establishing the new”; this too will bring catastrophic consequences. When in the 1950s the Soviet Union had a few new weapons, Khrushchev sensationalized and courted favor by announcing that conventional war was already outmoded, that surface warships were only targets for missiles, that ground forces were negligible, that the militia was only a heap of flesh, and so on. People’s memory of this lesson is still fresh.

Third, grasp the spiral-ascending, cyclical movement process of war. The development of war is not a rectilinear ascending movement but a cyclically curved movement of spiral ascent. Therefore, to look at war developmentally, one must also consciously grasp the spiral-ascending cyclical movement process in military development.

The history of war shows that military development proceeds along the road of the negation of the negation. For example, in battle formations, from the primitive, spontaneous, loosely organized “fluid tactics” of ancient times to the tightly organized phalanx warfare of ancient Greece, and then to the maniple battle formation adopted by the Romans, new-quality fluid tactics replaced primitive fluid tactics. After the invention of firearms, there were at first the fluid tactics of infantry and cavalry, later replaced by the linear square formation based on smoothbore guns; later still, infantry and cavalry column and dispersed-formation tactics in turn replaced the linear formation. This again returns to the starting point on a higher basis.

The development of weapons too is cyclical. From the chariot of ancient times to the tank and armored vehicle of modern times; from the rocket of ancient times to the rocket of modern times; from the breech-loader, through the muzzle-loader, to the invention of a new breech-loader; propeller aircraft, after being remodeled, were brought back into service; huge ironclad warships were refitted and brought back into service. All this shows that the development of weapons in war is also a cyclical movement that returns to the starting point on a higher basis. Just as Lenin said: “Development does not proceed in a straight line but, so to speak, in a spiral.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 21, p. 36)

Grasping the spiral cycle of military development has important methodological significance. It enlightens people that in thinking about all problems in military affairs they must avoid linearity and must return to the starting point consciously and not under compulsion. Some once held that the larger the gun is built the better, and the larger the warship the greater its role. This is a kind of linearity. Hegemonists hold that as long as nuclear warheads are made in large numbers and the yield is made large, they can destroy others and proclaim hegemony over the world. The facts show that the nuclear race will in the end go to its opposite and return to the starting point. Scientists have pointed out that to use nuclear weapons to a certain degree is directly to destroy oneself. For the use of a certain quantity of nuclear weapons can cause two common catastrophes for the survival of humankind: one is destroying the ozone layer of the earth’s atmosphere, baldly exposing the living things of the earth to the sun’s ultraviolet radiation and other cosmic rays, endangering all life; the second is that a certain quantity of atomic dust will pervade the earth, creating a “nuclear winter,” which also makes it impossible for everything to survive. ……. Whether or not these claims are entirely correct, one point can be affirmed: all development has limits, and in some sense, whether consciously or under compulsion, must return to the starting point. To get clear about this can avoid linearity. Linearity on questions of war is a manifestation of metaphysics. Hitler’s pursuit of attack, attack, and more attack was a linearity, and the result was lifting a rock to drop it on his own foot. The desperate-fighting-ism in our Party’s history too was linearity. To handle problems of war blindly and linearly brings endless trouble. By consciously grasping the curve cycles of development, one can strengthen scientific foresight, take fewer detours, and avoid unnecessary losses. For example, it was long thought that the lighter and handier naval ships the better, and so armor plate was changed to aluminum skin. In the Malvinas war, with the instantaneous sinking of HMS Sheffield, the long-disputed question was resolved, and people rediscovered the value of armor protection. Problems of this kind all need to be grasped by us with the viewpoint of “the negation of the negation.”



IV. Grasp Contradictions and Study War with the Viewpoint of the Unity of Opposites

The most fundamental method of studying war is to grasp the contradictions of war in the unity of opposites.


	Why is grasping contradictions the fundamental method of studying war? Lenin pointed out: “All things are contradictory in themselves; and precisely because this proposition means this, it, compared with other propositions, is the one that best expresses the truth and essence of things.” Only the law of the unity of opposites “provides the key to understanding the ‘self-movement’ of everything existing, and provides the key to understanding ‘leaps,’ the ‘interruption of gradualness,’ the ‘transformation into the opposite,’ the destruction of the old and the emergence of the new.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 38, pp. 144, 408) The particularity of contradiction in the military domain makes this dialectical nature especially evident. All categories in war must be grasped with the unity of opposites as the basic clue in order to be truly understood.



All contradictions in war are unities of opposites. As early as in the pre-Qin period, the ancient Chinese military expert Sun Wu pointed out that enemy and us, he and oneself, many and few, strong and weak, attack and defense, advance and retreat, success and failure, benefit and harm, emptiness and substance, unorthodox and orthodox, bravery and cowardice, fatigue and ease, hunger and satiety, and so on in war are relations of unity of opposites that depend on each other and transform into each other. The Sima Fa of the Warring States period went further and made the generalization “hence in war, each takes the other as light or heavy” (Sima Fa, “Yan Wei,” Fourth), holding that such opposites as light and heavy in war are relative, are conditions for each other, and transform into each other. The Ming dynasty Bingjing Baipian made a further abstraction of the categories of military science: “Meanings must come in twos, each emerging in relation to its opposite,” further revealing the relation of the unity of opposites in the military domain.

The bourgeois military theorists represented by Clausewitz made some analyses more concrete and deeper than those of their predecessors of the dialectical relations among the basic problems of war — war and politics, purpose and means, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, material factors and spiritual factors, war theory and characteristics of the epoch, the commander-in-chief’s knowledge and ability, the army and the arming of the masses, offense and defense, concentration and dispersal of troop strength, and so on — and put forward a series of war theories.

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, and especially Mao Zedong, inherited and developed the dialectical tradition in the history of military thought, criticized metaphysics in war, and, guided by the law of the unity of opposites of materialist dialectics, comprehensively and systematically revealed the dialectical relations of the contradictions of war, making outstanding contributions to military dialectics.


	The basic principles of grasping the contradictions of war in the unity of opposites. In applying the law of the unity of opposites to observe the contradictions of war, the following points must be attended to:



First, one must grasp unity within the opposition of the contradictions of war, and grasp opposition within unity. The contradictions of war, like all contradictions in the world, are opposition within unity and unity within opposition. For example, attack and defense, advance and retreat, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, and so on, all depend on each other and transform into each other; without the other, oneself does not exist, and only in the other can one express oneself; to negate the other is to negate oneself. Only by grasping the opposites in the unity of opposites can one reflect the dialectical movement of the contradictions of war. The cognitive root of the metaphysical views of absolute opposition and absolute unity is looking at unity apart from opposition and looking at opposition apart from unity. When talking of offense, everything is offense; when talking of defense, everything is defense; to say protracted, strategy and campaign and battle are all protracted; to say quick decision, strategy and campaign and battle are all quick decision; when talking of preserving oneself, it is passive avoidance of battle and fearing the enemy like a tiger; when talking of destroying the enemy, it is fighting to the death and fighting hard, reckless and brutish. This metaphysical way of thinking that splits the opposites necessarily manifests itself as adventurism in offense, conservatism in defense, and flightism in retreat. This is the “one-point theory” in the study of war.

Dialectics requires seeing complementarity in opposition, seeing agreement in difference, and grasping the key point within the two points. For example, offense cannot be simply offense, nor can defense be passive defense, but there is defense within offense and offense within defense. By the same token, a strategically protracted war precisely requires quick decision in campaigns and battles, and strategic interior lines must insist on exterior-line operations in campaigns and battles; only by means of the “exterior-line quick-decision offensive” of campaigns and battles can the strategic aim of “interior-line protracted defense” be reached, and conditions be created for the strategic counteroffensive and offensive. And so on. Laozi said: “Reversal is the movement of the Way,” “opposites complete each other.” (Daodejing) Western sages held that different notes play the most beautiful harmony. In military affairs and war this situation is expressed most brilliantly.

Second, bring out strengths and avoid weaknesses, and combine the positive factors of all sides by the optimal principle. In war each of the two belligerents has its strengths and weaknesses, and in war every element has, under certain conditions, the possibility of transforming in the direction opposite to it. The nature of the interaction of the laws of war and the characteristic of conscious initiative in the guidance of war require both belligerents to bring out strengths and avoid weaknesses, and to combine the positive factors of all sides dialectically by the optimal principle, in hope of forming a positive resultant force for reaching the purpose of war and winning the greatest war results at the smallest cost.

In war, both belligerents each have strengths and weaknesses, superiority and inferiority; even the most modern weapons have their weak points, and even the best-trained army has its deficiencies. “A foot has its shortness, an inch has its length”; within the weak there are factors of becoming strong, and the short also have their strengths. But using the strong to strike the short, using the strong to strike the weak, is also a universal law of war. The victor always wins by bringing out his strengths. All efforts in war, directly or indirectly, create conditions and serve to bring one’s own advantages into play. Dialectics requires that people continually make up for shortcomings and turn shortness into length, but even if the original shortness is changed, there will be new shortness. To build victory on the foundation of bringing one’s own strengths into play is what is reliable.

In order to bring out strengths and avoid weaknesses, one must mobilize all positive factors, transform negative factors into positive factors, and turn unfavorable conditions into favorable conditions; this requires seeking the optimal point of combination of the various factors. Only when the point of combination is well chosen can the optimum of the whole be reached, the positivity of many aspects be mobilized, and the effect of bringing out strengths in the whole be achieved.

Third, develop creative abnormal and reverse thinking. In war one sometimes requires people’s thinking to be abnormal and reverse; this is one of the important characteristics of the thinking method of war. The relativity of things requires people both to think forward and to think in reverse, both to think conventionally and to think abnormally. Reverse and abnormal thinking have played an important role in the history of science, and in war become a question especially worthy of attention.

Reverse and abnormal thinking are also important achievements of the history of military thought. Napoleon’s famous saying was: do not do what the enemy can anticipate. In the Battle of Austerlitz he deliberately leaked his own attack plan, used people’s habits of conventional thinking, and thus won a great victory. In military decisions Stalin especially paid attention to listening to opinions that most people had not thought of, because, according to the conventionality of thinking, plans that most people think of without prior agreement can also be inferred by the enemy, and such plans are hard to bring extraordinary effect. In summing up the experience of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong pointed out that in order to go straight one must take the crooked road, and in order to advance one must step back. To fear a temporary bad effect is to pay the price of a long-term bad effect; only by losing can one not lose, and so on. To break the conventional, seek complementarity in opposition, and take the abnormal as normal is one of the important features of Mao Zedong’s military dialectical thought. The history of war, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, proves that taking the unorthodox as the orthodox and opposites completing each other are important methods of war thinking.

In sum, to study war by the dialectical method is to focus on characteristics and study war concretely; take the whole into account and study war comprehensively; attend to development and study war dynamically; and grasp contradictions and study war with the unity of opposites.

Studying war materialistically and studying war dialectically are the general principle and general method of studying war. These two aspects are unified and inseparable: the materialist method is the foundation of the dialectical method, and the dialectical method is the thorough realization of the materialist method. Only by insisting on the inseparability of the two can a true reflection of the realities of war be obtained. This is what must be attended to.






Part Two War




Chapter 4 The Basic Contradiction of War

To study war with materialist dialectics is to analyze the contradictions contained within war itself. For the world outlook of materialist dialectics “is mainly to teach people to be good at observing and analyzing the movement of the contradictions of all kinds of things, and, on the basis of such analysis, to point out the methods for resolving contradictions.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 279) There are many contradictions in war; only by grasping the basic contradiction of war can one grasp the basic clue of military dialectics. Therefore, our exposition of military dialectics begins with the study of the basic contradiction of war.


Section 1 The Logical Starting Point and Basic Contradiction of War


I. The Battle Is the Logical Starting Point of War

In revealing the basic contradiction of capitalist society, Marx began by analyzing the simplest, most universal, most basic, most common, and most ordinary thing in capitalist society, commodity exchange. From his analysis of the commodity, this “cell” of capitalist society, he revealed the germ of all the contradictions of capitalist society. In studying the general laws of the contradictory movement of the military domain, we too should learn this method.

What, then, is the simplest, most universal, most basic, and most common thing in war? It is the battle.

Is there any war without battles? Is there any military organization, military equipment, military training, or military installation that is not for the purpose of fighting battles? All military activity is connected with battle. Clausewitz pointed this out long ago. He said: “All military activity is necessarily related, directly or indirectly, to the battle. The soldier is called up, clothed, armed, and trained, and sleeps, eats, drinks, and marches, all merely in order to fight at the right place and at the right time.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 57)

Every war is composed of many battles, large and small. The battle is the basic unit that makes up war, just as the cell is the basic unit that makes up a living organism. The battle is the sole means of destroying the enemy’s fighting strength by military action. “From this sole means a thread can be found for the study, a thread which runs through the whole of military activity and can tie the whole of military activity together.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 59) Therefore we must study the nature of the battle earnestly.

What is a battle? “A battle is an actual clash between armies on the field of battle.” (Antoine-Henri Jomini, The Art of War, p. 123) Or to put it another way, a battle is an actual violent clash conducted by two hostile armed groups, each with the aim of preserving itself and destroying the enemy. In this way we distinguish battle from the duel. Clausewitz once described war as an enlarged duel. But the duel is different from the battle. A duel can take place between two persons, and can take place even when no special armed group (that is, a standing army) has yet appeared in society. But that kind of duel is not yet a battle. A battle requires an army; the battle arose only after the development of society had produced classes and produced special armed forces. Therefore the battle should be regarded as the logical starting point of war in class society (all the wars discussed in this book are war in this sense), and the duel cannot be regarded as the logical starting point of war.



II. Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Is the Basic Contradiction of War

Battle has its multicolored individual characters and also its common character. Viewed by its individual character, some battles are in the air, some at sea, some on land. Land battles are again of many kinds: some are mountain battles, some plains battles, some river battles. As regards the weapons used, some are battles with cold weapons, some with hot weapons; some with conventional weapons, some with unconventional weapons. As regards the nature of attack and defense, some are offensive battles, some defensive battles. As regards the armed forces used, some are regular battles, some guerrilla battles…… The task of scientific research is to see through phenomena and discover the essence, and through the particular to find the general.

What is the most basic thing common to all battles? It is preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. This is the military purpose common to both sides in battle, and it is also the essence of battle. In analyzing battle, Clausewitz emphasized the aspect of destroying the enemy, and also mentioned preserving oneself. He said: “In battle, all activity is directed toward destroying the enemy, or, more precisely, toward depriving him of the power to fight.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 57) “The two intentions of destroying the enemy’s army and preserving one’s own are complementary, for they influence each other; they are two indispensable aspects of the same intent.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 62–63)

Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy are not merely subjective; they are the two contradictory aspects inherent in the objective thing that is the battle. All military activity is constrained by them.

In order to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy in battle, one must organize and build the armed forces.

In order to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy in battle, one must raise the combat effectiveness of the armed forces. To raise combat effectiveness, one must both strengthen the building of the material factors in battle and strengthen the building of the spiritual factors in battle.

In order to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy in battle, one must be good at employing the armed forces. In this way the problems of battle planning, battle organization, battle command, and battle action arise. The organic combination of many battles is war. When the battles at every aspect and every stage of a war are arranged as a whole, the problems of strategy arise as well. Therefore all military activity can be reduced to battle. The germ of all military activity can be found in battle.

The basic principle of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy applies both to battle and to war. It is both the military purpose and the military essence of battle, and the military purpose and the military essence of war. Mao Zedong pointed out: “The purpose of war, to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy, is the essence of war and the basis of all war actions.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 450)

We hold that preserving oneself and destroying the enemy is the basic contradiction of war. Why? Because the so-called basic contradiction is the contradiction that pervades the whole of a thing, runs through the thing from beginning to end, and defines and constrains all the other contradictions of that thing. Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy is precisely the kind of contradiction that pervades the whole of war, runs through war from beginning to end, and defines and constrains all the other contradictions in war.

Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy pervades the whole of war. As regards strategy, whether strategic defense or strategic offense, it is to realize this purpose and resolve this contradiction. Striving for the initiative and avoiding passivity in strategy, attack and defense, fighting and moving, advance and retreat, the choice of main and secondary directions, the flexible use of concentration and dispersal of forces, the mutual coordination of the forms of operations of the various arms — none of these is not for the sake of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. As regards tactics, it pervades all tactical actions. For example, the principle of firing, “conceal the body, develop the fire”: “The former is for preserving oneself, the latter for destroying the enemy. Because of the former, methods arise of making use of terrain and features, adopting advance by bounds, and dispersing formation. Because of the latter, methods arise of clearing the field of fire and organizing a fire net. Of the assault units, the holding units, and the reserve units in tactics, the first kind is for destroying the enemy, the second for preserving oneself, and the third is prepared for use for both purposes according to circumstances.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 450–451)

Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy runs through the whole process of war from beginning to end. This is determined by the particularity of the contradiction between enemy and us in war. The contradiction between enemy and us exists before the start of war, during war, and after the end of war. But not every contradiction between enemy and us manifests itself as war. Only when the two sides, enemy and us, begin a violent clash with the aim of preserving themselves and destroying the other does war begin. In the early, middle, or late period of war, this contradiction exists throughout; once this contradiction ends, the war also ends. It can be seen that this basic contradiction lives and dies together with war.

The basic contradiction of war, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, defines and constrains all the other contradictions in war. Mao Zedong pointed out: “The purpose of war, to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy, is the essence of war and the basis of all war actions, from technical actions to strategic actions, all of which are pervaded by this essence. The purpose of war is the basic principle of war, and all principles of technique, tactics, campaign, and strategy cannot do without it in the least.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 450)

Comrade Mao Zedong’s revelation of the basic contradiction of war is one of the major contributions to Marxist military dialectics, and gives us a key to understanding all military problems.

The theoretical system of this Course is precisely unfolded with the basic contradiction of war as its clue. From the analysis of battle the basic contradiction of war is abstracted; then the arising of the basic contradiction of war is examined from the essential connection between war and politics; then the deeper root of the basic contradiction of war is revealed from the essential connection between war and the economy; and then the elimination of the basic contradiction of war is examined against the broad background of the development of the basic contradiction of society. The following Parts examine the role of the various factors of war-fighting strength needed to resolve this basic contradiction, and the general laws of the building and employment of war-fighting strength, and finally come to the conclusion that, in order to resolve this basic contradiction, one must correctly understand war and guide war.




Section 2 Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Are Opposites That Complete Each Other


I. Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Are a Unity of Opposites

Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy are the two aspects of one purpose, and the two are a unity of opposites. Destroying the enemy cannot do without preserving oneself, and preserving oneself cannot do without destroying the enemy. The two complement each other through their opposition, interpenetrate, promote each other, are conditions for each other, and neither can be dispensed with. Mao Zedong said: “The basic requirement of war is: to destroy the enemy; its other requirement is: to preserve oneself. The purpose of preserving oneself is to destroy the enemy; and destroying the enemy is in turn the most effective means of preserving oneself.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 465) The famous operational principle which he and Comrade Zhu De put forward, “fight if you can win, move away if you cannot win,” in plain and vivid language embodies the thought of the dialectical unity of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy: to fight is to destroy the enemy, to move away is to preserve oneself. Viewed as a whole, only by destroying the enemy in large numbers can one effectively preserve oneself; if one does not destroy the enemy, one is in danger of being destroyed. Conversely, if one does not pay attention to preserving oneself and is destroyed first, one cannot destroy the enemy either. Therefore, in war attention should be paid to both aspects and they should be well unified; neglect of either can lead to the failure of the war. From the standpoint of the two sides, enemy and us, both sides intend to preserve themselves and destroy the other, and on this question they are again in fundamentally opposed positions; for our side to preserve itself and destroy the other, it must prevent the enemy from realizing his intention of preserving himself and destroying us.

Destroying the enemy is the most effective means of preserving oneself. Only by destroying the enemy can the sharp opposition between enemy and us be eliminated and victory in war won. This is the objective law of war. Destroying the enemy mainly means destroying the enemy’s effective strength, and not taking possession of the enemy’s land as the main objective. Many military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have stressed this point. In our country, as early as the Zhou dynasty, “finishing off the enemy is best” was put forward. (Discourses of the States) Sun Tzu says: “To keep the army whole is best; to smash the army is next.” The Strategies of the Warring States records the operational policy of the State of Qin as “do not attack only his land but attack his people.” The Ming dynasty military book Bingjing Wuzi pointed out: “In defeating the enemy with superior numbers, one must take annihilation as the goal and not raise troops a second time.” Abroad, Napoleon also said: “Once the army is destroyed, everything else will collapse along with it.” (On Bourgeois Military Science, p. 27) Mao Zedong profoundly explained the dialectical relationship between the purpose of war and the gain or loss of space and territory, clearly pointing out: “Take the annihilation of the enemy’s effective strength as the main objective, and not the holding or seizing of cities and places as the main objective. The holding or seizing of cities and places is the result of annihilating the enemy’s effective strength, and often requires repeated exchanges before they can finally be held or seized.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 1143) Practice has proved the correctness of this operational policy; it was precisely because the enemy’s effective strength was destroyed that our army was able to win victory in the revolutionary war and plant the red flag throughout the country. Destroying the enemy mainly means disarming the enemy and stripping him of his fighting strength, and not completely destroying the enemy’s flesh and blood. As long as the other side lays down its arms and is disarmed, the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy has been reached. For the enemy has lost his fighting strength, and one is no longer in danger of being destroyed by the enemy. According to this viewpoint, in the practice of war our army has always combined military and political means, with military blows primary and the political offensive secondary, to induce the enemy to lay down his arms and surrender, and has carried out a policy of lenient treatment toward prisoners. Where possible, it has also induced the other side to rise in revolt, turn their gun muzzles around, and strike the enemy. This both favors destroying the enemy’s effective strength as quickly as possible and favors reducing one’s own casualties and preserving oneself, and has played a great role in accelerating the victory of the revolution.

Preserving oneself is the necessary condition for destroying the enemy; if one does not pay attention to preserving oneself, one will exhaust the army. Preserving oneself mainly means preserving one’s own effective strength, and does not lie in the gain or loss of a city or a piece of land. For example, when Napoleon attacked Russia in 1812, the Russian commander-in-chief Kutuzov regarded preserving the army as the most important task of the Russian army at that time. He said: “As long as the army still exists and is still able to resist the enemy, we still have hope of ending the war successfully; but if the army is destroyed, then Moscow and Russia will perish.” (On Bourgeois Military Science, p. 73) Therefore he repeatedly avoided decisive battle with Napoleon, carried out planned strategic withdrawal, and strove to counterattack the enemy at a favorable moment, and as a result won the war. Our army in the revolutionary war also created exemplary cases of being good at preserving effective strength. For example, in the first four months of the War of Liberation, our army, in order to preserve its effective strength and to saddle the enemy army with burdens, voluntarily gave up one hundred and five cities. After the enemy’s effective strength had been destroyed in large numbers, we not only recovered these cities but liberated the whole of China. In the defense of Yan’an in 1947, facing the enemy’s concentrated attack with 230,000 troops, our army, in order to preserve itself and seek opportunities to destroy the enemy, temporarily withdrew from Yan’an. The enemy was saddled with burdens, and his mobile forces were greatly reduced. Destroying the enemy while in motion, our army seized the initiative on the battlefield and, at small cost, won the victory of three battles and three victories in northern Shaanxi, not only preserving and developing itself but also destroying over 100,000 of the enemy and recovering Yan’an. Of course, the situation our army is in today is very different from the past. Under new historical conditions, defending our country’s territory has acquired still more important significance, and in future wars certain key points must be held firmly. But the basic principle of preserving effective strength still applies.

What needs special emphasis is that preserving oneself mainly means preserving the whole. We should understand “oneself” from the whole, and cannot understand “oneself” only from some part or some single person.

Preserving oneself and the spirit of brave sacrifice are dialectically unified. Local, temporary preservation and overall, long-term preservation are in general consistent, but sometimes, for the sake of overall, long-term preservation, the local, temporary preservation needs to be sacrificed. In the cruel and intense life-and-death struggle between the two sides, to destroy the enemy one inevitably has to pay a certain price and make a certain sacrifice. If one blindly fears sacrifice, it often brings still greater sacrifice. Only by advocating fearlessness of sacrifice and brave killing of the enemy can one strive to exchange a smaller price for a greater victory. Mao Zedong has given a profound exposition of the dialectical relationship between brave sacrifice and preserving oneself, pointing out: “How is one to explain advocating brave sacrifice in war? Every war must pay a price, sometimes an extremely great price; is this not contradictory to ‘preserving oneself’? In fact it is not at all contradictory; to put it more correctly, the two complement each other through their opposition. For such sacrifice is necessary not only for destroying the enemy but also for preserving oneself — partial, temporary ‘non-preservation’ (sacrifice or payment) is necessary for the sake of overall, permanent preservation.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 375–376) When we advocate the spirit of heroic struggle, of brave sacrifice, of fearing neither hardship nor death, this of course does not mean that people should make pointless sacrifices. But the spirit of fearless sacrifice is a fine quality that commanders and fighters of the people’s army must possess, and is an important condition for defeating all enemies; conduct that disregards the whole and, under the pretext of preserving oneself, clings to life and fears death and passively avoids battle is incompatible with the aims of the people’s army.



II. Oppose Splitting Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Apart

To uphold the dialectical unity of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, two deviations must be opposed: one is one-sidedly stressing destroying the enemy, blindly pursuing fighting to the death and hard slugging and blind decisive battle, which falls into Left-leaning putschism and adventurism; the other is one-sidedly stressing preserving oneself, blindly retreating and avoiding battle, which falls into Right-leaning conservatism and flightism. In the period of the Second Revolutionary Civil War, the Left-leaning opportunists talked only of destroying the enemy and not of preserving oneself, talked only of preserving the base areas and not of preserving effective strength, and advocated “meeting the enemy outside the gates of the state,” “not losing an inch of soil,” “attacking along the whole front,” “hitting with two fists at once,” “taking one to match ten, ten to match a hundred, bravely and resolutely, pursuing directly while exploiting victory,” and so on, putting the small and weak Red Army in an extremely unfavorable position to fight the enemy, which resulted in the failure of the Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign. The Red Army had no choice but to undertake a great relocation, and almost lost all its base areas. At this point they again fell into panic and lost their bearings, and turned into flightism, caring only for preserving themselves and not for destroying the enemy. Mao Zedong criticized these two erroneous tendencies and organically unified preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. He stressed many times that the guiding principle of all military action is to preserve oneself as far as possible and to destroy the enemy as far as possible, and that the two cannot be neglected one for the other. “All campaigns and battles that are assured of success should be fought resolutely as decisive engagements, and all campaigns and battles that are not assured of success should avoid decisive engagement.” The strategic policy of active defense that he put forward, the sixteen-character formula “When the enemy advances, we retreat; when the enemy halts, we harass; when the enemy tires, we attack; when the enemy retreats, we pursue,” and even the later Ten Great Military Principles, all vividly embody the thought of the dialectical unity of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy; in the protracted revolutionary war, this thought guided our army to one great victory after another.




Section 3 The Positions of Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Are Unbalanced in the Course of the Development of War

We stress that preserving oneself and destroying the enemy must both be attended to and neither neglected, but this does not mean that the two aspects have no primary and secondary. Dialectics tells us: the two aspects of a contradiction have a primary and a secondary, which is one of the manifestations of the unevenness in the development of contradiction. We must uphold both the “two-point theory” and the “key-point theory,” finding the key point within the two points and grasping the principal aspect of the contradiction.


I. Generally Speaking, Destroying the Enemy Is Primary and Preserving Oneself Is Secondary

Viewed from the whole course of war, destroying the enemy is the key point, the principal aspect of the contradiction. War arises mainly for the sake of destroying the enemy, and the victory or defeat in the outcome of war depends mainly on whether the enemy has been destroyed. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “Among the purposes of war, destroying the enemy is primary and preserving oneself is second, because only by destroying the enemy in large numbers can one effectively preserve oneself.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 450) That destroying the enemy is primary is also connected with the nature and tasks of the army itself. The army is an armed group that carries out political tasks and is an instrument of operations; its basic task in battle is precisely to destroy the enemy, so as to realize the political purposes of a class, state, nation, or political group. If the army puts preserving its own strength in first place, it cannot fight bravely, destroy the enemy, preserve the whole, and accomplish its own political task. Therefore, fundamentally speaking, destroying the enemy is in first place.

The primary-secondary relationship between preserving oneself and destroying the enemy determines the primary-secondary relationship between offense and defense as means of war. Offense is the main means of destroying the enemy and is for directly destroying the enemy, and is therefore also in first place. Of course offense also plays the role of preserving oneself at the same time, because if one does not attack bravely and destroy the enemy, one may oneself be destroyed by the enemy. The direct purpose of defense is to preserve oneself and it is therefore in second place. Of course defense is at the same time also a means of assisting offense or of preparing to shift to offense. The two interpenetrate and cannot be sharply divided. Furthermore, retreat is a continuation of defense, its direct purpose being to preserve oneself. Pursuit is a continuation of offense, its direct purpose being to destroy the enemy further. In the practice of China’s revolutionary war, although for many periods strategic defense was the main form, nevertheless in campaigns and battles the spirit of active offense was generally carried out. Strategic defense, too, can finally destroy the enemy and win thorough victory in the war only by shifting to strategic counteroffensive. Therefore, looking at war as a whole, “offense, as the main means of destroying the enemy, is primary, while defense, as an auxiliary means of destroying the enemy and as a means of preserving oneself, is second.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 450)



II. The Primary and Secondary Positions of Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy Can Transform into Each Other under Certain Conditions

Dialectical materialism holds that the primary and secondary positions of a contradiction are not fixed and unchanging, and under certain conditions can transform into each other. The relationship between preserving oneself and destroying the enemy is also so: under certain conditions, preserving oneself can rise to be the principal aspect of the contradiction. If one does not look at the question flexibly in this way, and thinking becomes rigid, one will suffer greatly in war. Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy originally interpenetrate and transform into each other; preserving oneself contains destroying the enemy, destroying the enemy contains preserving oneself, preserving oneself can transform into destroying the enemy, and destroying the enemy can also transform into preserving oneself. In the concrete practice of war, which aspect is to be primary must be analyzed concretely. “Fight if you can win, move away if you cannot win” — the key lies in whether one can win. When conditions permit winning, one should take destroying the enemy as primary, seize the opportunity for battle, and bravely and resolutely destroy the enemy; when conditions are unfavorable and one cannot win, one should take preserving oneself as primary and avoid decisive battle, so as not to be destroyed by the enemy. For example, in the early period of the War of Liberation, our Central Plains Military Region troops, over 60,000 in number, were encircled by 300,000 heavy enemy troops and squeezed into a long, narrow area of about 200 li east to west and about 50 li north to south; owing to scarcity of supplies and serious grain shortage, our army faced an extremely perilous situation, and in such a situation it was necessary to take preserving oneself as primary. Mao Zedong promptly issued the directive of putting survival first and breaking out of the encirclement the sooner the better, enabling the Central Plains troops to break through the heavy encirclement victoriously, thereby preserving their strength. Preserving oneself and destroying the enemy not only transform into each other but also interpenetrate. Therefore, in offense that takes destroying the enemy as primary, attention must also be paid to reducing casualties as much as possible and preserving oneself. In defense that takes preserving oneself as primary, attention must also be paid to destroying the enemy as much as possible. In sum, whether in strategy or in campaigns and battles, we must determine the primary and the secondary according to actual conditions and correctly handle the mutual relationship of the two.

Generally speaking, in a situation of enemy strong and we weak, when an inferior army is attacked by a superior enemy army and the preservation of military strength is fundamentally endangered, the primary task before it is how, through defense, to preserve its effective strength so as to wait for an opportunity to defeat the enemy. At this time the defense of preserving oneself is put in first place. Otherwise one’s own survival is seriously threatened, not to mention destroying the enemy. “As long as the green hills remain, there is no fear of lacking firewood.” To stress preserving oneself under unfavorable conditions and not engage the enemy in decisive battle is precisely in order to engage the enemy in decisive battle under favorable conditions and destroy him in large numbers. This is an extremely critical question in China’s revolutionary war; if this question could not be correctly resolved, it would be impossible to use the weak to defeat the strong and win victory in the revolutionary war. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “The process of smashing an ‘encirclement and suppression’ campaign is often circuitous and tortuous, not straightforward. The first and serious question is how to preserve strength and wait for an opportunity to defeat the enemy. Therefore the problem of strategic defense becomes the most complicated and most important problem in the Red Army’s operations.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 181) He profoundly analyzed this basic characteristic of China’s revolutionary war, put forward the military strategic thought of active defense, and formulated the correct policy of carrying out, strategically, a protracted defensive war on interior lines, and, in campaigns and battles, offensive battles of quick decision on exterior lines. This policy, strategically speaking, puts preserving oneself in first place, yielding first and striking afterwards, avoiding strategic decisive battle with the enemy, in order to defeat the enemy through circuitous and tortuous struggle. At the same time it opposes passive defense and merely preserving oneself, and attends to combining preserving oneself with destroying the enemy. In campaigns and battles it requires us to concentrate absolutely superior forces, avoid the substantial and strike the empty, destroy the enemy one by one in motion, and exchange the smallest price for greater results. Only by actively destroying the enemy locally, and gathering many such annihilations, can small victories be gathered into great victory, and the task of preserving, developing, and expanding oneself strategically and overall be accomplished, fundamentally smashing the enemy’s strategic encirclement and gradually changing the comparison of strength between enemy and us. In the Third Revolutionary Civil War, because the situation of strength and weakness between enemy and us underwent a fundamental change, our army carried out a strategic transformation, shifting from strategic defense to strategic counteroffensive, destroyed the enemy in large numbers on exterior lines, and conducted strategic decisive battles; at this time, destroying the enemy had strategically also become the task in first place.

Proceeding from the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong dialectically unified preserving oneself and destroying the enemy from the two aspects of strategy and of campaigns and battles; this is a great creation, and is an inheritance and development of Marxist military dialectics. In future wars we must still adhere to the dialectical unity of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, take in the whole situation, size up the situation and judge the circumstances, adopt flexible strategy and tactics, and adjust the center of our activity in good time according to changes in the situation, sometimes taking destroying the enemy as primary, sometimes taking preserving oneself as primary; only thus can victory in the war against aggression be won.






Chapter 5 War and Politics

Why do the two sides, enemy and us, engage in cruel struggle in order to preserve themselves and destroy the other? This is because both sides are for the sake of realizing certain political purposes. When political purposes cannot be realized by peaceful means, war is used to solve the problem. Therefore, to understand the essence of war, one must further examine the relationship between war and politics.


Section 1 War Is the Continuation of Politics by Violent Means

War in the strict sense has not always existed in human history and will not exist forever. It became an unavoidable social-historical phenomenon only with the appearance of private property and class society. Since slave society, when conflicts of interest among classes, nations, states, and political groups could not be resolved by ordinary means of intercourse, recourse was had to war. This relationship among classes, nations, and so on, their intercourse and struggle, is precisely what Marxism calls politics. This politics, together with its highest form of struggle, war, will inevitably vanish forever with the complete destruction on earth of the last class society of humankind, that is, capitalist society.


I. War Arises Directly from Politics

Since war has existed, people have ceaselessly explored its causes and essence. But owing to the limitations of historical conditions, including the limits of class standpoint and of the level of development of human intelligence, for a very long period it could not be scientifically explained. The bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz took a big step forward in understanding the essence of war. But only after the birth of Marxism was the essence of war finally scientifically revealed.

In history there have been all kinds of conjectures and judgments about the causes of war. In our country, since entering slave society, some have regarded the launching and the victory or defeat of war as the ordained “mandate of Heaven.” The King of Yin-Shang, when raising troops for a punitive expedition, begged that “the Lord grant me aid” (Collected Oracle-Bone Inscriptions, No. 369, meaning that the Supreme Deity gives me protection); when the Zhou people attacked the tyrant King Zhou, it was explained as “it is not that we little state dared to take the mandate of Yin; it is only that Heaven did not grant it” (Book of Documents, “Duo Shi,” meaning that it was not that the tiny state of Zhou dared to replace Yin-Shang at will in governing the realm, but only that the Supreme Deity no longer gave it such a mission).

In Europe, broadly similar processes of cognitive development were also experienced. For example, the ancient Greek philosophers Socrates and Aristotle and the medieval scholastic philosophers all preached idealist teleology, holding that everything in the world comes from the purposeful arrangement of a god. Some thinkers of the bourgeois revolutionary period proceeded from abstract human nature to explain the origin of war. For example, Britain’s Hobbes held that human beings are only a kind of “natural object,” that human “natural nature” dominates people’s thought and action and determines social life; he held that selfishness and self-interest are the common “human nature,” and that this “human nature” is the basis that creates social conflict. None of them could correctly reveal and expound the true origin and essence of war.

However, there were also some scholars, such as the famous military theorists of China’s Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods, Sun Wu and Wu Qi, who, because they had long engaged in the practice of war and in the exploration of military science, vaguely sensed some internal connections between war and politics and discovered something of the nature of laws. Sun Wu asserted that war is a great matter bearing on the life and death and the survival and ruin of the state, and must be considered carefully. He advocated “the best use of the army is to attack the enemy’s plans, next to attack his alliances, next to attack his army,” the best method being “to subdue the enemy’s army without fighting,” so that “the army is not blunted and the gain can be complete.” (See Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans” and “Attack by Stratagem”) This in fact explains that war is nothing but a last means for realizing or safeguarding some interest. The author of the Sima Fa of roughly the same period also held that “the ancients took benevolence as the foundation and governing by righteousness as the correct way. When the correct way does not attain its aim, then resort to expedient. Expedient comes from war, not from the average man.” That is to say, only when normal methods of governance cannot achieve the aim is an expedient means such as war adopted. He summed up six methods by which the kings and hegemons of the time governed the feudal lords, namely “bring the lords to order by land and terrain; pacify the lords by decrees; befriend the lords by ritual and good faith; persuade the lords by material and strength; bind the lords by stratagem; subdue the lords by arms and armor.” That this means of “subduing the lords by arms and armor” was placed last, though an intuitive summation, reflected historical truth. (The above is from the Sima Fa, “The Foundation of Benevolence, No. 1”) Wu Qi, in analyzing the causes of war, also saw some connections with politics and economics, namely the so-called “Generally, the causes of the rise of arms are five: first, contending for fame; second, contending for victory; third, accumulated hatred; fourth, internal disorder; fifth, famine.” (Wuzi, “Planning for the State, No. 1”) Especially some scholars at the time of the Qin and Han in our country even conjectured that war arose only with the appearance of private ownership, that is, only when the world of “Great Harmony,” in which “the world is for all,” passed into the “Lesser Prosperity” society in which “the world is for the family,” did “stratagems come to be used and arms arise from this.” (Book of Rites, “Liyun”) This was already very close to the original face of history. In Europe it was only in the sixteenth century that the early utopian communists first came to realize that private property is the source of all social evils.

In the nineteenth century, the German bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz, applying Hegel’s dialectics and devoting himself to the study of war history and military theory, arrived at the famous assertion that “war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means.” He saw that war is a form of conflict of human interests, and therefore said it resembles “trade,” yet he held that “what war is closer to is politics.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 135) He pointed out that war is not an independent thing; it “arises from politics”; “politics is the womb in which war develops”; “actual war is nothing but the expression of politics itself,” “a continuation of political intercourse.” He held that only by proceeding from this viewpoint is it possible not to contradict the whole of war history and to have a profound understanding of war. (On War, vol. 1, p. 45, vol. 3, p. 897) Although deeply influenced by idealism, in order to make the “branches and flowers of his theory” “approach the soil proper to them,” when philosophical conclusions were insufficient to explain a problem he abandoned them and turned to “adopting appropriate phenomena from experience to explain the problem.” (See the author’s Preface to On War) In this way he unconsciously adhered to the materialist line. Hence, although the meaning of his so-called “politics” is not scientific, his exposition of the relationship between war and politics was affirmed by Lenin as truth, regarded as a conclusion of “the basic principle of dialectics applied to war” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 21, p. 195), and Lenin clearly pointed out: “Marxists have always justly regarded this principle as the theoretical basis for considering the significance of every war.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 673)

The classical writers of Marxism, applying the viewpoint and method of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to the examination of war, fully affirmed the assertion that “war is the continuation of politics by other means,” and gave a scientific explanation of politics, thereby scientifically revealing the causes and essence of war. Marx and Engels persisted in analyzing war with this viewpoint. For example, on the very day the Franco-Prussian War broke out in 1870, Marx, in the first address on this war that he drafted for the General Council of the International Working Men’s Association, pointed out incisively that the true purpose of Louis Bonaparte in launching this war was to prolong the reactionary rule of the Second Empire, and not anything like maintaining the European balance or upholding national honor. Thereby he exposed Bonaparte’s lies and deceit, and indicated to the working classes of France and Germany the direction of struggle against this unjust war. Again, for example, when Engels discussed the significance of the 1848 German peasant war, he looked back on the “religious wars” kindled in Germany in the sixteenth century. He pointed out that these struggles, which carried the Middle Ages to the grave, were, exactly like the domestic conflicts of England and France at a slightly later period, all anti-feudal class struggles, and were not, as some French thinkers say, any “fierce theological disputes” or some other mysterious thing.

Lenin, in his struggle against the opportunism of the Second International, firmly defended this theoretical position of Marxism. In dissecting the First World War of 1914 to 1918, he used a great many facts to prove powerfully that this war was precisely the continuation of the politics which the governments and ruling classes of the belligerent countries — Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Austria, Russia, and others — had carried out for decades, almost half a century, of plundering colonies, oppressing other nations, and suppressing the workers’ movement; that it was the continuation of the politics of their contest for “world hegemony,” and that it “could only be the continuation of this politics.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, pp. 670–673) It was by no means, as the leaders of the Second International said, a “national war,” as it were, or a struggle between “pure” aggressors and defenders without any political content. Lenin stressed and pointed out that “every war is inseparable from the political system that produces it”; “war is entirely and wholly politics”; “any war launched by any state or any class has a close economic and historical connection with the politics they pursued before the war”; when socialists discuss how a war should be evaluated and treated, they must make clear what caused this war, and by what classes it was prepared and steered. If war is not connected with the prewar politics of the states concerned, of the state systems concerned, and of the classes concerned, then talk about the war will become empty mutual abuse and pointless quarreling, and one can in no way understand this war. (The above see Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 3, pp. 70–72 and Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 25, p. 16) These extremely profound expositions of Lenin powerfully exposed the chauvinist standpoint of the opportunists of the Second International on the question of war, and pointed out to Communists and the proletariat the fundamental standpoint and method of understanding and treating war.



II. War Is a Special Politics

Although war and politics are inseparable, and in so far as war is the continuation of politics it can be said to be politics and is itself an action of a political nature, yet because it is only a means of realizing political purposes, it is a politics of a special form; in Lenin’s words, “war = politics conducted with the sword instead of the pen” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 195), or, as Mao Zedong put it, it is “politics with bloodshed.” Besides what it shares with politics, it also has its own individual character and its own particular laws, and therefore it is not equal to politics in general. The relationship between it and politics is that of the particular and the general, the part and the whole, the means and the end; there is a side on which they are connected and a side on which they are mutually exclusive and opposed. In commenting on the Crimean War, Marx and Engels pointed out many times that the course of the war at that time, if viewed according to the internal laws of war and military principles, might have one outcome; whereas with political and diplomatic interference another outcome would be likely to appear. That is to say, between politics as the whole and the end and war as the part and the means there exists contradiction. What is reasonable or feasible from the standpoint of the part and the means may be harmful or incompatible from the standpoint of the whole and the end. Especially when the political purpose itself is not firm or thorough, is mistaken, or is even fundamentally reactionary, then a war determined by such politics will find it hard to obey its own laws, and such examples are frequent in history.

For example, in 1140, in the war between the Jurchen rulers in the north of our country and the rulers of the Southern Song, because the Southern Song court carried out a national policy of compromise and complacency, it, when facing the situation of the dynasty’s extinction, once issued orders to resist the Jin, but its aim was only to seek peace by means of war, and it had no determination to thoroughly recover the lost territory, and therefore imposed all sorts of restrictions on the armies resisting the Jin troops, making these armies unable to fight the Jin troops unreservedly according to time, place, and the circumstances of enemy and friendly forces. When the Jin troops had successively been defeated in decisive battles at Yancheng and Yingchang and were preparing to withdraw from Kaifeng across the river to the north, at the moment when the anti-Jin armed forces were on the verge of success, the Southern Song court actually issued twelve gold tablets in succession, forcing them to retreat and demanding a halt to the war and negotiation of peace; as a result the “achievement of ten years” of the resistance against the Jin “was ruined in a single day” (Yue Fei’s words), and the large areas already recovered, such as Zhengzhou, Yingchang, Caizhou, and Huaining, fell again. During our country’s agrarian revolutionary war, under the erroneous leadership of the three “Left” deviationist lines, a policy of attacking and occupying big cities and of conducting regular positional warfare was militarily carried out, thereby violating the laws of China’s revolutionary war and suffering severe defeat. These are all typical cases in which the political purpose was “not thorough” or mistaken, and in which political interference made it impossible for war to obey its own laws.

However, sometimes, although politics does not have the defects mentioned above, it may nonetheless come into contradiction and conflict with the laws of war itself. For example, during the War of Resistance against Japan, the struggle of our Eighth Route Army and New Fourth Army against the Kuomintang troops in the periods of anti-Communist upsurge was strictly bound by the Chinese Communist Party’s general line of uniting to resist Japan and by the struggle tactic of being “justified, advantageous, and restrained,” so as not to let these fights develop into an effort tending toward the extreme and thereby affect the overall situation of the War of Resistance against Japan. Again, for example, when the situation in the Taiwan Strait was tense in 1958, our army shelled Jinmen; according to the enemy and friendly strength at the time, the geographical position of Jinmen, and other circumstances, measured from the military viewpoint, liberating Jinmen was not impossible, but considered from the situation of the world as a whole, it was deliberately not done. The above cases all reflect that between politics as the whole and the end and war as the part and the means there exists a tendency of mutual opposition, and that this tendency is objective and unavoidable.

Another situation in which war comes into contradiction with politics arises when political decision-makers are ignorant of the laws of war or are not skilled in using this means, or lack a correct estimate of the situation on the battlefield and thereby make erroneous judgments and resolutions. Seen from the phenomena, it is a contradiction between war and politics; seen from the essence, it arises from the contradiction between the subjective and the objective. Some of the military thinkers of ancient China had already observed or experienced this contradiction and tried to resolve it. For example, the ancient military book Military Posture pointed out that if in marching and fighting everything is “controlled from within” by the monarch, it is hard to succeed. (See Huang Shigong’s Three Strategies, “Middle Strategy”) Sun Tzu’s Art of War also pointed out: if the monarch of a state does not understand whether the army can advance or retreat yet demands that it advance or retreat, does not understand the internal affairs of the army yet interferes in its management, and does not know the expedients of using troops yet takes part in command of operations, that is no different from “throwing the army into confusion and leading to the enemy’s victory.” (See “Attack by Stratagem”; the meaning is to throw one’s own army into disorder and thereby lead the enemy to win) Therefore they advocated and demanded that the ruler in war give the marshals and generals the power of “acting on their own authority,” and that he understand “the way of knowing victory,” which includes the principle “the general is capable and the ruler does not interfere,” so as to avoid military errors. (See “Attack by Stratagem”) Such a demand is, in terms of epistemology, entirely correct and reasonable; but examined from the essence of war, it is fundamentally impossible to hope that the ruler will entirely not interfere in the command of war, and therefore contradictions of this kind are frequently interwoven with the contradictions of part and whole and means and end mentioned above, making errors that could otherwise be avoided relatively easily hard to avoid.

The side on which war and politics conflict with and oppose each other is an important question that cannot be ignored. In studying the relationship between war and politics, one must see not only the inseparable relationship between them, thereby clarifying the true essence of war, foreseeing its course and development, grasping its laws, and formulating the correct policy and basic strategy for each war; one must at the same time see and fully estimate the side on which disagreement and mutual constraint between them may occur, so as to consciously and promptly correct the relationship between the two on one’s own side and not let it affect the whole struggle, and also be good at skillfully exploiting the contradictions between the two on the enemy’s side, taking advantage of the enemy’s gap, to reach the aim of striving for victory.




Section 2 Politics Has a Decisive Influence on War

Since war arises from politics, is a means of realizing political purposes, and is a part of politics as a whole, in general politics occupies the leading and dominating position and is the decisive factor, while war is in a subordinate and dominated position. In Clausewitz’s vivid expression, “politics is the brain, and war is merely the instrument.” He held that it could never be the reverse, for otherwise it would become absurd. He once used an entire chapter to demonstrate that politics “has the most decisive influence” on war. (The above see On War, vol. 3, p. 897, and Book 8, Chapter 6) Mao Zedong consistently adhered to this view in guiding China’s revolutionary war, and criticized many times the erroneous view that “the military decides politics.” This determination of the primary and secondary positions of politics and war is the most basic aspect of the relationship between the two, and is also the fundamental principle that must be mastered in correctly understanding and handling the relationship between the two.

The decisive influence of politics on war is mainly manifested in the following respects:


I. Politics Determines the Nature of War and Influences the Sources of Strength and the Morale of War, and Thereby Has a Decisive Influence on the Prospects and Outcome of War

In history there have been wars of every kind, each with its particularity of essence. But, summed up, they are no more than two kinds: one unjust, one just. Mao Zedong clearly pointed out that this nature of war is determined by the political purpose of war. A war aimed at plunder is unjust; a war aimed at resisting plunder and seeking liberation is just. A just war can “arouse the unity of the whole country, stir up the sympathy of the people of the enemy country, and win the support of the majority of the countries of the world” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 417), and thereby obtain the deepest wellsprings of manpower, financial resources, and material resources, enabling the war to be sustained and finally to win victory. An unjust war is the opposite: it will inevitably arouse the bitter hatred and opposition of the peoples abroad and at home, plunging the initiator of the war into the greatest isolation, and ending in failure. In history there have also been facts of unjust wars winning temporary victory, but the fire of the people’s resistance cannot be extinguished, and in the end justice triumphs over evil; this is an objective law that cannot be shifted.



II. Politics Leads War, Determines the General Guiding Line and Strategy of War, and Defines and Influences the Plans and Course of War

Leadership of war is the fundamental condition and guarantee for realizing the political purposes of war. In history, in any war, whoever its direct commander may be, whatever person or group, these persons and groups represent only the interests of a certain class and serve a certain class, and thus it can be said that they all conduct war under the political leadership of a certain class, whether it is revolutionary or counterrevolutionary war, just or unjust war. The political leadership of the revolutionary class is the fundamental guarantee for reaching the aims of the revolutionary war, which can be proved from the war history of the Chinese Communist Party; the political leadership of the counterrevolutionary class is the guarantee for carrying through the political aims of counterrevolutionary war, which can be confirmed by the fact that Chiang Kai-shek, after usurping the leadership of the Northern Expedition, then launched the “April 12” counterrevolutionary coup. This political leadership of a certain class pervades and acts upon war from beginning to end, and from the overall strategic aims and policies to the plans and schemes for the whole war, even to the plans of concrete campaigns and battles, none can do without it, all serve and obey the highest political purpose. Hitler, who represented the interests of the German monopoly bourgeoisie, after coming to power in 1933 determined the strategic aim of aggressive expansion to destroy the Soviet Union and rule all of Europe, and in accordance with the requirements of this overall strategic aim determined the strategic policy of “blitzkrieg,” and formulated the “Case White” plan for attacking Poland, the “Case Yellow” plan for attacking the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, and France, the “Marita” plan for attacking Yugoslavia and Greece, and the “Barbarossa” plan for attacking the Soviet Union, and he even conceived the steps for attacking India and conquering the British Empire after conquering Russia, and so on. Contemporary imperialists and hegemonists, in order to realize their purpose of domination over the world, have likewise long since drawn up strategies serving this purpose and war plans for attacking other countries, and have carried out military exercises with the enemies in their plans as operational targets. These facts fully prove that Clausewitz’s following assertion is entirely correct: “The supreme viewpoint for determining the main line of war and guiding war can be no other than the political viewpoint”; “The political factor has a decisive influence on the formulation of the whole war plan and the campaign plan, and often even on the formulation of the battle plan.” (On War, vol. 3, pp. 896–897)



III. Politics Determines the Nature and Quality of the Army, Influences the Change of Methods of Operations, and Thereby Influences the Exertion of the Army’s Combat Effectiveness and of the Power of the Whole War

The army is an important component of state power; the social system and political nature determine the nature of the army, and the nature of the army in turn directly influences the quality of the army and the methods of operations it adopts, thereby exerting a major influence on the height or lowness, strength or weakness of combat effectiveness. Take the armies before and after the European bourgeois revolutions as an example: before the French Revolution, the armies of the countries of Europe were mostly composed of mercenaries and of prisoners of war, bearing hostility, who had been forcibly incorporated into the army; they had no, and could not have any, active spirit in fighting, and often had to be driven by strict supervision and compulsion, and so, in accordance with this situation and the weapons and equipment of the time, they could only adopt a stiff, inflexible “linear tactics” of operations. After the outbreak of the French Revolution, the mercenary system was abolished, and large numbers of peasants who had been liberated economically joined the army; they had far higher initiative in fighting than the mercenaries, needed no compulsion or the whip, and, together with changes in the French army’s weapons and equipment, completely changed the operational method of stiff linear formations and created an operational method combining skirmishers with infantry columns, making the French army for a time the most combat-effective among the armies of the European countries and repeatedly creating brilliant war achievements. Taking this as an example, Clausewitz affirmed most emphatically: “Changed politics provided different means and different forces, and thereby gave war a power that would be hard to imagine under other circumstances”; “even the actual reform of the military art is the result of political change; these reforms …… forcefully prove that the two are closely combined.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 902) Engels also pointed out that only a revolution like the French Revolution, which had liberated the bourgeois and especially the peasants economically, could find a mass army and at the same time find for this army free forms of movement. (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 213) And he predicted that the liberation of the proletariat would likewise have its own expression in military affairs and would create its own particular, new methods of operations. (See Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 7, p. 562) This great prediction has already been confirmed in the course of the October Revolution led by Lenin and the Russian Bolshevik Party and in the Chinese revolutionary war led by the Chinese Communist Party. The whole set of strategy and tactics of people’s war carried out by the Chinese People’s Liberation Army, and the miracles of war it created, once filled many military experts of the world with admiration. We have every reason to predict that, under the leadership of the correct political line of the Chinese Communist Party, the Chinese People’s Liberation Army will certainly be built into a modernized, regularized revolutionary army with Chinese characteristics and, under new conditions, develop the strategy and tactics peculiar to the people’s army, becoming an important force for opposing aggression, defending the motherland, and defending world peace.



IV. Politics Defines and Commands All Other Forms of Struggle, Coordinates with War, and Guarantees War

War is a means of politics but not the only means. In the preparation and conduct of war, the forms of military struggle are numerous and primary, but at the same time other forms of struggle are needed to coordinate directly or indirectly, for example diplomatic struggle, activities to win allies, disintegrating the enemy and the forces of his allies, mobilization of the masses, adjustment of all economic activities of industry, agriculture, finance, and trade, the development of wartime cultural activities, and so on. Without the coordination and guarantee of these struggles it is impossible to strive for victory. Every major war, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, has not lacked these conditions. Sun Tzu’s Art of War states at the outset that war is a great matter bearing on the whole, and demands comprehensive examination and preparation. It lists the “Way” as the first great matter in preparing for and conducting war. The “Way” of which it speaks is politics. It also discusses the important role of “the use of spies” in war, and especially values “using the highly intelligent as spies,” that is, dividing the important figures in the enemy’s camp and making them serve me. In discussing the consumption of war, it lists “expenses at home and abroad, the entertainment of guests,” from which it can be seen that diplomatic activity was also frequent at the time. (See “Laying Plans,” “Waging War,” and “Employment of Spies”) After the First World War, some people in Britain put forward the concept of “grand strategy,” mainly to explain that to reach the political purposes of war one must mobilize and use all of the state’s political, economic, psychological, and military forces. Socialist countries have not used the concept of “grand strategy,” but regarding war as a whole action that needs the close coordination of various forms of struggle is consistent, because it reflects the laws of war. In every stage of China’s revolutionary war Mao Zedong stressed mobilizing all forces to guarantee victory in the revolutionary war. In summing up the experience of the agrarian revolutionary war led by the Chinese Communist Party, he pointed out: “Our Party has already been able to coordinate, directly or indirectly, the armed struggle, this main form of struggle, with many other necessary forms of struggle; that is to say, to coordinate the armed struggle, throughout the country, directly or indirectly, with the struggle of the workers, the struggle of the peasants (this is the main one), the struggle of the youth, of women, of all the people, the struggle for political power, the struggle on the economic front, the struggle on the front of eliminating traitors, the struggle on the ideological front, and other forms of struggle. And this armed struggle is the agrarian revolutionary struggle of the peasants under the leadership of the proletariat.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 572) It can be seen that war cannot do without the coordination and guarantee of other forms of struggle, and all this too must be carried on under one aim and one guiding line, that is, none of it can do without the political content and political purposes of war.

The decisive influence of politics on war powerfully proves that “war cannot be separated from politics for a single moment.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 447) The view that strives to describe war as nonpolitical, or as if, once the two sides have engaged in fire, political intercourse is interrupted at once, political viewpoints disappear at once, and war is governed only by military laws, does not accord with the facts and therefore cannot stand. The view that if the military side is good, politics will naturally be good, and if the military side is not good, politics cannot be good either, is also entirely wrong.




Section 3 War Reacts upon Politics

Lenin, in speaking of the relationship between war and politics in his report to the Seventh All-Russian Congress of Soviets, pointed out: “War is not only a continuation of politics but a concentration of politics.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 193) That is to say, just as politics is the concentrated expression of the economy, in the relationship between war and politics the former is not always passively dominated by the latter; war has an enormous reactive effect on politics. Examined historically, this reactive effect manifests itself in the following respects:


I. The Outcome of War Can Influence or Determine the Course and Prospects of Politics

War, as a means of politics, aims at resolving the contradictions among classes, nations, states, and political groups; its result, whether the aim has been reached or not, has an influence on the course of politics. Generally speaking, a war led by a progressive class with liberation as its aim can accelerate the course of political development, while a war launched by a reactionary class with plunder and suppression as its aim can retard or obstruct the course of political development; the condition is that victory must be won. But because war is an extremely complex matter containing many contradictions, the development of the various contradictions in the course of war is extremely rapid and uneven, and the internal and external conditions created are also extremely different, there may appear wars led by a progressive class which, though victorious in form, do not play a decisive role in the course of politics. For example, the Revolution of 1911 led by Sun Yat-sen: the uprising succeeded and the Qing government also fell, but state power fell into the hands of the warlord Yuan Shikai, and the bourgeois task of revolution against imperialism and feudalism was not completed; this was because the conditions were not ready. Sometimes a war launched by a reactionary class, though it fails, does not cause a revolution or fundamentally change its political direction. For example, in the First World War, German imperialism was defeated, but the monopoly bourgeoisie still held power, and twenty years later it launched the Second World War again; this too was caused by conditions. Therefore the magnitude of this reactive effect of war upon politics, and whether it is decisive, depends entirely on conditions. But that it exerts a certain influence on the course and prospects of politics is beyond question, and especially when conditions are ripe its decisive role should be fully affirmed. For example, the victory of China’s revolutionary war fundamentally resolved the contradiction between the broad masses of the Chinese people and the three great enemies, thereby fundamentally turning the fate of China and greatly accelerating the course of history; this is a powerful illustration. And in terms of the general trend of historical development, the proletariat is growing ever stronger, the peoples of the world are gradually awakening, and the conditions for war to give rise to revolution are continually maturing; if imperialism wants to launch a world war, its result will inevitably create still more favorable conditions for the final victory of the working class.



II. Under Certain Conditions War Can Correct or Change the Policies Pursued by Its Initiator

War does not always end with the victory of one side and the defeat of the other. When the two sides are evenly matched and each is powerless to change this balance, there is often the possibility of a temporary compromise, that is, one side or both sides weigh advantages and disadvantages, and temporarily change, modify, or even abandon the war aims and policies they originally determined, restoring peace within a certain scope or for a certain period. For example, the compromise that appeared in the Chad civil war in 1984 and the compromise realized between the two factions inside Lebanon are of this kind. Sometimes in a war of aggression, when the invader meets resolute resistance, is powerless to win, and has the possibility of failure, it is also forced to change its policy of invasion and the two sides reach a peace agreement. The armistice agreement on the Korean battlefield reached in 1953 was signed by U.S. imperialism when it was in a militarily disadvantageous position. From his study of a large number of war histories Clausewitz drew an important conclusion, namely that the political purpose of war “must adapt to the nature of the means”; when politics puts forward demands that cannot be realized before the war, appropriate change of the political purpose itself is necessary and also common. (See On War, vol. 1, p. 43 and vol. 3, p. 898)



III. War May Lead to a Regrouping of Political Forces

War can, to a certain extent, influence or change the political attitudes of the various classes, nations, states, and political groups, and partially adjust the relationships among classes, nations, states, and political groups, and thereby may lead to a political regrouping. Since war is caused by the political and economic interests of classes, nations, states, and political groups, then different wars, because of the targets they strike and the political purposes they are to reach, differ from one another, and therefore the degree of benefit or harm to the interests of each class, nation, state, and political group also differs, and their attitudes toward the war are necessarily different. This may influence or change their prewar relationships, and new ties appear on the basis of some identity of interest and harm, thereby safeguarding their respective interests. For example, in the second stage of the Franco-Prussian War, Prussia invaded France; the “Government of National Defense” established after the fall of the French Second Empire had sworn to resist to the end, but after the Paris working class, in order to resist the Prussian invasion, armed itself spontaneously, the French “Government of National Defense” turned instead and surrendered to Prussia, colluded with Prussia, disarmed the workers, and then suppressed the Paris Commune uprising. For they knew that “to arm Paris is nothing other than to arm the revolution. Paris’s victory over the Prussian invaders would be nothing other than the French workers’ victory over the French capitalists and their state parasites.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 2, pp. 353–354) Again, for example, after Japanese imperialism incited the traitor Yin Ruru to launch the “East Hebei Incident” in 1935, Japan’s intention of turning China into its exclusive colony became clear. This situation showed that the national contradiction between China and Japan had risen to be the principal contradiction, and that the domestic contradictions of class and of political groups within China had receded to a secondary position. At the same time, this Japanese policy of monopolizing China deepened the contradictions between Japanese imperialism and the other imperialist countries and lowered the position of the contradictions between China and the other imperialist countries. Under these conditions, the Chinese Communist Party put forward the policy of appropriately adjusting the domestic and international contradictions that could and had to be adjusted at the time, and of establishing a domestic and international united front. And the imperialist countries such as Britain and the United States, and the comprador big bourgeoisie of China’s pro-British-American faction, also for their respective interests, abandoned the “extermination of Communists” policy of the period of the ten-year civil war and accepted the proposal of the Chinese Communist Party, realizing the second Kuomintang–Communist cooperation. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 232–234) Although the circumstances of the above two cases of regrouping differ, the conditions are the same, namely both arise from identity of interest and harm; otherwise such a change would be impossible.



IV. War Can Temper the People, Educate the People, Awaken the People’s Political Consciousness, and Promote the People’s Progress

Marx once said that “war puts nations to the test.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 11, p. 585) This test is very direct for a nation’s social system, productive capacity, science and culture, military strength, and the people’s spiritual strength. Among these, it is especially the testing, tempering, and remolding of the people’s spiritual quality that has the more far-reaching influence. A just war educates the people positively, making people become firm and united in war and learn all kinds of means and methods of struggle against the enemy, until finally they learn to master their own fate and to build and manage their own state; Lenin once gave high praise to this educational role of the October Revolution. In China’s revolutionary war, this educational role was manifested, on the one hand, in the Chinese Communist Party becoming still firmer and more mature, not only tempering a correct political line and military line but also producing large numbers of cadres capable of governing the Party, the army, and the state; and on the other hand, in the broad masses of workers and peasants and intellectuals and patriots of all circles, under the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, gradually distinguishing enemy from friend, thereby gradually shaking off the influence of reactionaries at home and abroad and coming over to the side of the revolution. Mao Zedong likened this role of revolutionary war to an “antitoxin,” saying that “it will not only eliminate the enemy’s poisonous flames but also wash away our own filth,” so that both people and things are remolded. (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 425) Counterrevolutionary, unjust wars also have an educational role, only that people receive the education from the negative side. For example, in the First World War, the peoples and soldiers of the imperialist countries saw clearly from the suffering brought by the war the essence of imperialist war and increasingly took part in various antiwar activities, including strikes and demonstrations, fraternizing at the front with soldiers of the enemy countries, deserting the battlefield, and even armed uprisings. These activities played an important role in the ending of the war.

Mao Zedong once said that trouble has a dual nature: under certain conditions bad things can lead to good results, and good things can also lead to bad results. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, vol. 5, p. 397) From its destructiveness and the disasters and suffering it brings to the people, war is a bad thing, but the positive side of its reactive effect on politics is of great significance. Mao Zedong highly praised the “omnipotence of revolutionary war,” pointing out that it can make parties, make schools, make culture, make mass movements, make the democratic republic, make everything. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 512) He especially stressed that if there had been no revolutionary war in China, there could have been no position for the proletariat, the Communist Party, and the people; he required all members of the Chinese Communist Party not to forget this experience bought with blood, to pay attention to war, study military affairs, and prepare to fight. (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 573, 510) From this it can be seen that Communists should not oppose all wars indiscriminately. Studying the reactive effect of war on politics and its conditions of transformation helps us overcome and eliminate pessimistic tendencies on the question of war, strive to create conditions, accelerate the victory of revolutionary war, bring about the defeat of counterrevolutionary unjust wars, and make history develop faster in the direction favorable to the people.

Some bourgeois scholars of today, in order to cover up the aggressive and plundering essence of imperialist war, trumpet and propagate all kinds of unscientific theories about the causes and essence of war. For example: there are naturalist theories of war that keep arguing that the root of war lies in biological nature or the natural environment; there are racist theories of war that strenuously trumpet that the so-called “superior” races have the right to enslave the “inferior” races; there are modern religious theories of war that propagate that war is the “scourge of God”; there are positivist theories of war that trace the cause of war to the disruption of the balance of international relations or to semantic misunderstanding; there are psychological-determinist theories of war that hold that war is caused by the spontaneous fear of all who are different and of strangers; there are technological-industrial-determinist theories that assert that war originates from the advance of science and technology; there are advocates of the neo-Malthusian view of war; and there are irrationalist theories of war that preach that “war is the most incomprehensible phenomenon of human life” and deny the possibility of understanding war, and so on. What they have in common is distorting the relationship of phenomenon and essence, denying the internal connection of war and politics, and thereby serving imperialist war policy. The Marxist revelation of the essence of the relationship between war and politics has given us not only a methodological weapon for correctly understanding war and formulating policies against war, but also a powerful ideological weapon for exposing and criticizing all kinds of reactionary theories of war.






Chapter 6 War and the Economy

War is the continuation of politics, and politics is the concentrated expression of the economy. Therefore, the fundamental motive of war must ultimately be sought in the economic conditions, that is, in the mode of production of a given society as manifested through people and weapons, and in the economic interests of the different classes. The economy is the foundation of war; it is the decisive factor in the course and outcome of war and in its forms and methods; at the same time, war has an enormous reactive effect on the economy. This is the general relationship between war and the economy.


Section 1 War Arose with the Emergence of Private Ownership and Classes

War has not always existed; it arose when the development of social production reached a certain stage at which private ownership appeared and society divided into classes. War develops with the development of the social economy, and with the elimination of private ownership and classes throughout the world it will in the end be eliminated too. Therefore war is a social-historical category, a phenomenon inherent in the economic formations of class society.

Under the primitive communal system there was no private property and society was not yet divided into classes, and therefore there was no war. At that time the level of the productive forces was extremely low, people labored collectively and shared equally, and there was no surplus product. For each clan, the most important thing was to find a suitable environment in which to live and multiply, and to strive to keep this environment for a long time. To achieve this end, armed conflicts sometimes broke out between clans and between tribes because of differences of interest, as in contending for better pastures and arable land, blood revenge, and so on. But such armed conflicts had no character of class antagonism; they were merely for the sake of survival, or, in Marx’s words, “either to occupy the objective conditions of existence, or to protect and permanently hold this occupation, the enormous common task, the enormous common labor, that it requires.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 46, p. 475) It not only could not destroy the gentile system but served to unite the members of the clan and consolidate them. At the same time, the result of this kind of armed conflict did not have the character of ruling or enslaving the defeated tribe. Engels once pointed out very incisively that this kind of armed conflict “may end with the annihilation of the tribe, but never with its enslavement. The greatness of the gentile system, but also its limitation, lies in this, that here there was no room for domination and servitude.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 2, p. 415) In China’s primitive society, after each tribal war the victorious side usually either proposed peace and the defeated side formed an alliance with it, or drove them from their original places, and that was the end of it. Tradition has it that after the Yellow Emperor pursued and killed Chi You, he once “ordered Shaohao to pacify and regulate the Sima Niao-shi (bird-master),” meaning to have Shaohao lead the Yi tribes, which was probably the forming of an alliance. It can be seen that the occurrence of armed conflict in primitive society was brought about by the social relations among clans and tribes and was determined by the form of ownership of the social economy of the time.

Toward the end of primitive society, with the development of the productive forces, surplus product and the social division of labor appeared, whence arose private ownership of the means of production and the division of society into classes. From this time on, armed conflict in its original form left the historical stage, and what replaced it was the war of class society. Formerly, armed conflicts among tribes were mainly for the sake of contending for living areas; now war was plundering goods and slaves, and “had already begun to degenerate into continual robbery on land and sea for the seizure of cattle, slaves, and treasures, into a regular means of making a living.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 2, p. 413) What was plundered went first to the clan nobility and the tribal chiefs. War no longer embodied the interests of the whole clan or tribe, no longer reflected the will of all members of the clan or tribe, but became a means by which a small number of clan nobles and tribal chiefs increased their wealth, slaves, and power. War had already taken on the character of ruling and enslaving, and had changed into a continuation of class politics. With the appearance of classes and the state, a standing armed force representing the interests of the clan nobility was gradually separated out from the clan’s “spontaneous” military organization. The armies of the earliest slave-owning states developed on this basis.

The historical process by which armed conflict among tribes transformed into the wars of class society shows that war, this social phenomenon, is connected only with a certain stage of the development of social economic relations, and has its root in the appearance of private ownership and classes, as Lenin pointed out: “War does not contradict the foundations of private property, but is the direct and inevitable development of these foundations.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 247)

War is connected with certain economic relations not only in its historical source; the outbreak of every concrete war, too, is in the last analysis determined by the conflict of certain economic relations and a certain social mode of production. According to statistics, in the 3,357 years from 1496 BC to AD 1861, there were 3,130 years of war and only 227 years of peace. In the hundred-odd years since 1861, apart from the two world wars, in the thirty-seven years after the Second World War alone, 470 local wars occurred on the globe. The direct and concrete causes of so many wars are many-sided, but any war is in the end always connected with certain social and economic relations and always conducted for the sake of certain economic interests. Engels pointed out: “Force is only the means; on the contrary, economic advantage is the end. The end is much more ‘fundamental’ than the means used to attain it; in history, the economic side of relations is much more fundamental than the political side.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 199) Private ownership of the means of production, and the antagonistic relations of production arising from it, are the most universal root of war and the economic foundation of this social phenomenon of war.

The most profound root of war in the era of imperialism lies in the ever sharper conflict between the productive forces and the relations of production of contemporary capitalism, in the socioeconomic system and political system of capitalism. Owing to the operation of the law of uneven economic and political development of capitalism in the imperialist era, the various contradictions among the capitalist countries have been greatly intensified. The faster-developing capitalist countries strive to redivide colonies, markets, sources of raw materials, and profitable fields of investment, in order to obtain the maximum profit by redividing the world. Such problems cannot be resolved through conscious, voluntary effort in the capitalist world; the redivision of the world is possible only through violence, that is, war. Lenin pointed out: “To test the true strength of a capitalist state, there is no other means and there can be no other means besides war. …… Under capitalism, balanced economic development of the individual economic branches and of individual states is impossible. Under capitalism there are no other means of restoring the periodically disrupted balance than crises in industry and wars in politics.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 247) The First World War was the result of the uneven and leaping development of the capitalist countries. In the last thirty-odd years of the nineteenth century, the newly risen great capitalist powers such as the United States, Germany, and Japan began to overtake and push aside the old-line British and French capitalist countries, demanding a redivision of the vast colonies held by Britain and France. Among them the contradiction between Germany and Britain was the sharpest, and in the end led to the outbreak of the First World War. The Second World War was likewise the result of the operation of the law of uneven capitalist development. Although Germany had been severely weakened by defeat, with the support of the monopoly capital of Britain and America it soon rose again and returned to the ranks contending for world hegemony. By 1929, Germany’s total industrial output value and its production of steel, iron, aluminum, electric power, and so on had already surpassed Britain and France, leaping to second place in the capitalist world. At the same time, the concentration and monopoly of German capital also developed greatly. Thus, with the swelling of economic strength, German imperialism began to demand a redivision of the world in a manner favorable to Germany. Japan and Italy in the fascist bloc, too, because of the development of their economic strength and monopoly capital, were eager to redivide the world by force. The Second World War began with the contest between two capitalist alliances.

From this it can be seen that the outbreak of the two world wars was by no means accidental. They were not caused by the evil intentions of capitalist robbers, nor by some error the rulers made in policy; “the war was produced by the development over half a century of world capital, with its thousands of threads and connections.” (Selected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 323) That is to say, they were rooted in the antagonistic contradictions of the capitalist mode of production and were the result of the operation of the law of uneven development of capitalist economy and politics.

The law that war is in the last analysis connected with certain economic relations and economic interests is also one of the decisive factors in distinguishing the nature of war. Marxism holds that war, viewed overall, can be divided into just war and unjust war, and these can again be concretely divided into revolutionary war and counterrevolutionary war, war of aggression and war of non-aggression, and so on. The different natures of war, though directly determined by different political purposes, fundamentally depend necessarily on the economic conditions they rest upon and on the different economic interests they serve. War always serves the economic interests of a certain class or social group. The exploiting classes need violence and war to protect their economic interests; the oppressed classes carry out violent revolution for the sake of their own economic liberation; wars of aggression and of resistance to aggression among nations and states are also in the last analysis served for certain economic interests. Here interest, first of all economic interest, is always the final resting place of the question. Therefore, when Marxists judge the nature of a war, they always call all wars that accord with the fundamental interests of the people’s masses and the nation just wars, and all wars that violate the fundamental interests of the people’s masses and the nation unjust wars.

Since war is a product of a certain stage of socioeconomic development, appearing after human society produced private ownership and classes, it will inevitably, with the elimination of private ownership and classes, leave the historical stage forever. As Marx pointed out: “The international union of the workers will in the end eradicate all wars. …… Opposed to the old society, with its economic misery and its political delirium, a new society is being born, whose international principle will be peace, because in every nation the same ruler — labor — will rule!” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 17, pp. 7–8) Thinkers, politicians, and military men before Marxism, in their discussion of the problem of war, generally did not acknowledge that war is a historically temporary phenomenon. They generally held that the appearance of war has fundamentally nothing to do with the development of the social economy but is determined by the biological nature of man, and therefore that war is, for human society, eternal and unavoidable. The ancient idealist philosopher Plato already asserted that war is a common and natural phenomenon among states, that war has existed in the past and will exist forever. The American military commentator Hanson W. Baldwin said: “It is man’s nature that causes war, and not the political or economic systems that man has created.” “Man is a combative animal, though men are unwilling to admit it.” (Strategy for Tomorrow, Shanghai People’s Publishing House, 1974 edition, p. 9) The error of this view lies in essence in considering war apart from people’s material production and economic relations, and in manufacturing a theoretical basis for imperialism’s launching of predatory wars of aggression.



Section 2 The Course and Outcome of War Are Based on Certain Economic Conditions

War is a contest of strength; it is not only a contest of military strength and political strength but also a contest of economic strength. The course and outcome of war depend first of all on certain military strength, that is, on the level of weapons and equipment and the number and quality of armed personnel. But the strength or weakness of these two most basic elements of military strength both take certain economic conditions as their material foundation. Therefore, the course and outcome of war in the last analysis depend on certain economic conditions. This is an extremely important law of war. As Engels said: “The whole organization and mode of fighting of armies, and with them victory or defeat, depend on material, that is, economic conditions”; “Everywhere and at all times it is the economic conditions and means of power that help ‘violence’ to victory; without them violence ceases to be violence.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 17)

The quantity and quality of weapons and equipment and of the various supplies for operations depend directly on the economic conditions of society. An economically powerful country has the capacity to create an army with excellent technical equipment, and thereby more easily obtains the initiative in war. In slave society, feudal society, and the early period of capitalist society, this dependence of war on the economy was not obvious. Because of the low level of the social productive forces and the backwardness of weapons and equipment, the scale of war at that time was small and the need of war for material supplies very little; as long as there was fodder and grain and knives and spears, one could fight, and some states could even carry on war under conditions of economic decline. But with the development of the productive forces and the increasing refinement of weapons, the scale of war has daily expanded, and the dependence of war on the economy has greatly increased. The bourgeois political economist Adam Smith (1723–1790, chief representative of British classical political economy) pointed out early: “After the invention of firearms, the weapons and ammunition used by armies are more costly than before. …… The enormous expense of firearms in modern war obviously gives an advantage to a country able to bear this enormous expense, and so puts civilized nations in a superior position over barbarous nations.” (An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Chinese edition, vol. 2, p. 271)

The history of war shows that with the expansion of the scale of war the material needs of war clearly increase, and thereby the expense of war greatly increases. For example, in the budgetary expenses alone, the two sides in the Seven Years’ War in Europe (1756–1763) together spent 350 million U.S. dollars; the Crimean War (1853–1856) cost 350 million dollars; the Anglo-Boer War (1899–1902) cost 1.5 billion U.S. dollars; in the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905) Russia alone spent 1.3 billion U.S. dollars. The war expenses of the two world wars increased still more sharply. In the First World War the budget expenditure of the belligerent states used for war totaled 208 billion U.S. dollars (calculated at current prices), and in the Second World War 1,117 billion U.S. dollars. The wars of the nineteenth century consumed from eight to fourteen percent of the average national income of the belligerent countries, while the First World War and the Second World War consumed respectively nearly fifty percent and more than fifty percent.

Modern war, owing to the use of all kinds of new-type weapons, has a war expenditure that is unprecedented. For example, in the Fourth Middle East War, though it lasted only eighteen days, the total materials consumed reached 10 billion U.S. dollars, on average 600 million dollars a day. The two sides lost altogether 600 aircraft, equal to one year’s losses in the Second World War, and 3,000 tanks, equal to one-third of the tanks NATO countries possessed on the European theater. In the first three days after the outbreak of the war, the total number of missiles fired by the two sides was equal to the entire stockpile of the NATO countries in Europe. After the war had gone on a week, the operational supplies of both sides were basically exhausted, and they had to rely on emergency airlifts from the two superpowers to sustain the war. In the Malvinas war, the expense of Britain’s chartering merchant ships alone reached 90 million dollars a month. In the first three days of the war, Argentina cost Britain warships and aircraft worth several hundred million dollars. Britain spent altogether 2.16 billion U.S. dollars in this war, on average 1.2 million dollars an hour, three times larger than the initial estimate. (See “Sketch Map of the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas War,” p. 109 of this book)

Sketch Map of the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas War

An important aspect of the decisive role of economic conditions over weapons and equipment is manifested in the influence of science and technology on military development. If science is increasingly becoming a direct productive force for production, then for military affairs science is becoming an extremely important factor determining the development of military affairs, first of all of weapons and equipment. In the world today, science and technology develop with each passing day; the achievements of atomic energy, aerospace technology, electronic technology, and of science and technology such as lasers and infrared have been widely applied in the military domain, bringing great changes in the weapons and equipment of armies. Large-scale weapons of mass destruction such as missile-nuclear weapons have become important strategic weapons; the use of reconnaissance satellites and all kinds of electronic reconnaissance means, and the appearance of automated command systems based on electronic computers, have exerted a very positive influence on the process of army command; the development of advanced electronic equipment has, in a certain sense, made modern war electronic war…… All this shows that modern military technology is undergoing a fundamental transformation. And the outstanding characteristic of this transformation is that it is itself the achievement of the scientific and technological revolution and the result of the transformation of science into a direct productive force. Science is being applied ever more widely to production, and the distance between scientific invention and the practical application of these inventions is daily shrinking, which impels the faster manufacture of all kinds of weapons and military technical equipment and their use in equipping armies. From this it can be seen that the main source of revolution in military affairs lies in the economic base and the level of material production of a country. At the same time, the major influence of science and technology on weapons and equipment also makes the value of weapons and equipment continually rise; new and more perfected weapons and equipment are usually more expensive, because the rise in the requirements for the tactical and technical performance of weapons is much faster than the growth of labor productivity in military industry. According to a statistic of the West in the seventies, since the Second World War the cost of building an aircraft carrier has increased from 55 million U.S. dollars to 750 million; a submarine from 5 million dollars to 170 million; a destroyer from 6.5 million dollars to 90 million; a bomber from 500,000 dollars to 25 million; a fighter from 50,000 dollars to 11.5 million; a tank from 70,000 dollars to 600,000; a rifle from 50 dollars to 164 dollars. It is said that an F-16 fighter is worth 20 million dollars and an XM-1 tank is worth 2.7 million dollars. (See the PLA Daily, September 4, 1982) The destroyer Sheffield was worth 230 million U.S. dollars. (See Reference Materials for Teaching and Research, No. 36, Political Academy)

The growth of the material needs of war and the development of weapons and equipment, and the sharp increase in war expenses resulting from them, show that the role of economic factors in war is continually growing, and that the relationship between war and the economy is ever closer. Generally speaking, the level of a country’s economic technology determines the level of its weapons production and the level of its weapons and equipment. Therefore, the more developed a country’s productive forces, and the more abundant its military-economic potential, the stronger the strength that supports war, and so the more it can be in an advantageous position in war. As Lenin pointed out: “War is iron and merciless; it puts the question with pitiless sharpness: either perish, or catch up with and overtake the advanced countries economically as well.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 3, p. 169) At the same time, war also makes higher demands on a country’s capacity for economic organization. To meet war, in peacetime the whole country, the entire economy and all the people, must make preparations in advance and store sufficient war supplies; and when war breaks out, it is again required to switch the national economy quickly to a wartime track, making the whole national economy serve war. This depends not only on a certain level of productive forces but also on certain relations of production and political factors. Lenin put it well: “War is a test of the entire economic strength and organizational strength of every nation.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 131) The socialist system shows an enormous superiority in handling the relationship between war and the economy. Public ownership of the socialist means of production, the planned economy, and the unified leadership of the Communist Party ensure that society has a relatively perfect economic organization and provide extremely favorable conditions for organizing the production of weapons and equipment and the use of economic resources. In the Second World War, the time in which Soviet industry switched to wartime production was twice as fast as that of the capitalist countries of the anti-Hitler alliance. From 1941 to 1944, the Soviet Union’s main weapons and technical equipment increased respectively three to seven times, far exceeding the production level of fascist Germany. From the early period of the war to the end of the war, the total industrial output value of the eastern regions of the Soviet Union alone increased 2.8 times. The development of the economy laid a solid material foundation for victory in war.

The above facts confirm a famous saying of Engels: “The victory of violence is based on the production of weapons, and the production of weapons in turn on the whole of production, and therefore on ‘economic power,’ on the ‘economic situation,’ on the material means which violence has at its disposal.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 12) That is to say, economic conditions are the direct and decisive factor in the development of weapons and technical equipment, and through the development of weapons and equipment exert an extremely important influence on the course and outcome of the whole war.

Moreover, the number and quality of armed personnel likewise presuppose certain economic conditions and are determined by a certain mode of material production. The size of an army is not unlimited; it is constrained by the human resources and economic capacity of the country. The number of people a country can support in peacetime and its maximum wartime mobilization are constrained by the material resources they must consume. Therefore the number of armed personnel has a direct relationship with the development of the social productive forces. The ratio of armed personnel to the total population determines the amount of surplus product in social labor. Generally speaking, the higher the level of the social productive forces, and the more surplus product provided, the larger this ratio can be. In modern war, the average amount of material and equipment an army man needs in combat is also continually growing. According to U.S. Army statistics, the average daily wartime consumption of materials per U.S. soldier was less than 20 kilograms in the Second World War, 22 kilograms in the Korean War, 43 kilograms in the later period of the Indochina war, and now is 63 kilograms; this further strengthens the connection between the size of the army and economic strength. Of course, the limitation of the size of the army by human resources is also plain and easy to see. In the Second World War, one of the important factors in the defeat of German fascism was the increasing exhaustion of its sources of troops; though it repeatedly expanded the scope of conscription, by the time of the Battle of Berlin it even called up fifteen-year-old boys and sixty-year-old men, and still could not meet the needs of war casualties.

The quality of an army (including physical strength, intelligence, courage, and combat skill, etc.) depends first of all on the spiritual state of the people and the level of development of military technology, but is in the end determined by certain socioeconomic conditions. Lenin wrote: “The connection between the military organization of a country and its whole economic and cultural system has never yet been as close as now.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 13) When a new socioeconomic structure appears, a brand-new army will appear with it. People who fight for different relations of production and for different economic interests often exert different influences on war. Engels once pointed out that only a revolution like the great French Revolution, which gave the bourgeoisie, and especially the peasants, economic liberation, could establish a mass army. The combat effectiveness of this mass army was far greater than that of the old-style army composed of mercenaries hired by the feudal lords, which was a qualitative leap in the history of army development. In China’s protracted revolutionary war, because our Party carried out in the liberated areas a series of correct rural policies, through rent reduction and interest reduction, land reform, and other forms, the peasants were gradually liberated economically; this both raised the labor productivity of the liberated areas and raised the combat effectiveness of the troops. “The soldiers are people who have turned over; they fight to defend the fruits of their own turning over, and therefore in battle none do not fight bravely and advance, one matching ten.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 473)

The quality of an army is also closely connected with a certain level of material production and with material living conditions. Although people’s spirit plays a major role in war, man is by no means a simply spiritual factor; man is first of all material, a practical, objective material force, and therefore cannot do without certain material living conditions, such as grain, bedding and clothing, and all kinds of supplies needed. In the years of revolutionary war, although the material living conditions of our army were extremely hard, the supply needs of commanders and fighters were nevertheless guaranteed by all kinds of ways. Comrade Zhu De said in 1943: “We must do production well and live a life of ample clothing and food. If soldiers do not eat their fill and do not wear warm clothes, their bodies cannot hold out, and some will run away. This year we have had no problem in this respect, one of the reasons being that we have managed our life well and achieved ample clothing and food.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 106) In addition, the cultural level, which influences the intelligence and combat skill of armed personnel, is also the product of a certain level of development of the social productive forces. Now the influence of science and technology on the quality of armed personnel is growing ever clearer, so that at present the armies of all countries, while vigorously renewing weapons and technical equipment, are continually improving and raising the cultural level of all servicemen.

Before Marx, some politicians and military thinkers already had a naive understanding of the relation between economic conditions and the basic elements of war, the course and outcome of war. For example, thinkers of ancient China put forward the idea of developing production and storing war supplies. Sun Tzu’s Art of War says: “An army without baggage trains perishes, without provisions perishes, without stored supplies perishes.” (Sun Tzu, “Military Combat,” and Guanzi) Guanzi also writes: “The defense of the land lies in the cities, the defense of the cities lies in the soldiers, the defense of the soldiers lies in the people, the defense of the people lies in grain.” (“Quanxiu”) “The foundation of armor and troops must be in the fields and dwellings.” (“Chimi”) Napoleon also said that the morale of an army depends entirely on his material conditions. But, owing to the limitations of economic conditions and of class, their understanding of the relationship between war and the economy was still very narrow. Only after the birth of Marxism did Marx and Engels, applying the viewpoint and method of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to examine war, truly reveal the dialectical relationship between war and the economy. They held that the question of the relationship between war and the economy is, first of all, the question of which of the two is primary. In Anti-Dühring Engels criticized Dühring’s idealist conception of history that takes political violence as the “original thing,” and clearly pointed out: “What is the ‘original thing’ in violence itself? It is economic power, the possession of the powerful means of large-scale industry.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 20) This fundamentally places the relationship between war and the economy on the foundation of historical materialism.

Our Party and Mao Zedong have always attached great importance to the decisive role of the economy over war. In the Jinggangshan period, Mao Zedong pointed out that stored, sufficient grain is an important aspect of consolidating the base area, and took “an economic strength sufficient to support” as one of the conditions in choosing where to establish base areas (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 56). In the period of the campaigns against “encirclement and suppression,” Mao Zedong took carrying out economic construction and guaranteeing victory in war as one of the main policies. In the War of Resistance against Japan, Mao Zedong launched and led the great production movement, enabling our army to overcome serious economic difficulties. In the early period of the War of Liberation, Mao Zedong pointed out: “Whether the two great tasks of reducing rent and of production can be accomplished will finally decide the victory or defeat of the political and military struggle in the liberated areas; no place must be negligent about it.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 1072) Mao Zedong always stressed that war is not only a contest of military and political strength but also a contest of economic strength. Relying on revolutionary base areas weak in economic strength to carry on an economic contest with a counterrevolution strong in economic strength, relying on the correctness of policy and the efforts of the masses, so that our economic strength gradually grows and sustains protracted war, while the enemy’s economic strength is gradually weakened and in the end collapses completely — this is an extremely important part of Mao Zedong’s thought of the rural areas encircling the cities and of seizing political power by armed force.



Section 3 The Organizational Forms of the Army and the Methods of Operations Depend on Certain Economic Conditions

The army, as the organized armed group maintained by the state, is the instrument for carrying on war. The use and development of the organizational forms of armies and the methods of operations are always closely connected with the development of the productive forces, including science and technology, and with the change of social relations; they are the result of the joint action of the two factors of people and weapons, and this too is an extremely important law of war. Engels expressed it thus: “Armament, composition, organization, tactics, and strategy depend first of all on the level of production and on the state of communications at the time. What plays the revolutionizing role here is not the ‘free creations of the intellect’ of geniuses among commanders, but the invention of better weapons and the change in the human material of the soldiers.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 12)

Socioeconomic conditions, through influencing the development of weapons and equipment and the change in the composition of armed personnel, determine the development and change of the army’s mode of operations, that is, of strategy and tactics. The level of development of the productive forces is the material and technical basis for producing various weapons and equipment of a certain quantity and quality. The history of social development and the history of Chinese and foreign wars show that the achievements of material production and the inventions and creations of science and technology are often first or finally necessarily applied to the military domain, so that the weapons and equipment of armies are improved, and the change in the development of the technical conditions of armies’ equipment in turn necessarily impels a change in methods of operations. Engels put this very penetratingly, pointing out: “As soon as technical progress can be used for military purposes and has been used for military purposes, it immediately, almost by compulsion, and often against the will of the commander, calls forth changes or even revolutions in the mode of fighting.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 17)

Under the material conditions of production of ancient times and the early Middle Ages, people fought with cold weapons; whether attacking or defending, the method of operations could only be hand-to-hand combat at close quarters, adopting dense formations for cold-steel melee, and phalanx warfare arose on this material basis. By the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, with the development of handicraft industry and manufacture, gunpowder and firearms were widely applied in military affairs, and this purely technical progress brought a revolution in methods of operations. At first linear tactics replaced deep, dense column formations, and later the skirmisher formation appeared again in the American War of Independence. In the period of the great French bourgeois revolution, because of the change in the composition of the soldiers and two very important reforms in military affairs (one was the light gun carriage designed by Gribeauval, the other was the curved gunstock modeled on the hunting rifle), there arose tactics based on the combination of skirmishers and infantry columns. At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, social productive forces grew rapidly and communication and transport equipment developed further. To meet the operational requirements of armies in which large numbers of rapid-fire weapons were used, the formation of skirmish lines first appeared; by the end of the First World War, with the appearance of tanks, aircraft, and groups of artillery and antiaircraft, a new group tactics was again formed and developed into combined-arms tactics of infantry, tanks, antiaircraft, and other arms. By the Second World War, new technical arms and services continually appeared and were strengthened, and the methods of group offense, group defense, and mass-formation field warfare developed rapidly, and thereupon a military theory of operations on a broad front, at high speed, and with deep thrusts was formed. Since the fifties, because the achievements of science and technology such as atomic energy, aerospace technology, and electronic technology have been widely applied in the military domain, modern weapons and equipment have developed to a new historical stage represented by missiles, nuclear weapons, and electronic technical equipment, which has put the set of methods of operations formed under conditions of firearms to a new challenge. At present the countries of the world are all studying and exploring modernized war at this stage. The changes in the strategic policies of the various countries are all closely connected with the appearance of this new stage of weapons and equipment as social production and science and technology develop. The “massive retaliation” strategy, the “flexible response” strategy, the “realistic deterrence” strategy, and so on, adopted by the United States since the fifties, and the Soviet Union’s strategic policy of stressing decisive victory in the initial period and quick decision, are all built on the foundation of modern weapons and equipment such as missiles and nuclear weapons.

The change in the composition of armed personnel caused by the change in the relations of production is also an important precondition of the change in an army’s methods of operations. The influence of the relations of production on an army’s methods of operations is realized by two paths: on the one hand, it exerts an indirect influence, through the productive forces, on the development of weapons and equipment, and thereby affects the change in methods of operations; on the other hand, it influences the development of methods of operations through its influence on politics, especially on the political and ideological quality of armed personnel. The second aspect is the more direct one. Engels discussed this question specifically, pointing out that the infantry of the early eighteenth century was composed of feudal lords’ hired soldiers who were strictly trained but utterly unreliable, and that “the only form of combat in which these soldiers could apply the new weapons was linear tactics.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 207) And the insurgents of the American War of Independence, though they had not undergone drill in marching and formations, fought for their own vital interests and could use smoothbore guns well for firing, “and so invented skirmisher warfare — a new mode of fighting arising from the change in the composition of the soldiers.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 208) The French Revolution opposed the well-trained mercenary armies of the anti-French alliance with an army that was poorly trained but numerous. A new mode of operations suited to mass armies appeared, namely the combination of columns and swarms of skirmishers. “The reason this mode of operations became necessary was first of all the change in the composition of the soldiers of the French Revolution.” “Only a revolution like the French Revolution, which economically liberated the bourgeois and especially the peasants, could find a mass army and at the same time find for this army free forms of movement, which broke the old stiff linear formations — the reflection in military affairs of the absolutism it defended.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, pp. 208, 210, 211) The strategy and tactics of people’s war formed by our army in the protracted revolutionary war are, fundamentally speaking, also the result of the justness of the war we conducted and of the change of economic relations in the base areas and liberated areas. The broad peasant masses who had been liberated economically are the deepest material foundation of the strategic policy of active defense, of using the weak to defeat the strong, and of the various tactical principles of our army.

The history of the evolution of armies’ methods of operations fully proves the truth that “the new military science is the necessary product of the new social relations, just as the military science created by the Revolution and Napoleon was the necessary result of the new relations produced by the Revolution. …… The growth of the productive forces was the precondition of Napoleon’s method of operations; new productive forces are likewise the precondition of every new achievement in military affairs.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 7, p. 562) To fail to see that, owing to the change in the mode of social production, the change of methods of operations must necessarily be brought about through the change in weapons and people, would make our thinking lag behind the development of the practice of war. To be confined to the old methods of operations would pay an extremely high price in future war.

The development and change of weapons and of people, and of the modes of operations, determined by socioeconomic conditions, have a direct influence on the organizational forms (establishment, system) of the army. The armies of the cold-weapon era were already divided into land army and navy, and the first to become independent arms were infantry and cavalry. Owing to the application of gunpowder and firearms, there first appeared in the infantry marksmen positioned at the front of dense formations and other battle formations, and later artillery also appeared. With the appearance of aircraft and tanks and the application of all kinds of technical equipment, the army successively established air force, armored troops, and many specialized arms (such as engineers, railway troops, signal troops, chemical defense troops, and so on). In many countries the air force has become an independent service. With the appearance of some new services and arms, some other originally existing services and arms were gradually eliminated. For example, after the Second World War, cavalry as an independent arm no longer existed, having been replaced by armored troops and mechanized troops; some countries added services such as territorial air defense forces and strategic rocket forces; some countries changed the army’s “three-three system” into a “five-group system”; some countries added electronic countermeasure troops, technical reconnaissance troops, and so on. In the long practice of war, armies formed suitable organizational systems, for example, in the army the lower units are squad, platoon, company, battalion, regiment, and the higher units division (brigade), army, and in some countries also army group, front, and so on. Likewise, the change in methods of operations also has a great influence on the evolution of organizational forms. Stalin once said: “The organizational forms of the army, the arms and the services, are usually adapted to the forms and methods of operations. The former change as the latter change. In mobile warfare it is often massed cavalry that plays the decisive role. In positional warfare it is the opposite: cavalry either plays no role at all or only a secondary one, because everything is decided by heavy artillery and the air force, poison gas and tanks.” (Complete Works of Stalin, vol. 5, p. 139)

The organizational forms and methods of operations of armies are rooted in the joint action of weapons and people determined by socioeconomic conditions, and the speed of their development is likewise determined by the speed of social production, the renewal of weapons and equipment, and the change in the composition of personnel. The higher the level of a country’s production development and the more abundant its economic strength, the shorter the time needed to master and supply the army with new-type military technology and to seek new organizational forms and methods of operations for the army. In the long Middle Ages, because of the stagnation of social production, the renewal of weapons was slow, and therefore an old set of methods of operations could apply over a very long historical stage. Firearms appeared in Western Europe in the first half of the fourteenth century, but it was several hundred years later that they became the basic weapons and brought about a thorough change in the organizational forms and methods of operations of armies. By the twentieth century, with the rapid development of social production, the process of establishing new-type weapons and the army organizational forms and methods of operations suited to them was greatly shortened. The machine gun, first used in small quantity by the British army in the Anglo-Boer War, took only twelve years to be adopted in large quantities by both sides in the First World War. Together with fortification tools it greatly strengthened defense and gave war the form of positional warfare. After the appearance of aircraft and tanks, in a total of only twenty years, by the Second World War they became the most important arms, and again brought qualitative change to the organizational forms and methods of operations of armies. The development of modern science and technology has further shortened the time for the renewal of weapons; the main military equipment of the United States and the Soviet Union must be renewed every ten to twelve years. The development of new weapons and equipment will inevitably cause new changes in the organizational forms and methods of operations of armies; this is an objective law that does not shift according to man’s will.

The law that the organizational forms and methods of operations of armies depend on certain economic conditions shows the correctness of historical materialism’s principle concerning the productive forces and the relations of production. Marx pointed out: “The history of the army shows more clearly than anything else that our view of the connection between the productive forces and social relations is correct.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 29, p. 183) Therefore, if we want to examine the history of a certain organizational form and method of operations, or to foresee new organizational forms and methods of operations, we must go deeply into examining the mode of production of a certain society and the changes in people and weapons determined by it; apart from this we fall into the quagmire of the idealist conception of history.

The rural economic environment in which China’s revolutionary war found itself, and the great disparity in the comparison of enemy and friendly troop strength, weapons, and economic strength, had a great influence on the organizational forms and methods of operations of our army. Our Party’s consistent slogan was “fight with whatever weapons we have.” When our strength was very weak and in hand we had only broadswords, spears with tassels, long spears, and hand grenades, our army could only take guerrilla warfare and mobile warfare as the main forms, and our army was basically a single arm. When we had a certain quantity of heavy weapons such as artillery and tanks, we began to fight positional warfare, occupying small cities, then occupying medium cities, and finally occupying large cities, and liberated the whole country. After the war to resist America and aid Korea, our army acquired aircraft and warships, and now also has missiles, nuclear weapons, and other equipment, and its organizational forms have undergone great change. From the single infantry of the past it has developed into a modernized combined army already possessing services and arms such as army, navy, air force, and strategic missile troops. With the development of social production and of weapons and equipment, our army’s methods of operations will inevitably undergo new change.



Section 4 War Has an Enormous Reactive Effect on the Economy

The economy is the foundation of war and the decisive factor in victory or defeat in war and in changes in its forms and methods. But in the contradictory movement of the economy and war, war is not passive and inert; it has an enormous reactive effect on the development of the economy. War can influence the direction of development of the national economy and the economic structure; war can obstruct, destroy, or, under certain conditions, promote the development of the economy; and the instrument of war, the armed force, is also the guarantee of a country’s, nation’s, or region’s economic construction.

The dependence of war on the economy at the same time shows that war will exert a certain compelling effect on the development of the economy. War can influence the direction of development and the structure of the economy. Economic development of course obeys its own laws, but as long as the phenomenon of war still exists, the economy, in determining its direction of development and the structure of its system, must take into account the requirements of military strategy and the needs of armed force and of the whole war for material and human resources. In wartime the direction of economic development is determined still more according to the needs of war. To meet war, the state should at all times do well the preparation of switching the economy to a wartime track, and the economic system of the state should, to a certain extent, be adapted to a rapid switch to the wartime track.

In the wars before the First World War, because the scale of war was relatively small, the relationship between war and the economy was confined to the sphere of finance. There was then no problem of economic mobilization, and commercial activity was just as in peacetime. The influence war gave to the economy was manifested in requisition, plunder, confiscation, and war indemnities and other aspects. The First World War put substantive new demands on the economy: it required mobilizing most of the economic potential of the belligerent states to serve the war. The enormous demand of war for material resources forced each belligerent state to place its entire national economy under a war system. In 1918, the armaments production of Germany and France accounted for seventy-five percent of total industrial output value, Britain sixty-five percent, and the United States forty percent. Drawing on the experience of the First World War, German fascism began as early as 1933 a comprehensive reorganization of the German economy, bringing it into the track of a war economy. During the period 1933–1939, the total value of military industrial production was 1.5 billion dollars for the United States, 2.5 billion dollars for Britain, and 12 billion dollars for Germany. Thus, although Germany’s economic resources were scarce, it was able to gain the upper hand for a time in the early period of the Second World War. The two world wars show that the influence of modern war on the economy is ever greater. The economy of any country, if it does not take into account the requirements of future war and most rationally use its country’s resources for the interests of national defense, then however great its economic potential and however high its level, it will at least find itself in a disadvantageous position in the early period of war.

The reactive effect of war on the economy is prominently manifested in this: on the one hand it can cause enormous destruction to the development of the social economy and obstruct the development of the economy; on the other hand it can, under certain conditions, promote the development of the economy.

The destructive effect of war on the economy is plain and easy to see. Take the two world wars alone as an example. The First World War lasted from August 1914 to November 1918, four years and three months. The troop strength mobilized by the belligerent sides reached 897 divisions, over 73.4 million people; about 10 million died on the battlefield and about 20 million were wounded; the population affected by the calamity of war was over 1.3 billion, about seventy-five percent of the total world population at the time; the material consumption of war was 387 billion U.S. dollars, of which economic losses were no less than 270 billion dollars. The Second World War lasted from September 1939 to September 1945, six years. In all, sixty-one countries and more than eighty percent of the world’s population were drawn into this war. The population of the belligerent countries reached 1.7 billion, more than 110 million were drafted into the armed forces, more than 50 million lost their lives, and a loss of material wealth of 4 trillion U.S. dollars was caused. In Europe alone the material loss caused by war destruction reached 264 billion U.S. dollars. The direct military expenditure of the belligerent states was sixty to seventy percent of their total income. The two world wars brought profound suffering to the peoples of the whole world. They sacrificed countless lives, consumed enormous economic strength, severely damaged the development of the social economy, and brought an unprecedented catastrophe to the material and cultural wealth created by millions upon millions of years of human labor.

War not only consumes enormous economic strength and causes serious economic destruction, but can also, through the application of science and technology in war, promote the development of the economy to a certain degree. The history of the development of science and technology proves that many achievements of science and technology, or many of them, appeared first because of military needs; or were first used in the military and then used in the economic field, causing enormous development of the economy. For example, the Second World War brought profound disaster to the development of the hundreds of millions of people and of the economies of all countries, and also caused the delay and postponement of some important scientific research; but some projects and fields connected with the military were accelerated in development, and many new technologies were first valued and given priority in development because of military purposes. In order to develop the atomic bomb ahead of fascist Germany, the United States, in cooperation with Britain and Canada, gathered 150,000 scientific and technical personnel, mobilized over 500,000 people, and spent altogether about 2.2 billion dollars. Such enormous inputs of manpower, material resources, and financial resources into an atomic energy development plan are simply inconceivable without the impetus of the war situation. Fascist Germany was unable to make an atomic bomb, but its scientists developed the V-2 rocket. After the war, the United States and the Soviet Union divided up the personnel and equipment with which Germany had developed the V-2 rocket, which was undoubtedly a precious asset for the development of the rocket technology of both countries. In examining the enormous development of space technology after the war, one cannot ignore the technical preparation it already had in the Second World War. The electronic computer was also accelerated in development in the Second World War to meet the needs of ballistic calculation. It was precisely the urgent pressure of military affairs that made the U.S. military, disregarding the various doubts then held about the technical possibilities of the electronic computer, and without knowing success or failure, provide enormous funds for developing the world’s first electronic computer, powerfully supporting the smooth progress of the development plan. The Second World War also promoted the rapid development of some industrial sectors connected with military affairs, such as heavy industry and chemical industry; but it must be pointed out that this promoting effect of war on economic development is after all limited. Looking at it overall, the economic losses, and the destruction of the productive forces and of many fields of science and technology, caused by the Second World War far exceeded the development that certain industrial sectors and individual fields of science and technology gained in this war.

War razed some countries or regions to ruins, causing stagnation or regression of the economies of these places; but at the same time it also enabled some other countries or regions to obtain large quantities of material wealth, become upstarts, and produce a so-called miracle of economic development. This dual effect of war on the economy has been frequent in world history. For example, the United States in the First World War adopted the policy of profiting as a bystander and became the foremost upstart. The market conditions during the war stimulated the rapid development of the American economy. The gross national product grew from 39 billion U.S. dollars in 1913 to 77.1 billion U.S. dollars in 1918. The favorable trade balance increased the U.S. gold reserve from 1,526,000,000 U.S. dollars in 1914 to 2,873,000,000 U.S. dollars in 1918. The Second World War also promoted the growth of the American economy. The U.S. gold reserve grew from 12.79 billion U.S. dollars in 1937 to 24.399 billion U.S. dollars in 1948, accounting for 71.3 percent of the total gold reserves of the capitalist world at the time. The proportion of the United States in the total industrial output value of the capitalist world grew from 34.9 percent in 1938 to 53.9 percent in 1948. Of course, the United States’ big war fortunes were only a special, temporary situation. The economic development of the United States in war was built on the foundation of serious destruction of the economies of other countries and regions. Moreover, those who really made enormous profits were the monopoly bourgeoisie. Lenin pointed out as early as the First World War that the American billionaires “made the most fortune. They turned all countries, even the richest countries, into countries paying tribute to themselves. They plundered hundreds of billions of dollars. Every dollar bears stains, …… the stain of the ‘profitable’ military orders which made the rich of every country richer and the poor poorer. Every dollar is stained with blood, with the blood shed by ten million dead and twenty million wounded.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 3, pp. 587–588)

Revolutionary war, as an instrument by which a new socioeconomic system replaces an old one, acts in the direction that accords with the laws of economic development. Therefore it sweeps away the backward relations of production that obstruct the development of the productive forces, and opens up a broad road for the development of the productive forces. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat all attached great importance to the reactive effect of war on the socioeconomy, and gave revolutionary war a lofty appraisal. Marx held that the violent actions of revolution are “the dawn of the great social revolution that will liberate humankind forever from class society.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 18, p. 61) His famous saying is: “Force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one. Force itself is an economic power.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 2, p. 256) Whenever he spoke of people’s revolutionary wars, whether German, French, or Chinese, Marx always gave them enthusiastic praise and support. Lenin pointed out: “There have often been wars in history which, though, like all wars, they inevitably brought all kinds of horrors, atrocities, calamities, and sufferings, were nevertheless progressive wars, that is, they benefited the development of humankind, and helped to destroy especially harmful and reactionary institutions.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 668) Mao Zedong also attached great importance to the promoting role of revolutionary war on social development. He held that revolutionary war is an antitoxin, “it can transform many things, or open the way for their transformation.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 425) He solemnly declared: Marxists are advocates of the omnipotence of revolutionary war, and the whole old world can be transformed only by relying on the gun. The facts of history prove that the viewpoint of the revolutionary teachers is entirely correct. The Russian people in the First World War, under the leadership of Lenin and the Bolshevik Party, transformed the imperialist war into civil war, transformed counterrevolutionary war into revolutionary war, won the victory of the October Revolution, established the first socialist-system country on earth, and opened a broad road for economic restoration and rapid development. In the Second World War, a group of countries again, through revolutionary wars, accomplished the profound sociopolitical transformation and economic transformation of their national life and embarked on the road of socialist development. The victory of China’s revolutionary war, and the rapid development of the socioeconomy in the thirty-five years since the founding of the People’s Republic of China, especially clearly prove the enormous promoting effect of revolutionary war on the economy.

The reactive effect of war on the economy is also manifested in this: in class society, the economic achievements and economic construction of a country or region always need to be defended by the instrument of war, the armed force; otherwise they may at any time suffer violent invasion and plunder. The Chinese People’s Liberation Army is the strong pillar of the people’s democratic dictatorship of our country and the reliable guarantee of socialist economic construction. Although our country has eliminated the exploiting classes, class struggle still exists within a certain scope, class struggle internationally is still very sharp, and the war threat of the superpowers to our country still exists. Therefore, we should strive to strengthen the revolutionization, modernization, and regularization of the army, and at all times make preparations for the war against aggression, so as to better accomplish the great historical task of defending the socialist motherland and the socialist modernization construction.





Chapter 7 Just War and Unjust War

Just war and unjust war are an important pair of categories of military dialectics, which reveal the nature of war and by which the basic historical types of war are distinguished. Broadly, this pair of categories generalizes two aspects of content: first, the fundamental political attribute of war, that is, the justness or unjustness of war; second, the basic historical types of war, that is, just war and unjust war. These two aspects are inseparable, the latter being based on the former, and between their opposed natures and between their opposed types a dialectical relationship is also constituted. Connected with the nature of war and the types of war determined by it are the different positions and roles of different wars in history, as well as the different attitudes toward war and the methods and paths of eliminating war.


Section 1 The Nature of War and Its Determining Factors

According to the Marxist viewpoint, the nature of war is the political attribute of war; it is determined by the political purpose for which the war is waged, and is the concrete expression of the essence of war. Therefore, to determine the nature of a war scientifically, one must analyze the essence of war, the political purpose of the war, and the various important factors related to them.

First, the nature of a war depends on the political content of the war, that is, on the essence of war. In the sphere of the political life of class society, the most profound, sharpest, and most intense class antagonism is war. Lenin once stressed that war is not only a continuation of politics but a synthesis of politics. The essence of war lies in this: it is the continuation and synthesis of the politics of classes. To understand the essence of a war concretely, one must concretely study the policies, domestic and foreign, that the class, state, or political group waging the war pursued before the war, that is, the policies that gave rise to the war. Lenin said: “The policy which a certain state, a certain class within that state, pursued for a long time before the war, is inevitably and unavoidably continued by this same class during the war, only the form of action being changed.” (Karl Galkin et al. of the Soviet Union, Marxism-Leninism on War, the Army and Military Science, p. 31) From this it can be seen that the nature of a war depends on the policy of the class that wages it, and the policy of this class is in turn determined by the politics of this class; war is the continuation of the politics of this class. Therefore it is said that the nature of a war is determined first and mainly by the politics of the class that wages it, that is, by the essence of war. For example, imperialist war is the continuation of imperialist politics, and the nature of the war is necessarily that of imperialist aggression and plunder. The First World War was the continuation of the plundering politics of two imperialist blocs, that is, of capitalist robber politics, and was a war of aggression and plunder.

Second, the nature of a war also depends on the political purpose of the war. Wars waged by any class, state, or political group, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, cannot do without a certain political purpose. Therefore, to judge the nature of any war one must determine its political purpose. Under different social and historical conditions, the concrete political purposes of the various wars are not entirely the same, but summed up they can broadly be divided into two kinds: one has as its aim aggression, plunder, and enslavement; the other has as its aim the liberation of oppressed classes, nations, and peoples. If the aim of a war is to seize the territory of other countries and to plunder and enslave the peoples of other countries, the nature of such a war is reactionary, retrogressive, and unjust; if the aim of a war is to free oppressed classes, nations, and peoples from the enslavement of the oppressors, or to defend the oppressed from invasion, plunder, and enslavement, the nature of such a war is revolutionary, progressive, and just. In sum, in judging the political purpose of a war, we should adopt this viewpoint: whether what has a decisive influence on the war is an advanced or a backward relation of production, whether it is for liberating the social productive forces or for obstructing their development, whether it is for safeguarding the people’s interests and improving the social position of the broad masses of the people or the opposite, whether it is for pushing human society forward or for obstructing its forward development. This is the reliable yardstick for concretely analyzing the political purpose of a war.

From the above it is known that the nature of a war is determined by the essence of war and the political purpose of war. Who attacks and who defends, who strikes first and who strikes afterward, or on whose territory the war is fought — none of these is the basis for determining the justness or unjustness of a war.



Section 2 The Types of War and Their Mutual Transformation


I. The Diversity of Types of War

Types of war are the basic classifications made according to the nature of war or some basic characteristic. The different types of war, fundamentally speaking, depend on the differences in the various conditions and factors related to war. The historical development of human society has brought about continual change in the various conditions and factors that determine war, and thereby determines the diversity of the kinds of war. Therefore, distinguished according to the differences in these conditions and factors, wars are mainly of the following kinds:

Divided according to the different classes that wage war, there are wars between classes. Wars between states, between nations, and between political groups are also in essence wars between classes.

In human history there have arisen many classes, such as the slave-owner class, the slave class, the feudal class, the peasant class, the bourgeois class, the proletarian class, and so on. Corresponding to the politics of these classes, there are wars in which slave-owners suppress slaves, slave uprisings, and wars between slave-owners; wars in which feudal lords suppress peasants, peasant uprisings and peasant revolutionary wars, wars between feudal lords, and wars between feudal lords and slave-owners; bourgeois wars (including imperialist wars), proletarian uprisings and proletarian revolutionary wars, national liberation wars, wars between the bourgeoisie and feudal lords, and so on.

Divided according to the different political purposes of war, there are wars of aggression and of resistance to aggression, wars of plunder and of resistance to plunder, wars of enslavement and of liberation, and so on. Among wars of resistance to aggression, resistance to plunder, and resistance to enslavement there are mainly revolutionary wars, wars to defend the homeland, national liberation wars, class liberation wars, and so on. The reason wars have different political purposes is that every war is a product and the highest form of class struggle and a continuation of the politics of a certain class, and every class occupies a certain position in society and has the interests of its own class, which constitutes the different political purposes with which the various classes wage war. For example, the political purpose with which imperialists wage war is aggression, plunder, and enslavement. In contrast, the aim with which the proletariat wages war is to oppose the aggression, plunder, and enslavement of the imperialists, and for the liberation of itself and of the broad laboring masses.

Divided according to the influence of war on the relations of production and on social development, wars can be distinguished as progressive wars, retrogressive wars, and so on. Every class in history represents or attaches itself to a certain relation of production, and therefore the wars waged by the various classes necessarily interact with the relations of production they represent or attach themselves to: on the one hand, the relations of production often exert a decisive influence on the occurrence and development of war; on the other hand, war in turn exerts a major influence on the change and transformation of this certain relation of production, and thereby exerts a profound influence on the development of society. These circumstances determine the nature and role of war, that is, whether war is progressive or retrogressive, revolutionary or reactionary, pushing history forward or obstructing the development of history.

Divided according to the state of movement of war in time and space, wars can again be divided into many different kinds. Divided by time, there are ancient wars, modern wars, contemporary wars, and wars of a certain century, a certain decade, a certain period, and so on. Divided by space, there are world wars (global wars), local wars, three-dimensional wars, air wars, naval wars, and so on. All wars exist and are conducted within a certain time and space, and therefore the differences in the state of existence of each war in time and space create the diversity of war and determine many different kinds of war.

Divided according to the weapons used in war, wars can be divided into many different kinds. In human history, with the development of social productive forces and of science and technology, weapons and equipment have also developed continuously. The development of weapons and equipment has broadly passed through several basic stages: cold weapons, firearms, and atomic weapons. Corresponding to this there are wars under conditions of cold weapons, wars under conditions of hot weapons, wars under conditions of atomic-nuclear weapons (thermonuclear war), and so on.

From this it can be seen that, if divided according to different criteria, wars are of many and various kinds.



II. Just War and Unjust War Are the Two Basic Types of War

These many types of war, if classified according to their fundamental nature, can be divided into two basic types. The History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short Course long ago gave a classic definition of these two kinds of war, pointing out: “There are two kinds of war:


	Just, non-predatory, liberation wars, whose aim is either to defend the people from foreign attack and from attempts to enslave them, or to liberate the people from capitalist slavery, or, finally, to liberate colonies and dependent countries from the yoke of imperialism;


	Unjust, predatory wars, whose aim is to seize and enslave foreign countries and foreign peoples.”




For example, in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, the law of uneven economic and political development of capitalism is at work, and at this time all the contradictions of the capitalist system reach an extremely sharp degree, which inevitably gives rise to war and to social revolution. In the era of imperialism, all kinds of wars can arise: imperialist wars, civil wars, national liberation wars, and wars interwoven of the two. In the era of imperialism, an unjust war is a war which imperialists wage to enslave other countries and peoples, a war to suppress proletarian revolution and to oppose socialism and the forces of democracy. Conversely, the just war of this time is the war of the proletariat against imperialism and all oppressors, the war of the peoples of colonies, semicolonies, and dependent countries against the aggression, plunder, and enslavement of the imperialists. The First World War was a war of plunder between two imperialist blocs, a purely unjust war. In sum, because the contradictions of modern imperialism are the contradictions between labor and capital, the contradictions among the imperialist powers, and the contradictions between the oppressed peoples of colonies and dependent countries and the very few nations that carry out their reactionary political oppression and economic plunder, there must correspondingly arise two kinds of wars of opposed nature under two fundamentally opposed politics.

In sum, so-called just war, as regards its connotation, refers to all revolutionary and progressive wars that accord with the interests of the people and play a promoting role in social development; as regards its extension, it includes liberation wars (national liberation wars and class liberation wars), wars of resistance to aggression (wars to defend the homeland), and so on. In history, the uprisings and wars of the slave class against the slave-owner class, the uprisings and wars of the peasant class against the landlord class, the uprisings and wars of the proletarian class against the bourgeois class, as well as the wars of the rising landlord class against the old slave-owner class, the wars of the liberal bourgeoisie against the old feudal landlord class, and so on, are all fairly typical class liberation wars (among which are also included national liberation wars). The War of Resistance against Japan of the Chinese people led by the Chinese Communist Party with Mao Zedong as its chief representative, the patriotic war led by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union headed by Stalin, the war to resist America and save the country led by the Korean Workers’ Party with Kim Il Sung as its leader, and the war of the Kampuchean people in recent years against Vietnamese aggression, and so on, are all fairly typical wars of resistance to aggression (wars to defend the homeland).

So-called unjust war, as regards its connotation, refers to all counterrevolutionary and retrogressive wars that violate the interests of the people and play an obstructing role in social development; as regards its extension, it includes counterrevolutionary wars, wars of aggression, and so on. Counterrevolutionary wars are wars that suppress people’s revolutions and national independence movements. For example: the war in which reactionary forces at home and abroad jointly suppressed the Taiping revolutionary movement at the end of China’s Qing dynasty; the war in which the Eight-Power Allied Forces colluded with the Qing government to suppress the Boxer revolutionary movement; in China’s New Democratic revolutionary period, Chiang Kai-shek’s repeated “encirclement and suppression” campaigns against the revolutionary base areas and the civil war which he launched after the War of Resistance against Japan, as well as the armed suppression of national-democratic revolutionary movements by imperialists in recent decades, and so on, are all counterrevolutionary wars.

Wars of aggression are wars that annex the territory of other countries, plunder the resources of other countries, and enslave the peoples of other countries. For example: France’s predatory war against China in 1884; Japan’s war of aggression against China in 1894; the imperialist war of 1899 to 1902 in which British colonialists and the Boers redivided colonies (known in history as the Anglo-Boer War); the war of 1904 to 1905 in which Japan and tsarist Russia contended for China’s Northeast and Korea; and the four Middle East wars launched since 1948 by the Israeli Zionists, with the support of the British and French imperialists, against the Arab states, and so on, are all wars of aggression that plunder and enslave the peoples of other countries. In sum, all counterrevolutionary wars that suppress national-democratic revolutionary movements, and all wars of aggression that occupy the territory of other countries and enslave the peoples of other countries, belong to unjust wars.

From this it can be seen that the criterion for distinguishing just war from unjust war is nothing else than mainly whether the political purpose of the war waged is progressive or reactionary.

In judging the justness or unjustness of a war, one can rely only on this criterion and there can be no other criterion. If one relies merely on who acts first and who acts later, who attacks whom and who defends, who fights onto whose territory, in order to judge the justness and unjustness of a war, enormous errors will arise. For example, if one relies simply on who acts first and who acts later, one easily judges the slaves’ uprisings and wars against slave-owners, the peasants’ uprisings and peasant revolutionary wars against the feudal landlord class, the proletariat’s uprisings and revolutionary wars overthrowing the bourgeoisie, and so on, all as unjust wars. If one relies simply on who attacks whom and who defends, one easily judges the just wars of progressive classes to liberate enslaved peoples wrongly as unjust wars. The wars waged by the French commander Napoleon to sweep away the reactionary feudal forces of Europe, the Soviet patriotic war’s counteroffensive to Berlin in Germany, the Chinese People’s Volunteers going to Korea to resist America, and so on, are all just wars and not unjust wars. It can be seen that the judging of the justness and unjustness of a war must never be confined to the observation of superficial forms, but must first focus on the political purpose of the war.



III. Just War and Unjust War Can Transform into Each Other under Certain Conditions

Between just war and unjust war there is no unbridgeable gulf; under certain conditions they can transform into each other. As already stated, the nature of war differs on the basis of the opposition of the political purposes of war; according to the difference in the nature of war, two completely different types of war are again distinguished. This speaks of the opposition of the nature of war and of the types of war determined by it. However, they also interpenetrate, depend on each other, and are connected with each other. If war in its nature had no justness, then there would also be no so-called unjustness; likewise, if among the types of war there were no just war, then there would also be no so-called unjust war. It can be seen that they are connected and depend on each other. This is said of the whole of war history and of the great majority of concrete wars. But not every war has these two sides, just and unjust, and not every period’s wars can be distinguished as just war and unjust war. For example, the wars between the old slave-owners, the wars between the old feudal lords, the wars among the imperialist powers, the wars among the various warlord cliques of China, and so on, are all dog-bites-dog wars among reactionary exploiting classes and among the various reactionary political forces. The political purposes of all these wars are to safeguard the interests of certain reactionary classes and reactionary forces and to violate the interests of the broad masses of the people; they do not push social progress but obstruct social progress. Therefore the nature of these wars is not dual but single, unjust and retrogressive.

The two different natures of war and the two different types determined by them are both opposed and connected, and thereby have the possibility of transforming into each other. Therefore, when certain conditions are present, the possibility of their mutual transformation becomes reality. The conditions of transformation are mainly the change in the political purpose of the war waged. There are quite a few such examples in history. The wars waged by the French bourgeoisie at the end of the eighteenth century are of this kind. At first, these wars were revolutionary, just, and progressive, because the political purpose of the war at that time was to defend the bourgeois revolution and oppose the alliance of the counterrevolutionary dynasties of Europe. But later, the wars waged by the French bourgeoisie quickly turned into predatory, unjust wars, and themselves gave rise to national liberation wars against bourgeois France. Generally speaking, just wars first waged under the leadership of the bourgeoisie often have this characteristic, that they very easily transform into unjust wars. It needs particular pointing out that the closer to the era of imperialism, the more easily the bourgeoisie’s just, liberating wars transform into unjust, predatory wars. For the more capitalism develops, the greater the bourgeoisie’s greed in pursuit of profit, and the more easily the political purpose of waging war, at first for the bourgeois revolution, transforms into the political purpose of waging war for plunder.

Under certain conditions, unjust wars can also transform into just wars. For example, the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. On the French side, it was at first an unjust war, contending with Prussia for hegemony. But later, when the French army suffered defeat and the Prussian army, crossing the French border, brought Paris into danger, the French army’s war of resistance against the Prussian army turned into a just one. The war in which the Paris workers rose up to defend Paris was still more just.

It should be pointed out that the mutual transformation between the two different natures of war and the two basic types of war determined by them is not simple repetition and cycle; its general trend of development is a spiral-ascending process of the negation of the negation. Viewed from the long river of historical development, the just side of a war will inevitably in the end defeat the unjust side, and just war will inevitably defeat unjust war, until finally all war is eliminated; this is an inevitable law that does not shift according to anyone’s will. Of course, this must go through a long process of repeated struggle, and is by no means accomplished in a single morning or evening.




Section 3 The Position and Role in History of the Two Classes of War

Just war and unjust war, because of the difference in their political purposes and natures, therefore differ in their significance for the development of human society, and differ in their position and role in history. Generally speaking, corresponding to the nature and basic types of war, the position and role of war in history can also be divided into two basic kinds: one promotes social progress and safeguards the interests of the people; the other obstructs social progress and violates the interests of the people. Engels, in works such as Anti-Dühring, clearly and penetratingly expounded these two different positions and roles of violence in history.

The development of human society is a historical process from lower to higher, a process of continually changing the relations of production and the superstructure on the basis of the development of the social productive forces. Up to the present, the replacement of several social formations and, corresponding to it, several major changes of the relations of production and the superstructure have been realized. The historical development of human society is precisely built on the basis of the replacement of these social formations and the change of the relations of production and the superstructure, and these replacements and changes take the development of the social productive forces as their basis and precondition. To evaluate the historical position and role of anything in history is to see what role it plays in the development of the social productive forces, in the replacement of social formations, and in the change of the relations of production and the superstructure. This is the only correct basis and criterion; without this, no correct evaluation can be made. Therefore, the evaluation of the position and role of war in history must also take this as its basis and criterion, and absolutely cannot have any other basis and criterion.


I. The Position and Role of Just War in History

Generally speaking, just war is the war that a revolutionary class or revolutionary political group in history wages in order to carry out its political purpose and to safeguard the interests of its own class and of the people. In essence, such a war is the continuation of revolutionary politics and progressive politics, and this revolutionary and progressive politics broadly includes mainly the following aspects of content: first, opposing class oppression and enslavement; second, opposing national oppression and enslavement; third, opposing the aggression and plunder of other nations and other countries. The wars brought about by these political contents are mainly class liberation wars, national liberation wars, wars of resistance to aggression (wars to defend the homeland), and so on. All these just wars, to varying degrees, play the role of liberating the productive forces and promoting social development, either causing the change of the relations of production, or promoting the change of the superstructure, or completing the replacement of social formations. The classical writers of Marxism fully affirmed the position and role of just war in history, regarding it as a banner that rescues humankind, and they especially valued the historical position and role of revolutionary war, regarding it as the lever for realizing the change of the relations of production and the superstructure of class society, and holding that in class society the replacement of social formations cannot be accomplished without it. For example, the replacement of slave society and its relations of production and superstructure by feudal society and its relations of production and superstructure cannot do without the uprisings and wars of slaves against slave-owners, nor without the wars of the rising landlord class against the old slave-owner class. Likewise, the replacement of feudal society and its relations of production and superstructure by capitalist society and its relations of production and superstructure, and the replacement of capitalist society and its relations of production and superstructure by socialist society and its relations of production and superstructure, cannot do without the revolutionary wars of the revolutionary class against the counterrevolutionary class under the social and historical conditions of the time.

At the same time, every replacement of a social formation and every major change of the relations of production and the superstructure in history was a great liberation of the oppressed classes of society and of the social productive forces, and every such great liberation of the social productive forces inevitably promoted a great development of the social productive forces. This great development of the productive forces in turn inevitably creates conditions for the renewal of the relations of production and the superstructure, to welcome the arrival of a higher-level new social formation, new relations of production, and new superstructure.

If the development of the social productive forces is mainly manifested in the quantitative change in the process of social-historical development, while the replacement of social formations and the fundamental change of the relations of production and the superstructure mainly present the qualitative change in the process of social-historical development, then the historical development of the whole society is a process of unity of the quantitative change of the productive forces and the qualitative change of the replacement of social formations. In this process of class society, revolutionary war plays a directly decisive role in the qualitative change in social movement, while the quantitative change in social movement plays an indirectly major role. Marx once said a profoundly philosophical famous saying: revolutions are the locomotives of history. This contains a full affirmation of the historical position and role of revolutionary war.

It should be pointed out that the different concrete forms of manifestation of just war have, under various different social-historical conditions and other different concrete conditions, each a different historical position and role. Taking them separately:

First, revolutionary war. This kind of war mainly includes class revolutionary war and national revolutionary war. Class revolutionary war mainly refers to the wars in which revolutionary classes at home and abroad oppose the reactionary and decayed classes. The political purpose of this kind of war lies in overthrowing the rule of the reactionary decayed class so as to obtain the liberation of the revolutionary class itself, or in smashing the forces of the reactionary class so as to obtain the expansion and consolidation of the revolution and interests of the revolutionary class. The former usually refers to domestic revolutionary war, where victory in the war is often the liberation of this class, or is used as an instrument for changing dynasties (for example, China’s peasant revolutionary wars); the latter usually refers to the revolutionary war of an international revolutionary class against the reactionary decayed class, such as the wars of the liberal bourgeoisie (the French bourgeoisie being the most typical) to sweep away reactionary feudal forces, where victory in the war is often the consolidation and expansion of the revolution and the new social system. Whether domestic or international, class revolutionary war is often the direct lever by which replacement is realized between the new and old social systems, the new and old relations of production, and the new and old superstructures. Therefore this kind of war has the most important position in history and the greatest effect in promoting social development.

However, even this kind of war differs in position and role under different social-historical conditions. If the class revolutionary wars in history before the proletarian revolutionary wars promoted and realized the replacement of social formations based on exploitation, and the change of their relations of production and superstructures, then the proletarian revolutionary war promotes the replacement of the social formation of public ownership for that of private ownership and the fundamental change of the relations of production and the superstructure, bringing human social development to a brand-new stage. Therefore it is said that the proletarian revolutionary war, compared with any class revolutionary war in the past, has a more important historical position and a greater historical role.

As for national revolutionary war, it usually has two basic situations: one is that when this nation has already established a new social system, the national revolutionary war directly plays a major role in safeguarding and consolidating the new social system; the other is that when this nation has not yet established a new social system, the national revolutionary war is often the prelude to domestic revolutionary war. Whichever situation it is, the national revolutionary war occupies an important position in history and has a major role that cannot be ignored.

Next, wars of resistance to aggression (wars to defend the homeland). They usually refer to wars that oppose the aggression, plunder, and enslavement of other nations and other countries. This kind of war also usually has two basic situations: one is that, under conditions of suffering foreign invasion, if a new social system, new relations of production, and a new superstructure have already been established, the war of resistance to aggression at this time directly plays a major role in safeguarding the new social system and its relations of production and superstructure, and it cannot be dispensed with; the other is that, likewise under conditions of suffering foreign invasion, if a new social system and its relations of production and superstructure have not yet been established, the war of resistance to aggression at this time mainly plays a major role in safeguarding national independence and the interests of the people of one’s own country, while also directly or indirectly creating certain conditions for establishing a new social system. It can be seen that wars of resistance to aggression also occupy an important position in history and have their major historical role.



II. The Position and Role of Unjust War in History

In contrast to just war, unjust war plays an obstructing role in the development of history.

Generally speaking, counterrevolutionary class wars have the greatest obstructing role in social development. It is well known that the transition from slave society to feudal society took several hundred years; one important reason was that counterrevolutionary class wars, that is, the wars in which slave-owners suppressed slaves and the wars of the slave-owner class against the rising landlord class, played an enormous obstructing role. For the same reason, the transition from feudal society to capitalist society also took one or two hundred years.

The most typical form of counterrevolutionary national war is colonialist war. After capitalism developed into the stage of imperialism, it strove to push colonialist politics, invading, plundering, and expanding everywhere, with wars large and small occurring many times, frantically suppressing national-democratic revolutionary movements and frantically suppressing proletarian revolutionary movements. This not only enormously suppressed and destroyed the development of the social productive forces, but enormously obstructed the change of the relations of production and the superstructure, and at the same time brought the proletariat and the people’s masses enormous pain and heavy disaster. It can be seen that this counterrevolutionary national war, that is, the war of aggression and plunder, plays an enormous role of obstruction and destruction in the progress and development of society.




Section 4 Attitude and Strategy toward the Two Classes of War

Just war and unjust war have two fundamentally opposed natures and also two completely different historical positions and different social roles, whence arise and are determined two opposite attitudes and strategies.

The historical experience of war tells people: the different nature of war determines people’s different attitudes toward war. In the war history of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, people’s understanding of the nature of war and the attitude toward war determined by it can broadly be divided into two basic stages: the first is the blind (or unconscious) stage, and the second is the relatively conscious stage. In the first stage, at the beginning, people often regarded war as a divine thing ruled over by Heaven, and therefore looked at war with a psychology of superstition, worship, and fear. Later, on the basis of the perceptual understanding of the disasters of war, there arose a strong abhorrence of war, while a small number of people, especially rulers, because they gained plunder from war, liked war and even became accustomed to plundering by war. For example, slave-owners frequently waged wars in order to plunder slaves. Engels discussed this question in detail in The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, holding that war had by then become a regular occupation. Still later, some outstanding military experts and generals of ancient times, seeing that war bore heavily on the rise and fall of states and nations, advocated a very cautious attitude toward war. At a higher stage of the development of human society and classes, the various classes of society unconsciously proceeded from their social position and interests and looked at war basically out of class instinct, determining to adopt an attitude of opposition, support, or onlooking toward war. In sum, at this stage people could not and were not able to distinguish correctly the nature and types of war, and therefore people’s attitude toward war was also blind and unconscious, the determination of the attitude being either from a psychology of superstition, worship, and fear, or from the spontaneous feeling about the phenomena of war, or from class instinct.

In the second stage, people’s understanding of war rose from the stage of perceptual understanding to the stage of rational understanding; lawful understanding of war arose, and the origin and essence of war were revealed. On this basis, people distinguished relatively strictly the different natures of war and the two basic types of war, and on this determined different attitudes toward different wars. All this was resolved by Marxism. Marx made a scientific historical examination of the Franco-Prussian War, revealed the nature of the Franco-Prussian War, and determined the attitude that the world proletariat should take toward the Franco-Prussian War, thereby for the first time in the history of war scientifically resolving the question of taking different attitudes toward wars of different natures.

The wars in history are divided into two basic kinds, which determines that there are also two basic attitudes toward war: one is to uphold and support, the other is to stop and oppose. All revolutionary classes and people should uphold and support just wars and stop and oppose unjust wars. The reason for adopting this attitude is determined by the nature, historical position, and role of war. Because every just war promotes historical development, pushes forward social progress, and safeguards the interests of the broad masses of the people, it should be upheld, supported, and actively taken part in. Conversely, all unjust wars obstruct historical development and the progress of society, violate the interests of the broad masses of the people and safeguard the interests of the reactionary ruling class, and therefore should be stopped and opposed. The militarist attitude of upholding all wars without distinguishing the nature of war is wrong; conversely, the pacifist attitude of opposing all wars without distinguishing the nature of war is equally wrong.

To determine correctly the different attitudes toward war, one must clarify the nature of war, because this is the precondition for determining the attitude toward war. To clarify the nature of war, one must adopt methods such as historical analysis, economic analysis, and class analysis, examining the historical conditions, the economic conditions, the class waging the war and its politics, and the political purpose of waging the war.

The nature of war and the attitude toward war determined by it in turn determine the basic strategy toward war. Because the two historical types of war differ in nature, and people’s class standpoints differ, their attitudes toward them differ, and therefore the strategies adopted also differ. The strategies adopted toward the two types of war, summed up, basically are of two kinds: one is the strategy of bringing about the defeat of the war, and the other is the strategy of bringing about the victory of the war. For the broad masses of the people, the former is the basic strategy adopted toward unjust war, while the latter is the basic strategy adopted toward just war. For the reactionary forces it is the opposite. All actions related to war are subordinate to these two basic strategies.

In the history of human war, all revolutionary classes and reactionary classes have, to a certain degree, consciously or unconsciously, realized this question; only the proletariat has been the most conscious, having resolved it well not only in theory but with great effect in practice, among which especially Lenin’s and the Bolsheviks’ led by him strategy toward war during the First World War is the most typical. Lenin, on the basis of a scientific analysis of imperialist politics and economics, irrefutably determined the unjust nature of imperialist war. Proceeding from this, Lenin formulated and led the Bolsheviks in carrying out the strategy of opposing imperialist war, the strategy of making the bourgeois government of their own country fail in the war, the strategy of transforming imperialist war into civil war, and so on. Under the guidance of these strategic thoughts, Lenin led the Bolsheviks, on the one hand, to carry out active antiwar propaganda and action, and on the other hand, to actively organize revolutionary forces to prepare for armed uprising. As a result, they successfully transformed imperialist war into revolutionary civil war, realizing the transformation of imperialist unjust war into just civil war, and thereby overthrew the bourgeois state power of Russia and established a socialist state of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

In sum, the important category of military dialectics, just war and unjust war, not only reveals the nature of war and generalizes the historical types of war, thereby enabling people to deepen and concretize their understanding of the essence of war, but also provides reliable grounds for correctly determining the attitude and strategy toward war, and thereby provides the most general theoretical guidance for war action. At the same time, it not only provides a key for understanding the nature of past wars and for praise and blame, but has also important theoretical and practical significance for the analysis of the nature of future wars and for determining the attitude, strategy, and action toward future wars.





Chapter 8 War and the Masses

In the history of war, whether just war or unjust war, all are bound up with the interests of the masses, and their victory or defeat is also closely connected with the allegiance of the people’s hearts and the degree to which the people’s strength is brought into play. Therefore, after examining the two basic types of war, one must further examine the position and role of the masses in war.


Section 1 The Position and Role of the Masses in War

The masses spoken of here refer to the people’s masses as distinguished from the army, which is the backbone of the armed forces.


I. The Materialist Conception of History Is the Ideological Weapon for Scientifically Understanding the Position and Role of the Masses in War

The masses occupy a very important position in the history of the development of war, and many military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have attached great importance to the role of the masses in war. For example, in ancient China, Xunzi (c. 313–238 BC) regarded the unity of the whole people as the fundamental question of using troops and fighting, pointing out: “The root of using troops and attacking and fighting lies in unifying the people. …… If the officers and men are not attached to the commander, then even Tang and Wu could not win by it. Therefore one who is good at attaching the people is one who is good at using troops. Therefore the matter of arms lies only in being good at attaching the people.” (Xunzi, “Debating Military Affairs”) A small number of Western bourgeois military experts also saw, to a certain extent, the position and role of the masses in war. Clausewitz, in On War, devoted a chapter to “the arming of the people,” discussing relatively concentratedly the significance of the people’s participation in war. In his view, a state that is good at using the means of people’s war would have a relative advantage over states that belittle people’s war. The combat means of the arming of the masses is something that other means cannot replace. He especially held: “In the wars of the eighteenth century, war was still only the business of governments, and the people took part in war merely as blind instruments. But at the beginning of the nineteenth century, the peoples on both sides of the war had already become a force of weight.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 862) Jomini, too, in Section 8 “National Wars” of Chapter 1, “Policy,” of The Art of War, discussed the question of people’s war, holding that the scene of an entire nation rising spontaneously to resist is truly magnificent. Although some military experts of ancient China and a very few bourgeois military experts preliminarily recognized the position and role of the masses in war, limited by historical conditions and by their class limitations, none could fundamentally understand and resolve the question of the role of the masses in war.

Marxism, applying the materialist conception of history to examine war, scientifically elucidated the great role of the people’s masses in war. Marxism holds that history is created by the people’s masses, that the people’s masses are the subject of social revolution, the decisive force of social development, and also the decisive force of victory or defeat in war. Therefore one must launch a general uprising of the whole people, organize people’s war, and rely on the strength of the people’s masses to defeat a powerful enemy. Engels for the first time clearly put forward the concept of “people’s war.” In praising the French people’s revolutionary war he pointed out that in France “the wave of people’s war continually consumes the enemy’s troop strength, and will gradually ruin and pound to pieces even the largest army.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 17, p. 224) He also highly appraised the Opium War of the Chinese people’s resistance to British aggression as precisely a people’s war that preserved the Chinese nation. Lenin also pointed out: “The whole history of liberation wars tells us that if these wars have the participation of the broad masses, liberation comes very quickly.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 442) Mao Zedong, in the practice of guiding China’s revolutionary war, enriched and perfected the Marxist thought on people’s war, systematically and creatively put forward the theory of people’s war and its strategic and tactical principles, and successfully put this theory into practice, winning the great victory of China’s revolutionary war.



II. The Masses Are the Wellspring of War Strength

Within the broad masses are hidden the enormous manpower, material resources, and financial resources that war needs, which are inexhaustible and unfailing. If one leaves the masses, one loses the foundation of war strength. Therefore it is said that whether or not the masses take part in war bears directly on the strength or weakness of war strength. Shang Yang of China’s Warring States period (c. 390–338 BC) pointed out: “One who has the people cannot be spoken of as weak.” (Book of Lord Shang, “Cuofa”) Xunzi also held: “One who loves the people is strong; one who does not love the people is weak.” (Xunzi, “Debating Military Affairs”) In the Huainanzi of the Han dynasty it was put even more vividly: “Whom the masses help, though weak he must be strong; whom the masses abandon, though great he must perish.” (“Teachings on Military Strategy”) Marxism, proceeding from the materialist conception of history, profoundly elucidated the viewpoint that the people’s masses are the wellspring of war strength, and clearly put forward that only by carrying out a thoroughgoing mass line in war can a powerful enemy be defeated. Engels pointed out: “A mass uprising, revolutionary war, guerrilla bands organized everywhere — this is the only way by which a small nation can overcome a large nation, and by which a less strong army can resist a stronger and better-organized army.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 6, p. 461) Mao Zedong, from the height of the laws of war, clearly pointed out: “Small in strength but linked with the people is strong; large in strength but against the people is weak.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, vol. 5, p. 290) Whatever the size of a country, as long as it firmly relies on the people and wages people’s war, any powerful enemy can be defeated, because “the richest source of the immense power of war lies in the masses of the people.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 478)


	The masses are the wellspring of the manpower of war. War is a contest of the military and economic strength of the two sides, and human resources are not only the foundation constituting military and economic strength but also an important indicator of military potential, directly influencing the course and outcome of war. Although there are many subjective conditions that influence the victory or defeat of a war, a very important condition among them is the size of the army. The history of war shows that, where the two sides are comparable in quality, whichever has the advantage in numbers has somewhat the greater possibility of victory. Britain won the Boer War of 1899–1902 by relying on an absolute superiority in troop strength. In the Second World War, China, weak in economic and military strength, defeated the world power Japan, and its large population must be counted an important reason.



“The people are the source of soldiers, and without the people the army is not firm”; in order to defeat the enemy, both belligerents strive to build armies with numerical superiority, and the source of troop strength lies in the masses; the masses are the foundation of the human resources of war. With the expansion of the scale of war, the army in war has increased sharply in number. For example, at the end of the First World War, the total troop strength of the German army was 8.2 million and of the Russian army 9.9 million. At the end of the Second World War, the total troop strength of the German army rose to 10,938,000, and that of the Soviet army rose to 11,365,000. Moreover, because of the use of large quantities of new-type weapons and equipment, the number of service personnel has been greatly increased. For example, in the early period of the Second World War, each piece of artillery on average needed fifteen to twenty-six people, each tank needed fifteen to twenty people, and each combat aircraft needed twenty to twenty-five people. In addition, because of the improvement in the lethality of weapons, casualties in war have been greatly increased. For example, during the First World War about 10 million died and over 20 million were wounded. In the Second World War, the number of dead was 22.1 million, and the number of dead and wounded was 34.4 million (not including China’s losses during the War of Resistance against Japan, etc.). All this especially prominently raises the question of human resources. It can be said that the more war develops, the greater the dependence on the masses. Especially wars under modern conditions, because of the vastness of the battlefield space and the immense scale, will inevitably make the two belligerents build armies of greater numbers, and the size of the army is directly constrained by one’s own country’s human resources; with abundant human resources one can build an army of large numbers and strengthen war strength. Without the broad masses as the guarantee of the human resources of war, it is impossible to win victory in war. As Lenin pointed out: “Whoever has more reserves, whoever has more manpower, whoever can hold out better among the people’s masses, will win victory in war.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 56) Taking the later period of China’s War of Resistance against Japan as an example, the broad masses of the people leapt forward to join the army and actively supported the resistance in manpower; among them the militia numbered about 2.2 million and the people’s self-defense corps about 10 million and more, over ten times the total number of the Eighth Route Army and New Fourth Army at the time, providing a solid material foundation for our army to defeat the enemy. The broad masses of the people also took an active part in the fighting; the militia in various places took part in battle over 1.74 million person-times, fought nearly 300,000 engagements, and annihilated over 100,000 enemy and puppet troops, making a contribution to the victory of the War of Resistance.


	The masses are the wellspring of the material resources of war. The material resources of war mainly include weapons, ammunition, and supplies, and supplies of clothing, food, shelter, and transport.



The demand of war for material resources continually increases with the characteristics of war and the change of the material and technological basis of war. Before capitalist development reached the monopoly stage, the scale of war was relatively small, the number of people in the armies taking part in war was not very large, and at that time the army’s need for weapons, ammunition, and other supplies and equipment was not yet very great. However, in the two world wars, with millions upon millions of troops taking part in war, the consumption of the weapons, ammunition, and other supplies and equipment they required increased markedly. Taking only the consumption of artillery shells as an example, in the Battle of Waterloo in 1815, the total number of shells consumed was only 9,044. In the British Boer War of nearly three years, the shells consumed were 273,000. In the Russo-Japanese War, the shells consumed were 954,000. During the First World War, the shells consumed were over a billion. During the Second World War the consumption of shells was still greater; at that time the Soviet army in the patriotic war consumed on average about 17 million shells a month (equivalent to the total number of shells consumed every month by all the armies taking part in the First World War). In war, to equip the army and to make up for the losses the army suffers in weapons, ammunition, and supplies, it is necessary to increase military industrial production. Widely carrying out military industrial production requires a great many workers. Taking the First World War, the workers engaged in military industrial production accounted for more than half of the workers of the belligerent countries. During the Second World War, the number of laborers serving the front was still greater. For example, industrial workers serving the army in Germany in 1917 accounted for 58.3 percent, while by 1943 they accounted for 61 percent. The United States was 31.6 percent and 67 percent respectively. Nearly the whole of civilian industry took part, to some degree, in the material supply of the army, and large numbers of workers took part in work serving war. In addition, the army’s need for grain and other edible supplies also increased correspondingly, and this is mainly guaranteed by agriculture producing all kinds of products. Not only are the various military supplies produced by the masses, but in wartime the transport of military supplies to the front also relies on the masses. Taking only the Huaihai Campaign of China’s War of Liberation as an example, the people of the rear, in order to guarantee the supply of grain and military supplies at the front, with backward means of transport, shoulder-carrying, and pushing carts, overcame countless difficulties and, continually and in good time, delivered to the front over 3 million tons of ammunition and supplies, 570 million jin of grain, 1.56 million jin of oil and salt, 860,000 jin of pork, and so on, meeting the needs of the war and guaranteeing the victorious conduct of the campaign. On this Marshal Chen Yi put it well: the victory of the Huaihai Campaign was pushed out by the people’s masses with small carts.


	The masses are the wellspring of the financial resources of war. The financial resources of war mainly include the national economic strength of the belligerent countries and the military expenditure used for war.



To support war, relying on military industry alone, even if it is highly developed, cannot meet the needs of war. To produce large quantities of military supplies and transport them to the front, there must also be the machine-building industry, the chemical industry, metallurgical bases, fuel and power bases, and so on. That is to say, war requires each belligerent country to bring its own economic strength into play to the maximum, making the whole national economy serve the material and technological guarantee of war. And national wealth is created by the masses. The masses have a particularly important role in the economic guarantee of war; in a certain sense, losing the masses is to a great extent losing the national economic strength that can support war. Among them, the masses who have production experience, labor skills, and knowledge and who engage in the production of material wealth play a particularly great role in raising labor productivity. The masses include mental workers. With the development of science and technology, there is still more need for people who are good at using technology and bringing the effectiveness of technology into play; otherwise technology is only a dead thing. Therefore, the continual raising of the scientific and technological level of the masses is one of the important conditions for the full development of the national economy.

In addition, the various material guarantees of war require the payment of enormous military expenditure. During the First World War, the direct war expenses of the various countries were 208 billion U.S. dollars. During the Second World War they were about 1,117 billion U.S. dollars, an increase of four to five times over the First World War. Under modern war conditions, the military expenditure required by war will continue to swell. Only by widely mobilizing the whole people can there be the possibility of inexhaustible supply for every need of war. Without the support of the masses, war cannot be carried on at all.


	The allegiance of the people’s hearts is the decisive factor in victory or defeat in war. Victory or defeat in war depends on the attitude of the masses toward the war; only by obtaining the support and backing of the masses can the final victory of war be achieved. This is a truth that the ancients already naively recognized. Guanzi said: “Generally, the victory of the army must depend on the people’s use.” (Guanzi, “Zhong Ling, No. 15”) Wu Qi held: “If the hundred surnames all are for my ruler and not for the neighboring state, then the battle is already won.” (Wuzi, “Planning for the State, No. 1”) Lenin put it still more clearly: “In any war, victory in the last analysis is determined by the spiritual state of the masses who shed their blood on the battlefield.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 650) The allegiance of the people’s hearts determines victory in war. For example, in the Battle of Kunlun Pass in China’s War of Resistance against Japan, wherever the army of the Kuomintang general Du Yuming attacked the Japanese invaders, there it received the support of the people. Peasants as thin as firewood sent vegetables, chickens, and eggs, and so on, and Du Yuming once said with feeling that his army was the armed force of the people, that the people were the fathers and elders of his army, and that the victory of his army was in fact the victory of the people! In the Huaihai Campaign, because the army led by Du Yuming had already become an anti-people army, in a position of isolation and lack of relief, this led to the failure of the war. On this Du Yuming also had to admit that defeat at the hands of the enemy can be retrieved, while defeat at the hands of the common people can never be retrieved.



The masses’ attitude toward war can be divided into the spontaneous and the conscious. The spontaneous understanding of war is mainly manifested as a naive psychology of revenge, which can also stir up the masses’ righteous indignation and play a certain role, but is always blind and not lasting. For example, in the middle of the Warring States period in ancient China, in the war of the State of Qi’s counterattack against the State of Yan, the Qi general Tian Dan sent people into Yan to spread word: “What I fear most is that the Yan army will cut off the noses of the Qi soldiers they have captured and place them at the head of the attacking troops; then Jimo (a city of Qi) will be broken!” When the Yan army learned of it, they did indeed do this. The soldiers and civilians in the city, seeing it, were extremely angry and defended to the death and would not yield, all fearing to be captured. Tian Dan again sent people to spread word: “What I fear most is that the men of Yan will dig up the graves outside Jimo, which would make people grieved and dejected!” As a result, the Yan army not only dug up the graves but burned the bones. The soldiers and civilians of Qi, seeing it from the city wall, were still more enraged, worked together with one heart, and thoroughly defeated the Yan army. This means of stirring up the masses’ righteous indignation by inducing the enemy to harm the people can only temporarily play a role of stimulating the masses, and once the truth comes to light, the people’s hearts will be lost. The conscious understanding of war mainly refers to the understanding of the political purpose of war, enabling the masses to know why they are fighting and for whose interests they are fighting, so that the masses share a common hatred of the enemy, are of one heart, dare to sacrifice, and strive forward until final victory. As Lenin pointed out: “The masses’ understanding of the aims and causes of the war has enormous significance, and this understanding is the guarantee of victory.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 650) For example, in the war of Spain against Napoleon’s aggression in 1808, when the masses came to understand their own interests and the nature of the war, they rose in masses against the French army, the uprising spread throughout the country, and in the end drove away the French invaders. In 1792, Austria and Prussia jointly sent troops to attack France, attempting to suppress the French Revolution; the citizens and peasants of France, with high-running political enthusiasm, leapt forward to join the war and resisted the invasion of the allied armies.

The spiritual force of the masses’ upholding and supporting war can be transformed in the practice of war into powerful material force. Clausewitz held that one should shake off the habitual way of fighting that places hope only on the army and should regard war as the people’s business. If the whole people take part in war with their inherent strength, then “the elements of war are freed from all fetters of tradition and routine, and burst forth with all their natural force.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 876) All that the invader has is an army, while his opponent has not only an army but also a nation nearly wholly armed. They can form an army of resistance whose numbers far exceed the regular army, and even accomplish what their regular army absolutely could not accomplish in this war. In war, the armed masses can encircle and trap the enemy, burn the enemy’s bases and communication lines, and destroy the enemy’s lifeline. They can spread a net of heaven and earth, carry out extensive raids on the enemy, strike the enemy everywhere, and annihilate the enemy flexibly and mobilely. The enemy cannot drive out armed masses as one drives out a squad of soldiers; the arming of the masses can deftly circle around the enemy, being everywhere and yet nowhere to be grasped, so that the enemy is attacked on all sides, is exhausted running about, attends to this and loses that, and falls into passivity. At the same time, the armed masses can also seal off information and screen their own army, so that the enemy cannot obtain reliable intelligence and has no way of knowing where and when he will be attacked, and every action has the feeling of a blind man on a blind horse. In sum, the participation of the masses in war can mobilize and organize forces in all respects, carry out struggles of many forms, political, economic, cultural, diplomatic, and so on, use all the means of operations, armed and unarmed, bring the whole power of war into play to the maximum, and create a vast sea in which the enemy is sunk in a calamity that overwhelms him.




Section 2 The Differences in the Role of the Masses in War

Because of the difference in the nature of war and the difference of periods, the role of the masses in war presents differences in quality and quantity; to clarify this question will be very necessary for bringing the role of the masses fully into play.


I. The Role of the Masses Differs in Wars of Different Natures

Just war and unjust war are the two basic types of war, and they can make the role of the masses in war present two opposite tendencies.


	In just war the role of the masses can be brought into play to a greater degree. Generally speaking, just war represents the interests of the broad masses, accords with the direction of social development, and therefore can always obtain the upholding and support of the broad masses, so that the positive character, bravery, and resolution which the masses should have in war are fully brought into play.



However, even among just wars, because of who leads and launches them, the playing of the role of the masses in war differs. Clausewitz once held that as long as large numbers of the masses on both sides take part in war, war becomes the affair of the entire people. Lenin held that this view is incorrect. Taking the Napoleonic wars as an example, they were wars launched by the French bourgeoisie and accorded with the interests of the French bourgeoisie; to put it precisely, they were “of the bourgeoisie, or perhaps of the entire bourgeoisie.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 187) Although the bourgeoisie and even the feudal class can, to a certain extent, use the masses or the arming of the masses to carry on war, they are also often extremely afraid of the strength of the masses. As Engels pointed out: “A mass uprising, an uprising of the whole people, this is the means that makes royal houses look upon it with fear.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 63) Therefore it is said that the bourgeoisie and the feudal class cannot fully bring into play the strength of the arming of the masses. For example, in 1813 Prussia once drew up and promulgated the Landwehr Regulations, under which the militia could fight by themselves. At this the King of Prussia was frightened, and with his obstruction this regulation could not truly be put into practice. Although Jomini expressed “admiration” for the masses’ spirit of spontaneous resistance, he also held that its consequences were extremely fearful and hoped never to see it again in the future. Moreover, the class limitation of the bourgeoisie can also make them transform just war into unjust war. For example, at the end of the eighteenth century, when France defended itself against the invasion of the counterrevolutionary alliance of monarchical states, the war was just and progressive. However, when the big bourgeoisie seized political power and transformed the purpose of war into contending for sources of raw materials and enslaving other nations, this war again became unjust and reactionary. Therefore the role of the masses in war cannot be thoroughly brought into play.

Only a people’s war led and launched by the proletariat, with workers and peasants as its main body, can truly reflect and accord with the fundamental interests of the broad masses, bring into play and mobilize the positive character of the masses to the maximum, make the masses’ support of the war manifest itself on an enormous scale and in a comprehensive degree, and thereby exert a decisive influence on the methods of operations and on the outcome of the war. During the Second World War, the war of the Soviet people against German fascism and the war of the Chinese people against Japanese imperialist aggression belonged to this situation.


	In unjust war the role of the masses will be greatly weakened. Because unjust war is the continuation of the reactionary politics of reactionary classes and reactionary forces, whose aim is to use violence to obstruct the objective course of social development and to suppress the liberation movements of oppressed classes and oppressed nations, it necessarily meets the opposition of the masses. However, reactionary classes can also use all kinds of means of deception to cover up the true aims of their wars and lure a part of the masses into their slaughterhouse of war. At such times the masses in war often cannot play a positive role; under the bewitching and driving of the reactionary class some of the masses can also play a role to a certain extent, but it is an abnormal playing of a role, that is, the war they sell their lives for is completely contrary to the interests of their own class. Therefore, the harder they work for the war, the more they violate the inevitable trend of social-historical development, the more they develop in the direction counter to the interests of their own class and serve as borrowed instruments of the reactionary class. Because the unjust nature of war has a sharp contradiction with the interests of the masses, the role of the masses cannot truly be brought into play. Moreover, with the development of the war this contradiction will always gradually reveal itself and increase the masses’ dissatisfaction. And once the broad masses realize the true aim of the war they are engaged in, there will inevitably appear antiwar sentiment, making the morale of the reactionary class’s camps disintegrate, with the masses turning against it and relatives leaving it, even to the point of turning their weapons around and striking back, accelerating the arrival of the failure of the unjust war.





II. The Role of the Masses Differs in Wars of Different Historical Periods

In ancient times, some military experts had already become aware from the practice of war of the greatness of the strength of the masses, but it was all naive and unconscious. From their experience of war they felt that the masses are the source of the soldiers of the army, and that if an army leaves the masses it is hard for it to survive. In resisting the aggression of other nations, the armies of some ruling classes, when they safeguarded the interests of their own nation, also received the vigorous support of the masses and fought quite a few victorious battles. This made them comprehend the principle that an army without the masses is not firm. Especially some peasant wars in history, under the conditions of the time, represented the interests of the oppressed classes and oppressed nations, reflected the requirements of the development of the social productive forces, and therefore enormously mobilized the positive character of the masses in war and pushed history forward. But because the social productive forces at that time were low, the economy underdeveloped, the army limited in number, the weapons and equipment few and crude, and the scale of war also not large, together with the limitations of the ruling class, and so on, all these, to different degrees, limited the playing of the role of the masses in war.

When modern times arrived, the bourgeoisie finally destroyed the old feudal system. And the basic motive force of the bourgeois revolution was the broad people’s masses. The masses’ joining in the revolutionary struggle exerted a fairly great influence on war and on the army. The revolutionary people then manifested an enormous revolutionary creative spirit in military affairs; they abolished all the old regulations of war, created new methods of operations, abolished the old army, and established a new army. In sum, the nature of the army changed, and changes also occurred in the methods of operations and in military science. Among them, the French bourgeois military expert Napoleon Bonaparte, in strategy and tactics, brought the new methods of operations produced by the French bourgeois revolution to a state of perfection, that is to say, he discovered the method of using the broad armed masses correctly in strategy and tactics, and the appearance of such broad armed masses became possible only through the revolution. The fundamental reason that Napoleon was able to win repeated wondrous achievements in the French bourgeois revolutionary wars lay in his relying on and using the strength of the masses. Likewise, the great defeat he ultimately suffered lay in this, that after establishing the French Empire he launched a series of unjust wars enslaving Europe, losing the most superior condition of the support of the masses. It can be seen that in the revolutionary wars of the bourgeoisie against the feudal system, they can use the strength of the masses to serve the interests of their own class. After they seize political power, they always, proceeding from the interests of their own class, cast aside and even suppress the masses who made the revolution. Therefore it is said that although the bourgeoisie can also, to a certain extent, bring into play the role of the masses in war, their class interests determine that they cannot thoroughly rely on the strength of the masses.

After the proletariat ascended the stage of history, under the leadership of its political party, the role of the people’s masses in war was fully brought into play. As Lenin pointed out at the time: “The era of fighting wars by hired soldiers or by gang elements semi-detached from the people has gone never to return. Now, war is conducted by the people.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 11) Because the revolutionary war led by the proletariat is the great undertaking of the people’s masses themselves liberating themselves, it can best represent the fundamental interests of the broad people’s masses, and therefore can mobilize and organize the people’s masses to the maximum, and will produce an ever more important influence in just wars, especially in wars to defend socialism. This is an inevitable trend of development. That is to say, the more a just revolutionary war can reflect the vital interests of the broad masses, the greater the role of the masses in war.



III. The Role of the Masses of Different Quantity and Quality Differs in War

First, other conditions being the same, the amount of the quantity of the masses is directly proportional to the size of their role in war. Generally speaking, where quality is broadly the same, having the advantage in numbers makes it easier to win. In war, after the aggressor enters a foreign country, he can sometimes also obtain a part of supporters among the people, forming with the invaded a group in opposition. However, if the great majority of the invaded masses stand on the side of the interests of their own country and hold certain military resources, then even if a minority of the masses support the aggressor it will not play a great role. Of course, it is not the case that fighting in a foreign country will meet the opposition of the masses; if the war is a just war, it will obtain the support and assistance of the broad masses there, and China’s war to resist America and aid Korea is an example of this. Jomini held that people who are usually as incompatible as ice and coal can combine into one in a national war of resistance, and that under the call of patriotism all who differ politically may then join hands and cooperate. He also held that a national war is an enormous obstacle to the invader, and that it differs in significance from an organized national defense of a state. (See The Art of War, pp. 16–17) Here he also touched to a certain extent on the question of the quantity of the masses in war. However, he did not advance from it, but instead drew the erroneous conclusion that the consequences of national war are dangerous. Marxist military experts have always advocated that, in the revolutionary war led by the proletariat, millions upon millions of the masses must be widely mobilized and organized to throw themselves into war, arming not only the workers but also the peasants, and uniting all who are willing to make revolution. They hold that the proletariat’s revolutionary war cannot win victory without the participation of the peasants. For example, in old China, the peasants accounted for ninety percent of the national population, and the poor and lower-middle peasants accounted for sixty percent of the peasants. If all the peasants are mobilized, the masses can be brought into the war as widely as possible.

Second, the quality of the masses, good or bad, is also directly proportional to the size of their role in war. The quality here mainly refers to the political consciousness, the spirit of bravery, and the combat qualities of the masses. It bears directly on the degree to which the masses’ role in war is brought into play. For example, in the American War of Independence, the insurgents, fighting for their own vital interests, could not only shoot well with rifles but could also stand against the British troops in line formation, and with dispersed action and agile swarms of skirmishers, firing at the British troops from concealed forests, defeated the British regular army.

It can be seen that to bring the role of the masses in war into play, attention must be paid to the two conditions of enlarging the quantity and raising the quality.



IV. The Forms of the Masses’ Role in War Differ

The role of the masses in war manifests itself in two forms, direct and indirect. The so-called direct form refers to the masses taking part in war in the manner of armed force, directly weakening and eliminating the enemy by means of resistance or strikes and the like. For example: organizing the armed masses to defend localities or to attack local enemies; scouting the enemy’s situation, eliminating spies, and suppressing counterrevolution; destroying communications, blockading passes and ferry crossings; penetrating the enemy’s rear, raiding the enemy, coordinating with operations on the main front, and supplementing troop strength, directly joining the army and taking part in war, and so on.

The so-called indirect form refers to the masses supporting and guaranteeing war in an unarmed manner, from the aspects of manpower, material resources, and financial resources. For example: going out as civilian laborers to guarantee the supply of grain and supplies at the front, rushing to repair or destroying lines of communication and transport, transferring and escorting the wounded, safeguarding rear-area security, doing well in military industrial production, and, through all kinds of construction work, political, economic, ideological, cultural, sanitary, diplomatic, and so on, supporting and coordinating with operations at the front. In war, only by being good at closely coordinating all these forms can the overall power of the broad masses be better brought into play.




Section 3 The Bringing into Play of the Role of the Masses in War

The masses have an important role in war, but this role does not come to be fully brought into play naturally. In general circumstances, the strength of the masses is latent, and only through leadership and organization can its role be fully brought into play and exert an important influence on the course and outcome of war.


I. Attaching Importance to the Role of the Masses Is the Precondition for Bringing Their Role Fully into Play

Attaching importance to the role of the masses in war is the precondition for enabling them to bring their role fully into play. If the guides of war do not attach importance to the role of the masses, they cannot at all rely fully on the strength of the masses in war. And whether one truly attaches importance to the role of the masses is not a purely subjective matter.

Toward the role of the masses in war there are basically two attitudes: one is to attach importance or approve, the other is to belittle or oppose. Among those who attach importance and those who belittle, there are again their respective different situations.

First, among the opposers there are two situations: one is on political grounds, regarding people’s war as a revolutionary means, a legal state of anarchy, which, though dangerous to the enemy abroad, is also harmful to the social order at home; the other is on military grounds, holding that people’s war consumes large amounts of manpower and material resources and that what is gained does not make up for what is lost.

Second, among the approvers there are also two situations: Clausewitz approved of people’s war. He held that people’s war can greatly strengthen one’s own strength, that it is an enlargement and intensification of the whole process of fermentation of war. But he again opposed looking at this question politically, and merely regarded people’s war as a means of struggle, examining it only from the military standpoint, that is, only from the angle of using it to deal with the enemy. In this his class limitation was revealed. Jomini also both saw the masses as a force in war that cannot be ignored and held that it would lead to a fight to the death of the entire nation, and therefore was unwilling to see this kind of organized large-scale massacre. From this it can be seen that whether one can recognize the role of the masses in war is not a matter of subjective arbitrariness. Although some bourgeois military experts also, to a certain extent, expressed approval of people’s war, because they stood on the standpoint of the bourgeoisie and represented the interests of the bourgeoisie, they could not fundamentally understand the role of the masses in war. The Marxist understanding of the role of the masses in war, however, is built on the basis of the materialist conception of history. Proceeding from the viewpoint that the people’s masses create history, they clearly pointed out that the broad people’s masses are the subject and fundamental force of war, and that without the revolutionary action of millions upon millions of awakened masses it is impossible to overthrow the old system. Only the uprising and struggle of the broad masses is the fundamental motive force of historical development. Only the consciousness and organization of the people’s masses can finally determine the outcome of war. The sympathy and support of the people’s masses is the decisive factor for winning revolutionary war. Therefore, as long as there still exist oppressed and exploiters in the world, as long as there is still war, we must carry out people’s war.



II. Political Mobilization Is the Key to Bringing the Role of the Masses into Play as Far as Possible

Because war is the continuation of politics, and war itself is an action of a political nature, therefore any war, ancient or modern, just or unjust, revolutionary or counterrevolutionary, has a problem of political mobilization, and in all cases must, according to the interests and political positions of one’s own class, mobilize the broad masses to support and take part in the war.

Some military experts of ancient China held that, of the two sides in war, whichever has the progressive politics and the correct policy, whichever can unite the masses or more represent the interests of the masses, will obtain the support of the masses and win victory in war. For example, Sun Wu pointed out: “One who is good at using troops cultivates the Way and preserves the laws, and therefore can be the master of victory and defeat.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition,” No. 4) Shang Yang held: “Generally, the method of war must be based on winning politically.” (Book of Lord Shang, “Zhanfa”) The Huainanzi says: “When one undertakes things for the people, the masses help him; when one undertakes things for oneself, the masses leave him.” (“Teachings on Military Strategy”) They also held that whether the masses are brave bears on the victory or defeat of war, and therefore one must be good at unifying the will of the whole people to engage in war.

The political mobilization of unjust war relies mainly on deception. Imperialism and reactionary classes, in order to resolve the contradiction between the unjust aims of their wars and the interests of the masses, always adopt means such as malicious slander and all kinds of fabrication and deceit to throw the broad masses into war. The German bourgeois military theorist Ludendorff once expounded without scruple that a declaration of war is easily regarded by the people as aggression, and the people will not in the least sympathize with a war of attacking others; one should try to make the people believe that they are threatened by war, and the concept of the threat of war influences the people’s emotions not a little more than mobilization does. Because the people only know how to fight to defend their own survival, only when they firmly believe that it bears on their life and death and survival or ruin will they support the war. (See On Bourgeois Military Science, p. 119) They too, precisely through a series of false propaganda such as the so-called “neighbors threaten Germany’s survival” and that the German war of plunder is the only means of making Germany a great state and guaranteeing that the “people” have bread, oil, land, and labor, deceive social opinion to cover up the essence of the imperialist robber war that they launched. The imperialist countries during the First World War, in order to force workers and peasants to fight, also resorted to ideological weapons, carried out ideological indoctrination of the masses, saying that what they were conducting was a war of self-defense and what the other side was conducting was a war of aggression, deceiving the broad masses into shedding blood and sacrificing for the selfish interests of the various monopoly organizations of the bourgeoisie.

The political mobilization of just war is to tell the truth to the masses. Only when the broad masses recognize the justness of the war in which they are engaged, and realize that it is necessary to give their lives for the interests of their own class, will they raise their fighting spirit and be willing to bear unprecedentedly heavy burdens and fight with spirit aroused. Therefore Lenin held that one must be good at letting the political mobilization of war “let all the truth it contains penetrate into the heads of everyone.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 4, p. 169)

Mao Zedong’s exposition of political mobilization in war is the clearest and most profound. He pointed out: “Revolutionary war is the war of the masses; it can be waged only by mobilizing the masses and relying on the masses” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 122), thereby revealing the essence of revolutionary war. Revolutionary war, because it represents the interests of the broad masses, will inevitably obtain the extensive support and participation of the masses. As early as the period of the agrarian revolutionary war, Mao Zedong pointed out that our central task now is to mobilize the broad masses to take part in the revolutionary war. In summing up the experience and lessons of the anti-imperialist and anti-feudal struggle before the War of Resistance against Japan, he pointed out profoundly that if the revolution of several decades is to be summed up, it is that the people of the whole country were not fully mobilized, and that the reactionaries always opposed and destroyed such mobilization. In the War of Resistance against Japan, Mao Zedong further raised political mobilization to the height of victory or defeat in war, clearly pointing out that political mobilization is a matter of the greatest importance, and that war must first rely on it to obtain victory. Such a great national revolutionary war cannot win victory without universal and deep political mobilization. This move bears on the very greatest matters; weapons and so on are not so important as people are, and are still secondary; this move is truly first in importance. He also especially stressed: “The reason we do not hesitate to say this again and again is that without it there is no victory. Without many other necessary things there is of course no victory either, but this is the most basic condition of victory.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 480) At that time, because the whole army and people were mobilized with the progressive political spirit, the political enthusiasm of the broad masses to support and take part in the war was aroused; there appeared not only everywhere the moving scene of “mothers urging their sons to fight the Eastern Ocean, wives sending their husbands to the battlefield,” but also, inside and outside the Great Wall, one anti-Japanese base area after another was rapidly opened up and established, building a bastion of bronze walls and iron ramparts that could not be broken.

In the future, whatever the change in the forms of war, political mobilization will always be an important condition for winning victory in war. Because of the appearance of large-scale weapons of destruction, future war will have an unprecedented scale and cruelty. Therefore, whether large amounts of manpower and material resources can be rapidly mobilized from the peacetime state to the wartime state is of great significance for victory or defeat in war.



III. Correctly Using the Arming of the Masses Is the Condition for Fully Bringing the Role of the Masses into Play


	One must make use of natural conditions. All kinds of favorable natural conditions can strengthen the resisting power and striking power of the arming of the masses.



A vast territory makes it convenient for the armed masses to avoid the enemy’s sharp edge, to circle around the enemy, and to strike the enemy repeatedly on a small scale. Clausewitz held that the larger the area, the more widely the armed masses come into contact with the enemy army, which is to say relatively makes the enemy more dispersed, and the greater the role of the arming of the masses.

If a country has a long coastline, it can make use of the elasticity of command of the sea to resist stubbornly and strike the enemy flexibly.

If a country’s territory has complex terrain such as deep forests and narrow valleys, crisscrossing rivers, and jungle all over the fields, it is convenient to form strong lines of defense. Relying on rivers, lakes, harbors, and creeks, it is not hard to stage a martial drama that leaves the enemy helpless. In mountain areas it is still more convenient to establish consolidated base areas, and therefore when one cannot sustain operations in plains areas, one can shift to mountain areas. Of course, although flatland is not as good as mountain areas, it is not that armed mass struggle cannot be carried on; vast land and many people all provide conditions for carrying on armed mass struggle in the plains. All kinds of natural conditions can provide places for the armed masses to display all kinds of martial skills.


	One must combine dispersed resistance with concentrated striking. Generally speaking, the arming of the masses should not directly confront the regular army of the enemy. They should, amid extensive contact with the enemy, disperse, like a flame burning ceaselessly in the dark destroying the foundation of the enemy army, like dark clouds gathering on both sides of the war zone, gnawing away at the enemy’s army from the outside and the edges. At the same time, the arming of the masses can also, like cloud and mist, condense at certain places into a denser cloud layer, forming a threatening dark cloud capable of emitting strong lightning. That is to say, the deeper one penetrates into the enemy’s rear, the more dispersed the arming of the masses should be, avoiding suffering the enemy’s strong blows. At the same time, the arming of the masses should again combine into an organized whole and, at a certain time and space on the battlefield, concentrate to strike the enemy.


	One must combine the arming of the masses with the regular army. In war, the army is the backbone of the various strengths of war, and to win in war there must be a strong army. If there is only the arming of the masses and no regular army, it is impossible to defeat the enemy in the end. And if the broad arming of the masses coordinates in operations together with the regular army, the strength of the regular army can be strengthened. The resultant force formed by the combination of the arming of the masses with the regular army is invincible.




Clausewitz had put forward the thought of combining the arming of the masses with the regular army. He held that although the arming of the masses plays a very important role in war, it is not omnipotent; it has both advantages and at the same time weaknesses. Therefore, to make the arming of the masses play its role better, “one must consider combining the operations of the arming of the masses with the operations of the regular army.” (On War, vol. 2, p. 673) Sending a small number of regular troops to support the arming of the masses can both inspire the confidence of the masses and strengthen the strength of the arming of the masses. However, Clausewitz regarded the arming of the masses only as an auxiliary means used from beginning to end for the regular army’s conduct of war, that is to say, either taking the arming of the masses as the last auxiliary means after the loss of a decisive battle, or as a natural auxiliary means before the decisive battle.

Mao Zedong developed the above thought of Clausewitz. In concretely discussing the question of China’s guerrilla war against Japan he pointed out that, generally speaking, regular war is primary and guerrilla war is auxiliary, because the final fate of the War of Resistance against Japan can be resolved only by regular war. At the same time he also pointed out that the whole War of Resistance against Japan has three strategic stages of defense, stalemate, and counteroffensive, among which the first and last stages are mainly regular war, but in the stalemate stage guerrilla war should be primary and regular war secondary. Because guerrilla war occupies an extremely important strategic position in the whole war, and, like regular war, without guerrilla war, neglecting the building of the arming of the masses and the study and guidance of it, Japanese imperialism likewise cannot be defeated. That is to say, Comrade Mao Zedong both recognized the auxiliary character of guerrilla war and held at the same time that, under certain conditions, guerrilla war can again occupy the strategic position and transform into the main form. From the viewpoint of the whole revolutionary war, the people’s guerrilla war and the regular army are each other’s left and right hand, and having only the regular army without the people’s guerrilla war is like a one-armed general. The people’s guerrilla war also occupies a strategic position equally important with regular war. Only by closely combining the arming of the masses with the regular army can the enormous power of people’s war be fully brought into play. Mao Zedong once profoundly pointed out: “The soldiers and people are the foundation of victory.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 476) The combination of the masses and the army constitutes a complete revolutionary war of the general mobilization of the entire people of a country, and the obtaining of its victory will be beyond doubt. In order to bring the role of the people’s masses in war fully into play, Mao Zedong, according to the realities of China’s revolutionary war, put forward a whole set of systems of armed forces for people’s war, that is, combining the main-force corps with local corps, combining the regular army with guerrilla units and the militia, and combining the armed masses with the unarmed masses, mobilizing to the maximum the positive character of the people’s masses in supporting and taking part in war, so as to form the iron fist of powerful people’s war.

From the spontaneous recognition of the influence of the masses on war to the systematic formation of the glorious Marxist theory of people’s war and its successful putting into the practice of war is a great leap. It can be asserted that the more just the nature of a war, and the more widely the people’s masses are drawn in to complete certain military tasks, the greater the influence of the people’s masses on war. The theory of people’s war is one of the most basic laws by which we guide revolutionary war. In the future, whatever new-type weapons appear and whatever war is fought, the basic laws of people’s war will not change. Of course, because of the high development of modern science and technology, and the wide application on the battlefield of new technologies such as optics, electronics, and aerospace, many new characteristics will be brought to war. The future war against aggression will be a people’s war under modern conditions. We must, according to the new circumstances of modern war, strive to study and explore the particular manifestations of the basic laws of people’s war in modern war, so as to make people’s war develop toward a higher stage of war.






Chapter 9 War and Peace

Since human beings split into a society of class antagonism, the two social phenomena of war and peace have existed. Their alternating movement constitutes the historical process of development in which the violent turbulence and the quiet change of society are unified, until the thorough elimination of war and the realization of lasting peace.


Section 1 The Opposition of War and Peace

In class society (Note: the society discussed in this chapter always refers to class society), war and peace are both opposed and unified. The opposition is mainly manifested in the following respects:


I. War and Peace Are Two Social Phenomena of Different Quality

All things and phenomena in the world have their certain qualitative determination. War and peace are no exception. It is well known that war is the highest form of struggle used to resolve the contradictions, at a certain stage of development, between class and class, nation and nation, state and state, political group and political group, and is the continuation of the politics of a certain social class by another means (that is, violence). It can be seen that, besides its political essence, war also has its essence of violence. Wars large and small, numbering tens of thousands, since ancient times have none failed to adopt violent means. It is precisely on this basis that war is distinguished from any other social phenomenon and manifests its inherent particularity. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “Based on the particularity of war, there is a set of special organizations, a set of special methods, and a special process. The organization is the army and everything attached to it. The method is the strategy and tactics that guide war. The process is a special form of social activity in which hostile armies use, against each other, strategy and tactics favorable to themselves and unfavorable to the enemy in order to attack or defend.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 447)

Peace is not so. It is the negation of war, mainly the negation of the violent aspect of war. Concretely speaking, in class society, although peace is also a continuation of the politics of a certain social class, and inevitably itself contains class contradiction and class struggle, and this contradiction and struggle are sometimes even very sharp and very intense, yet they have not intensified to the point of adopting large-scale armed conflict, that is, have not yet adopted clearly violent means and forms of struggle, but mostly adopt nonviolent means and forms of struggle, such as economic, legal, diplomatic, ideological, cultural, and other means and forms of struggle. It can be seen that peace itself does not have the essence of violence but has the essence of nonviolence. It is precisely because of this point that war and peace each have their own different qualitative determination, and thereby become two relatively opposed social phenomena.



II. War and Peace Are Two Different Social States

War and peace, as two social phenomena of different quality, inevitably present two different social states. The opposition of these two different social states is mainly manifested in the basic form of the state of opposition of certain social classes, that is, whether the opposition of the two opposing sides is an opposition of violent conflict or an opposition of nonviolent conflict. The former is the state of war, the latter is the state of peace. When the contradiction between the two opposing sides has not yet intensified and developed to the degree of large-scale armed conflict, the opposition of the two sides in its outward form mainly manifests itself as a state of peace; by contrast, when the contradiction of the two opposing sides has intensified to open, large-scale armed conflict, the opposition of the two sides in its outward form mainly manifests itself as a state of war, until the end of military action.

Generally speaking, the state of war can be divided into two basic kinds: one is the state of war between states; the other is the state of war between opposed classes or opposed political groups within one country.

The beginning of a state of war between states is mostly marked mainly by open declaration of war, especially in modern times. At the time of open declaration of war, the two belligerents first often sever diplomatic, trade, and financial relations, prohibit the citizens and legal persons of the two sides from signing contracts, confiscate the property of the enemy country within their own country, and may impose all sorts of restrictions on the citizens of the enemy country up to detention. After the declaration of war there is often immediately large-scale military action, and even if military action is not taken at the same time, it counts as having entered a state of war. For example, at the end of the Second World War, some countries of Latin America, after declaring war on fascist Germany, though they did not in fact take part in military action, were already in a state of war with Germany. On the other hand, small-scale, small-scope actual military action does not necessarily mean that the whole country has entered a state of war, as is the case in border conflicts.

The state of war between opposed classes or opposed political groups within a country is often marked by actual military confrontation between hostile classes or groups. It either takes as its starting point the armed uprising of the oppressed class, or takes as its starting point the armed suppression by the oppressing class of the oppressed class, or takes as its starting point the comprehensive armed conflict of opposed political groups. The beginning of this state of war is not only usually without open declaration of war but is prepared in secret and breaks out suddenly. This situation is especially clear in the armed uprisings and revolutionary wars of slaves against slave-owners, of peasants against landlords, and of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie.

It should be pointed out that the state of war or the state of peace of a society is said with regard to the overall situation of that society, and not with regard to certain temporary or local situations in that society. A society, if armed conflict has occurred only in a local area or within a very short time, and such armed conflict does not involve the whole of the society, is still in a state of peace. Conversely, if armed conflict has already unfolded comprehensively throughout the whole society, the political purpose of war has already involved the survival or abolition of the social system or clearly influences the whole of social life and normal social order, then even if there exists a temporary or local peace, that society is already in a state of war. To judge whether a society is ultimately in a state of war or in a state of peace, one does not look at whether there is war in this society, but at which of war and peace holds the dominant position and which has a decisive influence on the development of society.



III. War and Peace Are Different Periods of Social Development

War and peace both move in time, and therefore their opposition also manifests itself as the opposition between periods of war and periods of peace. A period of war refers to a period of sharp turbulence filled with war, and a period of peace refers to a period of stable movement of society in which there is no large-scale war bearing on the whole. The periods of peace and of war have different characteristics in the degree of sharpness of social class contradictions, in the modes of struggle, and in the central tasks of society, and so on. In a period of peace, although there is contradiction between the two opposing sides, the contradiction has not yet developed into open armed confrontation; the struggle often takes the forms of politics, economy, ideology, culture, diplomacy, and so on, and the central task of both sides is to strive to strengthen the building of their own strength. In a period of war, the contradiction of the hostile sides has intensified to a high degree and developed into open violent confrontation, armed struggle becomes the most principal form of the struggle of both sides, war becomes the greatest politics, and both sides must in war strive for the right to their own existence and development. Therefore all social forces are mobilized to the maximum for war, and seizing victory in war becomes the central task of both sides.

The periods of peace and of war are often connected with the quantitative-change stage and the qualitative-change stage of social development. Generally speaking, peace is often connected with the quantitative-change stage of social development, while war is often accompanied by the qualitative-change stage of social development. In the quantitative-change stage of social development, the newly established social system is relatively suited to the development of the productive forces, and the various social contradictions are temporarily resolved, so that, in the absence of foreign invasion, society can develop peacefully. In the qualitative-change stage of social development, the contradictions of the superstructure with the economic base and of the relations of production with the productive forces become ever sharper, the political and economic system of society obstructs the development of the productive forces ever more seriously, and all kinds of social contradictions also daily intensify, until in the end war inevitably results.

The beginnings of periods of war and of peace are again often marked by certain major social-historical events. For example, the launching of the Northern Expedition was the mark of the beginning of the period of the First Revolutionary Civil War; the “August 1” Nanchang Uprising was the mark of the beginning of the Second Revolutionary Civil War; the “July 7” Incident was the mark of the beginning of the period of the War of Resistance against Japan; the Kuomintang’s all-out attack on the liberated areas was the mark of the beginning of the Third Revolutionary Civil War; and the founding of the People’s Republic of China was the mark of China’s entry into a period of peace after a long period of war and turmoil, and so on.



IV. War and Peace Differ in Position and Role in Social Development

Peace is usually the basic condition for the stable development of human society. Generally speaking, under conditions of peace, society is stable and orderly, people’s lives are relatively secure and stable, which favors the development of the social economy and cultural undertakings and the improvement of moral customs. Therefore peace is often a positive factor promoting the stable development of society and accords with the fundamental interests and wishes of the people’s masses and especially of the laboring masses.

The role of war in social development has a duality. On the one hand, reactionary, unjust war is a serious fetter on social development. It causes enormous consumption of manpower and material resources, enormous destruction of the social productive forces, enormous chaos of social order, and enormous degeneration of human morality. Reactionary, unjust war has brought the people profound disaster and also created a heavy burden for the people, seriously obstructing the development of society, and especially when such a war becomes a means of restoring an old social system, the danger of its obstruction of social progress is still greater. On the other hand, revolutionary, progressive, just war is again a powerful motive force of social progress.

First, revolutionary war is the bridge for completing the leap in social development. Mao Zedong said: “In class society, revolution and revolutionary war are unavoidable; without them it is impossible to complete the leap in social development, impossible to overthrow the reactionary ruling class and let the people obtain political power.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 308–309) The historical experience of class struggle fully proves that the decayed reactionary ruling class will never withdraw from the stage of history on its own; it will necessarily make a dying struggle, using all kinds of means to suppress the resistance of the ruled class. Therefore the oppressed nations and oppressed classes must never pin their hope of liberation on the “benevolence” and “enlightenment” of the reactionary ruling class; only by the force of the gun can they defeat the armed reactionary ruling class and establish their own rule.

Second, revolutionary war is a great school that unites and educates the people. It teaches the people to recognize their own historical position and strength, cultivates in the people good organization and discipline, and teaches the people the methods of defeating the ruling class. Marx, in commenting on the Franco-Prussian War, pointed out: “No matter how the war ends, it has already taught the French proletariat to handle arms, and this is the best guarantee of the future.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 4, p. 392)

Again, revolutionary war is the only way out for completely shaking off counterrevolutionary war. Mao Zedong said: “The banner of human just war is the banner that rescues humankind, and the banner of China’s just war is the banner that rescues China. The wars waged by the great majority of humankind and the great majority of the Chinese are without doubt just wars, are the supreme and most glorious undertaking of rescuing humankind and rescuing China, and are the bridge that turns the whole of world history into a new era.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 158) The proletariat and the laboring people need peace and do not need war, but “can only eliminate war through war; if one does not want the gun, one must pick up the gun.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 512) Only through revolutionary war can counterrevolutionary war be eliminated, until finally all war is eliminated and the era of lasting peace for humankind is reached.




Section 2 The Mutual Dependence and Mutual Interpenetration of War and Peace

War and peace are not only opposed to each other but also unified with each other. The unity of war and peace is manifested in the mutual dependence, mutual interpenetration, and, under certain conditions, mutual transformation of war and peace.


I. The Mutual Dependence of War and Peace

War and peace are two contradictory aspects within the unity of society; they have a common foundation and contain a common political essence: both are continuations of the politics of a certain social class. As Lenin pointed out: “War is the continuation of the politics of the period of peace, and peace is the continuation of the politics of the period of war.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 915)

War and peace each take the other as the condition of its own existence; lose the one and the other does not exist. Without peace there is no such thing as war, and without war there is no such thing as peace. In primitive society there was no war in the strict sense and therefore no peace in the strict sense. Although there were then disputes between tribes and acts of violence such as blood revenge between nations, these violent actions did not have a political character and content. Only on entering class society, with the appearance of private ownership, classes, and the state, did war occur. Once there was war in the world, there was also peace opposed to it, and war and peace became two means of resolving social class contradictions used repeatedly and alternately in class society, and society also alternately presented a state of war and a state of peace.

War and peace each obtain their essential determination in the other. What makes war war does not lie in itself but in its being a social phenomenon and social state sharply opposed to peace, a way of resolving social and political contradictions sharply opposed to peace, a social-historical period with fundamentally different characteristics from the period of peace. Likewise, what makes peace peace does not lie in peace itself but in its being a social phenomenon and social state fundamentally different from war, another form of struggle, another historical period. Apart from war one cannot explain peace, and apart from peace one cannot explain war; war and peace obtain their essential determination only in the determination of each other.



II. The Mutual Interpenetration of War and Peace

War and peace not only depend on each other but also interpenetrate. The mutual interpenetration of war and peace is manifested in the following:

First, local peace can exist under an overall state of war, and local war can exist under an overall state of peace. A society, even if it is overall in a state of war, will still have local, small-scale peace existing. For example, in China’s Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods, although war was frequent and unceasing, there were always some feudal lords who temporarily did not take part in war and were in a state of peace. In the First World War, although the flames of war spread over the three continents of Europe, Asia, and Africa, and over sixty countries and about four-fifths of the world’s population were successively drawn into war, a small number of countries were still not drawn into war. In our country’s War of Resistance against Japan, most areas of China were in a state of war, but there were still a small number of areas not touched by the flames of war. Conversely, under an overall state of peace, local small-scale wars also often occur. For example, since the Second World War, the world on the whole has been in a state of peace, yet local wars have never truly been interrupted; the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the four Middle East wars, the Iran-Iraq War, the Kampuchean war, and so on, are all local wars under a world state of peace.

Second, temporary cessation of war in the course of war and temporary conflict in periods of peace. Like the movement and development of everything else, the movement and development of war is also a process. War is a contest of the military strength and economic strength of the two sides. On the one hand, both sides must use their own strength to the maximum. On the other hand, it is impossible to make one’s own strength play its role all at once. Especially in wars of larger scale, neither side can defeat the other all at once. Therefore war is not a brief single blow, not a decisive battle carried on simultaneously once or several times. Besides, war is also an enormous consumption of military strength and economic strength; after the two sides have undergone a bout of grappling and killing, both need to accumulate and replenish strength anew, adjust deployments, and strive to win in the next campaign or battle. All this makes war a process composed of a series of campaigns and battles. Between these campaigns and battles, some temporary periods of peace will inevitably appear. For example, the first great war in European history, the Greco-Persian War, began in 499 BC and lasted over fifty years, during which Persia attacked Greece several times, fighting on and off, stopping and fighting again, presenting a temporary state of peace within a state of war. The Peloponnesian War from 431 BC to 404 BC lasted twenty-seven years, and likewise had several truces in the midst of several major conflicts, thereby making the period of war interspersed with temporary periods of peace. Likewise, in periods of peace, because of the intensification of contradictions in certain regions or aspects, brief armed conflicts may also result; these armed conflicts, because the scope involved is small, can generally be ended in a fairly short time, and therefore do not change the peace state of the whole society.

Third, the simultaneous use of the means of war and the means of peace. The means of war are mainly the use of violence, but they do not absolutely exclude the use of the means of peace; on the contrary, they often take the means of peace as their necessary supplement, in order to reach purposes that the use of the means of war cannot reach. For example, winning allies of one’s own through diplomatic activity, interfering with and undermining the enemy’s relations with his allies or preventing the enemy from obtaining new allies. The alliance of Wu and Shu against Wei in China’s Three Kingdoms period is a typical example. In the Second World War, Stalin’s advocacy of establishing an international anti-fascist united front was likewise a typical case of using diplomatic means to reach the purpose of victory in war. Sowing discord among the various social forces inside the enemy country by means of modernized propaganda, inciting movements to resist or overthrow the leaders of the war, preventing other countries from giving political, economic, and military support to the enemy country, and so on, are all uses of the means of peace in war. Likewise, the means of peace are the main means of resolving social and political contradictions in periods of peace, and do not absolutely exclude the use of violent means either. Armed suppression is a violent means commonly used in periods of peace. At the same time, the reason the means of peace can be carried out is often that they are backed by violent means. In a period of peace, although violence generally does not always operate openly, it is latently exerting its effect at all times, and once necessary it will be used openly at once.

Fourth, war contains the factors and forces of realizing peace, and peace contains latent danger of war. The factors and forces of realizing peace contained in war may be one of the sides in war, or a third party outside the two belligerents. In just war, the side that invades and oppresses is often the force that keeps the war going, and the side that is invaded and oppressed is the factor and force for realizing peace. In unjust war, the unjust two sides are often both forces that keep the war going, and unless one side defeats the other, or both sides are destroyed at the same time, or both sides feel that it is hard to defeat the other and compromise, the war will not stop. However, unjust war is always launched by a few exploiters and directly borne at the front and in the rear by the laboring masses. The various destructions and calamities caused by war always fall first and mainly on the heads of the laboring people, who obtain no benefit at all from such a war and on the contrary must bear all the sacrifices caused by war. Once they recognize the essence of this kind of war, they loathe and oppose this kind of war which is harmful and useless to themselves. Therefore, whether in just war or unjust war, fundamentally speaking, the oppressed laboring masses have always been the basic factor and fundamental force for realizing peace in war; they have both the strength to wage just war and the strength to eliminate unjust war.

Just as war inevitably contains factors and forces for realizing peace, peace also contains latent danger of war. In class society there always exist two great antagonistic classes, the exploiting class and the exploited class. The struggle of these two great antagonistic classes can, at a certain stage, take a peaceful form and leave society in a temporary state of peace, but this peace is unstable. Because the exploiting class will not voluntarily abandon its exploitation and oppression of the laboring masses, and the laboring masses will not endure this exploitation and oppression for long, this struggle must inevitably develop into open armed confrontation. At the same time, relations between nation and nation, state and state, and political group and political group, which are peaceful, also often out of selfish interest develop into large-scale armed conflict and war. For example, the wars of ancient Greece and Rome, the wars of the Byzantine era, the wars of the Middle Ages, and so on, were mostly of this kind. Of course, fundamentally speaking, this too is a product of class opposition and class struggle. Therefore the opposition and struggle of hostile classes is the most profound social and political root of the existence of war. It can be seen that the existence of exploiting classes and of the exploiting system will inevitably lead to war. In modern times, the main danger of war is imperialism and hegemonism. Lenin said that imperialism is war. Imperialists and hegemonists, in order to seize sources of raw materials, sales markets, and the redivision of colonies, are always frenziedly making preparations for war. They actively develop and stockpile large quantities of weapons that kill people, expand their own military and economic strength, and contend fiercely on the earth and in outer space; they are the main factor and force that leads to war.

In sum, war and peace are both opposed and unified. One must see the mutual distinction between war and peace in order to prevent confusing them, and one must also see their mutual connection in order to prevent splitting them apart; one must both see in war the forces and hopes of peace and be full of confidence in the future of humankind, and see in peace the factors and dangers of war and remain highly vigilant about the danger of war. The opposition of war and peace is unconditional and absolute; the unity of war and peace is conditional and relative. In class society, the conditional, relative identity of war and peace combined with their unconditional, absolute struggle constitutes the contradictory movement of war and peace, impelling the mutual transformation of war and peace.




Section 3 The Mutual Transformation of War and Peace

Mao Zedong said: “All processes have a beginning and an end, and all processes transform into their opposites. The constancy of all processes is relative, but the changeability of one process transforming into another process is absolute.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 306) War and peace, under certain conditions, can transform into each other.


I. The Internal Basis of the Mutual Transformation of War and Peace

What is the internal basis of the mutual transformation of war and peace? It is nothing else than the identity and struggle between them.

First, the mutual dependence and mutual interpenetration of war and peace provide the possibility for their mutual transformation, and determine the basic trend of transformation. Mao Zedong said: “It is known to everyone that war and peace transform into each other. …… Why is it so? Because in class society things contradictory like war and peace possess identity under certain conditions.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 304) War and peace are two different states of existence of the same society, two different periods of development of the same society, and two different methods of resolving the political contradictions of the same society; they are both continuations of the politics of a certain social class, and therefore can transform into each other. At the same time, this identity of war and peace also determines the basic trend of transformation. The transformation of war and peace can only be that each of the two sides transforms toward its own opposite, that is, war transforms into peace and peace transforms into war, and cannot arbitrarily transform into other things.

Second, the mutual struggle of war and peace makes the transformation of war and peace become reality. The identity of war and peace provides the possibility for the transformation of the two, but if there were only identity and no struggle, the transformation of war and peace would still be impossible to realize; only the mutual struggle of war and peace impels the realization of the mutual transformation of war and peace. In class society there always exist factors of war and factors of peace, forces of war and forces of peace. Between these two opposed factors and two opposed forces there is always struggle, and the result of the struggle inevitably leads to the waxing and waning of the factors and forces of war and peace themselves, impelling war and peace each to transform toward its own opposite, so that society presents a transformation from the state of war or of peace toward the state of peace or of war. When the forces of peace defeat the forces of war, become the principal aspect of the contradiction, and occupy the dominant position, war transforms into peace; when the forces of war temporarily defeat the forces of peace, become the principal aspect of the contradiction, and occupy the dominant position, peace transforms into war. From this it can be seen that the mutual transformation of war and peace is the result of the joint action of the identity and the struggle of war and peace. It is precisely the organic combination of the identity and the struggle of war and peace that constitutes the necessity of the mutual transformation of war and peace.



II. The Conditions of the Mutual Transformation of War and Peace

In class society, the mutual transformation of war and peace is inevitable, but it is also conditional.

The precondition for the transformation of peace into war is the appearance and existence of private ownership and classes. In modern and contemporary times, it is the existence of imperialism. This is determined by the nature of the exploiting classes. The nature of the exploiting class is plunder, and the nature of imperialism is war, the pursuit of world hegemony; they are always attempting to obtain by violent means the benefits that they cannot obtain by peaceful means. Therefore, as long as classes and class struggle still exist in the world, and imperialism exists, war is unavoidable (of course this does not mean that a new world war is unavoidable). In class society, peace is only a temporary truce among hostile classes, states, and political groups.

The intensification of the basic contradiction of society is the real condition for the transformation of peace into war. This question was already discussed earlier in saying that war is the continuation of politics, and will not be repeated.

That the forces of peace are insufficient to restrain the forces of war is an important condition for the transformation of peace into war. In class society, although there always exist forces of peace and factors of war, under specific social and historical conditions the forces of war will develop rapidly, while the forces of peace, because they are weak and insufficient to restrain the forces of war, may also lead to the outbreak of war. For example, on the eve of the First World War, when imperialist wars of contending for colonies were imminent, the socialists of the various countries, though soberly seeing the danger of war and waging tireless struggle to restrain the outbreak of war, and convening the Basel International Peace Congress and adopting the famous Basel antiwar manifesto, in the end, because their strength was too weak, were unable to restrain the outbreak of imperialist war.

The compromise and concession of the antiwar forces is an important factor leading to war. On the eve of the Second World War, although Hitler’s Germany had long been making preparations for launching a world war, because it had not truly ascertained the attitudes of the United States, Britain, France, and other countries, it repeatedly postponed the implementation of its war plan. But because the United States, Britain, France, and others consistently pursued a policy of appeasement, attempting to sacrifice Poland in order to divert the spearhead of German aggression toward the socialist Soviet Union, the result was to foster the aggressive arrogance of Hitler’s Germany and lead to the all-out outbreak of the Second World War.

The transformation of war into peace is closely connected with the outcome of war. Under what conditions can war transform into peace?

First, through war action one side swallows the other. In war, each side strives to defeat the other; as long as the other side still has the strength to attack or resist, war action will not stop and peace will not come. The main factors on which the two belligerents rely to attack or resist are their territory, people, army, and allies. Therefore, for one side to defeat the other side and make it unable to fight any more, it must first destroy its army and make it lose the main strength of resistance; at the same time it must occupy its territory, control its people, and use its resources; it must also make full use of the victories on the battlefield and the other side’s weaknesses to carry out effective propaganda against the enemy, disintegrating the will to resist of its army, government, and people; in addition it must undermine the enemy’s alliances, strive to make them ineffective, and strive for new allies for itself. Whether in just war or in unjust war, as long as one side defeats the other, so that the other side completely loses the strength to continue the war, the transformation from war to peace occurs.

Second, the two belligerents compromise with each other. In war, there sometimes occur such circumstances that the two belligerents, after a life-and-death grappling, have nearly exhausted their military and economic strength, and both sides are powerless to fight further; at this time the two sides will make a compromise, end war action, and move into a state of peace. If the two sides are evenly matched, the possibility of victory for each side is very small, or even if victory can be obtained both sides would pay a heavy price, then, to avoid weakening the effect of victory or aggravating the burden of defeat, the two sides will also take the initiative to compromise, impelling war to transform toward peace.

Third, both sides lose and are hurt, perish together, and are both destroyed by a third party, which also leads to the transformation of war into peace. For example, in the later period of the First World War, the German-Italian-Austrian alliance bloc suffered miserable defeats on the battlefield, and the warlike imperialist bloc met at home ever more opposition from the people; the victorious Britain and France were also greatly weakened in the war; and the Russian ruling class was overthrown by the people in the “October Revolution,” so that Russia withdrew from the war. Although the Allied and the Entente countries still each had some strength to continue the war, because they feared the strength of the people’s revolution, they had no choice but to sign the “Treaty of Versailles” for redividing the world, letting the contradictions among the imperialist countries be temporarily eased, and war transformed into peace.

Fourth, the resolute struggle of the people’s masses is the fundamental condition for the transformation of war into peace. The people’s masses are those who desire peace and oppose unjust wars; they are the fundamental force that opposes unjust war and strives for peace. All retrogressive, unjust, counterrevolutionary wars are launched by the ruling class and are often directly carried on by the laboring masses. If the war is just, being for the fundamental interests of the people’s masses, then the people’s masses will throw themselves into the war with a hundredfold courage and enthusiasm, fighting stubbornly until the aggressors and oppressors are eliminated, as the Soviet people did in the period of the patriotic war and the Chinese people in the period of the War of Resistance against Japan; if the war is unjust, once the people’s masses recognize the unjust nature of the war they will oppose continuing the war, and will even turn their gun muzzles around against the rulers of their own country, ending the war and realizing peace. The workers and peasants of Russia did just this in the October Revolution. In the Second World War the role of the people’s masses in stopping war was manifested still more prominently. War educated the people, and the peoples of the world defeated the German, Italian, and Japanese fascist aggressive forces, and on a world scale made war transform into peace.

The above are only the general conditions for the mutual transformation of war and peace. But the concrete conditions needed in each transformation of war and peace differ, and the role these conditions play in the process of transformation also differs. Therefore, one must not only understand the general conditions for the mutual transformation of war and peace, but also especially pay attention to studying the concrete conditions needed in each transformation of war and peace, so that one can consciously create the necessary conditions, impel the transformation of war toward peace, and prevent the transformation of peace into war.



III. The Basic Process and Trend of the Mutual Transformation of War and Peace

The process of the mutual transformation of war and peace can be divided into three basic stages: the transformation of the peace of primitive public-ownership society into the war of a society based on private ownership; the mutual transformation of war and peace in class society; and the transformation of the war of class society toward lasting peace. As society developed to modern times, the scale of war became ever larger, and two world wars have occurred; the harm of war has also become ever more serious, and it has already endangered the survival of all humankind. War educated the people, and the people, having recognized war, yearn more for peace. Opposing world war and striving for the lasting peace of humankind have already become a powerful world tide. At the same time, with the development of society, there has already appeared in human society an oppressed class capable of mastering its own fate, the proletariat, which shoulders the great historical mission of eliminating all private ownership and all classes, and which has already overthrown the capitalist system in some countries and established a socialist system without classes, without exploitation and oppression, for the first time establishing a powerful state apparatus of the proletariat, which has created the necessary conditions for finally eliminating all classes and all private ownership and thereby finally eliminating war, and realizing the transformation from class war to lasting peace. When communist society arrives, classes and private ownership will be eliminated throughout the whole world, the social root that gives rise to war will finally be uprooted, and the era of lasting peace for humankind will arrive.

From primitive peace transforming into war, and then from the war of class society transforming into lasting peace, a process of the negation of the negation has been experienced. This is both the basic process of the mutual transformation of war and peace in human society and the objective law of the mutual transformation of war and peace. If the first transformation was the inevitable result of human society’s development to a certain stage, then the latter transformation is the inevitable trend of the development of human society. Although in the course of realizing this transformation the development of human society will still undergo all kinds of twists and turns, this transformation will certainly be realized; this is beyond doubt.

The lasting peace of human society is the great ideal of the proletariat. To realize this ideal, one must go through the long-term struggle of the proletariat and the people of the whole world. Marxism holds that in treating the question of war and peace, the most important thing is to establish the revolutionary viewpoint. Only by eliminating imperialism through the proletariat’s revolutionary war can the lasting peace of human society be realized. To “hope to obtain peace without overthrowing the bourgeoisie and without establishing socialism is a fantasy.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 23, p. 236) Only by raising the spontaneous peace wishes of the people’s masses to the level of conscious revolution, and leading the people’s masses to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie by revolutionary means, can great historical results be produced. “To fantasize about peace without advocating revolutionary action is to fear war and has nothing in common with socialism.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 21, p. 170) Carrying out proletarian revolution, establishing a socialist system, and eliminating all unjust wars through revolutionary war is the necessary road for humankind to free itself thoroughly from war.

At present the world is in a period of peaceful development. But imperialism still exists in the world, and the danger of war still exists. We should make full use of the conditions of peace, step up “four modernizations” construction, consolidate national defense, make preparations for the war against aggression, and strive for the lasting peace of human society.






Part Three The Various Factors of War Strength




Chapter 10 Material Factors and Spiritual Factors in War

War is a contest of strength. War-fighting strength is composed of many factors taken together. Therefore, having examined as a whole the basic contradiction of war and the relations of war with politics, the economy, the masses, and peace, it is necessary to analyze further the role in war of the factors that make up war-fighting strength.


Section 1 The Various Factors of War Strength


I. The Composition of the Factors of War-Fighting Strength

Marxism holds that things are universally connected, and that everything is a complex aggregate in process. The elements that make up a thing are many-sided. War is the same. War-fighting strength is a synthesis of various factors. These factors are mainly:


	Political factors. These mainly refer to the political situation of the enemy and ourselves, that is, the activities of the enemy and ourselves in domestic politics and diplomacy and the relations among them constituted by such activities and their manifestations. They include the sociopolitical systems and the nature of state power of the enemy and ourselves, domestic and foreign policies, and the class standpoints, attitudes, and activities of governments, political parties, classes, social groups, and individuals.


	Economic factors. These mainly refer to the economic situation of the enemy and ourselves, that is, the state of development of the society’s material production. They include the material production capacity and level of the enemy and ourselves; transport capacity and level; the level and conditions of the development of science and technology; the social material wealth and natural resources actually possessed; and the socioeconomic foundation and socioeconomic system constituted by the dominant relations of production.


	Military factors. These mainly refer to the military strength of the enemy and ourselves, that is, the sum of the various forces that a certain class, state, or political group can directly use in war. They mainly include the number and quality of the armies of the enemy and ourselves, the number and quality of militia and guerrilla units, the number and quality of other armed forces (such as the armed police), the number and quality of weapons, ammunition, and military technical equipment, and the other human resources (such as civilian-laborer transport teams, stretcher teams, medical teams, and so on) and material resources (such as military supplies and war reserve materials) that can be directly used in war, and so on.


	Natural factors. These mainly refer to the time and spatial-geographical conditions of war. The time of war is the duration and sequence of the development of the war. It refers not only to the length of the duration of a concrete war from its arising and development to its end and to the order of precedence of its sequence, but also to the historical period and stage in which the concrete war stands in the whole long river of the historical development of human society. The spatial-geographical conditions of war are the extension and breadth of the war itself and the natural-geographical environment in which it is placed. They mainly include the geographical position of the war, the scale of the war’s development, and the concrete conditions and characteristics of the natural-geographical environment in which the war is placed (such as the size of the land area, meteorological conditions, topography and landforms — mountains, plains, marshes, water surfaces, the air, and so on), and so on.


	The reserve sources of troops and external aid in war. The reserve sources of troops in war mainly refer to the reserve human resources that replenish and support the war; external aid mainly refers to the external material, economic, and military aid and the spiritual and moral support obtained by the enemy and ourselves. It includes the various material resources, weapons and equipment, and financial aid needed by the war, moral and spiritual support, and even sending advisers and command personnel and troops to take part in the war directly, and so on.


	Subjective guidance factors. These refer to people’s ability to guide war. They mainly include military theory and thought, the military purpose and plan, the principles of strategy and tactics, the talent of the commander-in-chief, and the spiritual state and ability of the personnel taking part in the war, and so on.






II. The Factors of War-Fighting Strength Can Be Divided into Two Great Classes, Material Factors and Spiritual Factors

In the process of war, the factors of war-fighting strength manifest themselves, in their reality, as political power, economic power, military power, natural power, and the ability of subjective guidance, and so on. According to the viewpoint of dialectical materialism and historical materialism they can be generalized into two great classes, namely the material factors and the spiritual factors in war.


	The material factors in war. The material factors in war refer to the objective material conditions on which war is conducted and which determine the course and outcome of war. Although the material factors in war differ in level, scale, kind, quantity, and quality, their basic elements are broadly the same. They mainly include: the political facilities and economic conditions of the belligerent states, weapons and equipment, strategic resources, the quality and quantity of the armed forces, the reserve sources of troops, transport and communications, and natural conditions such as terrain and weather.


	The spiritual factors in war




The spiritual factors in war are the modes of activity of the subjective thinking of the people in war and their forms of manifestation. They mainly include: the political situation, political thought, military thought and military theory, the purpose and plan of war, the sentiments of the people, the talent of the commander-in-chief, the martial virtue and morale of the army, the national spirit, the level of science and culture, and the skills of servicemen, and so on.

The material factors and spiritual factors in war are the two basic classes of elements indispensable in any war. They are the basic conditions that must be grasped in analyzing war-fighting strength.



III. Comprehensively Grasping the Interconnection of the Factors of War-Fighting Strength

War is the confrontation of the enemy and ourselves; to understand war-fighting strength comprehensively one must comprehensively analyze the various factors of the war-fighting strength of the enemy and ourselves. “The whole of the basic elements of war is not a mutilated, incomplete fragment; it pervades all the large and small problems and all the stages of operations of both sides, and is not something that may or may not be present.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 418) In examining war-fighting strength, whether it be the material factors or the spiritual factors, analysis and study must be carried out. Only thus can the comparison of the strength of the two sides in war be grasped and the laws of war’s development be revealed.

War-fighting strength is not a haphazard pile-up of all the elements but an organic whole in which the various factors are connected. To understand war correctly, one must study not only all the factors of war-fighting strength but, more importantly, the internal connections among these factors. As Lenin said: “If facts are not grasped in their sum total, in their connections, …… then facts can only be a childish game, or even less than a childish game.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 23, p. 279) Only by grasping the internal connections of the various factors of war and their contradictory movement can one correctly understand their role in war and grasp the trend and laws of the development of war. Mao Zedong said that an experienced military man, “having familiarized himself with the temperament of his own troops (the commanders, the fighters, the weapons, the supplies, and so on, and their totality) and with the temperament of the enemy’s troops (likewise the commanders, the fighters, the weapons, the supplies, and so on, and their totality), having familiarized himself with all the other conditions related to war such as politics, economy, geography, and climate, and so on, will, in guiding war or conducting operations, have a relatively sure grasp and be relatively able to win battles.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 164–165)

Military theorists before Marxism, owing to the limitations of the times and of history, were often unable to grasp comprehensively, from the interconnection, the role of the various factors of war-fighting strength, and so either fell into metaphysics or turned to idealist “spirit-determinism.” This was especially clear among bourgeois military experts. Some of them often exaggerated the importance of the material factors or of one of them, and denied or ignored the important role of the spiritual factors. For example, the eighteenth-century British military theorist Lloyd one-sidedly stressed the role of terrain in war. He held that in war, as long as one is familiar with the terrain, one can calculate accurately all military action, and often can decide the victory or defeat of the whole war without fighting battles. The Prussian military theorist Bülow regarded the rear of the army and communications as especially important. He held that as long as depots and lines of transport are destroyed or cut, the army is crippled and finished. Another Prussian military theorist, Willisen, one-sidedly stressed the role of provisions. And quite a few bourgeois military experts who believe in the “theory that only weapons matter” hold that weapons and equipment are the decisive factor of victory or defeat in war. Other bourgeois military theorists, on the contrary, exaggerated the importance of the spiritual factors or of one of them, and denied or ignored the important role of the material factors. They held that victory or defeat in war has nothing to do or little to do with the material factors in war, and that victory or defeat in war depends on divine inspiration and spiritual force, or is predetermined by “the mandate of Heaven,” or is determined by “the will of the genius commander-in-chief” or “man’s simple spirit of courage.” The practice of war has proved that all these viewpoints are wrong.

The political and economic factors among the factors of war have already been described in detail in the preceding Part. Among them, the human factor, weapons and equipment, and the factors of time and space will be analyzed separately in the relevant chapters of this Part. Therefore this chapter makes only a general analysis of the role of the material factors and spiritual factors in war and their mutual relationship.




Section 2 The Role of Material Factors in War

War is violent conflict. War-fighting strength is the unity of material strength and spiritual strength, and material strength is the foundation of this violence. Clausewitz said: “Violence, that is, physical violence.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 24) Engels said: “The whole organization and mode of fighting of armies, and with them victory or defeat, depend on material, that is, economic conditions.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 210) Therefore we must first make a general analysis of the role of the material factors in war.

Military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have all attached great importance to the role of the material factors in war. Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Combat,” pointed out: “An army without baggage trains perishes, without provisions perishes, without stored supplies perishes.” Shang Yang of the Warring States period said: “If the army is not strong it cannot crush the enemy; if the state is not rich it cannot support the army.” These all tell people again and again that material guarantee and technical guarantee are what the army’s survival depends on. The Mozi, “Seven Worries, No. 5,” says: “If the arsenal has no arms in reserve, then though one has righteousness one cannot punish the unrighteous.”

Among bourgeois military theorists, although quite a few believe in the “theory that only weapons matter,” which is extremely wrong, yet that they saw and attached importance to the role of weapons and equipment and other material factors in war, and stressed and affirmed the role of material strength, is extremely commendable. The modern bourgeoisie, out of its political and military purposes of aggression and expansion, is striving desperately to develop and improve all kinds of material factors with weapons as the main thing, strengthening war preparation and battlefield construction, so that the quality and quantity of offensive and defensive weapons have both developed to an unprecedented level. This also shows us, from the opposite side, the importance of the material factors in war.

Marxist military theorists and proletarian military experts, adhering to the principle of thoroughgoing materialism, hold that the material factors in war are the material foundation of victory or defeat in war. Engels clearly pointed out: “The victory of violence is based on the production of weapons, and the production of weapons in turn on the whole of production, …… on the material means which violence has at its disposal.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 206) Lenin again and again stressed the decisive role of material factors such as the economy in war. He said: “To wage war in earnest, one must have a solid, organized rear. If there are not sufficient arms, not enough provisions and sufficient training, even the best army, those most loyal to the cause of revolution, will at once be destroyed by the enemy.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 27, p. 62) Mao Zedong repeatedly stressed: “The victory or defeat of war is mainly decided by the military, political, economic, and natural conditions of the two sides in the war; this is beyond question.” He admonished again and again: “A military man cannot attempt to win war beyond the limits permitted by material conditions. But a military man can and must strive for victory in war within the limits permitted by material conditions.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 166) These classic expositions of the proletarian military experts have been confirmed again and again by the practice of war. They are the guiding thought that we must follow in examining the role of the various factors of war and in carrying out modernized national defense construction and army building, and are also what those who study and guide war must keep firmly in mind.

The material factors are one of the important preconditions for waging war and the objective foundation for winning victory in war. Without them war cannot be waged, nor can victory in war be seized. What is the role of the material factors in war?


I. The Material Factors Are the Objective Foundation That Constitutes Combat Effectiveness

Engels said: “Violence is not a mere act of will, but demands very real preconditions for its realization, especially instruments.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, pp. 205–206) To wage war, one must have the direct material foundation for waging war, that is, the personnel of the army, weapons and technical equipment, the various supplies for operations, possessing a certain economic strength, and at the same time also including natural conditions such as terrain features and weather. Without these material factors, neither actual combat effectiveness can be constituted nor can potential combat effectiveness appear. The strength or weakness of the combat effectiveness of the enemy and ourselves (whether actual or potential combat effectiveness) depends on the material foundation each possesses in war.



II. The Material Factors Are the Objective Conditions of Initiative and Passivity

The initiative is the lifeblood of an army. Only an army that has seized the initiative of military action can actively destroy the enemy and effectively preserve itself. The strength or weakness of war-fighting strength is the basis of the initiative or passivity of the army’s action. And the strength or weakness of the combat effectiveness of the enemy and ourselves cannot do without the material factors in war. One cannot evaluate the strength or weakness of war-fighting strength beyond the limits permitted by the material factors. Generally speaking, the stronger the economic strength, the greater the number and the better the quality of weapons and equipment, the more developed the means of transport, the more abundant the sources of troops and strategic resources, the more favorable the terrain occupied and the more favorable the weather used, the stronger the combat effectiveness. Conversely, the weaker the combat effectiveness. In the comparison of the strength and weakness of the combat effectiveness of the enemy and ourselves, the strong, favorable side is often in the position of initiative; the weak, unfavorable side is often in the position of passivity. “The position of initiative is not a fantasy but concrete, material” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 206); it is defined and constrained by the material situation. During a fairly long period of China’s revolutionary war, the overall situation was that the enemy was strong and we were weak, the enemy active and we passive, and the root cause lay in this, that the enemy’s material foundation was much more abundant than ours.



III. The Material Factors Are the Precondition of Operational Action and One of the Basic Grounds for Determining the Form of Operations

The actions of the army in war are carried out under the guidance of certain principles of strategy and tactics and the command of commanders, but what actions the army should adopt are by no means as the commander pleases; they are constrained by the objective material factors in war. For example, the route and speed of the army’s movement in war are determined by material factors such as the disposition of enemy and friendly forces, transport in war, topography and landforms, and the physical strength of servicemen. And whether the army can fight continuously depends not only on the physical strength of the personnel taking part in the war and the reserve sources of troops but also on such material conditions as the supply of weapons and equipment and the logistic material guarantee.

The form of operations likewise depends on the state of the material factors of the enemy and ourselves. In the wars of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, “the basic forms of fighting are only two, attack and defense” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 178), which fundamentally is determined by the purpose of war. But whether the two belligerents adopt offense or defense at a certain stage or period of a certain particular war is not chosen at will by the guides of war but must be determined according to the comparison of the material strength of the enemy and ourselves in war. The history of war proves that, of the two belligerents in war, generally speaking, the strong are always in strategic offense and the weak always in strategic defense; offense is the form of operations adopted by the strong, and defense the form adopted by the weak. To make defense transform into offense, one must change the comparison of enemy and friendly strength and create the material foundation necessary for offense. Even an army in strategic defense, to adopt offensive operations in campaigns and battles, must be in a position of relatively stronger material strength in campaigns and battles, otherwise it will not reach the aim of its operations.



IV. The Material Factors Determine the Principles of Strategy and Tactics

Under different economic conditions and social systems, armies using different weapons and equipment, under different conditions of time and geography, have different modes of operations and principles of strategy and tactics. In the age of cold weapons, the two sides in battle fought hand to hand with short weapons and used dense formations for cold-steel melee. After the appearance of firearms, lethality increased abruptly, and so there appeared skirmisher formations and battle formations combining columns with skirmishers, mass tactics, and so on. After the appearance of thermonuclear weapons, the mode of operations again has the characteristic of a highly dispersed formation. With the development of modernized science and technology and weapons and equipment, the modes of operations and strategy and tactics will inevitably change correspondingly.

Strategy and tactics are determined not only by the changing and developing weapons and equipment. They are at the same time also constrained by other material factors such as terrain conditions, and therefore even if weapons and equipment are broadly the same, when operations are fought on terrain of different conditions their strategy and tactics should also differ. Otherwise the proper effect will not be achieved.



V. The Material Factors Constrain the Scale and Duration of War

The scale of war is of course subjectively influenced by the launchers of war and the two belligerents. But fundamentally it is influenced and constrained by the material factors in war. Among them the economic strength of the belligerent states, the quantity and quality of weapons and equipment, the number of personnel taking part in the war, the size of the territory of the belligerent states, and so on, undoubtedly play a decisive constraining role. Ancient wars, compared with modern wars, and especially with the scale of the world wars, were much smaller, and this was mainly determined by the state of the material factors.

The state and level of development of the material factors also influence and constrain the length of the duration of a war. The duration of a war is determined by many different factors. Among them the spiritual factors with political purpose as the main one of course have a major role, but what directly influences the duration of war is the use of the material factors with weapons as the main one and the intensity and effect of the military action that results from it. And this again has a dual effect: on the one hand, the duration of war shortens with the raising of the intensity and effect of military action; on the other hand, it can also be prolonged by the increase of the economy and weapons and other material factors of the belligerent states. The ancients said “with accumulated stores one lasts long and is not exhausted.” (Guanzi, “Seven Methods, No. 6”) Only when one of the belligerents has a decisive military superiority is it possible to realize a quick decision. Therefore, whether the duration of war is long or short, it is of major relationship to the amount and strength of the material factors in war.



VI. The Material Factors Influence the Course and Outcome of War

The comparison of the material strength of the enemy and ourselves in war has a major influence on the course of war. In history, those strong in material strength have always easily defeated those weak in material strength. And for those weak in material strength to defeat those strong in material strength, there must be a fairly long process of transformation from weak to strong. Whatever the case, to obtain the final victory of war one must possess a powerful material foundation, that is, material strength. This material strength includes not only existing material factors but also the transformation of latent material factors into real material factors, as well as material factors seized from the other side’s hands, the occupation of favorable terrain and features, and the strength of mobilizing the masses, and so on. These are the necessary conditions and important guarantee for seizing the final victory of war. As Stalin said: “To defeat the enemy finally and thoroughly, apart from the incomparable courage of our army, we must also have fully modernized equipment in sufficient quantity, and well-organized supply likewise in sufficient quantity.” (Collected Military Writings of Stalin, p. 387) This has already been proved by the practice of war. Take the Soviet-German battlefield in the Second World War as an example: the outcome of the Soviet-German war was of course determined by the nature of the war and the allegiance of the people’s hearts, but the state of the material factors of the two sides also played an important role. According to statistics, after the Battle of Stalingrad the German army lost several hundred thousand elite troops, and its sources of troops were increasingly exhausted. Weapons and equipment and war supplies were extremely scarce, oil was seriously insufficient, and most aircraft and tanks could not sortie. But the material strength of the Soviet army grew continually; in 1945 the Soviet army’s troop strength reached 11,365,000, far exceeding the German army. In the four years from July 1941 to June 1945, the Soviet Union produced 29,128 more aircraft than Germany, 41,296 more tanks and self-propelled guns, and 332,528 more field guns and mortars of all kinds. On the Western Front, the ratio of the American-British to the German land forces was three to one, and their weapons, technical equipment, and material strength also far exceeded Germany’s. This ultimately determined Germany’s defeat and the Allies’ victory.




Section 3 The Role of Spiritual Factors in War

Victory or defeat in war is the result of the joint action of material strength and spiritual strength. Therefore, after the general analysis of the role of the material factors in war, one must also make a general analysis of the role of the spiritual factors in war.

The spiritual factors are an indispensable important component of combat effectiveness. They are one of the basic conditions determining victory or defeat in war. In any war, without the necessary material factors, that is, an army of a certain quantity and quality and indispensable weapons and logistic guarantee, one cannot defeat the enemy. Likewise, in any war, without correct political thought, military thought, and principles of strategy and tactics, and without the spirit of courage and dedication of the broad mass of officers and men and command personnel, one also cannot win. The material factors determine the possibility of victory or defeat in war. The spiritual factors are the decisive factor that turns the possibility of victory or defeat in war into reality.


I. The Political Situation, Political Thought, and the Allegiance of the People’s Hearts Are Important Factors Determining Victory or Defeat in War

Politics is the primary factor determining victory or defeat in war, as the ancients already recognized. The outstanding military expert of ancient China Sun Wu said: “One who is good at using troops cultivates the Way and preserves the laws, and therefore can be the master of victory and defeat.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition”) In the Li Zhongding Fuzheng Benmo it is also said: “When government affairs are well managed, granaries and storehouses are full, treasuries are replenished, implements and equipment are provided, and morale and strength are aroused, then something can be done; only then should one deliberate on a great undertaking, and then, though arms have not yet met, the outcome of victory or defeat is already decided.” All this shows that politics is extremely important.

Bourgeois military theorists also saw the leading role of politics in war. Clausewitz made many brilliant expositions on this. His famous viewpoint is: “War is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means.” War, as regards its main aspect, is politics itself. (On War, vol. 1, p. 43) He also said vividly that “politics is the brain, and war is merely the instrument.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 897) But he did not grasp the true meaning of politics, and therefore could not scientifically explain the decisive role of politics in victory or defeat in war.

Marxism scientifically revealed the political essence of war and explained the relation of politics and war. Lenin said: “‘War is’ the ‘continuation of the policy of this or that class.’” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 26, p. 142) War itself is an action of a political nature; since ancient times there has never been a war without a political character. War is politics with bloodshed, the highest form of political struggle. Victory in war cannot do without the political purpose of war. The political purpose of war determines the nature of war and determines the allegiance of people’s hearts. The spiritual strength of society depends to a great extent on the nature of the dominant ideology and on the political situation of society, and these greatly influence the sources of strength and the morale of war, and thereby have a decisive influence on the prospects and outcome of war.

All just wars, because of their political progressiveness, will inevitably obtain the support of the broad masses of the people, including the sympathy of the people of the enemy country and broad aid on a world scale. Thereby they can obtain the most profound resources of manpower, financial resources, and material resources. And correct political thought and political conviction, fighting for justice, can arouse the immense enthusiasm, the spirit of courage, and the high morale of the personnel taking part in the war, so that the war can be persisted in and victory obtained. Conversely, all unjust wars, because of their political reactionariness, will inevitably meet the opposition of the broad masses of the people, including the people of their own country, and cannot arouse the enthusiasm of the personnel taking part in the war; inevitably morale is not high and courage is lacking. Therefore they become increasingly isolated and in the end inevitably fail.



II. Correct Military Thought and Principles of Strategy and Tactics Have Decisive Guiding Significance for Winning Victory in War

Correct military thought, military theory, and principles of strategy and tactics are the reflection of the laws of war. The objective conditions in war and the characteristics of the enemy and ourselves determine the strategy and tactics of the two sides in military affairs. The reason correct military theory, military thought, and principles of strategy and tactics arise is that they are needed by the practical activity of war. Correct military thought and principles of strategy and tactics that originate in the practice of war, when combined with new practice of war, will inevitably produce a great guiding role. Mao Zedong once gave it a high appraisal, calling it “the art of swimming in the sea of war.” He said: “Commanders swim in the sea of war; they must not let themselves sink, but must make themselves reach the other shore with resolution and by steps. Strategy and tactics, as the laws guiding war, are the art of swimming in the sea of war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 446) Under certain objective conditions, correct military thought and principles of strategy and tactics have decisive guiding significance for winning victory in war.

In the protracted Chinese revolutionary war, the comparison of enemy and friendly strength was extremely disparate and the situation of struggle extremely complex; the reason our army was able to defeat the enemy was that the guidance of the correct military thought and principles of strategy and tactics formulated and put forward by a large group of proletarian revolutionaries and military experts represented by Mao Zedong played a directly decisive role. Among these, the four crossings of the Chishui, the skillful crossing of the Jinsha River, and the three great campaigns are especially wonderful examples. The setbacks and failures our army suffered in China’s revolutionary war were likewise due precisely to the opportunists’ erroneous guidance of the war with a series of erroneous military thoughts and principles of strategy and tactics. The Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign of the Red Army in the Central base area is iron proof: although the Red Army’s numbers were somewhat more than in the past, its equipment better than in the past, and its morale equally high, it nevertheless fought a losing battle.



III. The Art of Command That Is Active, Planned, and Flexible Is an Important Guarantee for Winning Victory in War

Initiative is the freedom of action of the army. The army’s freedom of action is its lifeblood. Losing the initiative, one is passive and gets beaten. Therefore the enemy and friendly sides in war, throughout the whole course of war, without exception strive for the initiative with all their strength and strive to avoid passivity. Real initiative and passivity are built on the objective foundation of the superiority and inferiority of war, and correct subjective guidance is an important condition for turning the possibility of initiative into reality. And this depends on the degree of people’s understanding of the objective laws in practice. One who can recognize and use objective laws and control the objective situation is in the position of initiative. Otherwise one is in the position of passivity. Mao Zedong pointed out: “From this point of view, war is a contest of subjective ability, in which the commanders of the two armies, taking the material foundation of military strength, financial resources, and so on as the arena, strive for superiority and initiative against each other. The result of the contest is victory or defeat; apart from the comparison of objective material conditions, the victor must owe it to the correctness of subjective command, and the vanquished must owe it to the error of subjective command.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458)

To be correct in subjective command and to stand in a position of initiative and invincibility, one must achieve the unity of planning and flexibility. This is determined by the fact that war is a unity of determinacy and indeterminacy.

A plan is the advance preparation of war action. To engage in this extremely complex practical activity of war, the guidance of a plan is especially needed. A plan is an important manifestation of people’s conscious initiative. The lawfulness of war provides the precondition and possibility for planning, and subjective effort is the fundamental condition for turning this possibility into reality. “‘In all things, if prepared in advance one succeeds, and if not prepared in advance one fails’; without advance planning and preparation, it is impossible to win victory in war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 462)

Planning embodies the foresight of thought; it is built on the foundation of understanding of objective laws. It has great guiding significance for seizing victory in war. Mao Zedong’s scientific foresight of the course and outcome of China’s War of Resistance against Japan was the ideological guide for winning victory in the War of Resistance and is also a glorious example of scientific foresight in the history of war. With scientific planning, one can fight no battle without preparation and no battle without assurance, unite respect for objective laws with the full bringing into play of subjective initiative, estimate the enemy like a god, and actively smash the enemy.

War activity is both an activity in which consciously acting people take part and does not shift according to man’s will. Because in war both sides strive to compel the other to submit to its own will according to its own war purpose and plan, so as to realize its own plan, neither side can act entirely according to its own plan. The implementation of the purpose and plan of war is a complex process of movement and change. If one holds fast to a fixed plan unchanging, it is extremely foolish. To command war one must adapt to circumstances. One must change with changes in the object of war and in the time and space of war. Only by adapting to circumstances can one crush the enemy and win, and this requires a high degree of flexibility.

Flexibility refers to the ability of the guides and fighters of war to adapt to circumstances amid the changes in the development of war. This is a kind of talent for handling problems promptly and aptly in military affairs, the so-called “wonder of application.” Flexibility is one of the concrete manifestations of initiative in war. Military flexibility mainly refers to the flexible use of troops and the changing of tactics. This is the central task of war command and the hardest thing to do well, the essence of the art of war, and also where the high art of an intelligent commander lies. Only a commander with high talent in the art of command can achieve the unity of planning and flexibility. That is, according to the actual circumstances of war, foreseeing the trend of development of the war and the changes that may occur, grasping the opportunity for battle precisely at the right moment, applying correct strategy and tactics, commanding troops flexibly, maneuvering the enemy skillfully, handling the conduct of war with ease, realizing his own war intention, and seizing victory in war. By contrast, rash and reckless action will inevitably fail. Commanding war requires “not only the courage to overwhelm the enemy but also the ability to master the whole change and development of the war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 446)



IV. Morale and the Spirit of Courage Are One of the Decisive Factors for Seizing Victory in War

War is an act of violence, and bloodshed and sacrifice are therefore unavoidable. The cruelty of war determines that the courage, morale, firm will, and collective spirit of the army are especially important. In war, any benevolence, timidity, wavering, and disaffection are all extremely harmful. The ancients said: “What enables a general to fight is the people; what enables the people to fight is spirit. When spirit is full, they fight; when spirit is seized, they flee.” (Weiliaozi, “Zhan Wei, No. 4”) That is to say: the reason the marshals and generals can fight battles depends on the army, and the reason the army can fight battles depends on courage. With high morale one fights bravely; when morale is dejected one is routed.

Some bourgeois military experts and military theorists also stressed the importance of courage and morale. Clausewitz pointed out that the courage and morale of the army had in all periods of the past made the army’s material strength grow manyfold, and would continue to do so in the future. He especially stressed that if an army in a disadvantageous position does not manifest a heroic spirit of looking on death as going home but loses courage, then any military art is of course of no avail.

Marxism, proceeding from the materialist conception of history, revealed that the root of courage and morale is determined by the political essence of war and by the characteristics of violence. Only an army that fights for common class interests, state interests, and national interests can maintain high morale and true spirit of courage. Morale and courage built on the foundation of just war, because they accord with the trend of social development, can be truly realized and at the same time can best bring their historical role into play and push human society forward. Only in an army fighting for justice can servicemen fuse into one the firm conviction of the justness of their cause, their social sentiments, and their psychological elements, and bring them fully into play, so as to play a great role in determining victory or defeat in war.

Marxism attaches great importance to the great role of morale and courage in war. Engels said: courage and the conviction of certain victory often make the battle end in victory. Lenin said that the question of to whom victory belongs in any war is in the last analysis decided by the sentiment of the masses who shed their blood on the battlefield. Mao Zedong has always stressed carrying forward the style of fighting bravely, not fearing sacrifice, not fearing fatigue, and fighting continuously. He repeatedly advocated the revolutionary spirit of “fear neither hardship nor death” and the heroic bearing of fighting the enemy to the end in blood and battle, holding that only such an army can win battles. This has gained glorious proof in the history of revolutionary war. For example, in the War of Resistance against Japan and the war to resist America and aid Korea, the people’s army defeated enemies with superior equipment while itself being inferior in equipment; apart from the correctness of command, the most important thing was the role of high morale and the spirit of courage. In war, whether the strong match the weak or the weak match the strong, morale and courage are one of the decisive factors for defeating the enemy and winning. This is beyond doubt.

The role of the spiritual factors in war is extremely great. It pervades every part and every aspect of war and the whole process of war. It is one of the decisive factors for seizing victory in war. Therefore, strengthening the cultivation and building of the spiritual factors in war is an important aspect of training and education, and we must attach high importance to it.




Section 4 The Mutual Relationship between Material Factors and Spiritual Factors in War

Military experts or military theorists before Marxism saw the role of the material factors and spiritual factors in war and also noticed the mutual connection of the two, but for lack of the thought of materialist dialectics they were unable to elucidate it scientifically. They either stressed the importance of the role of the material factors and neglected the importance of the role of the spiritual factors, or stressed the importance of the role of the spiritual factors and again neglected the importance of the role of the material factors, lacking a correct understanding of the mutual relationship of the two. Only Marxism for the first time scientifically elucidated the mutual relationship between the material factors and the spiritual factors.

The relationship between the material factors and the spiritual factors in war is a relationship of unity of opposites. The material factors determine and constrain the spiritual factors, the spiritual factors have an enormous reactive effect on the material factors; the two are distinct yet depend on each other, interpenetrate, and promote each other, and under certain conditions transform into each other.


I. The Material Factors Determine and Constrain the Spiritual Factors

War-fighting strength is the unity of material strength and spiritual strength. Seen on the surface, the two belligerents in operations both command military action according to their own wills, but in fact neither side can command its own actions as it pleases; the actions of both sides are in the last analysis constrained by material conditions. War-fighting strength is in essence material strength, and in war the material factors determine and constrain the spiritual factors. This is mainly manifested in the following:


	The level of development of the material factors constrains the level of development of the spiritual factors. Different eras have different military thought and military theory and different methods of operations and principles of strategy and tactics. Although these were revealed and applied by military experts or military theorists of different eras, fundamentally they are determined by the level of development of the material factors in the practice of war, by the differences in mode of production, by the differences in the level of economic development, and by the differences in the level of development of weapons and equipment produced thereby. The increase or decrease of the material factors in war influences the raising or weakening of the spiritual factors. For example, in war, possessing excellent and powerful weapons and equipment, sufficient provisions and logistic material guarantee will rouse the army’s heart and raise morale. Conversely, scarcity of materials, inferior weapons, and insufficient provisions and fodder, without revolutionary ideological and political work, will also weaken morale and shake the army’s heart.


	The state of the material factors constrains the degree to which the spiritual factors can be brought into play. The initiative of the spiritual factors cannot do without the objective foundation of the material factors, and the degree to which it is brought into play is constrained by the material factors. For example, using the same principle of strategy and tactics in war, against different enemy situations, terrain, and weather, will necessarily manifest different results. The method of using troops flexibly and mobilely is one that commanders at all levels must adhere to in war, but for this principle to be truly carried out in war, besides the bringing into play of man’s subjective initiative, it is also constrained by objective material conditions. For example, the transport and communication conditions required for the army’s displacement, movement, and sortie, and means such as motor vehicles. Otherwise even a correct decision will come to nothing. “Even the cleverest housewife cannot cook without rice” speaks of this very principle. Whether an army is in a position of initiative or passivity of course has to do with the commander’s subjective effort, but the strength or weakness of the army’s material conditions has great constraining force on the effect of this subjective effort. For a weak army to defeat a strong army, even if subjective guidance is correct, a process of change is needed, the reason being that it is constrained by the material factors. Every element among the material factors in war has a major influence on the bringing into play of the spiritual factors in war. To go beyond what the material conditions allow will bring punishment. Napoleon’s failure in war is proof. In 1812, France, having experienced over twenty years of war, was extremely depleted in strength, but Napoleon spread his limited troop strength over vast wars: several hundred thousand troops were stationed in France and its occupied territories and vassal states, 200,000 troops were bogged down in Spain, and he personally led 600,000 troops to invade Russia. Because he went beyond what the material conditions permitted, the result was failure.


	The spiritual factors can play their role only through the material factors. Although the material factors and spiritual factors jointly act on war, the spiritual factors can play their role only through the material factors. War is the activity of armed groups; to destroy the enemy’s armed strength one must have one’s own armed strength, and cannot rely only on thought and theory. Thought and theory cannot directly become material force that destroys the enemy; they can play their role only when combined with certain material conditions, and can bring their might into play only when combined with people’s practical activity. The reason people can play this role is that man himself is a conscious material force, and man’s practical activity is material activity. Apart from people’s practical activity of war, apart from the material factors in war, the spiritual factors in war, such as the guiding thought of operations, war theory, plans of operations, and man’s spirit of courage, would have no way of arising and developing, nor would they play any promoting role on the material factors.






II. The Spiritual Factors Have an Enormous Reactive Effect on the Material Factors

Marx said: “Theory also becomes a material force once it has gripped the masses.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 9) Correct war theory, through the practical activity of the masses, can be transformed into enormous material force. The reactive effect of the spiritual factors on the material factors in war is mainly manifested in:


	It can change the form of the material factors and create certain material factors adapted to the needs of war. Under the guidance of correct political thought, military thought, and military line, the people can be awakened and armed forces rapidly developed. For example, in China’s Second Revolutionary Civil War, Mao Zedong and others, with the countryside as the base area, carried on armed struggle, and with the thought of the countryside encircling the cities and finally seizing the cities, after it was understood and mastered by the Red Army and the broad masses of the people, the armed forces and the revolutionary base areas developed rapidly. By 1933 the Red Army had grown from over 10,000 men in the Jinggangshan period to over 300,000, and the base areas to fifteen. The people supported the war with enormous manpower and material resources, enabling the Red Army to annihilate over 310,000 enemy troops. This fully shows the enormous role of theory and thought.



At the same time, the whole spiritual force of the people and their army (the sum of ideological conviction, social sentiment, psychological quality, and scientific and technical knowledge) is a necessary condition for the smooth production, development, and creation, and use, of new weapons for operations and technical equipment. Passionate love for the nation and the state and hatred of the enemy’s invasion are a great motive force for raising and improving weapons and equipment. It can mobilize to the maximum people’s intelligence, wisdom, and talent, create material factors suited to the needs of war and make them play their role, raise the combat effectiveness of the troops, and strike and destroy the enemy. This has been proved by the history of the development of weapons and equipment and by the practice of war.


	It can combine and use the existing material factors rationally and bring their effectiveness fully into play. In war, whether the material factors are organized properly, used rationally, and can bring enormous power into play has a great relationship with the spiritual factors. Under the guidance of correct military thought and strategy and tactics, the existing material factors can be combined rationally and used properly and their role brought fully into play. For example, in the Fourth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign of the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army, although the numbers of the Red Army were not many and its equipment poor, because the guiding thought of operations was correct and the tactics flexible, it fully used conditions such as favorable terrain, weather, and the support of the masses, achieved in weapons and equipment the combination of the native and the foreign and the coordination of arms of different performance, and kept these conditions in the best state of combination, bringing powerful combat effectiveness into play, and therefore defeated enemies several times and tens of times stronger than the Red Army in numbers and equipment.



Conversely, because the guiding thought of war was incorrect and the strategy and tactics erroneous, one cannot organize and use the material factors in war rationally, and this leads to failure. The defeat of France in the early period of the Second World War is an example. As the Briton Liddell Hart commented, France had many elements of modernized troops but did not organize these elements into a modernized army, because the military thought of the leadership lagged behind by twenty years.

In war, high morale and a courageous, tenacious fighting spirit can enable people to bring fully into play the role of weapons and technical equipment, transform material conditions, overcome all kinds of difficulties, and defeat the enemy. This has been proved by countless examples of war.


	It can disintegrate the enemy army and weaken the other side’s material strength. The transformation of the spiritual factors into material strength in war is also manifested in disintegrating the enemy army, and through eliminating the other side’s ideological arming, thereby weakening the enemy’s material strength and so relatively strengthening one’s own material strength. This too is an effective means of defeating the enemy.



The people’s army in revolutionary war carried out a powerful political offensive, which not only disintegrated the enemy army but also caused some far-sighted generals and their troops to rise in revolt and join the revolutionary army. This both weakened the enemy army’s combat effectiveness and strengthened that of the revolutionary army, playing the role of “getting twice the result with half the effort.” It was precisely because the political offensive has such enormous effect that Mao Zedong took the disintegration of the enemy army as one of the three basic principles of political work. To strengthen the ideological and political work of the army is something the people’s army can never neglect at any time.

The material factors and spiritual factors in war are both distinct, not substitutable for each other, and complementary, not sharply divisible. The two act in synthesis in war, and one must not stress one aspect one-sidedly and deny the other.

If one stresses the role of the material factors one-sidedly and neglects the role of the spiritual factors, one will go toward the “mechanism” of metaphysics and lead to the “theory that only weapons matter” in war. Manifested in national defense building, this neglects the necessity of research on military thought, military theory, and strategy and tactics, neglects ideological and political building, neglects military technical and cultural education and the cultivation of servicemen’s martial virtue and morale, and brings loss to army building.

Conversely, if one looks only at the role of the spiritual factors and neglects the role of the material factors, one will go toward idealism and lead to the “theory that spirit decides” in war. This will neglect the building of a modernized army with weapons and equipment as the main thing.

To understand further the role of the material factors and spiritual factors in war, one must also examine separately the role in war of several basic elements contained in them.






Chapter 11 Space, Time, and War

Space and time are the forms of existence of material movement. Any matter moves in a certain space and time; there is no material movement apart from space and time. War, this special material movement, likewise cannot do without space and time. War always moves in a certain space and time. Therefore space and time are important factors on which war relies for its existence and development and exert a major influence on the course of war, but they are not in themselves factors that decide victory or defeat in war.


Section 1 The Position and Role of the Space Factor in War


I. Space Is an Important Factor on Which War Relies for Its Existence and Development

Space is the extension of things themselves; that is, any object has a certain volume or scale, is in a certain position, and has a certain spatial distance and order of arrangement relative to other objects. All wars, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, cannot do without a certain space.

So-called war space refers to the spatial form of the movement of war. It includes the scale and scope of war and the density of military strength. For example, the war zone and the theater, the front and the depth, the front line and the rear, interior lines and exterior lines, the operational direction and line of operations, and so on, all belong to the spatial forms of the movement of war.

Any war is conducted in a certain space. Apart from space, war cannot exist and cannot develop. For example, the war space of the First World War was mainly in Europe, also extending to Asia, and was conducted within the scope of the two continents of Europe and Asia and the three great oceans. The war space of the Second World War was still mainly in Europe, also extending to the two continents of Asia and Africa, and was conducted within the scope of the land, sky, and seas of the three continents of Europe, Asia, and Africa and the four great oceans. The War of Liberation of the Chinese people was conducted on the native soil of 9.6 million square kilometers.

Every war has a certain scale, whether local war or all-out war; domestic war, or bilateral war, or intercontinental war, even to “star wars” in outer space, and so on. The scale of war is closely connected with the spatial scope on which war depends for its existence. Within different spatial scopes, the scale of war is different.

The spatial form of any war has as its content the movement of military strength. War is a contest of military strength. The position of the military strength of each belligerent in space, the features of the geographical terrain of the theater (or battlefield), the weather and meteorological conditions, the spatial density of military strength (that is, the degree of concentration of troops or firepower per unit space), and so on, are all concrete manifestations of war space.



II. The Space Factor Has an Important Role in the Course and Outcome of War


	The role of space in strategy. In war, space, through its extension and geographical position, has a very important role in analyzing the characteristics of the theater and determining the strategic direction.



Generally speaking, a country with large space and vast territory is, in peacetime, convenient for reasonably dispersing the disposition of industry, armed forces, and strategic material reserves, and in wartime convenient for the maneuver of troops and weapons, with a large room for maneuver, which is especially favorable for the defending side in carrying on protracted war. Lenin said that Soviet Russia “can hold out in a fairly long domestic war, and one of the reasons is that Russia’s territory is vast …….” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 31, p. 46) Mao Zedong, in analyzing the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, also attached great importance to the role of vast space, pointing out: “China is a big country — ‘when the east is not bright the west is bright, when the south is dark there is the north,’ and there is no worry about lacking room for maneuver.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 173) But a country with narrow space and small territory has little room for maneuver, is easily subjected to surprise attack, and is unfavorable for protracted war. Of course this cannot be made absolute. A small country can sometimes have enormous strength, which is one aspect; on the other hand, a country’s vast space also has its disadvantages for operations. Vast territory brings a series of problems; for example, one is easily subjected to attack from every direction, and to defend the vast territory requires an army of a corresponding number of well-trained troops, which aggravates the country’s economic burden.

In war, whether the attacking side or the defending side, in determining the strategic direction one must consider not only the extension of space but also the mutual relationship of the geographical positions of the enemy and ourselves and other conditions. Why was the strategic direction of the Soviet army placed on the western line? This involves the Soviet Union’s global strategic problem. An important factor in it is that the strategic center of gravity of the Soviet army is in Europe, and Europe’s geographical position is exactly on the west side of the Soviet Union; therefore the western line became the main strategic direction of the Soviet army. For example, Alaska at the northern tip of the United States, viewed from its geographical position, is separated from the Soviet Far Eastern territory only by a narrow Bering Strait, but neither the United States nor the Soviet Union has put its strategic direction here; an important reason is that the climate here is cold, communications inconvenient, and conditions harsh, so it is unsuitable as a strategic direction.

In sum, the role of space in strategy is dual.


	The role of space in campaigns and battles. Within the scope of campaigns and battles, space influences war not only through its extension but also through terrain and weather.



First, the influence of the extension of space on campaigns and battles. A vast territory in campaigns and battles is convenient for the army’s maneuver and for organizing campaigns of fairly large scale. For example, in the strategic decisive-battle stage of the Chinese People’s Liberation War, our army, on the three vast theaters of the Northeast, East China, and North China respectively, organized the three great campaigns famous in the history of world war — Liaoshen, Huaihai, and Pingjin — and at one stroke annihilated 173 enemy divisions, over 1.54 million men. Without vast space and a vast territory, it would be impossible to organize campaigns of this scale. The Chinese People’s Volunteers in the war to resist America and aid Korea were constrained by the geographical environment of the Korean peninsula. The Korean terrain is narrow, surrounded by sea on three sides, so maneuver could not be widely carried out, there were few theaters, and to move and disperse the enemy was still more impossible; large-scale campaigns could not be organized. Given the comparison of enemy and friendly strength at the time, operating in such a space, the Chinese People’s Volunteers could only carry out the strategic policy of “protracted operations and active defense” and the guiding principle of operations of “nibbling away at the ox-hide toffee piece by piece,” concentrating superior forces, fighting many small annihilation battles, gathering small victories into great victory, and forcing the enemy to adopt a compromise way of ending the Korean War.

Second, the influence of the terrain features of space on campaigns and battles. Sun Tzu said: “Terrain is the aid of the army.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Terrain”) Clausewitz in On War examined in detail the influence of terrain on the combat of armies. He said: terrain “has a very close and ever-present relationship with military action itself; whether to the process of battle itself or to the preparation and use of battle, it has a decisive influence.” And he further stressed “terrain almost always has an influence.” “A situation in which terrain has no influence is also almost inconceivable.” (On War, vol. 2, pp. 464–465) Therefore the guides of war, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have always by every means chosen terrain favorable to themselves and unfavorable to the enemy as the battlefield, and tried as far as possible to avoid fighting on terrain favorable to the enemy and unfavorable to themselves.

In what respects does the influence of terrain on operational action concretely show itself? Clausewitz summed it up as: “The influence of terrain on military action has three aspects: obstructing passage, obstructing observation, and cover against fire.” (On War, vol. 2, p. 464) In fact, all operational actions of the army, for example, the army’s maneuver, the choice of positions, the construction of fortifications, the deployment of troops, the coordination of firepower, camouflage and concealment, the use of weapons, the application of tactics, battlefield observation, organization and command, logistic support, and so on, are all influenced by terrain conditions.

The army’s maneuver is clearly constrained by terrain features. Terrain with little relief and developed communications is favorable to the army’s maneuver and a favorable condition for smooth offense; while river valleys, narrow paths, forests, and great undulations are unfavorable to the army’s maneuver: “In mountainous country the speed of all kinds of movement is greatly restricted, and the whole activity requires more time.” (On War, vol. 2, p. 466) Especially under modern war conditions, the dependence of motorized land forces on roads and terrain conditions is growing.

The bringing into play of the role of weapons is also constrained by terrain conditions. In campaigns and battles, having occupied favorable terrain, one can fully bring the role of weapons and firepower into play, effectively preserve oneself and destroy the enemy; if forced into unfavorable terrain, the bringing into play of the role of weapons and firepower will be seriously hindered and one cannot effectively preserve oneself and destroy the enemy. Even nuclear weapons, used on terrain of different characteristics (for example, plains or hills), have greatly different effects of assault.

The geographical features of the theater also influence the choice of the form of operations and the application of tactics. In campaigns and battles, what form of operations to choose, offense or defense? What tactics to apply? Are troops concentrated or dispersed? To what degree concentrated or dispersed? And so on — all these must take into account the requirements of geographical features; this is called: what kind of battle to fight on what kind of terrain.

In addition, some special terrain in the theater has special influence on operations. Desert is unfavorable to both offense and defense. Snowfields have a great influence on operations; for example, when armored vehicles maneuver on ground with snow ten to fourteen centimeters deep, if there are no antiskid measures they easily overturn; when it reaches fifty centimeters they cannot directly assault on slopes of over thirteen degrees; accumulated snow also buries many orientation objects, causing difficulty for infantry in judging direction, observing, and shooting; deep snow also weakens the power of artillery shell explosions and the effectiveness of nonpersistent toxic agents, and brings difficulty to the troops’ construction of fortifications and concealment and camouflage; on snowfield terrain nuclear explosions can enhance the effect of light radiation.

Third, the influence of weather on campaigns and battles. Weather is one of the spatial environments of operations and has a major influence on campaigns and battles. Favorable weather helps the bringing into play of combat effectiveness; unfavorable weather hinders it. The weather that mainly has a great influence on land-army operations is severe cold, scorching heat, strong wind, heavy rain, heavy snow, thick fog, and other bad weather. In the history of war, cases of victory or defeat owing to weather are too many to enumerate. The Han dynasty general of China Wei Qing and the Xiongnu army fought a great battle north of the desert; the Han troops numbered 5,000 and the Xiongnu troops 10,000, a vast disparity of strength; Wei Qing was good at using the weather, took advantage of a sudden rising of wind and sand, and commanded the army to circle around from both wings, and the Xiongnu troops, not knowing the real from the false and unable to attend to head and tail, were instantly greatly defeated. The famous Battle of Red Cliffs, the story of Zhuge Liang cleverly borrowing the east wind and fire burning Cao Cao’s ships, vividly reflects the influence of weather on the military action of the Sun-Liu allied forces. Again, for example, in 1812 Napoleon sent troops to invade Russia, and because the French army was not adapted to the cold weather and for various other reasons, it lost several hundred thousand men and generals and suffered a great defeat. The above shows that when the land army fights and when it is encamped, bad weather conditions often make the personnel taking part in the war lose combat effectiveness.

The influence of weather on air operations is very great. Dense fog and poor visibility will seriously influence the takeoff and landing of aircraft, and influence the operational actions of pilots in observing ground marks, photographic reconnaissance, bombing, and so on. Foggy weather also influences the completion of operational missions of airborne landing, landing by aircraft, parachute landing, and so on. Thunder and lightning in rainy weather can not only easily strike aircraft but also easily cause communications interruption and interfere with electronic equipment, making aircraft “deaf” and “blind.” The overcoming by any advanced aircraft of the influence of meteorological conditions has limits; beyond the prescribed limit, to sortie reluctantly not only makes it hard to complete the mission but may even cause the aircraft to be destroyed and men killed. On the other hand, weather can also be favorable to air warfare; cloud is often the natural screen of aircraft in air battle, known in the air force as the “green gauze curtain.” In the Battle of Midway in the Second World War, American aircraft used cloud layers as cover, quietly approached the Japanese ships, and at one stroke bombed and sank three Japanese aircraft carriers, so that the “light cavalry of the sea,” which Japanese Admiral Yamamoto Isoroku had painstakingly managed for many years, went disastrously bankrupt.

The influence of weather on naval warfare is also very great, especially the enormous waves surging up by storms, which directly threaten the safety of the warships. For example, during the American War of Independence, an unusually rare hurricane in the Antilles buried over four hundred British and American warships on the sea floor and also took over 40,000 lives.

In addition, weather also has a direct or indirect major influence on the use and protection of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. The radioactive smoke cloud after a nuclear explosion drifts with the wind and forms a cloud-track zone downwind, and the radioactive substances in the cloud-track zone can have a killing and wounding effect for quite a long time after the explosion. The use and protection of chemical and biological weapons cannot do without the meteorological conditions of the near-ground air layer for a single moment. When the air layer is stable, there is a slight breeze, and the wind direction is suitable, it is a good time to use chemical toxic agents and biological warfare agents; if the weather conditions are not suitable, the effect will be affected, and one’s own side may even be harmed.

From the above it can be seen that the role of the space factor in war is self-contradictory; that is to say, there is an aspect that promotes and an aspect that obstructs, an aspect that is favorable and an aspect that is unfavorable. In sum, space has a very major role in the course and outcome of war.


	The space factor cannot decide victory or defeat in war. Although the space factor is the natural condition for the existence and development of war and has an important role in the course of war, it is not the decisive factor for resolving the basic contradiction of war and winning victory. What decides the course and outcome of war is the combat effectiveness of the army, especially the bringing into play of the role of man. Why? Because:



First, war is a contest of strength; the role of the space factor in war occurs through influencing the combat effectiveness of the army. For an army with a great superiority in combat effectiveness, it can reduce the influence of the space factor and overcome the difficulties brought by spatial distance, terrain, and weather. The historical experience of many wars has proved this. The vast ocean, whether in the past or now, is a natural obstacle to military action. However, the well-equipped European colonialists of the sixteenth century quite easily crossed the vast Atlantic Ocean, invaded and occupied the coastal countries of North America, and massacred and trampled the local inhabitants. Conversely, because Britain had at that time the most powerful sea power in the world, the English Channel, only several tens of kilometers wide, stopped the invaders and ensured that Britain’s homeland was not attacked and occupied by an enemy country for a thousand years. Tropical jungle is a natural barrier to hold up an attack. In the Second World War some military experts held that the north of Singapore was safe and that it was unlikely for the enemy to attack Singapore from the north, because in the north there was tropical jungle several hundred kilometers long, and therefore the defense direction of Singapore’s fortress was then placed mainly on the south side, all the fortresses being built to resist an attack from the south. However, the vast tropical jungle did not stop the surging, well-equipped Japanese army’s advance; the Japanese army precisely attacked Singapore from the north. It can be seen that the combat effectiveness of the army and the space factor constrain each other; in war the space factor can directly influence the bringing into play of the army’s combat effectiveness, and conversely, the strength or weakness of the army’s combat effectiveness also directly constrains the degree of the influence of the space factor. Especially with the development of science and technology and the raising of the level of weapons and equipment, the extension of space (such as remote distance), the geographical features of terrain, and weather, and so on, will be ever more easily overcome, and the role of the space factor has a trend of decline. Modern military technology and weapons systems can make things that were once hard to do become possible. The intercontinental ballistic missile can make an atomic bomb cross the ocean in an instant and be delivered to any point on the earth. The Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war had, for the British side, the character of operations across the ocean; Britain’s homeland is nearly 13,000 kilometers from the theater, with the vast Atlantic Ocean running north to south in between, yet the powerful British task fleet reached the theater in a mere twenty-odd days, seized the forward base, and carried out its sea-and-air blockade deployment.

Second, man in war has initiative; he can choose space, use space, and transform space. The same terrain on the battlefield influences both belligerents at the same time. Terrain with little relief and developed communications is favorable to offense and not to defense; high mountains and deep valleys, great undulations, and inconvenient communications are unfavorable to offense and favorable to defense. “One man holds the pass, ten thousand men cannot open it.” These are all objectively existing conditions. But the guides of war can fully bring subjective initiative into play and consciously choose and use terrain favorable to themselves and unfavorable to the enemy. Of course, sometimes what terrain is chosen is not decided by one’s own subjective wish: “Whether one can avoid complex terrain can seldom be decided by oneself; one cannot pick a battle zone as one picks goods.” (On War, vol. 2, p. 467) But even if one cannot avoid complex terrain and finds oneself in an unfavorable theater or position, one should and can bring initiative fully into play, create conditions, and transform the terrain or reduce the unfavorable influence brought by the terrain. Clausewitz correctly pointed out: “We often see that some armies suitable by nature for concentrated operations always, by every means, operate according to their own methods of operations without regard for the nature of the terrain. At this time they are bound to be at a disadvantage in other respects; for example, lack of provisions and difficulty, bad conditions of encampment, which often leads to attack from many sides in battle, and so on. But the disadvantage suffered from completely failing to bring one’s own strengths into play is probably still greater than this.” (On War, vol. 2, pp. 467–468) That is to say, as long as the people in war, especially the commander, are correct in subjective guidance and bring their own strengths into play, they can turn unfavorable terrain into favorable terrain, or at least reduce the degree of this unfavorability. Weather is also so. Whether a certain weather is favorable or unfavorable to oneself often depends on the commander’s subjective ability to dispose of it. If disposed of properly one can seek advantage and avoid harm; if disposed of improperly there is harm and no benefit. Zhu Yuanzhang’s adviser Liu Bowen said: “Generally, in battle with the enemy, if one meets a favorable wind, one exerts one’s force and strikes; or if one meets a contrary wind, one strikes where he does not expect, and then there is none that does not win.” (Strange Strategies of a Hundred Battles, “Wind Warfare”) He also said: “Generally, when attacking the enemy, if rain and snow do not stop, watching for the enemy to be unprepared, one may secretly send troops to strike him, and his position can be broken.” (Strange Strategies of a Hundred Battles, “Snow Warfare”) That is to say, as long as the commander fully brings subjective initiative into play and flexibly applies strategy and tactics according to different terrain and weather, he can seek advantage and avoid harm and overcome the enemy and win. On this principle the British military thinker Liddell Hart has an objective exposition: “Any natural condition, any obstacle, is easy to underestimate in its resistance and easy to overcome.” (Strategy of Indirect Approach, Russian edition, Foreign Books Publishing House of the Soviet Union, 1957, p. 214) It can be seen that what decides victory or defeat in war is not the space factor, not the geographical environment. Geographical environmental conditions are passive and dead, while the activity of people in war is a real practical activity and can transform and use space.



III. The Spatial Characteristics of Modern War

Since the Second World War, some new circumstances have appeared in modern war. But the space factor is still an important factor in modern war; modern war has not and cannot transcend space.

With the development of modern military technology, the appearance of nuclear weapons, missiles, and long-range strike weapons, and the wide use in war of modernized conventional weapons (such as modern tanks, artillery, and armed helicopters, and so on), the spatial characteristics of modern war are concentratedly manifested in the three-dimensionality of war.

Marshal Ye Jianying once summed up the characteristics of modernized war as: three-dimensional war, joint war, total war. The “three-dimensional war” spoken of here is generalized from the spatial characteristics. So-called three-dimensional war means that whether in the sky or on the ground, on the sea or under the water, at the front and on the flanks, at the forward edge and in depth, in high air and low air, ……, all will become the battlefield in which the enemy and friendly sides contend.

The three-dimensionality of modern war is manifested, first of all, in the relative expansion of the spatial scale of war. Generally speaking, the weapons used in ancient war were of low lethality and destructiveness and the army’s mobility was poor, and therefore the spatial scale of ancient war was small. In modern times, with the development of military technology, the lethality of weapons and the mobility of armies have both been raised, and therefore the space of war has expanded accordingly. The armies of developed countries today are equipped with excellent missile-nuclear weapons and all kinds of new-type conventional weapons and have realized automation of command; compared with the two world wars, the lethality of firearms and the mobility of armies have clearly risen, and the spatial scale of war will be still larger. It can be imagined that future world war, whether nuclear war or conventional war, can in a short time deliver nuclear bombs and conventional bombs to targets at any distance on the earth. War may be an intercontinental war from the very start. In recent years the military contest of the United States and the Soviet Union in outer space has become daily more intense. In March 1983, U.S. President Reagan delivered a speech to the nation, called by the West the “Star Wars” speech, demanding the establishment of a space antiballistic missile system to destroy missile-nuclear weapons attacking the United States. Although the Soviet Union has not made a great show, its pace in developing space weapons has also greatly quickened. The development of events has proved that the military contest in outer space has entered a new stage; both sides have begun to turn from developing military satellites as the main thing to developing space weapons as the main thing, from taking outer space as a place for strengthening military communications, command, early warning, and reconnaissance systems to taking outer space as the fourth battlefield (apart from the traditional land, sea, and air battlefields), and are all making preparations for fighting a “star war” in the future. With the development of military science and technology, the spatial scale of war will become ever larger.

Next, the three-dimensionality of modern war is also manifested in the relative breadth of the battlefield. Modern war, because of the participation of many services, arms, and specialized technical units, the extensive use of precision-guided weapons, the increase in the range and power of weapons, and the fact that many kinds of weapons carry out combat action simultaneously or alternately from different directions and heights, requires that combat preparation be carried out in areas rather far from the other side, the width of the disposition of troops and weapons must be expanded, and the width of campaigns will be expanded accordingly, thereby bringing the relative breadth of the battlefield: there is both a territorial scope and an airspace scope connected with a certain territorial scope; in the future, with the progress of directed-energy weapon systems such as lasers, particle beams, microwaves, and plasma beams, there will also appear “invisible battlefields.”

Again, the three-dimensionality of modern war is also manifested in the three-dimensionalization of the mode of operations. The modernization of the weapons and equipment of the armies of the various modern countries has promoted changes in the organization and establishment of troops. The land forces of developed countries have realized mechanization, the boundary between infantry and tank troops has narrowed, and the rapid maneuver capability of troops has been raised. Motorized infantry divisions are gradually equipped with helicopters of many kinds, improving air mobility and the means of air attack, to coordinate with ground operations. With the modernization of the weapons and equipment of combat units and the change in organization and establishment, the modern mode of operations also develops toward three-dimensionality. For example, the offensive battle has developed from the former attack along a frontal target to today’s all-round attack (including frontal, flank, rear-flank, and vertical attack). The defensive battle too has developed from the past frontal linear defensive system to today’s three-dimensional defensive system capable of resisting attack from any direction on the ground and in the air. The fire system can organize on the ground multilevel fire nets combining far, medium, and near; against the air it can constitute low-, medium-, and high-altitude multilevel antiaircraft fire; air firepower can strike deep strategic targets and also strike individual armored targets at the front. Air mobility and airborne and parachute landing within the tactical scope make the front and rear in modern war, the forward edge and the depth, offense and defense, interlock with one another, with no absolute boundary. Judging from several recent local wars on a world scale, the British army’s vertical landing on the Malvinas, the Soviet army’s combat using helicopter mother-bases and firepower in coordination with ground troops against Afghan guerrillas, and the Israeli army’s air encirclement of the Syrian army, all reflect the three-dimensionalization of the modern mode of operations.




Section 2 The Position and Role of the Time Factor in War


I. Time Is Another Important Factor on Which War Relies for Its Existence and Development

Time is the duration of the development of things themselves, that is, the speed and order of occurrence of the movement, change, and development of things. The basic characteristic of time is one-dimensionality. That is to say, time always goes in one direction and does not return. The characteristic of time applies equally to war; all wars, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, cannot do without a certain time.

So-called war time refers to the temporal form of the movement of war. It includes the course and the strategic stages of war and the stages and opportunities of campaigns and battles.

Any war must last a certain time. Apart from a certain temporal form, war cannot exist and cannot develop. The First World War lasted four years and three and a half months, from 1914 to 1918; the Second World War lasted, from 1939 to 1945, six years on the main battlefield. The Chinese People’s War of Liberation lasted four years, from 1945 to 1949.

Any movement of war is a process, and, in its order of precedence, can be divided into different stages. Strategically it may be strategic retreat — strategic counteroffensive — strategic offensive, or it may be strategic offensive — strategic defense, and so on. China’s War of Resistance against Japan lasted eight years, passed through the three stages of strategic defense, strategic stalemate, and strategic counteroffensive, and finally won victory. In campaigns and battles, depending on concrete circumstances, it can also be divided into different concrete stages.

In sum, any war is conducted within a certain time, whether spring and autumn, or summer and winter, day or night, protracted or quick decision, and so on. There is no war movement without time. Therefore time is one of the important factors for the existence of war.



II. The Role of the Time Factor in the Course and Outcome of War

The role of time in war can be examined separately from the aspects of war preparation, initiative, military strength, victory or defeat in war, and so on.


	Time and war preparation. Any war has a stage of war preparation. Generally speaking, if preparatory work is done fully, whether for the offense or the defense, the role is very great. For the attacking side, the more fully war preparation is made, the more suddenness the strategic or campaign-battle offensive has, the more thorough the war plan, and the more abundant the reserves of military baggage and strategic materials.



The scope covered by war preparation is very wide. It involves all aspects of construction in peacetime, such as the economy, politics, military affairs, and so on; it involves the formulation of strategic policy, the production of military industry, the research of military science, the stockpiling of strategic raw materials and other materials, the education and training of the army, the establishment of the wartime system of replenishing troops, and so on. The carrying out of these preparations takes a certain time. The more fully war is prepared, the longer the time consumed. For the attacking side, it always attempts quick victory and carries out surprise attack. Therefore it starts, long before the outbreak of war, to perfect the war machine and make war preparations. If it has made long, full, and thorough preparation, the assurance of decisive victory in the initial period is great. For the defending side, if there is sufficient time to make war preparation, it is advantageous for smashing the enemy’s surprise attack. It can be seen that the time factor has a decisive position in the period of war preparation. The Wu-Yue war of China’s Spring and Autumn period explains this. The two sides of the Wu-Yue war, after long contest, went through several reversals. In the Battle of Zuili, the Yue army won. Goujian of Yue became arrogant because of victory. Under conditions of insufficient preparation and unripe timing, he rashly launched war against Wu. The result was that Fuchai, King of Wu, who was just making active preparation for revenge, defeated him at Fujiao, and Yue almost perished. Goujian endured humiliation and served as Fuchai’s slave. From this failure Goujian came to his senses. After returning to his state, he “slept on firewood and tasted gall” (Records of the Grand Historian, “House of King Goujian of Yue”), “ten years of accumulation, ten years of training” (Zuo Zhuan, Duke Ai, year 1), and carried out long and meticulous preparations in politics, economy, military affairs, and diplomacy for restoring his state and destroying Wu. For example, at home he strove to win the people’s hearts, selected the worthy and accepted remonstrance, developed production, rewarded births, built walls and cities, and trained the army; toward Wu he numbed and corrupted Fuchai, made him wasteful and arrogant, destroyed its economy, and sowed discord between its ruler and ministers. Taking advantage of the opportunity when Fuchai led the whole elite army north to the meeting at Huangchi, he took advantage of the emptiness and struck at the gap, and went straight to attack Gusu, forcing Wu to sue for peace. Then he fought the Battle of Zhuoze, fundamentally changing the situation of Wu’s growing weaker and Yue’s growing stronger. Finally against Gusu he adopted the method of long siege and long trapping, waiting for it to bring about its own collapse, forcing Fuchai to commit suicide and destroying Wu, creating an example of a weak state defeating a strong state in the war history of our country.

Under modern conditions, because the level of socialized large-scale production has been raised and the renewal cycle of weapons and equipment has been quickened, the time needed for war preparation has been greatly shortened. We must recognize this, use the present favorable international environment, race against the enemy for time, and, as soon as possible, do well all the preparatory work for the war against aggression, to deal with the occurrence of sudden events.


	Time and the position of initiative. The time factor is very closely related to the army’s position of initiative. If the army in the course of war strives for time, it is easy to obtain the initiative; to lose time is to lose the initiative. The Soviet Union in the Second World War, because it was unable to strive for time in the early period of the war and for other reasons, once lost the initiative, and at the same time also lost a great deal of space and lost many troops. Only after several months of continued effort did it gradually strive for time. By the autumn and winter of 1941 the war situation finally shook off the passive situation, won local initiative, and carried out strategic counteroffensive.


	Time and the army’s strength. In war, time is the army and is strength. Time is an objective factor and can be used by both the enemy and ourselves. If time is used well, the army’s combat effectiveness can be strengthened. The famous military expert Napoleon said that in war the loss of time cannot be made up. Some famous generals, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, all attached great importance to the value of time in commanding battle and sought swiftness of action. On this Engels pointed out: “If time is money in trade, then in war time is victory.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 11, p. 406) Swiftness and suddenness can make strength grow manyfold. Against an enemy in motion, one should strive to destroy the enemy before he has firm footing. Against an enemy dropped from the air, one should use speed to defeat speed and strive to destroy the enemy in the air or before he is firm on landing. In operations against landings, one should strive for “striking him halfway across the river” or “fighting with the back to the river,” and so on. These are all ways of acting suddenly and swiftly so that the enemy has no time to prepare an organized resistance and is caught unprepared. Thus swiftness in time can often strengthen the striking force of violence; this is a kind of intrinsic force, and its effect is much better than simply increasing the number of troops. Even for an advanced weapons system whose striking power is very strong, there is a question of time of use. It is well known that the lethality of atomic weapons is enormous. But if the army’s action is slow and the reconnaissance and intelligence department discovers and reports a target too late, and the time for preparing and implementing the atomic strike is too long, the use of such weapons will also fail to reach the expected effect. In ordinary operational action, if the army acts slowly and delays the opportunity for battle, it often lets the enemy stand firm, shift to organized defense, and become a hard bone hard to gnaw, so that more troops must be added to resolve it. Therefore resolving the battle in one burst of spirit, suddenly and swiftly, in time, is often much more advantageous than increasing troops to deal with an enemy that has gained time and shrunk into concentrated defense.


	Time and victory or defeat in war. The time factor has an important influence on victory or defeat in war. This is concentratedly embodied in the famous saying of Marx and Engels “time is victory.” Conversely, delay is death. In a certain sense, time plays a decisive role in the development and outcome of the war situation, and for certain small countries that are weak in strength and unprepared it can even decide the fate of a whole war.




But, in general, the time factor itself cannot decide the outcome of war. Because: first, time is the form of movement of war. The temporal form of war takes the movement of military strength as its content; time itself does not decide victory or defeat in war; what decides victory or defeat in war is the strength or weakness of military strength and its real manifestation. The time factor can play its due role only by permeating into the various elements of military strength. Second, the time factor is only an objective condition for the existence of war; the nature of its role in the course of war is self-contradictory, that is, it can both promote and obstruct the completion of the combat mission, and this is objectively existing. As for what role it plays and how this role is brought into play, it depends on the correct use by the people in war, especially the guides of war. If time can be used correctly, so that oneself is in a favorable position in time, and especially if one strives for the advantage of seizing the initiative, one can exert a promoting effect on victory in war. Conversely, one will lose troops and generals and lead to defeat in war.



III. The Temporal Characteristics of Modern War

Wars of different eras have different temporal characteristics. Therefore we cannot be content with a general understanding of the role of time in war but should study concretely and historically the temporal characteristics of war, especially the temporal characteristics of modern war. Compared with past wars, modern war mainly has the following three aspects of temporal characteristics:

First, the tempo of time is quickened and speed is raised. This refers to the fact that, within a unit of time, modern war has not only raised its degree of intensity and increased its consumption compared with past wars, but has also quickened its speed. For example: in the Polish war of the Second World War, which lasted 35 days, the German army’s total maneuver distance (the wedge driven into the other’s strategic depth) was 360 kilometers, on average 10.3 kilometers a day; the total attrition rate of personnel caused to the defending side was 33 percent, on average 1 percent a day. In the Third Middle East War, which lasted six days, the Israeli army’s total maneuver distance (the wedge driven into the other’s strategic depth) was 150 kilometers, on average 25 kilometers a day; the total attrition rate of personnel caused to the defending side was 12 percent, on average 2 percent a day. From this comparison it can be seen that, these two wars being less than thirty years apart, the tempo of war has been quickened more than twofold.

The quickening of the tempo of time in modern war is concentratedly manifested in the raising of war speed. Speed is an important factor influencing operational action. Under modern conditions, the large-scale use of advanced weapons, means of transport, and command equipment has greatly raised the speed of lethality of weapons, the speed of movement of the army, and the speed of command of the army.

From the speed of lethality of weapons: for example, modern artillery using modernized computing instruments and automated command equipment can fire accurately while on the march, greatly shortening the time for artillery to prepare simultaneous fire, thereby quickening the speed of lethality. If nuclear weapons are used, their speed of lethality is still faster. To suppress concealed enemy over an area of 100 hectares at a distance of ten kilometers requires 14,400 rounds of 122-millimeter howitzer shells, that is, 198 guns firing for thirty minutes, whereas if nuclear weapons are used, one 2,000-ton-class nuclear bomb is enough, and the speed will be several times or even tens of times higher than with artillery.

Again, from the speed of the army’s movement, the speed of movement of armies under modern conditions has obviously been greatly raised. In history, from the appearance of cavalry to the appearance of armored troops and motorized infantry, all marked progress in the army’s speed of movement and rapidity of assault. Especially in modern times, because the army has realized mechanization, and with the appearance of army aviation and airborne troops, and the large-scale use of missile-nuclear weapons and all kinds of new conventional weapons and technical equipment, the attacker can often maneuver at high speed in a very short time, concentrate troop strength at high speed in a certain space, and suppress and kill targets within the great breadth of the campaign and battle at high speed.

Look again at the speed of command. In modern war, because of the raising of the speed of lethality of weapons and the speed of movement of the army, the war situation will change sharply within a very short time, requiring the command organs to make prompt dispositions, which inevitably requires greatly raising the speed of army command. And because of the appearance of modernized reconnaissance equipment and the use of electronic computers in war command systems, the time from reconnaissance and intelligence to information processing, from making a decision to carrying it out, and for communications and liaison, has all been greatly shortened.

In sum, the raising of the speed of lethality of weapons, the speed of the army’s movement, and the speed of command undoubtedly marks the great quickening of the tempo of time in modern war, which is one of the temporal characteristics of modern war.

Second, the accuracy of time is raised. War is a collective confrontational action; when two armies face each other, one cannot rely only on the bravery of individual officers and men or the role of individual units and individual arms, but mainly on the bringing into play of the army’s collective strength as a whole. And the bringing into play of the army’s collective strength as a whole depends on precise time to coordinate. In this sense, without a principle of precision in time, there can be no military action.

But the requirements for accuracy of time differ in wars of different eras, and the permissible error of time also differs. If the permissible error of time in ancient wars of the cold-weapon era was calculated in days, then the permissible error of time in modern war is calculated in minutes and seconds, even microseconds. Generally speaking, the higher the level of modernization of the army, the higher the requirement for accuracy in time. Modern war is combined-arms operations of the various services and arms, that is, “combined war.” To fight “combined war” well, it is not possible without a precise principle of time. To coordinate the military action of the various services and arms, for example, when each service and arm moves out, when to deploy to meet the enemy, when artillery fire prepares, when artillery fire is lifted and extended, when the assault is launched, when infantry and tanks cooperate, when air firepower supports, when to carry out a nuclear strike, ……, and so on, all require time to be extremely precise. Taking air warfare as an example, to intercept the enemy in a favorable airspace, supposing the aircraft of the two sides move at a speed of Mach one, an error of one minute causes a spatial error of about thirty kilometers. The accuracy of time of the various services and arms is not the same, but one point is certain, that is, in modern war the accuracy of time has been greatly raised. The principle of precise time is one of the most universal and most important military principles of modern war.

Third, the military value of time is increased. If the time factor has a major influence on victory or defeat in war, then in modern war this influence has a trend of increase, and the struggle of the two belligerents for time will become more intense. During the Second World War, blitzkrieg, with surprise attack as the main principle of operations, swept across Europe. The army of German fascism used this strategy and tactics to defeat many countries of Europe: to attack and occupy Poland it used only thirty-odd days; to occupy Denmark only one day; to occupy the center of Norway only two days; to occupy Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg only nineteen days; to occupy France only forty-five days from the beginning of the attack to the signing of the peace treaty; to occupy Yugoslavia only twelve days. The reason surprise attack can seize enormous strategic superiority lies mainly in the fact that it makes the other side lose the time for war mobilization and for the army’s strategic deployment, that is, deprives the other side of the necessary time for war preparation, forces it to hurry into battle, and puts it in a seriously disadvantageous position. For the defending side, to withstand the enemy’s attacking “three axe blows” and to strive for every minute of time has major significance. In the early period of war, the primary strategic task of both sides is to seize time. This principle is more prominent today.

Under modern conditions, because the raising of the army’s rapidity has greatly shortened the time needed for preparing and carrying out offense and for crossing great distances, the suddenness of the outbreak of war has also increased accordingly. Data show that after the Second World War, the several tens of fairly large wars that broke out in the world all opened the curtain of war with surprise attack, such as: when the Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968, it occupied Prague in six hours and the whole territory of Czechoslovakia in three days; when invading Afghanistan, it occupied Kabul in three and a half days and the main cities and lines of communication of Afghanistan within a week. These all show that in modern war the military value of time is increasing. To raise the ability to contend with the enemy for time is an important problem faced by any army in modern war.




Section 3 Correctly Utilizing Space and Time

The space factor and time factor in war are objective factors shared by both sides in war. The spatial form and temporal form of war are the objective forms of the movement of war. And the people in war have subjective initiative, and so there is a problem of how to utilize space and time.

In war, each of the parties brings a high degree of initiative and activity into play, attempting to place itself in the position of initiative within the same space and time, and striving, at the highest speed and in the shortest time, to destroy the enemy’s effective strength and occupy the other side’s vast space. Therefore the struggle of the two sides in war for space and time is very intense. The task of the guides of war is to utilize space and time correctly so that they are in a favorable position.

Marxist philosophy tells us that space and time are inseparable not only from matter in motion but also from each other. One cannot imagine the movement of a certain matter with only space and no time, or only time and no space. The time and space in war are likewise inseparable. One cannot imagine a certain war with only a spatial form and no temporal form, or only a temporal form and no spatial form. In the real movement of war, the spatial form and temporal form are always internally combined together. It is permissible for people to set aside one temporarily in thought in order to examine the other, and this is the need of scientific abstraction. But in the concrete process of war, space and time are always organically combined. This objectively existing inseparability of space and time determines that, as guides of war, one must correctly utilize the time and space in war from the close combination of the two.


I. Using Space to Exchange for Time and Strength

Using space to exchange for time, or using space to wear down the enemy and exchange for strength, is a common phenomenon in war and also an important guiding principle of operations. Its main forms are:


	Interior lines and exterior lines. Interior lines and exterior lines in war refer to the spatial posture in which the enemy and ourselves stand on the battlefield. Because of the imbalance of strength between the enemy and ourselves, in the process of engagement, generally speaking, the weak are in the posture of being encircled by the strong. In terms of spatial form, operations of an army in a defensive or encircled posture are called interior-line operations; operations in an offensive posture or one carrying out encirclement are called exterior-line operations. Interior lines and exterior lines are a unity of opposites. Without exterior lines there are no interior lines; without interior lines there is no such thing as exterior lines. The two are both contradictory and mutually dependent and transform into each other. Here we study it from the angle of war space.



The basic requirements of exterior-line operations and interior-line operations are exactly opposite in space. The basic requirement of exterior-line operations is the shrinking of the circle of encirclement within a stable spatial scope. Generally speaking, an army in a spatial posture of exterior lines strategically is often the strong side, its action is mostly strategic offense, and in operational guidance it advocates quick decision. Therefore it must use its favorable spatial posture of being on exterior lines, strengthen its own strength, strive to maintain a stable spatial scope of war, prevent the enemy from breaking this spatial stability, and attempt to strive for a quick decision in time, shrink the circle of encirclement as soon as possible, until finally annihilating the enemy on interior lines. Examples of war in this respect are found everywhere in the war history of China and abroad.

The basic requirement of interior-line operations, however, is to change the stable spatial scope in order to break the circle of encirclement. Generally speaking, an army in a strategic interior-line posture is often the weak side, its action mostly defensive, and in operational guidance it advocates protractedness. Therefore it is always attempting by every means to shake off or break this stable spatial posture, break through the circle of encirclement, and realize the transformation from strategic interior lines to strategic exterior lines. There are many concrete paths to realize this fundamental transformation: one may adopt the methods of interior-line retreat and luring the enemy in deep, to achieve the effect of evading the enemy’s attack, preserving strength, and catching opportunities for battle; one may leap out of the enemy’s exterior-line circle of encirclement and carry out exterior-line offensive operations against the enemy’s rear bases and rear strategic points; one may also hold firm positions on interior lines and cause the enemy to disperse his troop strength, creating conditions for exterior-line operations in campaigns and battles, and so on. All these concrete paths use the conversion of the spatial postures of interior lines and exterior lines to gain time, strengthen military strength, and defeat the enemy. The most fundamental thing in realizing this transformation is to concentrate superior forces and carry out, within strategic interior lines, exterior-line operations of campaigns and battles. The famous marshal of our country Liu Bocheng, commanding the Jinjinan anti-Japanese base area army and people in smashing the enemy’s nine-prong converging-attack campaign, is a successful battle example of winning victory by changing strategic interior lines into exterior-line offense in campaigns and battles. At the beginning of April 1938, the Japanese imperialist invading army massed over ten allied regiments, over 30,000 in all, and from Yuci, Taigu, Hongdong, Xingtai, Shexian, and Tunliu, in nine routes, launched a large-scale attack on our Jinjinan anti-Japanese base area, vainly attempting to annihilate our main force at one stroke in the Liaoxian, Yushe, and Wuxiang areas. Marshal Liu Bocheng, discerning the enemy’s situation, sought and used the enemy’s weak points; first he commanded the troops to leap out of the enemy’s converging encirclement, shaking off the unfavorable posture of interior-line defense. When the enemy, in low spirits and defeated in his plans, was anxious to seek battle with our main force, we again quietly concentrated the strength of four regiments, in three directions circled around with the enemy’s one route, and on April 16 in the area of Wuxiang and Changle Village seized the 117th regiment of the isolated, rash-advancing, hungry and starving Kumi Brigade. Our army, acting with extreme bravery and decisiveness, surrounded the enemy regiment from the exterior line, with absolutely superior troop strength annihilated over 3,000 enemy, and victoriously smashed the enemy’s nine-prong attack.


	Positional warfare and mobile warfare. Here, specifically from the angle of the spatial relations of the movement of war, we study the two forms of operations, positional warfare and mobile warfare.



Positional warfare and mobile warfare are both forms of operations that actively use space in war. Positional warfare is the relatively fixed spatial form of operations, and mobile warfare is the relatively fluid spatial form of operations. One relatively fixed, one relatively fluid. The characteristics of the two both put forward very high requirements for correctly using space. Because the characteristic of positional warfare is that the direction of operations and the line of operations are relatively fixed, it has a high dependence on the position; that is to say, it has high requirements as to the geographical terrain features of space. The characteristic of mobile warfare is that the direction of operations and the line of operations are not fixed: “One of the characteristics of mobile warfare is its fluidity; it not only permits but requires the field army to make large strides of advance and retreat.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 465) Therefore mobile warfare requires long lines of operations and large theaters, convenient for large-stride maneuver. That is to say, it has higher requirements as to the extension of space. In sum, whether positional warfare or mobile warfare, there is the question of correctly choosing the space of war.

The choice of war space is directly connected with the war purpose of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. The general principle Mao Zedong put forward is: one must be either favorable to preserving oneself, or favorable to destroying the enemy; if both can be had together, that is of course best. Concretely, this divides into the following three situations:

First, when it is mainly for destroying the enemy, whether mobile warfare or positional attack, attention must be paid to the choice of the direction of attack and the choice of favorable theaters, especially those convenient for maneuvering communications lines;

Second, when it is mainly for preserving oneself, whether positional defensive warfare or “moving away” in mobile warfare, attention must be paid to the choice of defense areas. By correctly choosing the defense space, one can effectively resist the enemy’s attack, preserve one’s own strength, and create conditions for counterattack. If the choice of defense space is wrong, there can be no victory in defense, one cannot effectively preserve oneself, let alone a final counterattack. Mao Zedong said: “A weak army, in order to defeat a strong army, cannot ignore the condition of position.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 191) The choice of the defense area should take preserving oneself as its main purpose, while also considering convenience for destroying the enemy;

Third, to preserve oneself for the long term and destroy the enemy thoroughly, one must also pay attention to the choice of base areas. Mao Zedong, in speaking of establishing guerrilla war base areas, pointed out: “They are the strategic bases on which guerrilla war relies to carry out its own strategic tasks and reach the aim of preserving and developing itself and destroying and driving out the enemy. Without such strategic bases, the execution of every strategic task and the realization of the aim of war lose their support.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 387) Having no base area will not do, but if the spatial choice of the base area is improper, that likewise will not do. To establish a base area that can truly serve as the support for the movement of war, the choice of its space must obey the purpose of war and must be favorable to preserving and developing oneself and destroying the enemy.

One of the significances of positional warfare and mobile warfare lies in both exchanging space for time and strength. In vast theaters and on long lines of operations, together with convenient communications lines, the army carries out large-stride advance and large-stride retreat, and the spatial change of the army caused by such maneuver exchanges for a relative shift in the strength of enemy and friendly forces, gains time, and catches opportunities for battle in motion, changing the situation in which we have difficulty fighting.

Exchanging space for time is still more obvious for positional warfare. As long as the defending side has chosen a favorable defense space, fully used favorable terrain, and transformed the terrain with simple or modernized engineering equipment, it can obstruct the enemy’s advance and gain time. Especially under modern conditions, hegemonists launching a war of aggression against our country will inevitably attempt to advance at high speed and occupy a large space of our country in a short time. We should, in the main directions, use favorable terrain, build impregnable fortifications, organize a strategic defense system that is large in depth and three-dimensional, firmly and stubbornly stop or delay the enemy’s advance by every means, wear down and weaken the enemy, lower his speed of advance, so as to preserve space and gain time, and use the time gained to mobilize the whole country’s manpower and material resources and throw them into the resistance against the invasion, creating favorable conditions for final victory. Our country has a large population, vast space, and abundant material resources, and fully has the conditions to exchange space for time. Of course, under modern conditions the concrete circumstances of exchanging space for time have changed, and the form of luring the enemy in deep is not necessarily adopted. But fully using space to win time, and finally concentrating a powerful assault group to give the attacker a decisive blow, is still an important principle of the weak defeating the strong.



II. Using Time to Exchange Distance and Strength

To use space and time correctly in war also includes using time to exchange distance and strength. This situation is manifested in the forms of operations mainly as protracted war and quick-decision war.

Protractedness and quick decision are two different temporal characteristics manifested by the forms of war, and are the length of time that the two hostile sides last in mutual conflict.

In history, most military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, advocated quick decision and opposed protracted days and prolonged time. Ancient books of war almost all approve of quick decision. Sun Tzu says: “In war, value victory, not prolonged operations,” and “no state has ever benefited from a prolonged war.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Waging War”) The modern bourgeois military expert Napoleon also said that speed is the soul of strategy and planning is its shell. It can be seen that quick decision is the common desire of military experts. This desire, under certain historical conditions, is not without reason, because war is a kind of confrontational action that consumes manpower and material resources in large amounts, especially in ancient times, when the level of productive forces was low and there was no abundant manpower and material resources to support protracted war. Under modern conditions, because the loss of weapons and equipment and the consumption of operational materials are very large, it is also not advisable to drag out the duration of war. Modern war in a certain sense is a logistic war, and the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war was just so. Although this was a local naval island-contending war, with fighting time of less than a month and a half, the losses of both sides’ weapons and equipment and the consumption of operational materials were quite serious. According to preliminary estimates, the total ammunition consumption of the British army in this war was about 15,000 tons, on average about 200 tons a day, and on average per person about 430 kilograms of ammunition consumed; the oil consumption was 520,000 to 600,000 tons, on average 7,000 to 8,000 tons of oil a day. Therefore, to grasp the concept of time in war and shorten the duration of war as much as possible, with quick war and quick decision, is an extremely important question in the army’s action, and is also a basic requirement of correct use of time.

However, whether the quick decision be strategic or in campaigns and battles, it must have certain conditions. For strategic quick-decision war, it can be carried out only if one holds an absolute superiority in the comparison of overall strength. For quick-decision war in campaigns and battles, many concrete conditions are also needed. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “Quick-decision battles cannot succeed simply because one wishes it in his heart; many concrete conditions must be added.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 218) Among these, concentrating superior troop strength in a certain space and time is the key one. That is to say, within the same unit of time, concentrate superior forces in the same direction of operations, ensure swallowing the enemy at one gulp, and shorten as much as possible the duration of the campaign and battle. In a certain sense it can be said that in campaigns and battles the striking power of the army is directly proportional to the number of the army and inversely proportional to the length of the duration of the army’s combat; or, using a certain quantity of troops at the same time gives a striking power much greater than using these troops in a prolonged or dispersed time. If a superiority cannot be formed at the same time, and the army’s action is not swift and fierce, then in annihilating the enemy it cannot swallow him at one time and has no choice but to increase troops gradually, engaging in “pouring-in-oil tactics,” which will inevitably affect the course of the campaign and battle. The Siping campaign on the Northeast battlefield of our country in 1947 was just so. Siping was an important strategic point; to isolate the enemy in Changchun, Siping had to be seized. At that time the enemy defending Siping had two reinforced divisions and security troops, over 30,000 in all, and had solid fortifications. If our army had concentrated three columns, it would have been assured of taking Siping. But Lin Biao, as the commander of the Northeast battlefield, underestimated the enemy and used only the First and Seventh Columns to attack the city; only after Comrade Deng Hua’s repeated proposals did he reluctantly transfer one more division. As a result our army took the western city of Siping, the enemy retreated to the eastern city and defended to the death, while our consumption was excessive and we no longer had the strength to advance, and had to transfer two divisions of the Sixth Column to attack the eastern city, forming the “pouring-in-oil tactics.” Because the time of attacking Siping was too long and the enemy’s relief troops were approaching, the First and Seventh Columns had to be pulled out to meet the relief, leaving only a part of the troop strength to attack the city; the strength was still more insufficient, and in the end the plan of seizing Siping had to be abandoned, so that Chiang’s reinforcing troops joined the garrison, and again held on in Siping for nine months, greatly delaying the development of the war situation. It can be seen that quick decision must take absolutely superior troop strength as its material basis. At the same time it also explains that the significance of quick-decision war lies in this: exchanging time for strength and space, that is, shortening as much as possible the duration of campaigns and battles to reduce the consumption of one’s own strength and increase the loss of the enemy’s strength (annihilating effective strength), so that the spatial distance between enemy and ourselves changes in a way favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy.

Protracted war is also a form of operations that actively uses the time factor. Generally speaking, for a weak army to defeat a strong army, it will not do without a fairly long time and process. Therefore, in strategic guidance, one must make protracted calculations. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “Because the reactionary forces are powerful and the revolutionary forces grow only gradually, this determines the protractedness of war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 217) On this point the Chinese Communists went through a painful process of understanding. After the failure of the First Great Revolution, the three Left errors all demanded adopting a policy of quick decision strategically, and as a result failed. Blood lessons exchanged for the understanding that strategically one must be protracted. “‘Why protracted’ — this question can be correctly answered only on the basis of all the basic factors of enemy and friendly comparison.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 427) Facts prove that persisting in protracted war strategically is indeed an important law for a weak army to defeat a strong army. The Chinese people’s War of Resistance against Japan lasted eight years before finally driving out Japanese imperialism; the War of Liberation lasted four years before finally defeating the Kuomintang reactionaries. It can be seen that for a weak army to defeat a strong army, it must go through a fairly long process of transformation of strength. The significance of strategic protracted war lies in using the protractedness of time to wear down the enemy’s strength and preserve and strengthen one’s own strength, that is, exchanging time for strength.

To reach the aim of exchanging protractedness in time for strength, one must carry out quick-decision battles in campaigns and battles within strategic protractedness. As Mao Zedong pointed out in “Problems of Strategy in the Guerrilla War against Japan”: “Only when quick-decision offensive battles of campaigns and battles have gathered a great deal, that is, when many campaigns and battles’ offensive battles have won victory through the quick resolution of the battle, can the aim of strategic protractedness be reached.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 378–379) That is to say, the quick decision of campaigns and battles is the means of reaching strategic protractedness. In campaigns and battles, using the strong to defeat the weak, using the many to defeat the few, quick war and quick decision: one battle is so, other battles are all so, gradually accumulating, and this smashes the objective basis of the enemy’s strategic quick decision, and the course of war naturally goes toward protractedness. It is precisely in this unity of opposites of protractedness and quick decision, in this transformation of war time, that the enemy’s strength is continually reduced and ours continually increased, the enemy’s space continually shrinks and ours continually expands, creating conditions for the strategic counteroffensive.

The temporal characteristics of modern war put higher requirements on the army’s correct use of time in war, and this is concentratedly manifested in rapid reaction. Rapid reaction is a comprehensive indicator measuring the army’s combat effectiveness. So-called rapid reaction refers to the ability to adapt to circumstances to deal promptly and correspondingly with sudden events. War is a fierce contest of the two belligerents within a certain time and space. Especially under modern conditions, surprise attack has been believed in by some militarily powerful countries with aggressive ambitions. The side that launches war not only advocates strategically surprise attack, striking first, and decisive victory in the initial period, but also tactically attaches importance to fully bringing the strengths of superior technical weapons into play and carrying out high-speed, unceasing attack. To defeat such an enemy, for the defending side, whether it has an emergency adaptive capacity and can make rapid reaction has become an extremely important strategic question.

The practice of war proves that if an army has fairly strong rapid-reaction capability, it can seize the initiative from passivity, turn inferiority into superiority, and exchange small losses for great victory; conversely, initiative will become passivity and superiority will become inferiority, so as to cause the failure of campaigns and battles and even of the whole war. Taking the two Middle East wars as examples: in the Third Middle East War of 1967, Egypt, under the sudden attack of the Israeli army, because of its slow reaction speed, not only had the backbone force of its army dealt a devastating blow but also lost over 65,000 square kilometers of territory within six days. Conversely, in the Fourth Middle East War, the Egyptian and Syrian side first launched a surprise attack and broke through the Bar-Lev line which Israel had painstakingly built, so that the Israeli side suffered heavy losses and fell into passivity. However, the reason Israel could rapidly change the battlefield situation had a great relationship with the rapid adaptive capacity of its war machine, and with its having mobilized a 400,000-strong army to the front within 48 hours. The loss of initiative by the Egyptian and Syrian armies can also be traced to their lack of emergency adaptive capacity. The Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war of 1982 explains this principle still more. The British army, without preparation, drew up an emergency plan within a few hours after the fall of the Malvinas and promptly put it into effect, organized a powerful special mixed fleet within three days, and within fifteen days sailed into the theater over 13,000 kilometers from the homeland and engaged in combat. The speed of reaction was so fast that it was beyond what the Argentine side could expect, and it quickly seized the initiative on the battlefield. It can be seen that the army’s reaction capability on the battlefield bears directly on the gain or loss of initiative and on the success or failure of the war.

The army’s rapid-reaction capability is composed of many factors, such as sensitive intelligence reaction capability, rapid mobilization and expansion capability, resolute command and decision capability, maneuver operations capability, and so on, but the core question is the utilization rate of time. So-called time utilization rate is the ratio of the time consumed by the army, under the conditions of war, to the amount of work completed. War always consumes a certain time. Rapid reaction does not mean that the less time consumed the better, because the length of time consumed by the army in bringing its violence to bear in striking the enemy army is constrained by such factors as the quality and quantity of the violence the army possesses, the use of violence, and the enemy’s combat effectiveness. So the time utilization rate is mainly the consumption of time by the army’s own activity in the state of engagement. The higher the efficiency of the army’s own activity, the higher its time utilization rate. Other factors being equal, one with a high time utilization rate, that is, with strong rapid-reaction capability, has such an army also strong in combat effectiveness.



III. Grasping the Spatiotemporal Nodal Points in the Movement of War

To use time and space correctly, one must also grasp the spatiotemporal nodal points of the movement of war.

Any thing is a unity of quality and quantity. A thing can neither be without quality nor be without quantity. Quality and quantity are inseparable in things. The unity of quality and quantity is measure. That is to say, measure is the limit on the basis of a certain quality. At the two ends of measure there are two extremes of quantity. In philosophy this is called a nodal point. If we want to grasp the measure of things, we must grasp such nodal points, that is, in all cases there is a question of proper degree.

War is a special form of material movement. Speaking in the abstract sense, time and space in the movement of war also have different nodal points; speaking in the concrete sense, the spatiotemporal nodal points in the movement of war must be determined in combination with the concrete process of war, the concrete form of operations, and strategy and tactics.

First the temporal nodal points. Temporal nodal points in war are very universal. Mao Zedong said: “For example, when attacking a certain enemy in motion, if we strike too early, we expose ourselves and give the enemy conditions for taking precautions; if we strike too late, the enemy has already concentrated and halted, and become a hard bone hard to gnaw. This is a question of the timing of opportunity.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 461) It can be seen that choosing the right timing is very important; it is the concrete manifestation of flexibility in war. To use troops and tactics flexibly one must catch the moment, that is, put in the appropriate troop strength and adopt appropriate tactics at the appropriate time.

So-called opportunity for battle is the temporal situation that appears in the process of operations, favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy; it is a temporal nodal point. The most prominent characteristic of the opportunity for battle is its timeliness. It may be a week, may be a day or several hours, even several minutes. Under modern war conditions it may be calculated in seconds; once lost it never returns, just as the common saying goes: “Opportunity must not be lost; time does not come again.” The timeliness of the opportunity for battle requires the guides of war to have keen insight to catch the opportunity for battle, and also to have rapid-reaction capability and the principle of precise time to use the opportunity for battle and to prevent the two tendencies of too early or too late.

Opportunities for battle include strategic ones and also those of campaigns and battles. In strategic decision-making, the grasp of the opportunity for battle has still more decisive significance.

In campaigns and battles, choosing a favorable opportunity for battle is an important factor for war to reach suddenness. One important reason Egypt and Syria could achieve success in surprise attack in the early period of the Fourth Middle East War was the choice of a favorable opportunity for battle. That day was October 6 (Saturday), which was both during the Muslim Ramadan and the Jewish Day of Atonement (Note: The Day of Atonement is a day of reflection and repentance prescribed by Judaism, an absolute day of rest. From sunrise to sunset on this day Jews may not eat or drink, may not smoke, are forbidden to drive cars, and broadcasting is suspended.), when Israel’s “whole social life was relaxed in nerves,” the army’s defenses were paralyzed, the barracks empty of people, soldiers were at home celebrating the festival; after the war started, in the army’s words “from reserve soldiers to department commanders none could not be found and pulled out of the church”; some soldiers were bathing in the river and praying on the sand. The time of attack was chosen at two in the afternoon, when the sun was in the west, unfavorable to the Israeli army’s observation and shooting. Precisely because the Arab side chose the opportunity for battle appropriately, the suddenness of war was reached and victory in the first battle obtained.

For an army in a defensive position there is still a question of correctly choosing the opportunity for beginning the counterattack and the opportunity for beginning to pursue. The Battle of Changshao between the states of Qi and Lu in China’s Spring and Autumn period is a typical battle example of this kind. The armies of Qi and Lu confronted each other at Changshao. The Lu army was then the defending side. A defender who wants to defeat the attacker thoroughly must carry out a counterattack. But if the opportunity for the counterattack is chosen improperly, victory cannot be assured. Duke Zhuang of Lu at first, before the Qi army was tired, wanted to beat the drums and sally forth, and was stopped by Cao Gui. Only after the Qi army had advanced with three drum rolls in succession and its morale had declined and exhausted did Cao Gui say it was time to sally forth. So the Lu army took the opportunity to counterattack, and relying on high morale, with one drum roll charged fiercely at the enemy and at one stroke routed the Qi army. At this point there was again a question of correctly choosing the opportunity for beginning to pursue. After the Qi army was defeated, Duke Zhuang of Lu was about to launch pursuit, and was again stopped by Cao Gui. The reason was that the situation was unclear and he feared an ambush. So Cao Gui not only got down from the chariot to examine, but also “ascended the crossbar and looked out,” “saw their wheel tracks in disorder and watched their banners drooping” (Zuo Zhuan, Duke Zhuang, year 10), judged that the Qi army had indeed been defeated and retreated, and only then proposed that Duke Zhuang of Lu order pursuit, and obtained victory in war. Ancient war attached such great importance to the opportunity for battle; how much more so in modern war, in which the speed of war has been greatly quickened, the situation on the battlefield changes sharply, and the opportunity for battle is gone the instant it is let go; therefore, to grasp the temporal nodal points in war is still more important for commanders of modern war.

Spatial nodal points in war are also universally present. Mao Zedong said: “When the assault point is chosen on the left flank, it just happens upon the enemy’s weak point and victory is easy; when it is chosen on the right flank, it hits the enemy’s nail, and cannot be effective. This is a question of place.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 461) Here, in terms of offense, there is a question of place in choosing the assault point; then in terms of defense, in the choice of strategic and campaign key points, there is also a question of place. These are all spatial nodal points in war.

Generally speaking, the assault point of an offense should be chosen at the thin and weak place of the enemy or at the enemy’s junction; while the key point of defense should be on the main direction where the enemy must attack and we must defend. Having grasped these spatial nodal points, offense can obtain good assault effect, and defense can ensure the stability of the battle line, cover the strategic deployment, and preserve war potential, so that the whole war situation comes alive.

What especially needs to be raised here is the question of fortresses. It is an important spatial nodal point in war. On the importance of fortresses, Clausewitz summed up the role in eleven aspects, such as “guaranteeing the safety of rich large cities,” “tactical points of support,” “the real shield resisting the enemy’s advance,” and so on. Engels pointed out again and again that when Napoleon swept across Europe, carrying all before him, only two fortresses blocked his advance, one the Polish fortress of Danzig, the other the Mantua fortress on the Po River in northern Italy. “No wonder the old saying says: whoever holds Mantua holds Italy.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 13, p. 214) In the Franco-Prussian War, the Prussian army in only one month defeated all the French armies and pressed directly under the walls of Paris, but several hundred thousand Prussian troops besieged Paris for several months without accomplishing anything. On this basis Engels, in discussing the question, long a subject of controversy, whether the capitals of the great powers are suitable for fortification, clearly pointed out: “The fortifications of Paris have already made such an enormous contribution to France that this question can be said to have been resolved in the affirmative.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 17, p. 185) (See the map “The Siege of Paris”) In future wars, a fortified city is itself a fortress. It is the nemesis of all blitzkrieg-ists. Israel’s blitz of Lebanon, in only three days, encircled Beirut closely, with what a fierce momentum, yet it besieged for over two months and made no advance, mainly because this hard walnut was not easy to crack.

In sum, in future wars against aggression, striving to grasp the spatiotemporal nodal points in the movement of war, catch the opportunity for battle, hold the key points, and fight more victorious battles is an important aspect of correctly using space and time in war.

The Siege of Paris (September 19, 1870 – January 28, 1871)






Chapter 12 Weapons and Equipment and War

Weapons and equipment are one of the important factors among the factors of war-fighting strength. To examine the role of weapons and equipment in war is of major significance for revealing the objective laws of war, establishing correct military principles, grasping the initiative in war, building a modernized revolutionary army, and seizing victory in future wars.


Section 1 The General Relationship between Weapons and Equipment and War


I. Weapons Are the Product of War; the Basic Contradiction of War Impels the Development of Weapons and Equipment

Weapons are the product of war; this is common knowledge that the history of social development, especially the history of war, tells people. By weapons we mean here combat weapons. In the narrow sense, they are the technical means that directly kill and wound the enemy in military action. In the broad sense, a combat weapon is a complete technical system in which various indispensable components are organized in a certain way and used to strike the enemy and enemy targets directly. The typical structure of a combat weapon generally contains three basic elements: the means of killing and wounding, the means of delivery, and command equipment. Weapons and equipment have a still broader meaning; this is the general name for weapons together with the ammunition, instruments, equipment, and spare parts and accessories that go with them, that is, the weapon systems and military technical equipment that the services and arms use to carry out and guarantee combat action. Material implements are called weapons only when they are used in war and as means of operations. Therefore all the material and technical means used in and serving military affairs and operations are collectively called weapons and equipment. According to historical research, the ancient weapons, such as axes, dagger-axes, spears, and shields, were at first all human instruments of production, used for hunting, fishing, plowing, and so on. Only after war appeared among humankind were their uses changed. Among them some weapons have always kept both uses. As for war chariots and warships, they too were first used as instruments of production and transport, for hunting, transport, fishing, and so on, and only afterward used in war. The design and manufacture of special-purpose weapons arose only after war appeared.

The history of war also tells us that in different periods of war there are different weapons and equipment, but there has never been a war that did not need or use weapons and equipment. Operations need weapons. This makes weapons and equipment change continually and develop and renew. Weapons and equipment ultimately depend on the mode of production of each era. They change with the development of the productive forces, but their direct motive force is the basic contradiction of war, determined by the basic contradiction of war, that is, by the purpose of war. Mao Zedong said: “The purpose of war is nothing else than ‘preserving oneself and destroying the enemy.’” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 449) Since ancient times all wars have had only this one purpose. From ancient times to the present, combat weapons have been divided into two great types, offensive and defensive. In ancient times there was the spear and the shield: the spear was offense, for destroying the enemy; the shield was defense, for preserving oneself. This too is determined precisely by the basic contradiction of war, that is, by its fundamental purpose.

In ancient times, when the productive forces were backward, the equipment of the army was composed of various cold weapons; the offensive weapons were mostly spears, sharp swords, battle-axes, daggers, bows and arrows, javelins, and stone-throwers, and so on, while the defensive weapons were only various shields and armor made of wood, leather, and metal. The enemy and ourselves could only engage at short range, even in face-to-face grappling and slashing. Operating with such equipment was favorable neither to preserving oneself nor to destroying the enemy. In order to favor destroying the enemy and better preserving themselves, both enemy and friendly sides sought countermeasures in the most active posture. Apart from active efforts in command technique and training, the fundamental way out lay in improving and refining weapons and equipment. The fundamental purpose of war is the inherent direct motive force of the development of weapons. It makes people improve weapons and equipment as far as possible under the conditions permitted by production conditions and the economic situation. It is precisely so: with the development of history and of war, weapons and equipment too have undergone enormous development. With the invention of gunpowder, offensive weapons developed into firearms and cannon, replacing the spears and sharp swords of ancient times. To raise lethality and range, rifled guns and rifled cannon again replaced smoothbore guns and smoothbore cannon. On the basis of large-scale industry they further developed into modern automatic rifles, machine guns, guns of all kinds of performance, warships, fighter aircraft, up to poison-gas and chemical weapons, rockets, and missile-nuclear weapons. These modernized combat weapons not only have enormous lethality but can kill and wound the opposing side at long range, rapidly, and accurately, and destroy the other side’s targets, with good mobility. Along with the development of offensive weapons, defensive weapons too have been greatly developed. For example, steel helmets, gas masks, and various antiaircraft and antiatomic protective cover and fortifications, good camouflage equipment, the production and manufacture of antimissile weapons, and so on. Their performance is to make the power of offensive weapons ineffective as far as possible or to reduce casualties to the maximum, preserving the effective strength of combat. And weapons that combine offense and defense, such as the tank, have appeared. Therefore, as long as war exists, the basic contradiction of war will not end. This contradiction will impel weapons and equipment to develop in higher directions and in more aspects.

In the long history of humankind, countless wars have been experienced; war needs weapons, and war has given weapons and equipment enormous development. In researching, making, and producing the weapons and equipment used for war, humankind has spent enormous intelligence, material resources, and financial resources. It is estimated that the successive wars of the nineteenth century consumed eight to fourteen percent of the average national income of the belligerent states, while the First and Second World Wars consumed respectively about fifty percent. Here, taking only the production of weapons and equipment in the First and Second World Wars as an example, we illustrate that weapons and equipment are an indispensable basic factor of war.

In the First World War, new weapons and combat equipment such as aircraft, machine guns, motorcycles, heavy artillery, and tanks appeared. The belligerent states for the first time in history used combat equipment propelled by internal-combustion engines. (The total numbers of basic-type weapons and materials produced by the belligerent states in this war are shown in the table below.)

Production of Weapons and Military Equipment in the First World War (unit: thousand)















	Type of weapons and equipment
	United States
	Germany
	Britain
	France
	Austro-Hungarian Empire
	Russia
	Italy
	Total





	Rifles
	3,500
	8,547
	3,854
	2,500
	3,500
	3,300
	2,400
	27,601



	Heavy machine guns
	75.0
	280
	239.0
	87.0
	40.5
	28.0
	101.0
	850.5



	Light machine guns
	—
	—
	—
	225.0
	—
	—
	—
	225.0



	Guns
	4.0
	64.0
	26.4
	23.2
	15.9
	11.7
	6.5
	151.7



	Mortars
	0.6
	12.0
	2.5
	3.0
	—
	—
	—
	18.1



	Tanks
	1.0
	0.1
	2.8
	5.3
	—
	—
	—
	9.2



	Aircraft
	13.8
	47.3
	47.8
	52.1
	5.4
	3.5
	12.0
	181.9



	Artillery shells (in millions)
	20.0
	306.0
	218.0
	290.0
	80.0
	67.0
	70.0
	1,051.0



	Light-weapons ammunition (in billions)
	3.5
	8.2
	8.6
	6.3
	4.0
	13.5
	3.6
	47.7



	Motor vehicles
	30.0
	65.0
	87.0
	110.0
	—
	20.0
	28.0
	340.0





Source: quoted from American Militarism and the Economy, p. 56.

The quantity of weapons and equipment used on the battlefields of the Second World War far exceeded that of the First World War. In the First World War, the artillery and mortar shells fired by the American Expeditionary Force were fewer than ten million, whereas in the Second World War the American army alone fired eight million shells every month in Europe. Because war’s demands on weapons and equipment were extreme, and the destruction and loss on the battlefield very rapid, the weapons and equipment of the belligerent states and allied states were far from sufficient, and equipment and raw materials of many kinds had to be drawn from neutral countries to carry on war. (The production of weapons and military equipment in the Second World War is shown in the table below.)

Production of Weapons and Military Equipment in the Second World War (1939–1945) (unit: thousand)




	Type of weapons and equipment
	United States
	Britain
	Germany





	Aircraft
	296.1
	102.6
	104.0



	Tanks
	86.5
	25.1
	65.1



	Guns
	253.0
	113.8
	174.5



	Mortars
	110.0
	48.3
	82.0



	Light weapons
	14,623.0
	5,415.0
	12,309.0



	Artillery shells (in millions)
	331.0
	294.7
	257.0



	Light-weapons ammunition (in billions)
	31.5
	9.3
	16.5





Source: quoted from American Militarism and the Economy, p. 58.

After the Second World War, all kinds of weapons and equipment have competed in developing, to the point of dazzling the eyes. The development of strategic nuclear weapons, the development of atomic bombs and hydrogen bombs and the research and manufacture of neutron bombs are the mark of this era. New intercontinental rockets and intermediate-range rockets, and campaign-tactical rockets, have appeared. “Air-to-ground,” “air-to-ship,” “air-to-air,” and antitank rocket weapons have developed rapidly. New long-range strategic bombers, fighters and fighter-bombers, helicopters, and new transport aircraft have all been improved. The various combat ships (aircraft carriers, cruisers, escort and destroyer-escort ships, small antisubmarine ships and fast boats), landing craft, and minelaying vessels have been refitted, and these ships carry antisubmarine weapons and antiair missiles, aircraft-type missiles, torpedoes, depth bombs, and so on. Submarine forces have missile-nuclear submarines, attack submarines, and auxiliary submarines, and carry advanced detection systems, rocket-boosted torpedoes, and missiles that attack targets on the surface and on shore. New tanks and antitank weapons, new wheeled and tracked armored transport vehicles, and multibarrel rocket launchers have all obtained a higher level of development. Especially the rapid development and wide application in military affairs of electronic computing devices, radio positioning and navigation devices, and communications equipment have achieved amazing results in target reconnaissance, in the launching and guidance of rockets, aircraft-type missiles, and torpedoes, in the navigation of aircraft and ships, and in raising the reliability and efficiency of command and weapons control. Chemical weapons too have had unprecedented development. Laser weapons and multiple-warhead missile weapons are being researched and manufactured. Weapons are the props of the stage of war; with the development of modern science, weapons are daily becoming more perfect. Iron and steel, biochemical, electronic, and sonic weapons gather in one field, influencing every aspect of war and pushing the contest of armed force toward a new and complex situation.



II. Weapons and Equipment Are the Mark of the Level of Development of War

In dividing social economic formations, Marx said: “The different economic epochs are distinguished not by what is made, but by how it is made, with what instruments of labor. Instruments of labor are not only the gauge of the development of human labor power, but also the indicators of the social relations under which labor is carried on.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 23, p. 204) Marx took the means of labor, especially the instruments of production, as the fundamental mark distinguishing socioeconomic formations. Production with stone implements is the mark of primitive society, the hand mill is the mark of feudal society, and the mark of capitalism is the steam engine, that is, large-scale machine production. Analyzing and examining war according to this principle of historical materialism of Marx, we can assert that the material mark for measuring or distinguishing the level of development of war is the state of development of weapons and equipment. Because weapons and equipment are the main material foundation for the change of methods of operations. The scale of war and the length of its duration in space are closely related to weapons and equipment. The political purpose of war can distinguish only the nature of war and cannot distinguish its level of development. The military purpose of war is still more the point common to all wars and cannot distinguish the characteristics of wars of different eras. Obviously, war using cold weapons differs from war using hot weapons. War using conventional hot weapons and war using unconventional hot weapons also differ greatly. We have now entered the era of “electronic war” and “missile war.”

War needs weapons and equipment, and the basic contradiction of war impels the development of weapons and equipment. To win victory in modern war one must have modernized weapons and equipment. Marxism has always held that “weapons are an important factor in war.” Engels said: “The victory of violence is based on the production of weapons.” Mao Zedong clearly pointed out: in order to build a modernized national defense, our army, navy, and air force must all have sufficient equipment and facilities; “not only must we have more aircraft and big guns, but we must also have the atom bomb. In the world today, if we do not want to be bullied, we cannot do without this thing.” Deng Xiaoping too stressed many times: “If equipment is not grasped, it will not do,” “one must prepare ammunition; to fight a war without ammunition is hopeless,” “whether fighting now or in the future, there must be fortifications and ammunition.” These incisive instructions not only point out the direction for our building of a modernized army but also explain, from a strategic height, the role of weapons and equipment in war.




Section 2 Weapons and Equipment Are the Material Foundation of Combat Power

From the general relationship between weapons and equipment and war we can see that war, to reach its own military purpose, absolutely cannot do without weapons and equipment. War is developing and weapons and equipment too are developing. The weapons and equipment of different eras are important marks of the level of war of different eras. What, then, is the position and role of weapons and equipment among the elements of war-fighting strength? Is it that, as long as one has good weapons and equipment, one can win victory in war? Before the birth of Marxism, at root in epistemology, because materialism and dialectics were divorced and war was examined with the idealist conception of history, this question could not be correctly answered. Although opinions were many and varied, summed up they are two viewpoints: one is the “theory that only weapons matter,” which holds that weapons decide victory or defeat in war, and that in any war, as long as one of the two belligerents possesses and masters the new-type weapons of enormous power, that side will be the victor of the war; the other is the “theory that only will matters,” which holds that spiritual will decides victory or defeat in war, that the nature of war and weapons and equipment have no great relation to victory or defeat in war, that victory or defeat in war depends on divine inspiration and spiritual force, and that in war “the commander-in-chief is everything.” Only by examining war with the viewpoint of Marxist dialectical materialism and historical materialism can the mutual relationships among the factors of war-fighting strength be scientifically revealed and the position and role of weapons and equipment in war be explained.


I. Weapons and Equipment Are One of the Determinants of the Quality of the Army and the Material Foundation of Combat Effectiveness

The elements constituting combat effectiveness are a synthesis of many aspects. It includes the combatants, the instruments of operations, that is, weapons, the various military supplies, and military materials and equipment. Science and technology are productive forces, and likewise for the army science and technology are combat effectiveness. Of course, to become real combat effectiveness there must be a good military organization and an outstanding command system. We can call this the “combat relations.” The unity of this combat effectiveness and combat relations constitutes the mode of operations, which marks the quality of the army. Like anything else, this quality has many aspects. It includes the class foundation of the army, the degree of political consciousness, the state of organization and discipline, the morale and military skills of soldiers, the operational talent and cultivation of commanders, and the level of weapons and equipment, military science, and traditional education. Although among the elements the army’s officers and men are the foundation of the army, any war is not a matter of soldiers grappling in flesh with bare hands and empty fists. However talented a commander-in-chief may be, he cannot lead soldiers with bare hands and empty fists to defeat an opponent with excellent weapons and equipment, because bullets kill people and people must eat, and that the various military machines of modern times consume oil and fuel materials is familiar military common sense. For an army to defeat its opponent, it needs not only soldiers of high morale, of a certain technical level and combat skill, in a certain number, with good military discipline and outstanding commanders, but also weapons and equipment of fairly good quality and quantity.

Engels, in criticizing Dühring’s idealist theory of violence, said: “In sum, even the most naive axiomatist should clearly understand here that, with pistols defeating the sword, violence is not a mere act of will but demands very real preconditions for its realization, especially instruments; among these, the more perfect defeat the less perfect; second, these instruments must necessarily be produced, and at the same time it can also be said that the producer of the more perfect instruments of violence, commonly called weapons, defeats the producer of the less perfect instruments of violence; in a word, the victory of violence is based on the production of weapons, and the production of weapons in turn on the whole of production, and therefore on ‘economic power,’ on the ‘economic situation,’ on the material means which violence has at its disposal.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 12)

In history, when just armies were defeated by reactionary armies, it was often because their strength was not as strong as the enemy’s, and the backwardness of weapons and equipment was one factor in it. As for defeat in campaigns and battles owing to the backwardness of weapons and equipment, examples are still more numerous. In modern history, one of the reasons the Chinese nation was invaded and bullied is related to this; Mao Zedong, in summing up this historical experience, pointed out profoundly: “Those who lag behind get beaten.” Take the Battle of the Yellow Sea in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894 as an example: this was the first large-scale naval battle in the world in which steam-driven ironclads were the main force. The reasons for China’s defeat, apart from the corruption of the Qing government, were mainly the backwardness of the Beiyang Fleet in military equipment and its use. In the Battle of the Yellow Sea, Japan was equipped with the then new-type warships. Their speed was fairly high, enabling them to seize the initiative in the battle. The warships of the Beiyang Fleet were extremely slow, in a position of passively being struck. The new-type quick-firing guns of the Japanese warships were markedly superior not only in quality but in number, so that the Beiyang warships were repeatedly hit by enemy ship guns. Therefore, although there were outstanding commanders such as Deng Shichang who led the troops in heroic and spirited fighting, the result was still failure.

In history, the reason the British army and the Eight-Power Allied Forces were able to invade China successfully was also that they relied on the superior weapons and equipment in their hands. As Marx said: “Britain with big guns forcibly imported into China the narcotic called opium, and the prestige of the Qing dynasty swept the ground the moment it met the unstoppable guns and cannon.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 212) “The Western powers, by means of the warships of Britain, France, and America, established ‘order’ at Shanghai, Nanjing, and the mouth of the Grand Canal.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, pp. 216–217) As for the 1930s, when Japanese imperialism invaded China and was able to occupy more than half of China’s territory rapidly, though meeting protracted stubborn resistance, the main reason also lay in the excellence of its weapons and equipment. As Mao Zedong summed up: “The enemy, with troops not even as numerous as ours, can advance step by step; apart from the political weakness of our side, the main reason is our technical backwardness.” (Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 167) In history the Chinese nation’s resistance to aggression always needed long struggle and paid enormous sacrifice, and this too was precisely because of the backwardness of weapons and equipment. This was manifested extremely clearly in the resistance to Japanese imperialist aggression. The Chinese people and their army, for eight years, fought bloody battles to drive Japanese imperialism out of the country. Among the reasons, besides mobilizing and arming the whole people, one was precisely that “in the course of war …… the equipment of the Chinese army was gradually strengthened” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 481), step by step reaching the capability of defeating Japanese imperialism. Even within a reactionary army, weapons and equipment are also the material foundation of combat effectiveness. Mao Zedong always took weapons and equipment as one of the conditions for measuring strong troops and weak troops. He said that one of the ways in which the Kuomintang was stronger than the Red Army was that “the supply of weapons and other military materials is much more abundant than for the Red Army.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 173)

In the past, even under conditions of inferior weapons and equipment, our army’s broad body of commanders always brought the role of existing weapons and equipment into play by every possible means, and tried by every means and as far as possible to improve and develop our weapons and equipment, so as to approach or surpass the enemy, and thereby defeat the enemy. As for our army, when operating with inferior equipment, such as using mortars to send explosives to attack earthen forts, using rifles and machine guns to attack aircraft, and using native methods to fight tanks, these glorious deeds in the war history of our army were originally the result of the role of the human factor and still more the result of the joint action of the human and material factors. However, it is often said in a generalizing way that it was simply the role of the human factor, and from this it is further held that only inferior equipment can better mobilize man’s positive character to defeat an enemy of superior equipment, forgetting that mobilizing the human factor on the foundation of superior equipment will defeat the enemy still better. It seems as though the reality of victory in war is not built on the possibility of possessing a material foundation. This is obviously a metaphysical viewpoint that splits possibility from reality. We cannot forget, nor can we fail to notice, the fact that tens of millions of wars in the history of war tell us: the same weapons in different hands play different roles. The combat effectiveness of equally brave people who have mastered different weapons is greatly different. Soldiers with high fighting spirit and heroic skill in fighting, skillfully mastering fine weapons and with the command of outstanding commanders, find it easier to defeat the enemy and win, and can more easily exchange the smallest sacrifice or price for the victory they ought to get. Such an army is precisely “like a tiger with wings added,” invincible wherever it goes. The history of our army’s development shows this from both positive and negative sides: in every war in history, because of our army’s inferior weapons and equipment, we had to pay a great price of blood in obtaining victory. And every improvement of our army’s weapons and equipment brought a new rise in combat effectiveness. Especially after seizing nationwide political power, our army’s technical arms and material equipment have been considerably strengthened and increased, making our army a fairly strong combined army of various services and arms, which has manifested greater power in the coastal defense counterattack battles defending the homeland against invading enemies.

Stalin put it well in summing up the victory of the Soviet patriotic war: “It would be still more mistaken to suppose that we won victory only because our army was brave. Without the spirit of courage, victory of course cannot be won. But courage alone still cannot defeat an enemy with a large army, excellent equipment, well-trained officers, and good supply. To withstand such an enemy’s blows, and to counterattack and finally defeat the enemy, apart from the incomparable spirit of courage of our army we must also have fully modernized equipment in sufficient quantity, and well-organized supply likewise in sufficient quantity.” (Collected Military Writings of Stalin, p. 387) In evaluating the role of weapons and equipment in war we must never forget this Marxist assertion of Stalin’s.



II. Weapons and Equipment Influence the Morale of the Personnel Taking Part in War

Between the progress of spiritual force and of military-technical weapons and equipment there exist complex mutual connections and interactions. Although the spiritual force of society is not the main cause of the development of weapons and the progress of technology, it can promote their development.

On the other hand, the progress of science and technology and the renewal of weapons and equipment also have an enormous influence on the spiritual force of society and the army. Each side preparing for and taking part in war makes new weapons with all its strength, the aim being to destroy the enemy and crush the enemy’s will to resist. In the process of military action, the aim of destroying the enemy is always combined with the aim of intimidating and subduing the enemy. The greater the power of weapons, the stronger their threatening effect on the enemy. The use of new-type weapons can produce this threatening effect still more. In the Battle of the Somme in the First World War, the British-French allied forces and the German army were in a stalemate; although the British army’s tanks were still very imperfect, technically poorly equipped, with a speed of only six kilometers an hour, in order to break through the German defense line the British army boldly used this weapon, and the tanks appearing on the battlefield for the first time greatly alarmed the German army, which was at a loss, and added prestige to the British army. In the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war, the British army effectively used advanced-technology weapons such as the antitank missile system, laser range finders, light armored vehicles, the “Rapier” and “Blowpipe” antiaircraft missile systems, the “Sea Cat” and “Scorpion” armored vehicles, and the powerful fire of artillery of all kinds, which played an important role in disintegrating the Argentine army’s morale.

The new-type weapons produced with the progress of military technology put renewed and higher requirements on the army’s spiritual force. Because the new-type weapons create more complex and more difficult combat conditions, they cause greater danger and hardship not only to the army but to the people of the belligerent states, and especially the appearance of rocket-nuclear weapons has brought extremely important changes in the role of material force and spiritual force in wartime. The increase in the power of weapons and technical arms, especially the appearance and development of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, bacteriological weapons, and other weapons, with the spatial rise in their lethality and range of action, has greatly strengthened the role of the spiritual force of the army and society. It greatly influences the psychological and spiritual state of the personnel taking part in war and of the whole of society. During the Second World War, about one million men of the U.S. Army alone suffered from combat stress, of whom 450,000 were discharged from service for mental illness, accounting for forty percent of the total number discharged from the U.S. Army for illness and injury. Many American psychiatrists and psychologists hold that among servicemen subjected to attack by large-scale weapons of mass destruction, ten to twenty percent will produce psychological reactions. (See Foreign Military Science, 1983, No. 10, p. 44)

Any war brings major changes to the way of life, the level of material life, and the daily life of the residents of the belligerent states. War creates a serious mental burden for most residents. And the larger the scale of military action and the greater the destructiveness of weapons and equipment, the heavier this burden. Modern war, the use of rockets and missiles and especially of nuclear weapons, will make war lose the distinction between front and rear and the distinction between far and near. The lethality of nuclear weapons, in terms of the unprecedented influence it causes in people’s psychology, can not only make units and troops subjected to nuclear assault produce fear, but also influence the psychology of the residents of the whole belligerent state and even of nonbelligerent states. In past wars, it was mainly the residents of the rear who worried about the lives of relatives at the front, and in future wars, front-line servicemen will likewise worry about the lives of relatives in the rear. This worry about victory, this mental state of worrying about the lives of loved ones, will inevitably influence morale.

Of course, weapons and equipment here have a dual significance: a weapon can both lower and raise the army’s morale. If the enemy uses advanced weapons and equipment, it will influence the morale of our army; if our side uses it, it will raise the morale of our army and lower the morale of the enemy, though the resolution of this contradiction has many factors, depending especially on the nature of the war, the nature and system of the states taking part in the war, and the level of political-ideological education of the army and residents. But understanding the performance of weapons, especially understanding the weapons that likewise possess this weapon and the weapons that counter this weapon, is undoubtedly of great significance for eliminating bad psychology and spiritual state and raising morale. As a socialist country, our country’s research and manufacture of new-type weapons and equipment, including rockets, missiles, and atomic-nuclear weapons, has major international significance not only for breaking the nuclear monopoly of imperialism and safeguarding world peace, but is likewise of very major significance for increasing our army’s capacity for self-defense, raising our army’s prestige, and inspiring our army’s morale.



III. Weapons and Equipment Have a Major Influence on the Course and Outcome of War

Victory or defeat in war is decided by the various factors and is the common result of their interaction. And these factors can be briefly generalized and summed up as the factors of people and things. Engels pointed out in Anti-Dühring: “The whole organization and mode of fighting of armies, and with them victory or defeat, depend on material, that is, economic conditions, on the two kinds of material, people and weapons, that is, on the quality and quantity of the population and on technique.” This brief exposition of Engels clearly explains the role of weapons and equipment in victory or defeat in war. A mere leafing through war history and examples of war lets us see still more clearly that weapons and equipment have an extremely major influence on the course and outcome of war.

In ancient wars, because of the use of cold weapons and short weapons, the generals and soldiers usually engaged face to face and decided victory in hand-to-hand melee. Besides courage and physical strength, weapons and equipment such as swords, spears, dagger-axes, war chariots, and horses undoubtedly had a major role in the victory or defeat of battles or wars. The ancient saying “to shoot a man, shoot his horse first” is precisely about the importance of equipment in ancient war.

From operations with cold weapons to the modern war of today, the improvement of weapons and equipment has enabled armies with new-type weapons and equipment often to seize the advantage of war and easily win victory. An army in inferior weapons and equipment must always, through long effort, gradually change from weak to strong in order to win victory in war. Engels, in his famous military work “On the Army,” made an incisive and summarizing exposition: in ancient Rome, “just as in Greece, the decline showed itself in contempt for the heavy-armed infantry, which was the backbone, in infatuation with all kinds of light weapons, and in the adoption of the weapons and tactics of barbarians, so that all differences between Romans and barbarians in equipment and weapons disappeared, and the Germanic peoples, superior in physical strength and in spirit, strode over the remains of the legions that had lost the Roman character.”

In the Middle Ages, the knights clad in iron armor from head to foot charged into the crowds of infantry holding long spears, hacking and slashing at random, which was their favorite spectacle, and so the cavalry of the Middle Ages was the decisive arm.

In the fourteenth century the armies began to use firearms and cannon. After improvements by the French and Spanish in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the new-type firearms and cannon caused enormous losses to the long columns of Italian infantry in the hands of the French. In the Battle of Marignano, they again enabled the French army to smash the Swiss pikemen. The Spaniards improved the matchlock of that time; because of its good performance and the strong penetrating power of its bullets, it had decisive significance in fighting against heavily armored infantry, and in the Battle of Pavia it likewise obtained a brilliant effect in killing and wounding the enemy, so that from then on the superiority of the Spanish infantry began and continued for over a hundred years.

Later, the superiority or victories of France and Britain in war were also due precisely to their reforms and innovations in weapons. “Not long before the Revolution, France made two very important innovations. They equipped themselves with a new type of rifle that reduced the caliber and the bullet and the windage in the barrel, and at the same time the stock of this rifle was curved, replacing the straight stock used before. This more finely made weapon greatly helped the French light infantry to occupy a superior position.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 378) The British “were the first to arm all their infantry with the most perfect rifle, namely the Enfield rifle; this rifle was made by slightly improving the Minié rifle; its advantages were fully proved in the Crimean War and, at the Battle of Kerch (Inkerman), it saved the British.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 380) All these undoubtedly explain the important role of weapons and equipment in war or battle.

In the past, imperialism’s successful invasions of weak and small countries obviously did not lie in the success of its justice, courage, and tactics, but mainly relied on the superiority of its military technology and the excellence of its weapons and equipment. Looking over the wars of imperialism, none failed to use large numbers of technical arms of all kinds. The Spanish-American War in the early period of imperialism was just so. In the Spanish-American War of 1898, because the combat ships of the American fleet were equipped with guns and solid armor that were powerful for the time, they easily annihilated the Spanish wooden ships equipped only with old-style guns, showing the superiority and power of the armored fleet and the high effectiveness of smokeless powder and long-range quick-firing guns.

One of the manifestations of superb command skill lies in using reasonably, amid motion and change, one’s own troops and weapons to destroy the enemy’s troops and weapons. In the Battle of Moscow in the Soviet patriotic war, the reason the Soviet army could win victory was, besides the invincible spiritual force of loyalty to the communist cause possessed by Soviet officers and men fighting for just defense of the homeland and the combat skills continually raised under the inspiration of this heroic fearless spirit, largely that, in the main direction, a great quantity of troop strength and weapons was skillfully concentrated and effectively used. In other campaigns and battles the Soviet army also adhered to this principle, that is, in each main assault direction, it often concentrated eighty percent of the infantry organic to the campaign army group, ninety percent of the artillery, and nearly all the tanks and aircraft. The density of troop strength per kilometer on the breakthrough sector was thirty tanks directly supporting the infantry, 250 guns, and 100 to 120 aircraft. This principle was better applied in the Battle of Stalingrad, which made a decisive contribution to fundamentally reversing the patriotic war and the whole situation of the Second World War. In this campaign, the Soviet army still more resolutely and densely used troop strength and weapons, especially tanks and artillery, thereby creating a decisive superiority in the main assault direction; the density of artillery was increased about twofold compared with the Moscow attack, and the duration of artillery preparation was lengthened, thereby inflicting still greater lethality on the enemy. In this campaign the Allies successfully used mixed-composition tank group armies as well as tank armies and mechanized armies. Air force, fleet, and radio technology provided important conditions for victory in this campaign.

The Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war that shook the world in the eighties still more explains the influence of weapons and equipment on the course and outcome of war. This war ended with the British victory and the Argentine defeat. In summing up the experience and lessons of the British victory and Argentine defeat, world opinion was diverse, but its evaluation of the role of weapons and equipment in war was unanimous. The West and the Soviet Union both held that one of the conditions of the British army’s victory was that the British fleet was equipped with the newest weapons systems and successfully brought their performance and effectiveness into play. Argentines themselves, in speaking of the lessons of the war’s failure, also clearly recognized this point. Dr. Muer Jisuer of the Argentine Army Staff College, in the article “The Battle of the South Atlantic,” summed up eight aspects of defects of the Argentine side in the war, among which five aspects are connected with the guarantee, application, and bringing into play of effectiveness of weapons and equipment in war. The British side, on August 5, 1982, in the preliminary comment issued by the British Ministry of Defence on the use of weapons and equipment by the task fleet in the Falkland Islands fighting, made a systematic and comprehensive exposition. The article fully affirmed that the success of advanced weapons and equipment and of logistic support was an important factor in the victory of this war.

Weapons and equipment under certain conditions decide the victory or defeat of battles or campaigns. This is a situation that necessarily appears when the equipment of the enemy and ourselves is excessively disparate or when one side has exhausted its grain and ammunition. Comrade Zhu De said: “To think of simply using broadswords and spears against the enemy’s aircraft and tanks, there is none that is not destroyed.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 41) Lenin too said: “If there is no sufficient equipment, supply, and training, even the best army, those most loyal to the cause of revolution, will very quickly be destroyed by the enemy. This truth is so clear that there is no need to explain it.” (Collected Military Writings of Lenin, p. 433)

Today we must strengthen national defense building. To build a modernized, regularized revolutionary army, improving our army’s weapons and equipment appears extremely important. Deng Xiaoping clearly pointed out: “We must strive for more time, get equipment well in hand, and do well the education and training of the troops; thus unnecessary sacrifices can be reduced.” (Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, p. 75) Yang Shangkun, writing on the occasion of celebrating the fifty-seventh anniversary of our army, said: “Get the most urgently needed new-type weapons and equipment well in hand as soon as possible. In future wars against aggression we still stress the decisive role of man, but we must absolutely not ignore the role of weapons and equipment. We must seize the time and strive to change the backward state of weapons and equipment.” To take improving weapons and equipment and building a modernized army as the center of national defense building in the new period is the necessary embodiment of the Marxist materialist view of war.




Section 3 Weapons and Equipment and Transformation in the Military Domain

Marx wrote in Wage Labour and Capital: “With the invention of new instruments of war, namely firearms, the army and the whole internal organization must necessarily change, the relations through which individuals can constitute an army and act as an army change, and the relations of different armies to one another also change.” Engels wrote in Anti-Dühring: “Nothing depends more on economic preconditions than the army and the navy. Armament, composition, organization, tactics, and strategy depend first of all on the level of production and on the state of communications at the time. What plays the revolutionizing role here is not the ‘free creations of the intellect’ of geniuses among commanders, but the invention of better weapons and the change in the human material of the soldiers; the influence of the genius commander is at most limited to adapting the mode of fighting to the new weapons and new fighters.”

These classic expositions of Marx and Engels are the scientific conclusions of examining, with historical materialism, the interrelationship between weapons and equipment and transformation in the military domain.


I. Weapons and Equipment Are the Material Foundation of Transformation in the Military Domain


	Weapons and equipment have a decisive influence on methods of operations. So-called methods of operations are the general name for the methods of using the various forces in the process of war. Correct methods of operations are the key that opens the door to victory in war. Correct methods of operations are of course the product of the commander’s subjective initiative, but at the same time they also depend on an objective material foundation.



The factors determining methods of operations are many-sided, among which weapons and equipment are the concentrated embodiment of the level of production, economic conditions, and level of scientific development, and directly determine methods of operations. In China’s Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods, infantry warfare replaced chariot warfare; fundamentally this was the result of the feudal mode of production replacing the slave mode of production. But one extremely important precondition in it was the invention of new weapons. Especially the invention of the crossbow and the repeating crossbow raised the range and power of the arrow, the hit rate, and the rate of fire, enabling the infantry to block effectively, on a broad front, the advance of dense and orderly chariot formations. Engels once pointed out that new-type weapons will, regardless of the will and wishes of commanders and leaders, inevitably and often forcefully bring about the appearance of new methods of operations. The Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 is an example. In this war, when soldiers were seriously killed and wounded by the new weapons, they changed the dense formations into skirmish formations. That the development of methods of operations is influenced by new weapons is a law. In the past, contending for sea islands was usually mainly by naval warfare, whereas today, according to the present development of transport aircraft, helicopters, and airborne troops in the world, contending for sea islands from the air will become the main way. An era always has a certain technical arm in the dominant position, and there must also be methods and ways of operations corresponding to it. Ancient armies were equipped with cold weapons, and their modes of operations and military science differed in quality from the modes of operations and the principles of military science of armies later equipped with firearms and cannon. And the appearance of modern missile-nuclear weapons and various technical arms makes the mode of military action necessarily undergo fundamental change.

The course of development of war and military science also reveals to us: with the rise in the speed of development of social productive forces, the continual improvement of weapons and equipment and the quickening of the speed of appearance of new-type weapons, the course of development and change of methods of operations is also correspondingly shortened. The change in methods of operations in ancient times and the Middle Ages was extremely slow; the methods of operations of the Napoleonic era at the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth did not give way to new methods of operations until the middle of the nineteenth century. In modern times, with the leap forward of science and technology, the rapid development of productive forces, and the daily renewal of weapons and equipment, together with other factors, the change of methods of operations is still more rapid. This is manifested extremely clearly under the revolutionary army and our country’s socialist system. Because of the justness of the purpose of war, the continual raising of the political consciousness and cultural-technical level of all army personnel, and the carrying on of the education of dialectical materialist philosophical thought, the exploration of methods of operations is still more active. This has been fully confirmed not only in the Red Army era, in the War of Resistance against Japan and the War of Liberation, but also in the various counterattack operations in defense of the homeland since the founding of the state.

The change in methods of operations is manifested in every aspect of the army, in the principles of strategy, campaigns, and tactics and in the organization and establishment of the army.


	Weapons and equipment and the principles of strategy, campaigns, and tactics. The principles of strategy, campaigns, and tactics were all gradually formed in the practice of war. And the principles of tactics were formed earliest. They are already recorded in the Fadian and the Junzhi of the eighth century BC in our country. Strategy as a military concept appeared a little later, and the concept of the campaign, lying between the two, arose still later. In ancient times, because of the backwardness of the mode of production of the time, the number of troops was not large and the structure of weapons and equipment was simple, and the aim of war was easily reached. Then, one engagement was often both a battle and a war. War was relatively narrow and brief in time and space. Because the two belligerents each had only one army moving toward the battlefield, there was no such thing as strategic maneuver. The strategic maneuver of that time was campaign maneuver and tactical maneuver. Only with the development of war, with the development of weapons and equipment, with the enormous expansion of war in time and space, did people, on the basis of the practice of war, further understand the laws of war and establish the concepts of strategy, campaign, and tactics.



Weapons and equipment are the important material foundation of the various elements of combat effectiveness, and are the important material foundation by which technology determines tactics and even this law of strategy. Zhu De had a famous saying in speaking of the use of troops: “Fight with whatever guns we have.” That is to say, fighting must be according to the weapons and equipment the troops have. Weapons and equipment have always been one of the grounds on which our army formulates strategic policy. “When in the early years our army had only rifles and spears and broadswords, we studied how, according to these existing conditions, to make up our minds and decide methods of fighting.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 168) In the protracted revolutionary war, the reason our army adopted the strategic policy of active defense, the mobile warfare of the Red Army period, and the guerrilla warfare and protracted war of the War of Resistance against Japan, though of course decided by many factors of the enemy and ourselves, was that one of the important factors in it was determined according to the state of our army’s weapons and equipment. This is discussed in detail in the works of Mao Zedong. Mao Zedong, in answering why the Red Army adopted mobile warfare, said: “Under conditions where there are no broad masses of troops and no ammunition replenishment, and each base area fights with only one Red Army, positional warfare is basically useless to us.” He also said: “Positional warfare, both defensive and offensive, can in general not be carried out under China’s present technical conditions,” “China must strive to increase new-type weapons, so that in the stage of strategic counteroffensive the task of positional offensive can be fully carried out.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 212, 467, 468) In its wars, our army always decided to carry out strategic counteroffensive and strategic decisive battles to defeat the enemy only under the conditions of possessing powerful troop strength and a certain quantity of weapons and equipment. As Zhu De said: “For the strategic counteroffensive, one must have new-type equipment.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 179)

Modern weapons and equipment inevitably influence the establishment of modern strategy. For example, the way modern war is initiated, the problems of the initial period of war, and the strategic attack objectives differing from the past are all determined by the performance and power of modern weapons and equipment. Modern military strategy holds that in peacetime one must establish the state’s human-resource reserves and strategic-material technical reserves, so that once war starts they are put to use and kept at their due level in the course of war. This plays a decisive role in modernized war.

The campaign is the combat-action pattern of the campaign grouping of armed forces (campaign — strategic grouping). According to a unified intention and plan, to resolve strategic tasks, the campaign — the sum total of engagements, battles, and assaults carried out in the theater or in the strategic (campaign) direction for strategic or campaign tasks, coordinated in aim, place, and time and interconnected. Campaigns can be divided into many types according to scale, time of execution, and according to combat action and the aim of the campaign. The science of campaigns is the middle link between strategy and tactics. The action of the campaign, like strategy and tactics, is influenced by conditions such as political and military posture, that is, material strength and spiritual strength, and is influenced by the quality and quantity of troops and weapons.

The arising of the campaign was determined by a series of causes, first of all by the marked strengthening of the army’s rapidity and the raising of command effectiveness. This is of course related to the development of weapons and equipment. Because of the development of arms and the expansion of the scale of war, certain elements of the campaign appeared in the wars of the early nineteenth century. With long-range artillery, machine guns, and new communications equipment, the armies of the two belligerents unfolded war frontally at long or fairly long distances. To resolve common tasks, army-group and front joint actions were needed, and so there appeared army-group campaigns and front campaigns. Only with the development of naval and air arms did there appear naval campaigns and air campaigns. The development of modern weapons and equipment and the establishment of the various services and arms have made joint campaigns still more necessary. Both offensive campaigns and defensive campaigns cannot do without the weapons and equipment needed to reach the aims of the campaign.

Weapons and equipment have a direct influence on the resoluteness and scale of the aim of the campaign. The resoluteness of the aim of the campaign is caused by the strengthening of the army’s combat effectiveness. The scale and speed of the army’s offensive action also depend on the army’s weapons and equipment and the concrete situation of the theater. In past wars, the offensive zone of a division was usually two kilometers, and its task was to seize an area eight to ten kilometers in depth. But now, because of the development of mechanization and motorization, the width of the offensive zone of an American division has increased nine to fourteen times, while the depth of the combat task has increased three to four times. In the last war, with tactical weapons one could basically suppress only the enemy’s depth within ten kilometers, whereas now the suppression depth of the weapons of the combined units of various arms alone reaches over forty kilometers, and the speed of attack has also been greatly raised over the past. Because of the wide use of airborne troops and air mobile troops in modern war, this will further inevitably expand the spatial scale of offense. The development of aviation arms and air forces shows that in future wars air assault and air campaigns will be taken seriously. The 1982 edition of the U.S. Army’s Operations Outline says: “The air force is the equal partner of the air-ground integrated battle.” An important aspect of the reform of the Soviet air-force system is that the air-force high command and the theater commands have mastery of using aviation. Under conventional conditions, air campaigns will take long-range aviation and front aviation as the main force, and with many other forms carry out assault missions against targets near the border or the front line. Under nuclear conditions, intercontinental missiles, intermediate-range missiles, submarine-launched missiles, long-range aviation, front aviation, naval bomber aviation, and campaign-tactical rocket troops will, under unified command, in batches assault the selected targets. There may also appear air campaigns that mainly use air-to-ground missiles for assault.

Because armies are continually equipped with new-type technical arms, especially the equipping with rocket-nuclear weapons, the firepower and assault power of the various services and arms have been immeasurably strengthened. This has changed the methods of implementing campaigns, and has also changed the interrelationship of the science of campaigns with strategy and tactics, making the patterns of campaigns of the various services and arms more varied. Formerly, the method by which the strategic command organ exerted influence on the progress of military action in a certain strategic direction or theater was to strengthen the army campaign groupings with aircraft, tanks, artillery, engineers, and other technical arms, in order to increase the combat strength of the army campaign groupings and develop local victory into strategic victory. Now the strategic command organ possesses powerful means capable of rapidly changing the situation over a wide area and over a whole theater. This gives methods of campaigns new characteristics. This is something to which we must pay doubled attention under the new situation.

Tactics are the methods of guiding battles. Tactics are guided by the principles of the science of campaigns and of strategy. They have a dialectical connection with the science of campaigns and strategy. Victory in tactics reaches strategic aims. The ever-greater perfection of weapons and military technical equipment and the continual change in the quality of army personnel have a decisive influence on the development of tactics. As Lenin said: “Tactics are determined by the level of military technology.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 11, p. 156)

Tactics arose with the appearance of armies and war. In ancient armies equipped with cold weapons, the mobility of the battle formation and the command style of the army were fairly simple, and the foundation of the battle formation was the phalanx. Although the superiority and weaknesses of this formation tactics were clearly manifested in ancient wars, it was the product of the level of weapons development of that era. Because of the continual perfection of weapons, infantry and cavalry of all types (heavy, medium, light) appeared, and tactics of concentrating troop strength at decisive points for attack developed further. In the fourth century BC the Romans cast aside the phalanx formation and adopted a battle formation open along the front and in depth, with light infantry arrayed in front of each unit and cavalry disposed on the two wings. Engels said: “This battle formation overcame in every respect the inflexibility of the phalanx.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 14, p. 21) By the first century BC, with the daily raising of the combat effectiveness of the legion, an important change occurred in the army’s tactics. Reserves appeared in battle and were thrown into combat at the proper time, powerfully influencing the course and victory of war.

At the beginning of the Middle Ages, the main force of the army was infantry. In wartime they formed deep columns in wedge or cylindrical form; with the increase in the quantity of metal weapons and equipment and the raising of the level of the infantry’s combat training, dense battle formations of the phalanx type were adopted. In the full flourishing of feudal society, the tactical characteristic of the countries of Western Europe was that cavalry held the dominant position on the battlefield, and coordinated operations between infantry and cavalry appeared. With the invention of gunpowder, the appearance of the first firearms caused a decisive change in tactics. When artillery was used to attack cities and to defend fortresses, the number of light firearms increased, and infantry also mastered the skill of fire combat, then, in order to reduce the killing and wounding caused by shells and bullets, for convenience of carrying out flexible maneuver while still having the necessary stability, linear tactics arose.

In modern times, because rifled guns and rifled cannon replaced smoothbore guns and smoothbore cannon, the rate of fire, effective range, and accuracy of fire were all greatly raised, and because armies of large numbers were established, linear tactics were replaced by column tactics. And when armies were equipped with large quantities of rifled weapons, and column tactics easily suffered serious killing and wounding from artillery fire and infantry fire, skirmisher-line tactics arose. After the First World War, because of the use of machine guns and rapid-firing guns, and the marked increase in the number of aircraft, tanks, and heavy guns, tactics developed further. Tactics of combined combat of various services and arms began to form, and afterward tactics of mass-formation combat appeared.

In ancient times, defense was mainly carried out by engineers and warriors building fortifications. In the Middle Ages the defense of feudal castles was the main defensive tactic. In modern times, under the influence of new-type weapons, the tactics of defensive combat also changed. To reduce the enemy’s lethality and raise the stability of defense, besides building earth fortifications, they also dug collective shelters and the fortifications and cover of the reserves. With the use of artillery, aircraft, and chemical weapons, the depth of defense gradually increased, and defensive areas convenient for organizing defense were more widely used. The role of fortification construction and of engineers in various kinds of combat increased. Defense developed from the strongpoint-style defense of small depth to positional defense and defense in great depth.

The tactics of naval warfare and air warfare also developed with the development of warships and aircraft.

The Soviet military expert Frunze once said: “Any tactics are adapted to a certain historical era. If weapons have changed and technology has made new progress, the forms of military organization and the methods of commanding the army will also change accordingly.” After the Second World War, because of the leap forward of production and the unprecedented progress of science and technology, especially the development of rocket-nuclear weapons and electronic computers, the weapons and equipment and technical arms of the army have undergone enormous development, which has a decisive influence on the principles of tactics of the army. To continually improve tactics under the new conditions is very important.


	Weapons and equipment determine the organization and establishment of the army. That weapons and equipment determine the organization and establishment of the army can be fully proved in the history of army development.



Take our country’s Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods as an example. Because the Spring and Autumn period used chariots in battle, what appeared earliest or mainly was the chariot soldier (armored warrior), not the infantryman. Although the army at that time also had infantry in its organization, they were not the main body of the army; not only were the tactics they carried out subordinate, but even in organization they were themselves attached to the chariots.

By the Warring States period, because of the development of productive forces and the change in the relations of production, the change manifested in weapons was the wide application of iron in war, especially the appearance of new weapons such as the crossbow and the repeating crossbow, which made foot battle replace chariot battle, infantry replace armored warriors; after the appearance of cavalry, the land army had coordinated operations of the different arms of infantry, cavalry, and chariots. According to the Records of the Grand Historian, “Biography of Zhang Yi”: “Qin has over a million armored soldiers, a thousand chariots, and ten thousand cavalry horses.” This records the organization of the armies of that time.

The emergence of the basic organizational unit of the infantry in the Spring and Autumn period, the “wu” (squad), was also based on the weapons of the time and on the basis of bringing into play the best effectiveness of the weapons of the time to kill the enemy. According to research, the “wu,” in which five infantrymen made up the basic unit, had as its principle ensuring that the infantry could bring the power of the weapons in their hands into play to the maximum, to attack and defend effectively and reach the purpose of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. The number and arrangement of the “wu” were determined by the tactical performance of the infantry weapons of that time; the weapons of that time were used as a set of five kinds, called the “five weapons.” The five infantry weapons were the bow and arrow, the yi, the spear, the dagger-axe, and the halberd. The performance of these weapons differed in strengths and weaknesses, and when coordinated with one another would produce the best effect of combining offense and defense. The ancient book of war Sima Fa, in analyzing the combat performance of weapons, said: “In the use of arms, mix them. …… If arms are not mixed, it is not advantageous.” “In all five arms matching five, the long defend the short, the short seek to lengthen, alternate battle lasts long, all battle is strong.” From this exposition it can be seen that these five kinds of infantry arms constituted an organic combat whole. These five weapons, which differ in manner of killing and in range, because “strong and weak, long and short are mixed,” could bring the best power into play and overcome the enemy and win. The basic organizational unit of the infantry was precisely for realizing its tactical purpose, and arose to suit its needs. (See “Infantry in the Spring and Autumn Period.”) The equipment of the weapons of the ancient army and the bringing into play of their performance determined that the ancient “strength of the army lies in its infantry, and especially in its archers. Besides the latter, the army also had various infantry units that used different weapons and were formed into camps by weapon type: the long-spear units, the short-sword units, the wolf-cudgel units, the stone-throwing units, and so on.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 342) The long road of development of the infantry gave it the most suitable organization and establishment, with squad, platoon, company, and regiment as lower units and division and army as higher units.

The invention of gunpowder and the appearance of artillery brought the artillery arm. With the improvement of light weapons and artillery, the appearance of automatic weapons and the development of other technical arms, besides artillery the land army added new arms and units such as armored troops, engineers, signal troops, chemical defense troops, and reconnaissance troops, and major improvements were made in logistic organization as well. The great increase in the number of infantry in war required combining infantry regiments into corps, and then combining further into army groups and front armies.

The foundation of naval organization was in ancient times the war boat and in modern times the warship. Its different organizations and combinations in itself were likewise determined by the level of development and number of ships. With the appearance of missile-nuclear weapons and nuclear-power installations, the modern navy has further developed into surface fleets and submarine fleets, naval aviation, and also naval infantry units, coastal defense units, and specialized units and logistic units.

After the aircraft appeared, the new arm of the air force arose. With the development of aviation arms and the needs of operational tasks, the air force again organized front-line aviation, fighter aviation, transport aviation, reconnaissance aviation, airborne troops, and various support units, and so on.

The appearance of rocket-missile-nuclear weapons again led to the establishment of the new arm of strategic rocket forces.

With the appearance of highly modernized weapons of all kinds and the further development of automatic weapons, the army’s firepower and assault power have been greatly raised, methods of operations have changed, and combat action has become more complex and varied, which must again change the organization and establishment of the army, making the organizational forms of the army more perfect. This is manifested most clearly in the organization and establishment of the armies of developed countries. In these countries there are all kinds of modernized services and arms, and, because of the needs of modern weapons and technical equipment, civilian personnel are also on the establishment. The appearance of civilian personnel, though promoted by many factors, is fundamentally a product of the modernization of the army’s technical equipment. Because more and more modern equipment appears in the army, more and more technical personnel are inevitably needed to serve it. The training of technical personnel and operators of all kinds of advanced weapons is not only expensive but long in cycle, and servicemen, limited by the term of service and the time limit for promotion in military rank, can hardly all undertake this kind of technical work, which requires a part of relatively stable personnel not limited by the term of service and promotion time limit to bear the technical work, and so the civilian-personnel system, adapted to the objective requirements of the development of the army’s technical equipment, came into being.

The main requirement of the modern establishment of the army is convenience for organizing coordinated operations and command. The organization and establishment of the army is continually being perfected. Not only in the process of operations but also in peacetime training, one should, according to new tasks and methods of operations, and according to the increased and usable capacity of new-type weapons and equipment, continually improve and formulate new organization and establishment of the army.

To establish a scientific and reasonable organization-and-establishment system is an important link in building a modernized, regularized revolutionary army. Under the leadership of the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission, our army successively organized the air force, navy, artillery, armored troops, engineers, railway troops, signal troops, chemical defense troops, and strategic missile units, developing from a single arm into a combined army of the various services and arms. At present it is advancing in the direction of more reasonable, more scientific, and better adapted to the requirements of modern war. We are striving to strengthen the combination of the various services and arms, and according to the principles of elite troops, combination, combining peacetime and wartime, and raising efficiency, to establish a system and establishment adapted to modern war, which is of major significance for raising our army’s capacity for self-reliance under the conditions of modern war.



II. The Influence of Weapons and Equipment on Servicemen’s Skills and Methods of Training


	The development of weapons and equipment influences the change of servicemen’s skills. In the era of cold weapons, a soldier’s understanding and use of the performance of the weapons in his hands was nothing more than the eighteen kinds of martial arts such as the broadsword, spear, dagger-axe, arrow, cudgel, stone-throwing, and good running. Xunzi, “Debating Military Affairs,” says: during the Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods the conditions for selecting infantry were: “wearing armor of three layers, wielding a crossbow of twelve shi, carrying fifty arrows on the back, placing a dagger-axe on top, wearing a helmet, belt, and sword, carrying three days’ provisions, and in half a day covering a hundred li.” The skills of servicemen of that period were only this much.



With the development of weapons and equipment, new weapons and equipment continually appear and servicemen’s skills continually rise. Firearms, guns, cannon, warships, aircraft, tanks, and rocket-missiles of all kinds, with modern radio instruments equipping the army, determine that servicemen must have the skills to operate these weapons and equipment. They must have a fairly high cultural level and scientific foundations in many respects, such as mathematics, physics, chemistry, radio electronics, cybernetics, ballistics, aerodynamics, and so on. Otherwise one cannot master and use modernized weapons well. To raise the various military technical skills of soldiers and officers, strict regularized education and training are inevitably required.


	The development of weapons and equipment requires the army to have stricter organization and stricter discipline. Strict organization and strict discipline are the guarantee of the army’s victory. The ancients already understood this. The Sima Fa, “Yan Wei,” says: “Generally, in battle, the difficulty is not in arraying the formation but in making men able to array it; the difficulty is not in making men able to array it but in making men usable; the difficulty is not in knowing it but in carrying it out.” It speaks of the fact that there is nothing hard to understand about arraying for battle; the question is to train soldiers who are strict in discipline and can be dispatched, and that is hard. Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Terrain,” also says: “If you are generous but cannot employ them, love them but cannot command them, and they are disorderly and you cannot rule them, they are like spoiled children and cannot be used.” That is, an army with lax discipline cannot win.



With the raising of the army’s mobility, the changes in its battle formation are daily more complex, which requires still more the guarantee of strict discipline. Mao Zedong said: “Strengthen discipline, and the revolution will be invincible.” Today, with the progress of military technology, new weapons and equipment put higher requirements on army discipline. Without strict discipline, new technical equipment cannot be used and victory in war cannot be reached. In learning and using weapons and equipment of all kinds, violation of regulations and undisciplined phenomena are not permitted to exist; a slight violation of the operating and maintenance rules of technical equipment will cause malfunction or even a major disaster, and in war will cause the war situation to be lost. New technical equipment needs, to an unusual degree, to be timely and accurate: the discipline of modern servicemen is calculated in seconds and fractions of seconds, and a missile flying ten thousand to twelve thousand kilometers takes only a few tens of minutes. Therefore, in a counter-nuclear strike, delay in time will suffer still greater loss. Delay in time in making up one’s mind and carrying out orders will bring destructive consequences to the troops. Striving for speed depends to a great extent on the high degree of organization and discipline of all personnel of the army.


	The development of weapons and equipment makes servicemen’s will and psychological training appear still more important. At all times the army’s firm will and good psychology are extremely favorable factors for winning victory in war. “Soldiers must first be trained in mind; this is an old Chinese saying.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 102) This is still more important under modern conditions: because of the appearance and use of all kinds of modern weapons and equipment, especially nuclear weapons, a threatening role is played not only on the personnel taking part in the war and the belligerent states but even on the personnel and states not taking part in the war. In the process of modern war, units and subunits will carry on war detached from the main force, and the coordinated destruction of the various services and arms will become a common phenomenon, that is, being in a “state of loss of control.” The use of many technical arms (aircraft, tanks) is connected with individual servicemen or small groups acting independently in complex circumstances, and any person taking part in the war will meet this situation of “state of loss of control” and independent operation. Whether one earnestly and with no thought of self performs one’s duty and is loyal to one’s own country, army, and people; or, on the contrary, wavers, fails in duty, or even turns traitor and deserts — this depends on servicemen’s loyalty to the state, the army, the people, and the cause, and on firm revolutionary will. Therefore firm revolutionary spirit and tenacious revolutionary will must be taken as one of the important tasks of training.



In modern war, weapons of all kinds are widely used, and the sound, light, and killing and destructive power of weapons develop ever more. Especially missile-nuclear weapons and the laser weapons now being researched add still more to servicemen’s psychological fear before battle and the pressure on body and spirit in battle.

Future war requires servicemen to possess the spiritual qualities to adapt to the unprecedentedly tense, intense, and cruel battlefield environment. Therefore, through all kinds of training, especially psychological training, one must strengthen and cultivate servicemen’s firm and resolute will, eliminate unnecessary worry, anxiety, and fright. Ease the tense psychology so that servicemen keep a clear head under all circumstances, and then adopt measures to overcome and eliminate danger.



III. Weapons and Equipment and the Scientific and Technological Revolution and the Building of a Modernized Army


	Weapons and equipment are the concentrated embodiment of the scientific and technological revolution in military affairs. The progress of science and technology influences the whole of social life and also influences the development of military affairs. The military domain is always the domain in social life that uses the latest achievements of science and technology the most and the fastest. Military needs are even one of the fundamental motive forces of the development of some sciences or some aspects of sciences; this has its profound sociopolitical and economic roots. War is the continuation of political struggle. Political struggle often goes on between states and nations whose economic interests conflict. A state defeated in war is not only bullied politically but plundered economically, up to ceding territory and paying indemnities, and even the loss of independence by the state. The failure of war not only makes the people suffer enslavement and brings them enormous disaster and pain, but also causes the ruling class enormous economic loss. Precisely for this reason, the prosperity of a country depends on the strength of its army, including the important factor of the quantity and quality of weapons and equipment. It is precisely under the stimulus of military, strategic, or front-line needs that some scientific fields obtained development and some of the newest technical devices of today were made. The research of ballistics, probability theory, radar, and cybernetic automation systems, and the development of modernized production sectors such as aircraft manufacture, aerodynamics, and rocket manufacture, and of emerging scientific fields, are examples in this respect. Military affairs is the domain that first uses the newest achievements of science, and the needs of military affairs again promote the development of science and technology.



The progress of science and technology provides the precondition for expanding the army’s material and technical foundation. The scientific and technological revolution has penetrated every domain of human activity, stimulating the raising of social labor productivity, and has created the objective precondition for the rapid development of productive forces and for the enormous development of the economic potential of each country on this basis. This has led to the expansion of the military and economic potential of the various countries, making it more possible for the various countries to use material resources and manpower for military purposes. The supply of weapons and equipment has been increased and developed in quantity and quality.

The progress of science and technology is manifested still more clearly in the raising of the quality of weapons and equipment. The application of the achievements of science and technology in military affairs has already made military technology undergo a revolution. Entirely new weapons systems have already appeared. Their performance is much superior and their power much greater than that of the weapons used at the end of the Second World War. The rapid development of nuclear weapons, missiles, and other types of modernized weapons, especially the wide application of electronics and cybernetics in the military domain, can be used for data computation, information processing, operational command, and automatic control and precision guidance of weapons such as aircraft, warships, tanks, guns, missiles, and nuclear bombs. The popularization of microcomputer processing in military equipment has not only raised the conventional technical performance of weapons and equipment but also realized artificial intelligence. For example, a missile controlled by a microprocessor can automatically seek and select targets and evade the attack of antimissile weapons. Installing microcomputer processing in the tank engine and the sighting instrument can reduce fuel consumption, simplify operating procedures, and raise firing speed and accuracy. It can even aim automatically according to the sound of the command. The intelligent robot produced by combining the microcomputer with advanced optical sensing technology can be used in place of servicemen to carry out many operational tasks. Biological genetic engineering has provided the possibility of staging a biotechnological war for producing new-type biological weapons. Almost all the achievements obtained by the rapidly developing space technology can be applied in military affairs; artificial satellites can bear tasks such as reconnaissance, communications, geodesy, navigation, and meteorology. On the future battlefield the whole command process can be carried on with the participation of artificial satellites. Laser weapons now being researched may be able to intercept and destroy high-speed flying missiles and satellites. In sum, a new technological revolution characterized by the wide application of new technologies such as electronic computers, bioengineering, optical fibers, lasers, and ocean development has already had and will continue to have an enormous influence on the military domain and on future war. The weapons and equipment of the future will not only be fiercer in firepower, stronger in mobility, and higher in precision, but will develop positively in the direction of artificial intelligence. Future war may be a comprehensive war composed of many forms such as gun war, artillery war, tank war, air war, naval war, missile war, electronic war, nuclear war, biological war, space war, and robot war. But, under the strong opposition of the people of the whole world, it may also be a war using conventional weapons.

Modernized weapons of all the services and arms and all advanced technical equipment, from research and development to finalization of design, from production to improvement, from use to maintenance, from structure to principle, cannot do without the latest achievements of science. For example, the research and manufacture of nuclear weapons and missiles concentratedly embody the synthesis and combination of many kinds of newest science and technology.

Because of the various modernized military technical equipment and units, this requires not only experts and scientists to research, develop, and produce these modernized weapons, but also requires cultivating the soldiers and officers who maintain, use, operate, and command these modernized weapons, so that they become insiders, technical experts, and specialists.

In order to adapt to modernized military equipment, the organization, command, education, and training of the army must comprehensively apply scientific theory and technology, requiring that commanders and fighters must have the various skills of mastering and using them.

In sum, the needs of war push science and technology to be applied rapidly in military affairs, and the application of science and technology in the military domain in turn pushes the further development of science and technology.


	Weapons and equipment are an important mark of the building of a modernized army. Weapons and equipment concentratedly embody the level of development of science and technology and are one of the important factors of combat effectiveness, and therefore are an important mark for measuring the degree of modernization of an army.



Armies of different periods in history have possessed different weapons and equipment. Today, to raise operational capability under modern war conditions, the armies of all countries stress very much improving weapons and equipment and strengthening the modernization building of the army. With the imperialists, developing weapons and equipment and strengthening the modernization building of the army are closely connected with their political purposes of war, and are for invading other countries and vying for domination over the globe. Our country is a socialist country; we will never invade others. We proceed from resisting foreign aggression and safeguarding national security, and develop and improve our weapons and equipment in a planned and focused way. We build a modernized army in order to win victory in future wars against aggression and to raise our capacity for self-reliance under modernized conditions.

To build a modernized army, one must vigorously improve and develop weapons and equipment. Lenin said: without science one cannot build a modernized army. Mao Zedong held that “reforming the military system cannot do without modernization, strengthening technical conditions.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 478) Zhu De, in the early period of the founding of the state, clearly stated: “…… Our equipment has begun to modernize. We have established the navy, the air force, and tank troops, engineer troops, antiaircraft troops, railway troops, and large numbers of artillery troops; having such complex services and arms and using large numbers of complex combat equipment is the mark of modernization.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 303) After the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Party Central Committee, our Party set things right, corrected the confusion in which Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four” criticized, as the “theory that only weapons matter,” the correct thought stressing the important role of weapons and equipment in modern war, and raised improving weapons and equipment as the focus of national defense modernization building. Deng Xiaoping pointed out: “We must, on the basis of the continual development of the national economy, improve weapons and equipment and speed up national defense modernization.” He also said: “Reduce army personnel and use the money saved to renew equipment; this is our policy.” Since the founding of the state, under the direct leadership and concern of the Party Central Committee, the Central Military Commission, and the older generation of proletarian revolutionaries, our army’s weapons and equipment have obtained enormous improvement compared with the war years. At present, in conventional weapons our army’s land forces have been equipped with various light weapons and large-caliber guns, tanks, and armored vehicles; the navy has been equipped with missile destroyers, missile escort ships, missile fast boats, landing ships, submarine chasers, torpedo boats, minesweepers, and conventional submarines, special submarines; the air force has been equipped with fighters, bombers, ground-attack aircraft, transport aircraft, helicopters, and air-to-air missiles, and so on. At the same time the various services and arms have also been equipped with many new-type electronic, communications, engineering, and chemical-defense items of equipment. Our army’s firepower, assault power, mobility, protective power, and rapid reaction capability have all been greatly strengthened. In strategic nuclear weapons, we have not only atomic bombs and hydrogen bombs but also intermediate-range and long-range surface-to-surface missiles, possessing the capability of carrying out a strategic nuclear counterattack. These fully explain that our army has taken a gratifying step on the road of modernization. But compared with the armies of the countries of the world possessing advanced weapons and equipment, a considerable gap still exists. To enable our army to stand in an invincible position in future wars against aggression, we must, while strengthening the revolutionization and regularization building of our army, take modernization building as the center. “To take modernization building as the center is determined by the history and real situation of our army, is a necessary requirement that modern war puts to the building of our army, and is also the necessary road for our army’s development to a higher stage.” (Yang Shangkun, Build a Modernized Army with Chinese Characteristics) Relying on the solid foundation of our army’s existing equipment, under the leadership of the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission, adhering to taking modernization building as the center, and vigorously improving and developing and renewing our army’s weapons and equipment, our army will certainly become a modernized army of a high level.






Chapter 13 The Human Factor and War

War is conducted by armed people. Man is the subject of war and also its main object. What is the role of man in war? This is an important theoretical question which military experts and philosophers of every age have been unable to avoid. Only Marxism has solved this question scientifically and correctly, holding that man is a material factor possessed of conscious initiative. Among the factors that determine victory or defeat in war, the human factor is the main, decisive factor.


Section 1 The Human Factor in War

What is the human factor in war? Since ancient times opinions have been many and varied. The outstanding military writings of ancient China already stressed early on the important role of the human factor in war. Sun Tzu’s Art of War put forward the materialist viewpoint “it cannot be obtained from ghosts and spirits” and “it must be obtained from people.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Employment of Spies”) Sun Bin held that “of all things between Heaven and Earth none is more precious than man.” (Sun Bin’s Art of War, p. 57) But idealist military experts understood man only from the subjective side, regarded man’s initiative merely as spiritual activity, abstractly developed man’s initiative, and treated the human factor as a spiritual factor. Some bourgeois military experts with metaphysical viewpoints understood man only in individual, intuitive form, regarded man as an isolated, purely natural object, and simply reduced the human factor to a material factor. They “see things and do not see people,” denying the decisive role of the human factor in war, and preached the “theory that only weapons matter.” How, then, should the human factor be understood?


I. The Human Factor Is the Unity of Material Strength and Spiritual Strength

Marxism holds that the human factor is the unity of material strength and spiritual strength; man is a material force that has consciousness, is capable of thinking, and engages in social practice. Man has spirit and consciousness; this is the marked difference between man and animals. The morale, will, military knowledge and skills of people in war, the talent of commanders, and other spiritual factors play an important role in war and even, under certain conditions, a decisive role. But man is not merely a spiritual force; man is first of all a material object, a material force that has developed over a long period out of the natural world and engages in real material activity. Marx said: man “is endowed with natural powers, vital powers, and is an active natural being.” (Philosophy — Economics Manuscripts, p. 168) The person in war must be a powerful material force. War is harsher than any other social practice; marching and fighting must undergo the severe test of a bad war environment and material hardship. Therefore the person in war is not only a spiritual force but also a material force.

Man is a material entity and has material strength. But man is not a purely natural being; he is an active being. Man has conscious initiative. Man’s activity differs from the activity of passive animals; man can actively understand the world and transform the world. Mao Zedong pointed out: “Everything has to be done by people, …… to do it one must first have people who, on the basis of objective facts, put forward ideas, principles, opinions, and put forward plans, policies, strategy, and tactics, before it can be done well. Ideas and so on are subjective things; doing or action is the subjective acting upon the objective; both are the special ability of human beings. This ability we call ‘conscious initiative,’ and it is the characteristic by which man differs from things.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 445) Man’s conscious initiative includes the two aspects of thought and action. Comrade Mao Zedong clearly pointed out that both aspects are the conscious initiative of man. Man’s conscious initiative is the unity of knowing and practice, of people’s hearts and people’s strength, of man’s spiritual factor and material factor.

The material reality of the human factor and man’s spiritual aspect are organically combined. Without man’s material reality there would be no spiritual aspect; without man’s spiritual aspect, which distinguishes man from animals, and without man’s practical activity, man’s material strength would not play a role consciously. In war, man as a material entity is the material condition for conducting war. Man as the material strength of war can bring his material strength into play only when governed by his political character, fighting will, military scientific knowledge and skills, and organizing and commanding ability.



II. The Essence of Man Is the Sum of All Social Relations

What is essential in the human factor in war lies in man’s social nature. Marx pointed out: “The essence of man is no abstraction inherent in each single individual. In its reality it is the ensemble of all social relations.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 18) The human factor as Marxism understands it does not refer to the isolated, abstract, single individual; the single individual can live and develop only in society. People are linked together by all kinds of social relations, and every person’s practice is carried out within certain social relations. Man is a natural being, but man’s social attributes and natural attributes are closely connected. As nature is the natural precondition for the existence and development of human society, man’s natural attributes are the natural precondition and material bearer of his social attributes. And man’s social attributes are the developed form of his natural attributes, and man’s natural attributes are contained in his social attributes in a transformed form. The multiplication and development of man himself of course have the laws of biology at work, but this is not a purely natural process; it is always constrained by the state of social material production. The existence and growth of man’s bodily organization of course have natural needs for food, clothing, shelter, and so on, but these needs can be met only through social conditions such as the material production of society. Man’s natural form itself is the result of transformation through labor, and labor was from the beginning social activity.

Therefore the essence of man — in its reality — is the ensemble of all social relations. This scientific conclusion of Marxism not only does not in the least deny that man has natural biological attributes but gives the most scientific explanation of it.

War is a special social relation. Man in war exists not only within general social relations but at the same time within the social relation of special violent conflict, within the hostile relationship of war. The social essence of man in war is manifested not only as the class essence determined by the general social relations in which he is placed, but mainly as the essence of the instruments of violence of a certain class and political group determined by the hostile relationship of war. The hostile relationship of war is determined by the class essence of the different classes and different political groups of the two belligerents, and it determines the different spiritual states and combat qualities of the members of different armies in war. Although the members of revolutionary, progressive armies and of many armies of reactionary exploiting classes mostly come from the laboring people, because of the difference in the hostile relationship of the war in which they are placed, the spiritual states and combat qualities of these two kinds of armies are not the same. The members of a revolutionary, progressive army fight for their own interests and have a fairly high positive character and initiative, which the soldiers of the armies of reactionary exploiting classes cannot have.



III. The Human Factor in War Is the Strength of a Social Collective

Man has sociality; to say that the essence of man is the sum of social relations points out that man’s role has a social character and that man’s role does not refer to the role of an abstract, isolated individual but to the role of social man. True, in form, man exists as an individual, and every human individual is a special existence, and therefore the role of the single individual cannot be denied. But this individual role is itself created by society and can be realized only in the resultant force of social action. This social character of man’s role means that man’s role is a great force. The role of a single individual may be insignificant, but the collective, social force into which they gather is enough to change the world. The greatness of man lies in the collective, in society.

War is not a struggle between individuals but a life-and-death struggle between organized, armed political groups. The human factor in war of course also contains the role of individuals, but it by no means refers only to the role of individuals; it mainly refers to the role of an army as a whole, and often refers to the role of the whole class, group, and the people of the whole country. The core of Mao Zedong’s military thought is the thought of people’s war. The role of the human factor of which Mao Zedong speaks refers precisely to the decisive role of the people’s masses on the fate of war.

In sum, Marxism holds that the human factor in war refers to the material entity possessed of conscious initiative. The human factor in war is not only a spiritual factor. Man’s spiritual factor is only one attribute of man’s material entity; it cannot exist independently apart from man’s material entity. The human factor is the unity of the material factor and the spiritual factor. The essence of man in war is mainly determined by the economic relations, political relations, social systems of the two belligerents and the class essence of the army.




Section 2 An Internal Analysis of the Human Factor

Man is the highest product of the long development of nature and also the product of social development. Man is a highly complex, highly perfected material system in the material world. Therefore man’s internal factors are also a very complex system. To understand man’s internal factors is a very complex question. Only when we have a correct understanding and analysis of man’s internal factors can we have a correct understanding of the role of the human factor in war. In the past we made rather more analysis and understanding of the connections and roles of the human factor toward the external world, while lacking analysis and understanding of the human factor itself and of its internal elements. Therefore, in the role of the human factor in war, a tendency of simplification and one-sidedness often appeared. Simply regarding the human factor as a spiritual factor, isolating man’s spiritual force from his material force, the bringing into play of the human factor sometimes was not built on the foundation permitted by objective material conditions. To understand the human factor correctly, we must first correctly understand the internal composition of the human factor.


I. Man’s Strength and Man’s Heart

The internal composition of man in war is not a single thing but a complex system in which many elements are organically combined. Here we focus on discussing the two great basic aspects of man’s internal factors in war, “man’s strength” and “man’s heart,” and their mutual relationship.


	“Man’s strength” in war. By “man’s strength” we mean here the material aspect of man’s role in war, that is, the material force inherent in man himself and applied to the practice of war. The person in war is first of all an objective material force. Man is a product of the natural world. As a component part of the objective natural world he has material organs and material strength. Man is an objective material force and also a material force of conscious initiative. This “material force,” which has special initiative, can not only act directly on other things and change them, but through “other things” such as weapons can still more effectively act on and change still other things.



The manner and method in which man uses weapons and equipment in the practice of war and his degree of proficiency are called military technique and skill. This military technique and skill should also belong to the material aspect of man’s role. Military technique and skill have no independent form; they have actually become a function of the material organs of man in war and can be manifested only in the objective process of actually using weapons and equipment in the practice of war. Without doubt, this military technique and skill is related to spiritual things such as people’s experience and scientific knowledge, but it is no longer these ideas themselves but their objectified form, the function of the “materialization” of acquired experience and knowledge.

Man’s strength, as an objective material force, has been highly valued by outstanding military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign. In the ancient Chinese book of war Six Secret Teachings there is a special section on “Training Soldiers,” putting forward the training of “soldiers of courage and strength”; the famous anti-Japanese-pirate general Qi Jiguang, in Lianbing Jishi (A True Record of Training Troops), discussed “training the heart-strength,” “training the hand-strength,” “training the foot-strength,” and “training the body-strength”; Zhuge Liang stipulated that “the three Sima selected should all be able to lift over two hundred jin,” taking the strength of physical power as a criterion for selecting military talent. The famous German bourgeois military expert Clausewitz made a still fuller discussion of this, pointing out: “War is the domain of toil and fatigue. To avoid being crushed by toil and fatigue, a certain physical and spiritual strength is needed (whether innate or trained).” (On War, vol. 1, p. 68)

Man’s strength (physical strength) is an important factor of victory in war. This understanding comes from the practice of war and has been repeatedly proved by the history of war in China and abroad. Surveying the war history of China and abroad, any war is accompanied by an enormous expenditure of physical strength, and no military expert worthy of being called wise has forgotten the element of “man’s strength” when formulating methods of operations. In 1812, the famous Russian commander-in-chief Kutuzov saw through the weaknesses of the French expeditionary army commanded by Napoleon: long-distance rapid marches, inadequate supply, exhausted men and horses, and unskilfulness at fighting in severe cold. He adopted the method of strengthening defenses and clearing the countryside, trapping Napoleon’s crack troops in a state of hunger and cold pressing together, exhausted and unbearable, becoming unable to stand a blow, and several hundred thousand troops were almost wholly wiped out. By consuming the other side’s physical strength to weaken his combat effectiveness and afterward seizing victory in war as opportunity allows is still more our army’s masterpiece. The sixteen-character formula put forward by Mao Zedong, “when the enemy halts, we harass; when the enemy tires, we attack,” is also precisely to consume the enemy’s energy and physical strength and annihilate him when he is fatigued. In the War of Liberation, the Northwest Field Army directly commanded by Mao Zedong adopted “mushroom tactics,” likewise dragging the enemy until he was extremely tired and extremely hungry, and then seeking an opportunity to annihilate him.

In modern war, man’s physical strength likewise shows its power. In the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war, the special-boat raiding units of the British Royal Marines showed very strong adaptability to bad weather and a muddy battlefield. Although the long ocean crossing greatly consumed their physical strength, after landing they could still carry heavy loads on long marches under bad conditions, with agile movements. This superiority in physical strength of the British army reflects the foresight of the British army in attaching importance to the role of physical strength in modern war and in taking effective measures in peacetime to temper servicemen’s physique.

Man’s strength (that is, physical strength) is one of the indispensable objective factors in war, and a strong physique is an important component part of the army’s combat effectiveness. War as a bloodshed politics is also a form of material movement, and, in the last analysis, is a contest of material force and material force. Material force can be destroyed only by material force. Whatever weapons and equipment, as long as they are material force, can be driven only by material force. Whatever advanced thought (such as strategy, tactics, and so on), only when transformed into material force can it play its role in the material movement of war. Apart from material force, things of purely ideal form cannot move even the most labor-saving switch and button. Precisely because of this principle, we can regard the material force man possesses as the precondition for man to be able to play a role in war.


	“Man’s heart” in war. Man in war is both a material force and a spiritual force — in a certain sense it can even be said to be mainly a spiritual force.



By “man’s heart” we mean here the spiritual aspect of man’s role in war, the sum of the spiritual-political quality, psychological quality, and scientific-cultural quality of the personnel taking part in war. All these spiritual factors, according to the difference in their nature, can be divided into the two great aspects of “courage” and “wisdom.”

By “courage,” simply put, we mean the courage with which people overcome difficulties and defeat the enemy in war, that is, the spirit of “first, fear no hardship, second, fear no death” of which Mao Zedong speaks. “Courage” is concretely manifested as the morale of the army.

The morale of the army is the comprehensive manifestation of the various spiritual factors; it refers to the fighting will and fighting spirit of the members of the army.

Social ideological forms constitute the main content of the spiritual factors of man in war, and they have the most important role in the morale of the army. The social ideological forms that influence the morale of the army are mainly political and legal thought, morality, art, religion, philosophy, and so on. These forms of social ideology, from different aspects and levels, by different paths and ways, act on the morale of the army to different degrees.

Political thought is the sum of the viewpoints and theories of people in class society on the social political system, political life, the state, classes or social groups, and their mutual relations. It is the most direct and most concentrated expression of the socioeconomic base and therefore stands at the core position among the social ideological forms and constrains the other forms of social ideology. Political thought directly upholds the political essence and political content of war, demonstrates the necessity and rationality of war, explains the aim of war, and expounds the relations between war and the social classes concerned. The nature and content of political thought show that it determines the most important question of the army’s morale, and this question is: why is war being waged? For whom is war being waged? Lenin, in explaining the heroic combat spirit manifested by the French in the bourgeois revolutionary wars of France, profoundly pointed out long ago that it was precisely this thought of a correct war aim that inspired the revolutionary masses of the French Republic to build heroic exploits against the outdated feudal system. Precisely because political thought plays a decisive role in the spiritual quality of people in war, the carrying through of political thought must, on the one hand, take the path of propagation and education of thought, and, on the other hand, rely on certain compulsory or semicompulsory means. Military-law thought, as the military form of legal thought, is the political thought that relies on violent means to ensure that servicemen fulfill in action what is the theoretical expression of the political essence and political-thought content of a certain war. Military law is a means of strengthening the morale of the army.

Ethics and morality are norms of conduct regulating the relations between people and between the individual and society. Morality is a spiritual force that acts by relying on social opinion, people’s beliefs, habits, traditions, and education; it excludes the element of compulsory violence of law, and replaces it with noncompulsory exhortation and guidance, playing a role that law cannot play.

The form of expression of ethics and morality in war is martial virtue. Martial virtue is the norm of conduct regulating the relations among servicemen and between servicemen and the nation, the state, and the class. Martial virtue is manifested in the individual serviceman as: deeply understanding the political essence and political content of the cause of war, deeply understanding the duty and responsibility that servicemen bear in war, never forgetting to cultivate through diligent study and hard training the various abilities needed for engaging in war, consciously throwing his whole body and mind into the cause of war. Not fearing difficulties, bravely sacrificing, taking the whole situation into account under any circumstances, strictly keeping discipline, obeying command, and maintaining flourishing fighting spirit and full confidence of certain victory. Martial virtue is the form in which the social class relations and political relations that appear as the political essence and political content of war are directly carried through, fully, minutely, and to a large extent fairly consciously, into the concrete conduct of servicemen.

The martial virtue of the army is an important spiritual force of war and a magic weapon for overcoming the enemy and winning; an army able to conquer in battle can never be without martial virtue. Li Guang, the famous general of the Han dynasty, garrisoned the frontier for over forty years in his life and fought the Xiongnu over seventy times. In his life he was clean and honest; the rewards he received were all given to his subordinates, and his food and drink were the same as the soldiers’. Where supplies were exhausted, when he came upon water, if the soldiers had not all drunk enough, he would not go to the water’s edge; if the soldiers had not all eaten, he would not taste food. Li Guang did not contend for merit, and he did not harm others. In the fourth year of Yuanshou of Emperor Wu of Han (119 BC), the General-in-Chief Wei Qing went north to attack the Xiongnu, and Li Guang followed the expedition as Front General. In one battle, because of losing his way he delayed the opportunity for battle, and Wei Qing pursued the investigation of responsibility. Li Guang said: “Losing the way was my fault; the others are not guilty,” and having said this, he drew his sword and killed himself. The martial virtue of servicemen is manifested still more vividly in the proletarian army. “This army has a spirit of unprecedented heroism; it wants to overwhelm all enemies and never yield to the enemy. No matter how arduous and difficult the circumstances, as long as there is a single man left, that man will continue to fight on.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 940) This spirit of courage and sacrifice which Mao Zedong extolled is precisely the living embodiment of our army’s martial virtue.

Art is a form of consciousness that reflects social life by shaping vivid images. Art influences social life by relying on the emotional appeal of the beauty of images. True art has not only a beautiful form but a profound ideological content. These ideological contents do not appear in the form of abstract concepts but in the form of concrete, typical, imaged, vivid forms, and therefore it is full of charm and can conquer people’s hearts emotionally. This characteristic of literature and art determines that the general path and manner by which it influences the army’s morale is: to present directly or indirectly, in concrete, typical, vividly imaged forms, the true or distorted political essence and political content of war, so as to influence the perceptual level of people’s consciousness and cause emotional change, making the political content of war permeate by gradual transformation, in people’s aesthetic enjoyment, into individual emotion and consciousness. According to the Records of the Grand Historian, “Annals of Xiang Yu,” Xiang Yu, the Hegemon-King of Chu, was surrounded by Liu Bang’s army at Gaixia, and “at night he heard Han troops all around singing the songs of Chu; King Xiang was greatly shocked, and said: ‘Have the Han already taken Chu entirely? How are there so many men of Chu?’” He suspected that all the land of Chu had been occupied by Liu Bang and the great tide was gone, and so he performed a historical tragedy, “the Hegemon-King bids farewell to his concubine.”

Religion is the fantastic, inverted reflection in people’s minds of those natural forces and social forces that rule over people. Religion “rules” people’s thought and action through the manner of belief in and worship of supernatural entities — gods. The nature of religion determines that, in circumstances where the political essence and political content of war sharply conflict with the fundamental interests of the broad masses of soldiers and people, it is especially necessary to rely on religion to maintain minimal morale. When people are deeply poisoned by the opium of religion, revolutionary classes or political groups also sometimes have to rely on the strength of religion to mobilize the masses to throw themselves into revolutionary war. In either of the above cases, religion manifests powerful spiritual force.

Philosophy, as a theoretical and systematic world view and the most general methodological principle, has a many-sided role in war, among which its role on the morale of the army is mainly manifested in two aspects: first, from the height of world view, methodology, and view of life, it constrains people’s fundamental attitude toward war. Philosophy provides general guiding principles for understanding and evaluating war, with the help of which people can recognize the essence of war and thereby adopt different attitudes toward war; second, philosophy provides the general methodological principles for observing and handling the various problems of war, helping people to understand and handle these problems wisely and even dialectically, and thereby exert an influence on maintaining, consolidating, and raising morale. For example, the great proletarian military expert and strategist Mao Zedong was extremely good at applying dialectical materialism to analyze war dialectically, and in any circumstances he was always full of optimism. The Chinese People’s Liberation Army, armed with Mao Zedong’s philosophical thought, is always full of confidence of certain victory in the face of any strong enemy and maintains high fighting spirit; it should be said that this is closely related to the scientific mode of thinking of dialectical materialism.

The various forms of social ideology each have their different contents, forms, and roles; only when the various forms are simultaneously carried out, coordinate with and supplement one another, can a powerful social spiritual force be formed. This is how the influence of the forms of social ideology on the army’s morale is realized. Among them political thought plays the leading role on morale, and the other forms all play their role, directly or indirectly, around the center of politics.

Psychological factors have an important role on the army’s morale in war, manifested not only in that they, together with social ideology, constitute the two basic aspects of fighting morale, but also in that social ideology can play its due role only when combined with people’s psychology and transformed into a psychological state. Psychological factors can again be divided into the two aspects of social psychology (group psychology) and individual psychology.

Social psychology refers to the sum of the common social sentiments, emotions, traditional habits, and daily norms of conduct of people of different social groups such as classes, strata, and national and occupational groups. Social psychology is the reflection of people’s relatively direct experience of social relations at the level of ordinary consciousness; it is a kind of social consciousness that is not profound, not systematic, not fixed in form, and not yet fully differentiated, with a strong emotional coloring. This characteristic of social psychology makes it closely connected with behavior and able to transform relatively directly into people’s perceptual behavior. For example, the soldiers’ love and hatred toward their own and hostile nations and classes, this national and class psychology, will generally naturally manifest on the battlefield as heroic spirit and heroic action in fighting and killing the enemy. The soldier condenses his passionate love for his own nation and class into love for his own army, company, and comrades-in-arms; he condenses his hatred of the enemy and of the nation and class of the enemy into hatred of the enemy army, thereby manifesting the spirit and action of heroically killing the enemy.

To make skillful use of social psychology, making it an important factor in deciding victory or defeat in war (battle), has accumulated rich experience in the war history of China and abroad. For example, in the Jin dynasty the general Liu Kun was besieged in a city by Hu troops, and in the moment of utter helplessness he suddenly thought of the Hu people’s homesickness and yearning to return home, and so he used this psychology of longing for home, three times ascending the city wall to play the Hu reed pipe. When the Hu troops heard the sound of the reed pipe, their fighting spirit dissipated, they had no heart for fighting and longed for home, and withdrew.

Individual psychology refers to the psychological state of the individual, such as the individual’s temperament, character, personal emotions, and characteristics of will, and so on. And individual psychology is the unique individual spiritual world of each individual as distinguished from the common state of social psychology. The existence of individual psychology shows that even people in the same position in social relations still have particular things in their psychology. Different people have different individual psychological characteristics, so that their behavior in war manifests as each particular: some are brave, some timid; some calm, some impetuous; some firm in will, some weak in emotion; some easygoing and cheerful, some rigid and melancholy; some honest and simple, some cunning and perverse, and so on. Quite clearly, these different individual psychological characteristics play different roles in war; one must be good at using their strengths, and be good at using psychological factors to raise combat effectiveness. What of the enemy? Wu Qi said: “Generally, the essentials of war are first to assess the enemy’s general and judge his talent; adapting to circumstances and exercising expedients, one then achieves merit without toil. If his general is stupid and credulous, he can be deceived and lured; if he is greedy and heedless of reputation, he can be bribed and ensnared; if he is light-minded and without plans, he can be worn down and trapped; …….” That is to say, one must “know the nature of the enemy general”; only when the enemy general’s temperament, disposition, and so on are fully understood and one “prescribes the medicine to fit the illness” can the opponent be defeated. In the Battle of Austerlitz, which Engels called a “strategic miracle,” Napoleon skillfully used the psychological characteristics of Tsar Alexander I of Russia. In October 1805, after Napoleon commanded the French army to annihilate a part of the Austrian army in the Battle of Ulm, he repeatedly frustrated his opponents, and on November 13 occupied the Austrian capital Vienna, and then turned his army north to continue pursuing the retreating Russian-Austrian allied army. Napoleon hoped to use a favorable opportunity to engage the Russian-Austrian allied army in decisive battle as soon as possible, but the farsighted Russian commander-in-chief Kutuzov insisted on waiting until the Prussian army formally joined the war before fighting the French, and continued to command the army to retreat, leaving Napoleon no way to strike. On November 22, Russia brought up nearly the Guards and other reinforcements, so that the allied army’s troop strength slightly exceeded the French army. Napoleon, who was pursuing with his army, learned of this situation, suddenly reined in his horse and did not advance, and a clever plan came to his mind. According to his in-depth understanding of Alexander I, this man did not understand military affairs at all and had a very strong vanity. Now that he had more troops than the French army, he would certainly feel that, as an august emperor with so many troops, to flee without fighting would be very embarrassing. Napoleon seized this psychological weakness of Alexander and at once ordered his troops to stop the pursuit and ordered the forward detachments to retreat. He also sent his aide-de-camp to see the Russian tsar, proposing a truce and negotiations, and requesting a meeting of the heads of the two states. At the negotiating table, though Napoleon refused the harsh conditions put forward by the Russian side, in the talks he gave the impression of lacking confidence and fearing to fight. This false appearance of French fear of decisive battle, created on the battlefield and at the negotiating table, indeed incited Alexander to grow arrogant and to pay no attention to the advice of Kutuzov and others, rashly engaging in decisive battle with the French army at Austerlitz. The result was that in only five hours over 30,000 men were annihilated by the French army.

The ideological and psychological factors of man in war are both distinct from and connected with, interpenetrating and acting upon, one another. Social psychology and social ideological forms are both reflections of social existence. Social psychology is an important source of thought for the social ideological forms of the time, and moreover, any social ideological form, in order to play a role, must always be combined with people’s psychology. A social ideological form cannot disregard people’s psychology, cannot fail to listen to the call of the masses, otherwise it cannot move people’s heartstrings and cannot arouse resonance among the masses. A social ideological form that is out of tune with people’s psychology can never become social consciousness that actually plays a role in real society.

The forms of social consciousness both depend on people’s psychology and exert an enormous role on people’s psychology. The forms of social ideology reflect the essence of social existence and social phenomena, and therefore are much more profound than people’s psychology. In exploiting-class society, the ideas occupying the ruling position are the ideas of the ruling class. In armies of exploiting classes, although the politics of the ruling class which they serve is out of tune in essence with the social psychology of the absolute majority of the members of this army, the soldiers themselves, and is even in conflict with it, nevertheless in many cases the ideology of the ruling class can still make the broad masses of the exploited class act for the interests of the ruling class. Quite obviously, without acknowledging the enormous influence of social ideological forms on social psychology, one cannot explain this historical phenomenon.

Individual psychology is also not something a person has innately and unalterably. The individual’s character, temperament, emotional characteristics, and so on are, in the last analysis, also created by social relations and are products of a certain social existence. This being so, social ideological forms and social psychology are by no means powerless in the formation and change of individual psychology. In China’s revolutionary war, we can see at any time that, after the long tempering of the practice of revolutionary war and the repeated edification of Marxist revolutionary theory, how great a change a person’s character, temperament, and emotional characteristics can undergo. The great furnace of revolution can make the timid become heroic and fearless; the weak firm in will; the arrogant modest and prudent; the rash and impetuous seasoned and calm; and so on.

In sum, social ideological forms cannot do without people’s psychology, and therefore they can move people’s hearts and play a role only when combined with people’s psychology and listening to the call of the masses; social ideological forms are also higher than people’s psychology, and therefore cannot merely passively reflect and comply with people’s psychology; they can strengthen psychology and change psychology. This internal connection of social ideological forms, social psychology, and individual psychology determines the mechanism of their role in war: ideology first, through exerting influence on people’s social psychology, then in turn influences individual psychology, and finally transforms into material force and is manifested through people’s behavior in war. To study this law in depth is extremely meaningful for our army to strengthen ideological and political work, raise the effectiveness of political education, and raise the political and spiritual quality of our army.

The “wisdom” of the spiritual force of man in war can be briefly expressed as people’s subjective ability to understand war and conduct war. This subjective ability is mainly determined by the level of scientific and cultural attainment, the correctness or otherwise of military science and its level, and the degree to which they are combined with the personnel taking part in the war, the ability and degree to which they are actually applied in war, and so on.

The level of science and culture is the most important knowledge foundation constituting “wisdom.” Science (including natural science and social science) is the knowledge system about the laws of nature and the laws of society. And the laws of war are in turn closely connected with the laws of nature. War as a social-historical phenomenon is constrained by social-historical conditions and social-historical laws. At the same time, those conditions through which the laws of war are realized cannot be free of constraint by the laws of nature. War as a violent contest is nothing but a contest of natural forces appearing in a certain social form for the sake of a certain political purpose (which in the last analysis is economic). Weapons and equipment are the embodiment and application of natural forces and natural laws in war; they are directly the materialization of natural-science knowledge, and also the materialization of social-science knowledge. For although weapons embody natural forces, they are not natural things. They arose to meet the needs of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. Once a weapon is produced, violent will is condensed in it. It is mastered by social people and used to destroy social people, reaching the political purpose of war. The essence of weapons is the instrument of class violence, concealing under the external shell of things the relation of bloody violent conflict among classes. In sum, the laws of social history and the laws of nature constrain the laws of war, and people’s mastery of war cannot be separated from a correct understanding of the laws of social history and the laws of nature that constrain the laws of war. This is the inner reason why social science and natural science can become the subjective ability and knowledge foundation by which people guide and conduct war, and can exert a profound influence on war from many sides.

The major influence of scientific and cultural knowledge on people’s subjective ability to guide and conduct war is manifested in that, to apply military theory, military-science thought, and the principles of strategy and tactics flexibly and skillfully to the practice of war also requires a broad and deep foundation of scientific knowledge. Sun Wu said: “Know Heaven and know Earth, and victory is inexhaustible.” (New Annotations to Sun Tzu’s Art of War, p. 104) This reflects how much the ancient military experts valued “astronomy and geography,” and from one side explains the role of knowledge in war. The Tang army’s commander-in-chief Pei Xingjian led an expedition against the Turks; during one march the troops first pitched camp at the mouth of a valley and the barracks had already been built when he suddenly ordered them moved to a hillock. No sooner had the troops moved the camp onto the hillock than wind and rain came together, and a mountain flood suddenly arrived. When the officers and men saw this scene, none did not sigh in admiration.

Ancient military experts still could not do without the scientific knowledge attainable at the level of their era; to command the modern and contemporary wars that are of ever-greater scientific and technical character requires still more broad and profound scientific knowledge. For example, in June 1944, the Allies were preparing to launch the Normandy landing operation; for the timing of the landing operation, there were special requirements for natural factors such as meteorology, astronomy, and tides: the strait could not have a gale or bad waves; the first wave of landing craft had to catch the rising tide; at full tide there had to be moonlight to ensure that airborne troops could identify targets, and so on. In June, there were only a few days that could satisfy the above conditions, and after June, the moon phase and the tide would force the Normandy landing action to evaporate. But after entering June the weather was always bad, so that the operation “Neptune” (code name) could not be carried out. Just when the Allied supreme command was nearly in despair, the meteorologist Stagg put forward a forecast, pointing out that a cold front was moving toward the English Channel, and that before the cold front passed and the low-pressure trough arrived there might appear a stretch of fairly good weather. This day might be June 6. And he further forecast that on June 6 it would be clear in the morning and turn overcast at night. Thus June 6 was set as the day of the Normandy landing. The result caught the Germans unprepared.

The more essential and more important role of scientific knowledge in guiding war is to transform scientific knowledge into man’s subjective ability, enabling the guides of war to creatively apply the military theory and methods of operations of predecessors and put forward new theories and methods. Napoleon, whom Engels called the incomparable military genius, had as an immortal feat in the history of military affairs that “he discovered the method of using broad armed masses correctly in tactics and strategy.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 7, p. 565) The putting forward of such new methods of operations of a revolutionary character is not the simple application of one or several kinds of scientific knowledge, but must be based on a deep understanding of the changes that the development of socioeconomics, politics, and science and technology brings to war — one must not only master the most advanced military technology but must also be able to appreciate the wishes and demands of the broad masses and be good at using the creations of the broad masses. This extraordinary ability of Napoleon, apart from his radical bourgeois political standpoint, can be said to have been forged by the vast knowledge in his mind. The subjects Napoleon was most interested in were: artillery theory, military history, mathematics, geography, philosophy, law, astronomy, botany; in addition he also liked novels, poetry, and travel writing. Napoleon held that all these were related to military affairs. The Italian general Douhet had a special sensitivity to science and technology: less than five years after the Wright brothers’ airplane came out, “the first aircraft had just begun to leave the ground,” and he foresaw the vigorous development of the air force and put forward the startling theory of “air war,” opening a brand-new road for later generations.

An army without culture is an ignorant army, and an ignorant army cannot defeat the enemy. Many countries in the world are now making active efforts to raise the scientific and cultural level of their armies and to improve the knowledge structure of army commanders. At present, among serving U.S. officers the number who have obtained degrees is over ninety percent. In the Soviet army, one hundred percent of officers at brigade level and above, over ninety percent of regimental-level officers, and one hundred percent of officers in the positions of first- and second-rank ship captains have received higher military education. In the four years at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, seventy percent of the time is for science and cultural education (of which sixty percent is science and engineering and forty percent liberal arts), and about thirty percent for military training. Throughout each school year, the study period at the academy is basically the study of science and culture subjects, and military training is mostly carried out in the summer vacation.

Scientific and cultural knowledge also plays an extremely important role in raising people’s ability to master and use modern weapons and equipment. In ancient war, people’s technical skill in using weapons (mainly cold weapons) could be obtained from simple experience. In modern war, people’s mastery and use of modernized, complex weapons systems depend on science and on scientific education and training. Because these ever more complex weapons systems are not the direct products of experience but the materialization of science. A modern serviceman, even the most ordinary land-army soldier, also possesses a certain scientific and cultural level.

Military science is the main content constituting “wisdom.” Military science is the theoretical expression of the essence and laws of war and is the methodology of war. The core content of military science is military thought, theoretical viewpoints, the science of strategy, the science of campaigns, the science of tactics, and so on.

The subjective ability to master war first of all depends on whether military science is correct. Correct, advanced military science is the broad road leading to victory; erroneous, outdated military science inevitably leads to the failure of war. The size of the subjective ability to master war cannot be separated from the level of military science; the side in war with a high level of military science has a clear subjective superiority over the side with a low level of military science. During the period between the two world wars, military technology made new progress, among which the most eye-catching was the development of the tank. French military theory at the time was slow to react to the influence on the battlefield of the progress of military technology represented by the tank. Especially toward the blitzkrieg by which the Germans made use of the tank’s high speed and assault power, concentrated troop strength, and acted quickly and in deep operations, it was as if blind. In campaign operations, France adopted linear defense, dispersing the army in various defense lines, attempting to block the German offensive across the board. In tactical operations, the French army’s tank regulations stipulated that armored troops should be deployed in “pocket” form to obtain the support of the infantry, and not that armored troops should be concentrated to deal with German armor groupings. When the German army carried out the assault, the thin-strength French defense line was easily broken through by the dense and rapid German tanks. The failure of the French army lay not in the organization, quantity, and quality of the French army, but in the obsolescence of the operational theory and military-science thought that stipulated the principles of using these troops.

“Courage” and “wisdom” among the spiritual factors of man in war are closely connected, and neither can be lacking. With courage and fortitude, in peacetime one can learn well all kinds of specialized knowledge and operational skills, and in wartime one can face danger without fear, so that “wisdom” obtains even better, and even better than peacetime, creative bringing into play. At a critical juncture some people can “think of a plan in an emergency,” while others not only cannot do so but even the technical skills and intelligent wisdom they originally possessed fly beyond the ninth heaven — here “courage” has played its role. War is a struggle of life and death, and especially needs courage and will. Once on the battlefield, if one is first crushed spiritually, then a belly full of strategy is as good as nothing. On the other hand, “wisdom” can also actively act on “courage.” “Wisdom” can strengthen “courage”; “the man of skill is bold” speaks of this principle; “wisdom” can make “courage” more lasting and more powerful. “Heroic resolution should be based on reason and wisdom.” (Clausewitz, On War)


	The mutual relationship of “man’s strength” and “man’s heart” in war. The human factor in war is both material and spiritual, the unity of matter and spirit, of strength and heart. Therefore, only within the mutual relationship of the material aspect and spiritual aspect of the human factor can the respective roles of the two aspects be accurately described and evaluated.



The material aspect of the human factor in war is the carrier and foundation of the spiritual aspect. Man’s consciousness is the function of the brain, which shows that man’s intelligence is directly built on the foundation of man’s material organs. And, moreover, man’s consciousness can play its role only through man’s material organs. On the other hand, the material aspect of the human factor cannot, apart from man’s consciousness, independently play any meaningful role; man’s spirit is the commander and soul of man’s material strength. Apart from man’s spiritual force, the material force possessed by man himself would undergo fundamental qualitative change and become a blind natural force. Man’s material force and spiritual force not only depend on each other but interact and transform into each other. Because of the inseparable connection of man’s material aspect and spiritual aspect, man’s spiritual activity, spiritual consumption, and spiritual burden are bound to transform into man’s material consumption and burden. The enormous spiritual consumption caused by highly tense spiritual activity requires corresponding firm physical strength to support it. The greater man’s spiritual consumption in war, the greater his consumption of physical strength. This means that, with the increasing role of the spiritual factors in war, the requirements on man’s physical strength become higher and higher. Superficially, modern war to a considerable extent is not a hand-to-hand struggle of human flesh and seemingly does not need sturdy physical strength, but in fact this is not so. No one denies that modern war to a great extent is a contest of intelligence; the weapons systems used in modern war themselves condense man’s enormous “heart’s blood,” and to operate, use, and command such complex weapons systems also requires a high degree of intelligence. Added to this, the enormous mental pressure caused, whether on the users themselves or on the enemy, by the astonishing power of these weapons systems puts people, not only in wartime but even in peacetime, in a highly tense spiritual state. This of course manifests the increase of the spiritual role in war, but it should not be forgotten that this enormous spiritual consumption needs to be compensated by man’s physical strength. Some have done comparative research on the consumption of the human body by mental labor and physical labor, and the results show that, generally speaking, the consumption of the human body by mental labor is much higher than that by physical labor.

In war, this person, as the unity of “strength” and “heart,” is not an abstract person but a person in practice, a living, fighting person. Therefore the people in war are, in reality, classes, nations, masses; are armies, commanders-in-chief, and soldiers. Now we shall go from the abstract examination of the role of man in war to a real, concrete examination.



II. The Army and the Masses


	The backbone role of the army in war. The army is the organized armed group the state maintains for offense or defense. The army is the main instrument and means of war. All the political, spiritual, economic, and military potential of the two belligerents must be manifested on the battlefield through the army, and in the end must all go through the army’s engagements to decide victory or defeat. Without an army there is no war; without an army it cannot be called war.



What basic factors, then, is the role of the army related to?


	The individual and the collective of the army. Viewed from inside the army, the strength of an army first of all depends on the relationship between the individual and the collective of the army. The army, as the instrument of violence of class struggle, is an armed combat collective composed of many individuals. Among the various human groups in human society, no group has such strict organization and strict discipline as the army, and none embodies and brings into play the strength of the whole so well as the army. But the collective of the army is after all composed of armed individuals. The fact that the wills and forces of the individuals fuse into one total resultant force does not mean that “these wills are equal to zero. On the contrary, every will contributes to the resultant force and is therefore included in this resultant force.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 37, p. 462) The strength of the army as a whole, as a resultant force, is again not the mechanical addition of the strength of the single individuals constituting this collective. The individuals of the army are organically combined according to a certain mode of organization, and according to the superiority or inferiority of this mode of combination, the strength of the army as a whole can be either far greater than or less than the simple sum of these single strengths. From this it can be seen that to describe the role of the army aptly one must analyze deeply the mutual relationship between the individual and the collective of the army, and the general structural mode of the army as the form in which this relationship appears.



On the one hand, the individual of the army depends on the collective of the army.

First, the collective of the army is the condition and mode of existence of the individual serviceman. The individual serviceman can exist only in the collective of the army; an individual apart from the army collective does not become a serviceman.

Second, the nature of the army collective determines the nature of the individual serviceman. The army is the instrument of violence of a class; whoever he is, as soon as he joins the army he obtains the quality of this instrument of violence. For example, the armies of all exploiting classes are the instruments of violence of exploiting classes and serve the political purposes and economic interests of exploiting classes. And the individuals who make up the army of an exploiting class are not all members of this class. In fact, the composition of any army of an exploiting class is, in the absolute majority, from the exploited class. These individual servicemen coming from the exploited class, however large their proportion in the army of the exploiting class, cannot thereby change the army of the exploiting class into an army of the exploited class; on the contrary, the class nature of the army collective of the exploiting class determines that each serviceman in it — whether coming from the exploiting class or from the exploited class — exists as an instrument of violence of the exploiting class.

Third, the army collective determines the bringing into play of the strength of the individual serviceman. The strength of the individual is insignificant, and enormous power can be brought into play only when it is gathered in the collective. The “lone hero” in war does not mean that the individual of the army can, apart from the army collective, bring his role into play alone, because they too were cultivated in the collective.

Fourth, the army collective enables the intelligence and wisdom and personality of the individual serviceman to develop. The army collective, as a kind of environment, has a great role in the cultivation and education of the individual. From an ordinary common man to a serviceman worthy of the name, this transformation can be realized only in the army collective. The army collective, like a furnace, forges the temperament, character, and the various talents needed for war of servicemen. Of course, armies of different natures plainly differ in the cultivation and bringing into play of servicemen’s intelligence and wisdom. The proletarian army creates the greatest possibility for the development of each serviceman’s personality and talent, whereas all the armies of reactionary decayed classes generally always restrict the full development and bringing into play of the individual’s intelligence and wisdom.

On the other hand, the individual serviceman also influences the army collective. The army collective in a certain sense also depends on the individual serviceman, depends on the role and contribution of the individual serviceman to the collective.

First, the most obvious fact is that the army collective is composed of individual servicemen. The army collective, as an existence of a certain quality, needs a certain quantity of individuals to maintain it; if the collective loses some individuals it can still exist, but if it loses them to a certain degree it ceases to be a collective.

Second, the nature of the individual serviceman (political quality, cultural level, personal character, and so on) constrains the mode of composition of the army collective. The organizational mode (establishment system) of the army collective is directly related to two aspects of factors: one is the quality and quantity of weapons and equipment; the other is the quality and quantity of the personnel composing the army. For example, modern weapons and equipment and the methods of operations determined by them require establishing the organization of combined armies (battalions, divisions, army groups); however, if the personnel composing the combined army — from commanders at all levels to ordinary soldiers — lack the scientific and cultural foundation knowledge, the related specialized knowledge, and technical skills necessary for commanding and operating these modernized weapons and equipment, then this advanced organization and establishment can hardly be set up or can hardly play its due role.

Third, the extent to which the individual serviceman’s strength and talent are brought into play also directly influences the combat effectiveness of the army collective. As we have already pointed out above, in the collective’s “resultant force,” each individual’s strength has made a larger or smaller contribution. The more fully each individual’s strength and intelligence and wisdom are brought into play, the greater the collective’s “resultant force”; and the reverse is also so. When we point out this general situation, we should also not exclude the situation in which, because of the unreasonableness of the organization and establishment of the army, the strengths of individual servicemen cancel one another out and can hardly be brought into play.

From this we can draw the conclusion that the mutual relationship of the army collective and the individual is one of the important objective grounds of the organization and establishment of the army. A scientific army organization and establishment should be an optimized system structure; such a system structure can ensure that weapons and equipment and personnel are combined in the most effective way, ensure that the strength of each individual serviceman existing as an element of the system is not only brought fully into play but also gathered to the maximum into the resultant force of the army collective, so that the army can bring the greatest combat effectiveness into play.


	Commanders and soldiers. Among the internal relations of the role of the army, besides the general relation of individual and collective discussed above, there is a still more real question, namely the relationship between commanders and soldiers.




	The commander is the brain of the army, and the soldiers need the commander. The commander is the organizer and guide of war. The role of the individual in war is manifested most prominently in the role of the commander. Because the army is a highly concentrated and highly mobile organization; because war is operational action under highly concentrated unified command; because victory or defeat in war is directly related to the guidance of war, and so on, these characteristics determine that the role of the commander as an individual in war is especially more prominent than the role of outstanding persons in other social activities. The commander’s prominent role is manifested directly in his role toward the soldier masses.



The guiding role — the commander politically and ideologically unites and educates the soldier masses and guides them to serve the political purpose of war. Commanders of different classes and in different historical positions have different ways of guiding the soldier masses to serve the political purpose of war. Generally speaking, the generals of progressive-class armies fighting for just war, because the political purpose of the war does not fundamentally conflict with the interests of the broad masses of soldiers, can tell the soldiers the true face of the war and achieve “the soldiers understand the general’s intention.” (Dengtan Bijiu, vol. 16) And the generals of all reactionary, decayed-class armies, because the war they conduct contradicts the fundamental interests of the broad masses of soldiers, do not dare tell the soldiers the truth of the war, and can only rely on means of deception and keep the soldiers ignorant to sell their lives for them.

The educating and training role — through education and training, cultivating in the soldiers all the political and spiritual qualities and military technical skills needed for war.

The inspiring role — to inspire morale and stimulate fighting spirit is a role of the commander that cannot be ignored. All outstanding commanders can attend at all times to the sentiments of the soldier masses and use every effective means to inspire morale. Cao Cao’s “gazing at plums to stop thirst”; Alexander the Great, when the whole army’s officers and men were extremely thirsty, in public pouring on the ground a cup of water that his subordinates had brought him, arousing the exaltation of the masses; the famous Russian general Suvorov, when Kutuzov’s headquarters, which had suffered setbacks and heavy losses in the attack on the fortress of Ismail, with low morale and expecting reinforcements, received an unexpected order: “No reinforcements. Appoint Kutuzov commandant of the Ismail fortress that has not yet been taken!” made the troops attacking the city as if they had taken a stimulant, and with one burst of spirit they took the fortress; Mao Zedong, when the enemy launched a large-scale attack on Yan’an and the situation was critical, refused to leave the base area but instead circled with the enemy right under his nose, commanding the battle, and gave the whole army and the people of the base area enormous encouragement. These facts all vividly embody the inspiring role of the commander toward the soldiers.

The commanding role — the commander is the organizer and commander of the soldiers. The commander organizes the soldiers into an integral force and throws this force into war in the most effective way. Without the commander’s commanding role, the role of the soldiers, and even of the whole army, is hard to realize.

From the above manifestations of the commander’s role it can be seen that the characteristics of the commander’s role determine that the commander must have great wisdom and great courage. The commander’s “courage” is mainly that in any complex situation he can judge the situation soberly and make up his mind heroically and decisively; at any critical juncture he can still calmly seek ways and paths of turning danger into safety; the commander’s “wisdom” is mainly in understanding the connection of objective conditions such as politics and economics with war, being versed in the laws of war, being well acquainted with the comparison of enemy and friendly strength and the other main constraining factors, and being good at flexibly applying war theory and the principles of strategy and tactics according to the actual circumstances of war.

Although the commander’s role is great, this role is not free of constraint by various social-historical conditions. The commander especially cannot play a role independently apart from the soldier masses.


	The soldiers are the foundation of the army, and the commander depends on the soldiers. The commander’s dependence on the soldiers is mainly manifested in:



First, the commander is cultivated in the practice of war with the soldier masses as its main body. Some commanders grew up directly from ordinary soldiers, such as the famous Han dynasty general of China Huo Qubing, the national hero of the Song dynasty Yue Fei, the bourgeois “favorite of Heaven” Napoleon, and still more the galaxy of proletarian military leaders of China; some commanders, though they did not grow up directly from the soldiers, from the grass roots, were by no means born generals either; they all, through broad and deep study of existing war experience, and especially the tempering of personally experiencing war, then possessed the talent of a commander. Therefore, in whatever sense, we can say that without soldiers there is no commander.

Second, the wisdom of the commander comes from the practice of war, and the practice of war, in the last analysis, is the practice of the soldier masses. The military theory and methods of operations the commander puts forward were never the commander’s individual wisdom but drew on the wisdom of many, and, in the last analysis, are the summation of the practical experience of the soldier masses. In ancient China there were already people who put forward “gathering the thoughts of the masses” (Bingjia Yaoling, “Shou Shan Pian”) as an “essential of the military strategists,” understanding that “one man’s view is limited, while the wisdom of the many is boundless.” (Binglu, vol. 1) Of course, owing to the limitations of the times and of class, they could not extend “the many” to include the soldier masses, at most only to the small circle under the general’s nose. By modern times, not a few outstanding military commanders of the bourgeoisie could consciously “gather the soldiers’ thoughts.” Napoleon often mixed among the soldiers, listening to their plans for attack and battle, and was called by the soldiers “the little corporal.” His successful command of several dozen great campaigns in his life cannot be said to have been unrelated to this. The great Russian military expert of the eighteenth century Suvorov, who was praised by the world as a talented master of great strategy, devised all kinds of ways to inspire the soldiers’ wisdom, forbidding the soldiers to say “I don’t know.” In his outstanding military thought he absorbed the views of many ordinary Russian soldiers and became the “great marshal” admired by the masses. In contrast to the commanders of all exploiting classes in the past, the proletarian military experts and military theorists, adhering to the line of thought of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, have most consciously and most thoroughly done “gathering the thoughts of the masses” and “gathering the soldiers’ thoughts.” The “three great democracies” system of democracy that Mao Zedong established for our army is its most vivid embodiment.

Third, the commander’s strength lies in the soldier masses. The commander has strength only when he is united with the soldiers; the commander’s guiding role in war can be realized only by becoming the combat action of the soldier masses. A commander apart from the soldiers is, at most, a “one-man enemy”; only a commander whose orders move the three armies is a “ten-thousand-man enemy.” The magnitude of the commander’s role lies not in whether he himself possesses “the courage that ten thousand men cannot withstand,” but in whether he is good at mobilizing and using the strength of the soldier masses. On this Lu Xun made a wonderful comment: “Once Napoleon crossed the Alps and said, ‘I am higher than the Alps!’ How heroic this was; but do not forget that behind him followed many soldiers; had there been no soldiers, he would only have been seized or driven back by the enemy on the other side, and his deeds and words would have left the bounds of the hero and fallen into the category of madmen.”


	The masses are the wellspring of war’s might. Mao Zedong pointed out: “The richest source of the immense power of war lies in the masses of the people.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 478) This decisive role of the masses is especially marked in their relationship with the army.



First, the vitality of the army lies in the masses. The army is the armed masses; the army comes from the masses, and the masses are the inexhaustible source of the army. Apart from the masses, the army becomes water without a source, a tree without roots, and its vitality stops. There is no army that can be long divorced from the people’s masses without ending in failure.

Second, the combat effectiveness of the army depends on the degree to which it represents the interests of the people’s masses. An army fighting for justice, because it represents or accords with the interests and wishes of the people’s masses, can obtain the support of the broadest people’s masses; for the soldier masses, that is, fighting for their own interests, they throw themselves into battle with the greatest enthusiasm, and such an army is invincible. In the domestic wars and the War of Resistance against Japan, our army fought bloody battles at the front, fighting with no thought of self, while the people’s masses at the rear stepped up production and leapt forward to join the army and support the front; this is the source of strength that our army draws on and uses without exhaustion. In contrast, an unjust army, going against the interests of the people’s masses, including the soldiers’ own interests, abandoned by the people, with disaffection and disloyalty within the army itself, can never have truly powerful combat effectiveness.

Third, the important factors that determine the army’s combat effectiveness — weapons and equipment, military supplies, and other material conditions — are produced by the masses. What kind of quality and quantity of weapons and equipment the army uses does not depend on the army itself but on the level of the productive forces; the laboring masses are the primary productive force. All weapons and equipment are made by the masses. The army is the armed people; the army needs the masses to provide not only weapons and equipment in enormous quantity but also military supplies in enormous quantity. One must not underestimate these things; without them the army cannot survive a single day. Therefore military supplies and logistic guarantee are also combat effectiveness. After Liu Bang, Emperor Gaozu of Han, obtained the world, in discussing merit and distributing rewards, he did not give first merit to Zhang Liang, who planned strategy within the tent, nor to Han Xin, who commanded the decisive battles, but to Xiao He, who, to use today’s words, was the “chief of logistics,” and his reason was: “To secure the state, to comfort the hundred surnames, to supply provisions, and not to cut off the grain routes, I am not equal to Xiao He.” (Records of the Grand Historian, vol. 2, p. 381) This is very perceptive, and from it one can see one side of the army’s dependence on the masses.




Section 3 The Relationship between the Human Factor in War and Other Factors

The relationship between the human factor in war and the other factors is the relationship between man and the realities of war. The other factors in war are numerous; relative to the subject of war (man), the other factors are all the realities of war. The nature of war, the organization and establishment of the army, its number, equipment and military-political quality, the economic and natural conditions, and international aid, and so on, are all the realities of war. The relationship between man and the realities of war is both a relationship of knowing and being known and a relationship of transforming and being transformed. In studying the relationship between the human factor and the other factors in war, we mainly study the relationship between man and the objective laws of war, the relationship between man and the conditions of war, and the relationship between man and weapons.


I. The Relationship between Man and the Objective Laws of War

To seize victory in war, correctly understanding the objective realities of war is the primary precondition. “The true task of cognition is to pass through sensation to thought and arrive at gradually understanding the internal contradictions of objective things, understanding their lawfulness.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 262–263) Whatever one does, if one does not understand the circumstances of that thing and does not know the laws of that thing, one does not know how to do it and cannot do that thing well. Not knowing the laws of war, one does not know how to guide war and cannot win battles.

The laws of war are objective and primary; they exist and develop and change independently of people’s consciousness. But man is not passive and powerless before the laws of war. Everything is done by people; war is conducted by people. On the premise of respecting the objective laws of war, people actively bring the role of the human factor into play and strive to understand and use the laws of war. The relationship between man and the objective laws of war is a dialectical unity, mainly manifested in:

First, the bringing into play of the human factor is constrained by the objective laws of war. The laws of war are objective and necessary, the basic trends that are determined and unchangeable in the course of war’s development, and people, to understand war correctly and conduct war and seize victory in war, must respect the objective laws of war and act according to objective laws. The more correct people’s understanding of objective laws, the more people’s actions accord with objective laws, the more people can reach the expected aim. To disregard the objective laws of war and blindly go it recklessly on subjective wishes will necessarily meet failure. Comrade Mao Zedong said: “If people want to obtain victory in their work, that is, to obtain the anticipated results, they must make their thinking accord with the laws of the objective external world; if it does not, they will fail in practice.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 261) At all times and on all occasions people must honestly act according to objective laws. The idea that war can be won simply by courage and reckless fighting is very wrong.

Second, on the premise of respecting the objective laws of war, one must bring the role of the human factor fully into play, and strive to understand and use the laws of war. The laws of war are objective; people cannot create laws or eliminate laws. But people can understand laws and use laws to serve their own purposes. Lenin said: “When we do not know the laws of nature, the laws of nature exist and act independently of our consciousness, making us slaves of ‘blind necessity.’ Once we have recognized this law, which acts independently of our will and our consciousness (Marx repeated this point thousands of times), we become masters of nature.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 2, p. 192) Once people have recognized the objective laws of war, they can judge the basic trend of the development of war, and thereby correctly formulate strategy and tactics, draw up plans and projects of operations, and seize victory in war step by step. Engels pointed out: “Social forces are, entirely like natural forces, …… once we have recognized them, understood their activity, direction, and effects, then it depends entirely on us to subject them more and more to our will and to reach our aims by means of them.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 319) On the premise of respecting the objective laws of war, whether one can seize victory in war depends crucially on whether the human factor is brought into play fully and correctly. If people do not fully bring conscious initiative into play, do not strive to understand war and conduct war, and sit still, the victory of war will not come.



II. The Relationship between Man and the Objective Conditions of War

Condition is a philosophical category with a broad meaning. In the world there is nothing that exists and develops in isolation; everything is in connection and development, that is, any thing and the things around it are conditions for each other, and for people to understand the world around them is to understand the conditions in which they live. For people to transform the world around them is to change their own conditions of life. Therefore the relationship between the human factor in war and the other factors is also the relationship between man and the objective conditions of war.

Laws and conditions are closely connected. The objective conditions of war determine the laws of war. Certain internal conditions and external conditions determine the laws of a certain thing. Where concrete conditions differ, the content of laws and the forms and results of their occurrence also differ. If the internal conditions of a thing undergo fundamental qualitative change, the laws that the original thing had cease to act and give way to the laws of the new thing. If the external conditions of a thing change, although the original laws still act, it also changes the form and result of the action of the laws; the war situation undergoes major change, leading to change in the laws of war.

Laws are objective; people can only understand and use laws. The reason people can use laws lies precisely in people’s being able to use and change the conditions of the objective laws on which they act, to make certain objective laws act according to the expected aim, and so make objective laws serve their own purposes. Marxism holds that the relationship between man and objective conditions in war is both materialist and dialectical. On the one hand, man’s activity is constrained by objective conditions; on the other hand, man’s activity can also, within a certain limit, break the restrictions of objective conditions and change and create new conditions.

First, people’s understanding of war and conduct of war are conditional, constrained by objective conditions. Understanding of war is constrained not only by the degree to which the contradictions of war itself are exposed, people’s war experience, thinking ability, reconnaissance means, and class position, but also by the fluidity, contingency, and uncertainty of war and the mutual secrecy of the two sides and other aspects, which bring great difficulties to people’s understanding of war. People’s conduct of war must be built on the foundation permitted by objective material conditions. War is a contest of strength. Without a certain material force, without weapons to arm people, war cannot be conducted. Whoever has more material force, whoever occupies the advantage, will probably seize victory in war. Zhu De pointed out: “What kind of battle to fight at what time, what kind of battle to fight at what place, what kind of battle to fight with what weapons.” This is materialism in war. To disregard the constraints of objective conditions and go it recklessly on subjective wishes will inevitably fail. In our country’s agrarian revolutionary war period, Li Lisan and Wang Ming blindly pursued “big action,” replacing objective reality with subjective fantasy, launched urban-centered uprisings, “striving for first victory in one province and several provinces,” fighting with the small and weak Red Army against the powerful Kuomintang reactionary army, and caused enormous loss to the Chinese revolution. Now the modernization and regularization building of our army has greatly improved, weapons and equipment have developed enormously, but compared with the armies of developed capitalist and imperialist countries there is still a great gap. The objective conditions of war determine that we can adopt only the strategic policy of “active defense.”

Second, in war, although people’s activity is constrained by objective conditions, yet, compared with man, the objective conditions of war are the negative, passive aspect, while man is the positive, active aspect; people can not only understand objective conditions and use objective conditions but can break the constraint of objective conditions and create new conditions.

Anything in the world develops and changes, and objective conditions too can change and cannot be changeless once and for all. Engels, in criticizing the naturalist view of history that denies man’s reactive effect on nature, pointed out: “To think that only nature acts on man, and that only natural conditions everywhere determine man’s historical development, forgets that man also reacts on nature, changes nature, and creates new conditions of existence for himself.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 551) That is to say, people’s activity takes part in the change of objective conditions; the natural world people live in today is not that self-generating, self-destroying “primeval world.” People everywhere in the natural world have left the imprint of man. The history of humankind is the history of continually creating new conditions of existence for itself, the history of continually changing conditions and creating new conditions.

War is an activity conducted by people. In war, people can, according to the needs of the laws of war and according to the understanding of existing objective conditions, change some objective conditions and create some new conditions, so that war can develop and change in a direction favorable to us. Victory in war is the result of existing superiority. The reason the small and weak revolutionary forces in history could defeat the large, advantaged reactionary forces was that the people’s masses fully brought into play man’s conscious initiative and continually created objective conditions favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy. By using local superiority to defeat the enemy’s local inferiority and gathering small victories into great victory, they seized the victory of revolutionary war. In a certain sense, war is a contest of people continually creating objective conditions favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy. Whoever creates more favorable conditions can obtain the advantage, strive for the initiative, and seize victory in war.



III. The Relationship between Man and Weapons in War

The objective conditions in war are complex and many-sided, and weapons and equipment are the most important among them. How to evaluate and understand the relationship between the human factor and the factor of weapons and equipment has long been an important question of unending dispute among people. It bears on people’s fundamental standpoint and attitude toward war and involves a series of fundamental principles of military science, especially of military dialectics.

Marxism holds that man and weapons are an inseparable unity in war. All armies are composed of the combination of man and weapons. Man and weapons constitute the basic elements of the army’s combat effectiveness. Man and weapons can manifest themselves only in combination with each other. People can become an army because they have mastered weapons. Weapons can become weapons because they are used by people for war. Man can engage in war only with the help of weapons and can realize his violent will; weapons can be used in war only with the help of man and can manifest their essence as instruments of violence. Disarming any army militarily means the disappearance of violence.

In the unity of man and weapons, the position and role of the two differ.

First, weapons and equipment have an important influence on the person (the army) in war. Weapons and equipment are not only the foundation of the army’s combat effectiveness but also the objective yardstick of its combat effectiveness. First of all, advanced weapons and equipment create the natural advantage of the army’s combat effectiveness. War is the confrontation of material forces; material force can be destroyed only by material force. Advanced weapons strengthen man’s material force and create the advantage of the army’s combat effectiveness. For example, in the Italian wars waged by France and Spain in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries for hegemony in Europe, because the Spaniards improved the “matchlock” and equipped their infantry with it to deal with the French cavalry armed with long spears and broadswords, the French army was put in a passive position. In the Battle of Pavia, the French army suffered a disastrous defeat and Francis I was captured. Engels said: “From then on, the superiority of the Spanish infantry began and continued for over a hundred years.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 368) Under modern conditions, advanced weapons and equipment have unprecedentedly risen in power, range, mobility, and level of automation. Whoever possesses advanced weapons occupies a certain advantage. The “nuclear deterrence strategy” trumpeted for a time by U.S. imperialism was precisely because it possessed more advanced nuclear weapons.

Second, weapons and equipment and their development determine and influence the change of the organization, establishment, strategy, and tactics of the army. The development of weapons causes the reform of the whole army; this is a universal phenomenon. The army’s development from a single arm to the modern many arms was at every step caused by weapons. Only with aircraft was there an air force; only with missiles were there rocket forces. The development of weapons also brings complexity of the battlefield situation and puts higher requirements on strategy, tactics, and operational command. Engels described in detail how, after gunpowder and firearms spread to the West, the progress of technology brought a revolution to the whole mode of operations. Modern weapons and equipment condense the achievements of advanced science and technology in every field, and inevitably cause enormous change in the organization and establishment of the army and in strategy and tactics.

Third, the development of weapons and equipment continually improves and raises the people who use and master them. With the development of weapons and equipment, operational personnel are inevitably required to raise their scientific skills and to understand advanced military technology in order to master modernized instruments of operations. Modernized, highly precise weapons require people to raise organizational discipline, closely coordinate, and be highly consistent, before the role of weapons can be brought into play. The enormous lethality and destructiveness of modern weapons will have a certain influence on people’s thought and psychology. The use of the atomic bomb in the Second World War frightened a part of the people, and this influence continues to operate even now.

On the other hand, weapons and equipment are dominated and mastered by people. Man is the subject that conducts war, while weapons are the means by which man conducts war. Engels pointed out: guns themselves do not move, and need brave hearts and strong hands to use them. (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 15, p. 232) Stalin: “Without people who have mastered technique, technique is a dead thing. With people who have mastered technique, technique can and certainly will create miracles.” (Problems of Leninism, 1971 edition, p. 581) Weapons serve people’s purposes and are dominated, controlled, and used by people. Whether weapons and equipment can bring their role fully into play in war depends on the people who use them. In war, people must take enormous risks and bring bravery and wisdom into play in order for weapons and equipment to play their role in war. Weapons and equipment without people to use them are a heap of dead things and cannot manifest the value of weapons and equipment themselves. Even the most modernized, automated weapons were produced to meet people’s needs and can play a role only when dominated by people. Weapons are attached to people and serve people, and play a role by relying on people’s physical strength and intellectual strength.

Weapons and equipment are made by people, and the superiority of the army’s weapons and equipment is changed by the role of people. Although the level of the productive forces is the objective foundation for producing weapons, what kind of weapons to produce and what kind of performance to give them are determined by people’s needs of war and by the level of science and technology. In order to seize victory in war and obtain the superiority of weapons and equipment one notch above others, people always strive by every means to produce and improve weapons. The performance of weapons embodies people’s intentions and wishes and is used to make up for people’s own shortcomings. In war, people not only produce and create the advantage or disadvantage of weapons and equipment but can change the advantage or disadvantage of weapons and equipment in the course of war. An army in an inferior position, by bringing the role of people fully into play, can not only make up for its deficiency in weapons but can seize the enemy’s weapons and equipment to arm itself. Defeating an enemy of superior equipment with inferior equipment is our army’s fine tradition and also an important guiding thought for future wars against aggression.

The relationship between man and weapons is the relationship between a living material entity with conscious initiative and a “dead” material entity. The advantage or disadvantage of weapons and equipment creates the objective situation of the advantage or disadvantage of the army’s combat effectiveness. Weapons and equipment have an important influence on the army’s organization and establishment, strategy, tactics, and technique, and on man’s thought. But man is the subject that conducts war; weapons are only the means by which man conducts war; weapons are made by man and can play a role only when used by man. Therefore, compared with weapons, man is the decisive factor in war. Engels pointed out: “It is men and not guns that win battles.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 15, p. 232) Comrade Mao Zedong said: “Weapons are an important factor in war, but not the decisive factor; the decisive factor is people, not things.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 437)




Section 4 The Decisive Role of the Human Factor in Victory or Defeat in War

The human factor plays the decisive role in turning the possibility of victory or defeat in war into reality.

In Marxist military theory, Mao Zedong discussed in a fairly systematic way the question of the role of the human factor in war. He pointed out that “the decisive factor is people, not things” in war. “Everything has to be done by people; protracted war and final victory will not appear without people doing it.” “Victory or defeat in war is of course determined by the conditions of the two sides — military, political, economic, geographical, the nature of the war, international assistance — but not determined by these alone; these alone are only the possibility of victory or defeat and do not themselves settle victory or defeat. To settle victory or defeat one must add subjective effort, that is, the guidance of war and the conduct of war, and this is the conscious initiative in war.” “The objective factors have the possibility of this change, but to realize this possibility, correct policy and subjective effort are needed. At such a time the subjective role is decisive.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 437, 445, 446, 454, 455)

Mao Zedong’s exposition clearly shows the decisive role of the human factor in victory or defeat in war. This “decisive role” refers mainly to the decisive role in the process of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality. Some comrades hold that the viewpoint of the decisive role of the human factor in victory or defeat in war conflicts with the philosophical principle that matter is primary, consciousness secondary, and matter determines consciousness. In fact, Comrade Mao Zedong’s exposition is precisely persisting in and developing dialectical materialist theory. He first affirmed that the possibility of victory or defeat in war is determined by the objective conditions of the two belligerents. People cannot pursue victory in war beyond the limits permitted by objective conditions. But possessing the conditions for striving for victory in war does not equal victory in war. War is conducted by people; sitting still, the victory of war will not appear. In the process of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality, the human factor played the decisive role. Without people’s effort, the possibility of victory will not become reality.

Possibility is a certain tendency and trend of the development of things. Any possibility has its objective basis. This basis is the objective laws of the development of things and the objective conditions that actually exist. The possibility of victory in war is determined by the laws of the development of war and the superiority of war-fighting strength. To turn the possibility of victory in war into the fact of victory in war is an extremely complex and extremely arduous matter. Because both sides in war are striving with all their strength to win, both are fighting desperately, contending in strength and contending in wits, repeatedly measuring each other, there appear many different circumstances in the process of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality. Events of war flash by in an instant: the situation changes in the twinkling of an eye, and often “one careless move loses the whole game,” and the possibility of victory becomes failure. Therefore, in the process of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality, the role of the human factor appears extremely important, requiring people to make a hundredfold effort and bring conscious initiative fully into play. If one does not strive to do it, or does it badly, victory will not appear. War has the possibility of victory, but whether one can win, whether it is victory or failure, the key and decisive factor is people’s effort.

The decisive role of the human factor in the process of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality is, generally speaking, mainly manifested in the following two aspects:

First, while the possibility of victory in war exists, the possibility of defeat also exists, and people’s effort and its quality decide victory or defeat in war. War is a life-and-death struggle carried on by two hostile sides; as long as the enemy still has the ability to wage war actively, as long as the enemy is still fighting, then not only does the possibility of victory exist, but the possibility of failure also exists. Lenin said: “Every battle contains the abstract danger of leading to failure, and apart from preparing for battle in an organized way there is no other means of reducing this danger.” (Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 5, pp. 446–447) An army possessing superiority in war-fighting strength, because morale is not raised, positive character and initiative are not fully brought into play, or because of illusion and negligence, improper military command and disposition, the possibility of victory can turn into defeat. An army in an inferior position in war-fighting strength, through people’s correct effort, can also see the small defeating the large and the weak defeating the strong. Therefore, people’s effort and its quality decide victory or defeat in war.

In any war there exist the possibility of victory and the possibility of defeat. Striving for the possibility of victory and preparing for the possibility of defeat, deploying our work starting from the worst possibility, is an important experience that our army accumulated in the long revolutionary struggle. It is a manifestation of our fully bringing the role of the human factor into play. Therefore Comrade Mao Zedong said: to prepare toward the worst possibility “is precisely a condition for striving for the good possibility and turning it into reality.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 742) Doing so, one can be prepared and free of worry; when the process of the bad possibility turning into reality appears, one can respond to the situation and retrieve the situation as soon as possible, so that the possibility of victory can be brought into play and not totally lost.

Second, among the many possibilities of victory in war, people’s choice of one of those possibilities and making it reality decides the face, manner, and result of victory in war. Because within war itself there exist different internal conditions and external conditions, different conditions form different possibilities. The realization of one of the possibilities means the other possibilities vanish with it. In this way people can create and change certain conditions to promote the realization of one of the possibilities and block the realization of another possibility, in order to reach the aim they expect. For example, the Liaoshen Campaign, one of the three great decisive campaigns in our country’s War of Liberation: the situation on the Northeast battlefield at the time was favorable to us; the Kuomintang reactionary army had only 550,000 men, and our army had one million. The enemy was cut up by us into three isolated areas centered on Changchun, Shenyang, and Jinzhou, and was in a predicament of either withdrawing or defending, undecided. Because our army resolutely carried out Mao Zedong’s policy of attacking Jinzhou, sealing Chiang’s army in the Northeast and annihilating it piece by piece, we obtained the great victory of annihilating over 470,000 of the enemy and liberating the whole Northeast. If Lin Biao’s proposal had been followed, attacking Changchun and pushing southward from the north, it would very probably have scared the enemy in Shenyang and Jinzhou into running, and driven the enemy out of the Northeast. Therefore, among the many possibilities of victory in war, people, according to their own aims, choose the possibility favorable to themselves and create conditions to promote the realization of this possibility; this choice and effort decides the face, manner, and result of turning the possibility of victory in war into reality.

In sum, man is the decisive factor in war. Only by bringing man’s conscious initiative fully into play can the possibility of victory in war be turned into reality.





Chapter 14 Strength and Weakness

The result of the joint action of the factors of war-fighting strength is that the comparison of the strength of the enemy and ourselves manifests itself as strength and weakness. Strength and weakness are an important pair of categories of military dialectics reflecting the dialectical movement of war-fighting strength; they provide the grounds for correct guidance in promoting the transformation of strength and weakness in war. Therefore, to study the pair of categories of strength and weakness has major significance in both theory and practice.


Section 1 The Meaning of Strength and Weakness, and Their Relativity and Absoluteness


I. The Meaning of Strength and Weakness

Strength and weakness, as general concepts of military science, mark the size in quantity and the superiority or inferiority in quality of war-fighting strength. Strength and weakness are organically connected and are the measuring mark of the comparison of the strength of the two belligerents. By strong we mean that the strength of one side in war exceeds that of the other; by weak we mean that the strength of one side in war is lower than that of the other.

The strength and weakness of war-fighting strength show themselves in comparison, and at the same time present changes of comparison in movement. In the former case it is mainly a static comparison; in the latter case it is mainly a dynamic comparison. In the static comparison there are generally two situations: one is the comparison of the history of war-fighting strength; the other is the comparison of its present state. In the dynamic comparison there are usually also two situations: one is the comparison of the actual movement of war-fighting strength; the other is the comparison of the trend of development of war-fighting strength. In the comparative analysis of the static and the dynamic, there are two further situations that must be examined: one is manifest war-fighting strength and latent war-fighting strength; the other is the quantitative aspect and the qualitative aspect of war-fighting strength.

Because the factors that make up war-fighting strength are many-sided and many-leveled, the concept of strength and weakness as a measure of war-fighting strength is also many-leveled and can be used within different scopes.

The concept of strength and weakness at the highest level is the concept that measures the whole of the war-fighting strength of the two belligerents. We know that the factors of war-fighting strength manifest themselves in war as a comprehensive war-fighting strength. The strength or weakness of this comprehensive war-fighting strength depends on the state of each war factor and the effectiveness produced by their interaction. The strength or weakness of the comprehensive war-fighting strength formed by the unity of these basic factors of war is the strength or weakness of the highest level of war-fighting strength, and may be called the strength or weakness of the overall situation of war.

The strength or weakness of the second level refers to the strength or weakness of the war-fighting strength of some local part of war. It too is composed of many elements. For example, in a certain campaign or battle, the quantity and quality of the armed forces directly taking part in the fighting, the quantity and quality of weapons and equipment, the superiority or inferiority of logistic support work, the command ability of commanders, and so on.

The strength or weakness of the third level refers to the strength or weakness of the constituent elements of war-fighting strength. For example, the strength or weakness of economic power, of political power, of military power, of the ability of subjective guidance, and so on.

In sum, strength and weakness can broadly be divided into three levels: the strength or weakness of the overall situation of war (strategically); the strength or weakness of the local part of war (campaigns and battles); and the strength or weakness of the various factors or elements of war. Only by adopting an objective viewpoint and a comprehensive viewpoint can one accurately grasp the meaning of strength and weakness and scientifically measure the strength or weakness of war-fighting strength.



II. The Relativity and Absoluteness of Strength and Weakness

To understand and grasp further this important category of strength and weakness, one must also analyze its internal dialectics. First, we examine the relativity and absoluteness of strength and weakness.

The relativity and absoluteness of strength and weakness mainly have two situations: one is the relativity and absoluteness of strength and weakness themselves; the other is the relativity and absoluteness of the comparison of strength and weakness.


	Strength and weakness themselves have both an absolute aspect and a relative aspect. The absoluteness of strength or weakness is mainly manifested in that strength or weakness is, from beginning to end, in absolute movement and change; whether as a whole or in its constituent elements, none is absolutely at rest; this is unconditional and absolute; strength or weakness is an objective existence, each takes certain objective conditions as its foundation, and each has its concrete, real content; this too is unconditional and absolute.



The relativity of strength or weakness is mainly manifested in this: strength or weakness and their constituent elements each have their own opposite, contain each other and interpenetrate; within strength there is an aspect of weakness, there are parts of weakness, there are elements of weakness. Within weakness too there is an aspect of strength, there are parts of strength, there are elements of strength. For example, any excellent weapon has weak points, an outstanding commander also has shortcomings, a well-trained army also has deficiencies, and so on; strength or weakness and their constituent elements, though in absolute movement and change, all have their relatively stable aspect, whether in quantity or in quality, and it is precisely this relatively stable aspect that provides people with the real possibility of understanding and grasping them; were it not so, they would become things that cannot be grasped; the change of strength or weakness and their constituent elements (apart from the absolute movement and change) is conditional. This condition is practice under subjective guidance. Practice under correct subjective guidance can make the elements of weakness and of near-weakness transform into strength, or make the elements of strength and near-strength become stronger; conversely, practice under erroneous subjective guidance can make the elements of strength and near-strength transform into weakness, or make the elements of weakness and near-weakness become weaker.

In sum, strength or weakness and their constituent elements themselves have both an absolute aspect and a relative aspect; they are a dialectical unity of absoluteness and relativity.


	The comparison of the strength and weakness of the enemy and ourselves has both an absolute aspect and a relative aspect. The absoluteness of the comparison of strength and weakness can broadly be divided into the following two situations:



The first: one side in war is, from beginning to end, in the position of the strong (absolute superiority), while the other side is always in absolute inferiority. For example, in the Second World War, in the wars against Austria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Greece, Germany was strategically in a position of absolute superiority, while these weaker countries of the time were in a position of absolute inferiority. This situation is not rare in war history. Viewed from campaigns and battles, the situation in which one side is in absolute superiority and the other in absolute inferiority is still more common. Most military experts who win battles create, locally (in a campaign or battle), a clearly superior or absolute superiority over the enemy. Sun Tzu’s Art of War advocates “if ten to one, surround him; if five to one, attack him” (“Attack by Stratagem”), the method of using troops, which means precisely creating absolutely superior troop strength in operations. Marx and Engels held that the secret of the art of war is concentrating troop strength; Lenin put forward that having overwhelming superiority at the decisive time and place is the law of military victory; Mao Zedong advocated concentrating superior troop strength to annihilate the enemy one by one; all of these speak of the principle of operational guidance of creating absolute superiority in campaigns and battles.

Among the many constituent elements of the strength and weakness of the two sides in war, some elements of one side may be in absolute superiority from beginning to end, while the other side is from beginning to end in inferiority. For example, the justness or unjustness of war, the allegiance of people’s hearts, the geographical environment of operating in one’s own or a foreign country, and so on, usually have great stability, and these elements, for the two sides in war, always have a fundamentally opposed character; therefore, in the comparison of these elements by the two belligerents, there is often an absolute character: the elements in which one side in war stands, from beginning to end, in the position of absolute superiority are often, for the other side in war, in the position of absolute inferiority. In the Sino-Japanese war, the progressiveness and justness of the war on the Chinese side and the abundance of international support determined by it, and China’s being a big country, with vast land, abundant resources, large population, many troops, and so on — these factors were on the Chinese side always in a position of absolute superiority. In contrast, the retrogressiveness and barbarity of the essence of Japan’s war and the scarcity of international support determined by it, and Japan’s being a small country, with scarcity of manpower, military strength, financial resources, and material resources, and other such factors, were on the Japanese side always in a position of absolute inferiority.

The second manifestation of the absoluteness of the comparison of strength and weakness is the absolute superiority and absolute inferiority at the end of the war. The relative strength and weakness of the two belligerents are, through the course of war, transformed into absolute strength and weakness; that is, the side that was in relative inferiority at the beginning of the war or campaign gradually develops and grows its own strength in the course of engagement, and at the end of the war or campaign is in absolute superiority; the other side, conversely, is at the end of the war or campaign in absolute inferiority. This situation is frequently seen in the war history of China and abroad. In the war history of ancient China, such famous great battles as the Wu-Chu battle, the Qi-Lu battle of Changshao, the Jin-Chu battle of Chengpu, Han Xin’s defeat of Zhao, the Chu-Han battle of Chenggao, the Xin-Han battle of Kunyang, the Yuan-Cao battle of Guandu, the Wu-Wei battle of Red Cliffs, the Wu-Shu battle of Yiling, the Qin-Jin battle of the Fei River, and so on, were all typical battle examples of winning victory by relative strength and weakness transforming into absolute strength and weakness. In Japan’s Warring States period (1467–1591), the famous warrior Takeda Shingen (at that time the feudal lord of Kai) commanded many great battles in which a weak army resisted a strong army, and all realized the transformation of relative strength and weakness into absolute strength and weakness and won victory. In the war history of modern and contemporary times, such typical battle examples are still more numerous. The French commander-in-chief Napoleon (1769–1821) and the Russian commander-in-chief Kutuzov (1745–1813) both brilliantly commanded some great battles, in the outcome of some of which the transformation of relative strength and weakness into absolute strength and weakness was realized. The Soviet patriotic war commanded by Stalin, and especially China’s domestic war and War of Resistance against Japan led by the Chinese Communist Party with Mao Zedong as its chief representative and many of their campaigns, are still more typical of the transformation of relative strength and weakness into absolute strength and weakness.

In sum, in the above two situations, the outcome of the war or campaign (excluding draws) is that one side is in the position of absolute strong one and the other side in the position of absolute weak one; the difference is that in the former situation the position of absolute strength and weakness of the two belligerents merely shifted without transformation, while in the latter situation this position of absolute strength and weakness was brought about by the transformation of relative strength and weakness.

The comparison of strength and weakness has, besides an absolute aspect, also a relative aspect. This relativity generally manifests itself in two situations:

One is that strength and weakness contain each other and interpenetrate. This situation mainly refers to this: when the strong and weak sides are compared, the strong side is not strong in everything, and the weak side is not weak in everything. The cause of this situation is that strength or weakness is the dialectical unity of its many constituent elements. The strong side is not strong in all its constituent elements; among them there must be some weak elements or aspects; the weak side is not weak in all its constituent elements; among them there must also be some strong elements or aspects. At the same time, strength or weakness and their constituent elements are both the unity of their quantity and quality, the unity of the dynamic and the static, and also the unity of manifest form and latent form. These situations are all the internal root that causes the relativity of the comparison of strength and weakness. For example, in a certain stage of the War of Resistance against Japan, overall or strategically the enemy was strong and we were weak, but within our weakness there was also strength, containing strength in politics, strength in the number of soldiers and people, strength in the geography and environment of operating in one’s own country, strength in war potential, and so on; on the Japanese side, within strength there was also weakness, containing weakness in politics, weakness in the number of soldiers and people, weakness in the geography and environment of operating in a foreign country, weakness in war potential, and so on. It can be seen that the comparison of strength and weakness is generally only relative and not absolute.

The second is that strength and weakness can transform into each other under certain conditions. The internal basis of the transformation of strength and weakness lies in the identity between them. Between strength and weakness, between strength and weakness and their constituent elements, and among the various constituent elements, there is mutual dependence, mutual connection, mutual inclusion, mutual interpenetration, and mutual pervasion. To turn this possibility into reality, the conditions for realizing the transformation must be present. These conditions are mainly and crucially the human factor, man’s conscious initiative in war. The human factor and man’s conscious initiative spoken of here include the quantity, quality, and degree of effort of the soldiers, commanders, and masses, and other aspects. In war history, under certain conditions, successful battle examples of the weak transforming into the strong and the weak defeating the strong can be picked up everywhere. For example, the Battle of Maling between Qi and Wei, the Battle of Yuyu between Qin and Zhao, Emperor Jing of Han’s pacification of the rebellion of the seven states of Wu and Chu, Han Xin’s Battle of Jingxing defeating Zhao, the battle between the Lulin army and Wang Mang’s army at Duyun, the Battle of Jifu between Wu and Chu, the Battle of Sarhu between the Later Jin and the Ming dynasty, and so on, were all successful battle examples of taking advantage of the enemy’s gap and the weak defeating the strong. Conversely, in the other situation, examples of the strong transforming into the weak and the strong being annihilated by the weak are likewise too many to enumerate.




Section 2 The Dialectical Process of Changes in Strength and Weakness

Whether it is the drifting of strength and weakness or the transformation of strength and weakness, both bring about change in strength and weakness. This change includes both the change of strength or weakness and their constituent elements themselves and the change of the comparison among them. The change in these two aspects is a unified dialectical process of quantitative change into qualitative change.


I. The Changes of Strength or Weakness and Their Constituent Elements Themselves

In the change of strength or weakness and their constituent elements themselves, there are both the drift of strength and weakness and the transformation of strength and weakness.

By the change of drift we mainly mean the accumulation or diminution of strength or weakness and their constituent elements, that is, the strong and its constituent elements changing toward the stronger, the weak and its constituent elements changing toward the weaker. In war, when one side expands its territory, airspace, and territorial waters, its population and resources, its army continually expands and grows strong, its military and political quality continually rises, its internal and external relations continually improve, its weapons and equipment continually increase and renew, and the efficiency of all the work of its army continually rises, and so on, these are all accumulations on the strong side. Conversely, there is diminution of the strong or accumulation of the weak. Whether it is the accumulation or the diminution of strength or weakness and their constituent elements, there are changes in quantity and changes in quality; in the change of quantity there are upward changes and downward changes; in the change of quality there are new qualitative changes and old qualitative changes. The concrete circumstances of these changes differ according to the differences in the circumstances of the various aspects. Mao Zedong, in works such as “On Protracted War,” made an admirable, penetrating analysis of this change of drift in the strength and weakness of war-fighting strength and its constituent elements, which can be called a model of analyzing the dialectical change of war-fighting strength.

By the transformation of strength or weakness themselves we mainly mean the transformation between the internal opposed aspects of strength or weakness and their constituent elements under certain conditions. This transformation has two basic situations:

The first: transformation between opposed factors. This transformation is either transformation among the strong factors, that is, strong factors becoming weak factors and weak factors becoming strong factors, such as the transformation of high and low morale, the transformation of good and bad internal and external unity, the transformation of the superiority or inferiority of military and political quality, the transformation of the good and bad of new and old weapons, and so on; or transformation between spiritual factors and material factors, that is, material things can transform into spiritual things and spiritual things can also transform into material things, such as the transformation between existence and consciousness, the subjective and the objective, and so on, in war; or transformation among the different participating personnel and units of one side in war, for example, the transformation between army and people, officers and soldiers, guerrilla units and regular army, local troops and field-army troops, and so on.

The second: transformation of the opposed components of different factors. This transformation mainly includes mutual transformation among the opposed components of the basic factors such as political, economic, military, and natural conditions, mutual transformation among the opposed parts of the various war activities, mutual transformation among the opposed parts of the various forms of war and methods of operations, mutual transformation among the opposed components of the various kinds of work of the army, and mutual transformation among the opposed components of the various qualities of the army and its personnel.

In the above process of transformation, there are accumulation and diminution of the strong aspect and also accumulation and diminution of the weak aspect. The accumulation of the strong aspect and the diminution of the weak aspect are upward changes, the consolidation and development of the strong; manifested mainly as: first, the increase, strengthening, and development of strong factors. For example, developing the economy, strengthening the national defense industry, renewing weapons and equipment, stockpiling sufficient grain and fodder, and so on; doing army building well, including a good organization, composition, regulations and systems, and good military and political training, and so on; doing well the relations between army and people, army and government, officers and soldiers, higher and lower levels, and so on. Second, the reduction and weakening of weak factors. For example, elite troops and simplified administration, strict economy, maintenance of weapons and equipment, reforming and perfecting the organization, composition, and various regulations and systems of the army that do not accord with reality, reducing non-combat casualties, reducing and overcoming unnecessary friction between inside and outside and between upper and lower, strengthening the weak links in the work of the army, and so on.

Conversely, the diminution of strong factors and the accumulation of weak factors are downward changes, the consolidation and development of the weak aspect, manifested mainly as strong factors being suppressed, weakened, or even crippled, while weak factors grow, spread, and are consolidated and developed. This situation is seen more in the armies of the unjust-war side and of the exploiting classes.

In the above changes, the various factors have both changes of quantity and changes of quality, and there are also qualitative changes caused by quantitative changes; quantitative change has its diversity, qualitative change has its diversity, and the mutual change of quantity and quality also has its diversity; in this diversity of change, two basic trends of change will arise: one is upward change (positive change), the other is downward change (reverse change). Positive change is the change that consolidates and develops the strong; reverse change is the change that consolidates and expands the weak aspect. Generally speaking, when the quantity of positive change accumulates to a certain degree, it inevitably causes positive qualitative change, which is the qualitative change of consolidating and developing the strong aspect; when the quantity of reverse change accumulates to a certain degree, it also inevitably causes reverse qualitative change, which is the qualitative change of consolidating and developing the weak aspect. Positive quantity and quality, reverse quantity and quality, and positive change and reverse change are all unities of opposites, manifested comprehensively as an interwoven and complex dialectical process.

For example, the increase of weapons and equipment, the expansion of army personnel, and the reasonable change of organization and establishment under conditions of fixed personnel, are all positive quantitative changes; while the improvement of the performance of weapons and equipment and the raising of the military quality of the army, and so on, are all positive qualitative changes. When these positive quantitative changes and positive qualitative changes accumulate to a certain degree, thereby causing a qualitative change of still greater degree, it will bring great change in the strong aspect of the army; conversely, the loss of weapons and equipment, the casualties of army personnel, and so on, are all reverse quantitative changes; while the poor performance of weapons and equipment caused by failure to maintain and repair them and the lowering of the quality of the army, and so on, are all reverse qualitative changes. When these reverse quantitative changes and reverse qualitative changes accumulate to a certain degree, thereby causing a qualitative change of still greater degree, it will bring great change in the weak aspect of the army. The change in this strong aspect and the change in the weak aspect interpenetrate and influence each other, manifested as a complex dialectical process of quantitative change into qualitative change constantly in a state of interaction.

The above is the dialectical process of the change of strength and weakness and their constituent elements themselves.



II. The Strength-Weakness Comparison of the Two Belligerents and the Change of Its Constituent Elements

Now let us analyze the dialectical process of the change in the strength and weakness of the two belligerents and their constituent elements; in this change there is both the drift of the strength and weakness of the two sides and the transformation of the strength and weakness of the two sides; drift and transformation are both realized under certain conditions and manifested as a unified process of quantitative change into qualitative change.


	The drift of the strength and weakness of the two sides in operations. By the drift of the strength and weakness of the two sides we mainly mean the drift of the comparison of strength and weakness based on the change in the strength of the two sides in the course of engagement, that is, one side is always strong and the other side always weak, and the position of strength and weakness of the two sides does not transform. The change in the drift of this comparison of strength and weakness mainly has the following four situations: first, the strong side drifts upward (abbreviated “strong upward drift change”), making its strength continually increase; the weak side drifts downward (abbreviated “weak downward drift change”), making its strength continually weaken. Second, the strong side drifts downward (abbreviated “strong downward drift change”), making its strength continually weaken, but it is still stronger than the other side; the weak side drifts upward (abbreviated “weak upward drift change”), making its strength continually increase, but it is still weaker than the other side. Third, the strong side undergoes “upward drift change” and the weak side also undergoes “upward drift change”; but comparing the strong and weak sides, the strong is still strong and the weak still weak. Fourth, the strong side undergoes “downward drift change” and the weak side also undergoes “downward drift change,” and both sides keep their positions of strength and weakness unchanged.



Although the “four drift changes” in the comparison of strength and weakness each have their different concrete circumstances, whatever the drift change, one thing is unchanging, namely that the positions of the two sides, strong and weak, do not transform; but within the unchanging there is also change, concentratedly manifested as the continual change of the comparative value of strength and weakness. This change in the comparative value of strength and weakness mainly has three situations: first, the comparative value of strength and weakness increases progressively and the gap in strength between the two sides widens; second, the comparative value decreases progressively and the gap in strength between the two sides narrows; third, the comparative value is a constant and the gap in strength is fixed.


	The transformation of the strength and weakness of the two sides in operations. Besides the change of drift in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides, there is also the transformation of the strength and weakness of the two sides under certain conditions. What is mainly discussed here is the transformation in which the two sides in war exchange their positions of strength and weakness. This transformation is common in the war history of China and abroad. In all cases where a weak country defeated a strong country and a weak army defeated a strong army, the process of transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides was gone through, and in the end this transformation was realized. The realization of this transformation must be preceded by conditions in at least three aspects: first, the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides in war is relative and not absolute, which is the foundation and precondition for the transformation of strength and weakness to be realized; second, subjective effort, the correctness of subjective guidance, and the full bringing into play of conscious initiative, which is the decisive condition that can turn the possibility of transformation into reality; third, it must go through the practice of war and through the operational activity of intense struggle between the two sides, which is the fundamental path to realizing the transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides. All three of these conditions are necessary conditions, and none can be lacking.



After the above three conditions are present, the transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides in war must also go through a process from quantitative change to qualitative change before the transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides, in fact, finally manifests itself. This is because the transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides needs a process in which a weak one becomes strong and surpasses the other, and a strong one becomes weak and falls below the other; this process is both a process of interaction of the strength of the two sides and at the same time a process of the transformation and drift of each side’s factors of strength and weakness; in this process, the weak one needs a process of accumulation of upward-changing quantity to continually change its position as the weak one, and the strong one also has a process of accumulation of downward-changing quantity to continually change its position as the strong one; when this accumulation of quantity on both sides reaches a certain degree, a fundamental change in the comparison of strength and weakness will occur. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “In the course of war, as long as we can apply correct military and political tactics, make no errors of principle, and exert our best efforts, the factors unfavorable to the enemy and favorable to us will all develop as the war is prolonged, and we can continue to change the original degree of strength and weakness between enemy and ourselves and continue to change the superior-inferior situation of enemy and ourselves. When a new stage is reached, a great change in the degree of strength and weakness and in the superior-inferior situation will occur, and the result will be that the enemy is defeated and we are victorious.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 429) This explains that the transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides in war needs long subjective effort and must go through a process from quantitative change to qualitative change.

This process has differences of length and of speed, and its length and speed depend mainly on the circumstances of the following aspects: first, the scale of the war and the intensity of the war, and so on; second, the comparison of the two sides in war and of their constituent elements; third, the degree of subjective effort; fourth, natural and other conditions; fifth, the state of weapons and equipment and other aspects.

In sum, the change of strength and weakness of war-fighting strength is a unified process of the interaction of various war factors and is a dialectical process of quantitative change into qualitative change. This process manifests itself as the drift of strength and weakness and their transformation under certain conditions.




Section 3 The Effects Produced by Changes in Strength and Weakness

The change of strength and weakness of the war-fighting strength of each side in war is the foundation constituting the comparison of strength and weakness of the war-fighting strength of the two sides. The change of strength and weakness themselves directly influences the change of the comparison of strength and weakness of the two sides; and the change of the comparison of strength and weakness in turn directly influences the course of war, the forms of offensive and defensive combat, the forms of war and their effects of realization, strategy and tactics, victory or defeat and outcome of war, and so on, and at the same time also, to a considerable degree, directly influences the war situation, the posture of operations, initiative and passivity, and so on. These reflect an important law of military dialectics, namely the law of the drift and transformation of the strength and weakness of war-fighting strength. Only by understanding the category of strength and weakness from the height of law can one deeply recognize and grasp its many-sided influences on war.


I. The Change in the Comparison of the Strength and Weakness of the Two Belligerents Basically Determines the Course, Victory or Defeat, and Outcome of War

The course of the development of war is the process of the interaction of the various factors of the two sides, and is the process of confrontation of the two hostile war-fighting strengths. That is to say, the most essential content of the real movement of war is the mutual action of the two hostile war-fighting strengths. Therefore the state of the movement and development of war basically depends on the change of the comparison of the strength and weakness of the war-fighting strength of the two sides. The state of the movement and development of war mainly includes the circumstances of these two aspects: first, the course of war and the trend of its development; second, the gain or loss of victory or defeat of the two sides and the outcome of war.


	The influence of the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides in war on the course of war and the trend of its development. Generally speaking, the speed of the development of war and the length of the course of war depend, apart from conditions such as the scale of war, the intensity of war, and weapons and equipment, mainly on the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides. If this change is rapid, the development of the war is fast and the course of the war short; conversely, the development of the war is slow and the course of the war long. In the Second World War, the wars in which German fascism invaded many weak and small countries developed very fast and their courses were very short, precisely because the strength of the two sides was extremely disparate and the change in the comparison of strength and weakness was rapid. Napoleon leading troops to attack Russia and Spain, Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union, and Japanese imperialism’s invasion of China were none of them accomplished at one leap. There are many reasons, of which the main one is that the strength of the two sides was not too disparate. Especially the circumstances of China’s domestic revolutionary war are still more typical. In the First and Second Civil Wars, the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides was slow, the war developed fairly slowly and its course was fairly long, going through more than a decade. By the time of the Third Civil War, especially the later period of the war, the change in the comparison of the strength of the enemy and ourselves was very fast; it had originally been estimated that the war would take five years, and the result took only three and a half.



The change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides in war, besides influencing the speed of the development of war and the length of the course of war, also basically determines the stages of the course of war. If the strength and weakness of the two sides undergo only change of drift and their positions do not undergo transformation, such a war usually has only one stage of development; such wars are seen mostly in the war history of large powers of disparate strength attacking small countries. In wars in which the positions of strength and weakness of the two sides undergo transformation, there are usually two situations. One is the war of two stages of development, that is, the first stage is the strong one attacking and the weak one defending; the second stage is the weak one becoming strong and attacking and the strong one becoming weak and defending. The other is the war of three stages of development, that is, the first stage is the strong attacking and the weak defending; the second stage is a stalemate in which the strength of the two sides is balanced; the third stage is the weak becoming strong and attacking and the strong becoming weak and defending. The Chinese people’s War of Resistance against Japan went through just such three stages of development.


	The influence of the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides in war on the outcome of victory or defeat of war. In the war history of China and abroad, any concrete war, however the war develops and whatever the length or speed of the course of the war, always has an outcome. The circumstances of the outcome are basically of two kinds: one is a draw (the two sides forced to make peace); the other is a victory and a defeat. Whichever it is, it is the result of the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two belligerents. In the former case, the reason the two sides are forced to make peace is mainly that the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides has reached a basic balance; neither side can quickly defeat the other, or neither side is willing to go on fighting. In the latter case, the reason there is victory and defeat is mainly that the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides has undergone a great change; the strength of one side greatly exceeds that of the other, so that the strength of the other side is extremely weakened to the point of collapse. In war history, the first situation is seen less, the second more.





II. The Change in the Comparison of the Strength and Weakness of the Two Belligerents Influences the Posture of Operations and the Military Action of the Two Belligerents

First look at the influence of the change in the comparison of strength and weakness on the posture of operations of the two belligerents. The posture of operations refers to the situation formed by the concrete deployment of war-fighting strength in war, mainly the framework jointly created by the disposition of troops and by action. The superiority or inferiority of the posture of operations is determined by many circumstances and factors, such as the strength or weakness of strength, the deployment of troops and the spatial-temporal relations of the two sides created by it, and the correctness and degree of preparation of subjective guidance, and so on. Here, the strength or weakness of strength is the most fundamental thing that creates the superiority or inferiority of the posture of operations; that is to say, the strength or weakness of strength is the objective foundation of superiority or inferiority. Generally speaking, the side that is strong in strength is often in a favorable posture in war, and the side that is weak in strength is often in an unfavorable posture in war.

The superiority or inferiority of the posture of operations of the two sides in war is not fixed and unchanging but is changing, either fast or slow. The objective foundation that determines this change is, in most cases, the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two sides. When a strong army becomes weak and is overtaken by the other side, the original favorable posture often turns into an unfavorable posture; and when a weak one becomes strong and overtakes the other side, it often escapes its original unfavorable posture and is in a favorable posture. It can be seen that the change in the superiority or inferiority of the posture of operations usually occurs accompanying the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of strength. During the Second World War, the war of German fascism against the Soviet Union and the war of Japanese imperialism against China both went through the process of the strong becoming weak and the weak becoming strong, and accompanying it the major change occurred in which the strong went from superiority to inferiority and the weak from inferiority to superiority.

Look again at the influence of the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides on the military action of the two sides. Military action unfolded in war is divided into initiative and passivity. This initiative and passivity of military action is usually inseparable from the strength or weakness of strength; the strength or weakness of strength is the objective foundation of initiative or passivity. In most circumstances, the side strong in strength holds the initiative of action, while the weak side is often in a position of passivity. However, the positions of initiative and passivity of the two sides are also changing. The objective foundation of this change is mainly the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two sides. When the strong becomes weak, the strong army often loses the initiative and is forced into passivity; conversely, when the weak army becomes strong it obtains the initiative and escapes passivity. Military commanders, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, in operations all strive for the initiative and strive to avoid passivity, and the basic stratagem used is to concentrate superior troop strength at the critical moment and the decisive place.

The situation in which initiative and passivity change with the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides broadly has two kinds: one is strategically; the other is in campaigns and battles. Strategically, the change in the positions of initiative and passivity of the two belligerents occurs accompanying the change in the comparison of the overall strength and weakness of the two sides. Generally speaking, for a weak army to become strong needs a fairly long process of development and growth of strength. For a strong army to become weak also needs a fairly long process of weakening of strength. Therefore the transformation of the strategic positions of initiative and passivity of the two belligerents usually needs a fairly long time and process. In campaigns and battles, the initiative and passivity of the two belligerents is clearly and directly related to the troops taking part in the campaign or battle and their use. The transformation of the positions of initiative and passivity of the two sides can be realized within a relatively short time and often occurs. One point should be affirmed: whether strategically or in campaigns and battles, the transformation of the positions of initiative and passivity of the two belligerents is based on the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides and its change.



III. The Change in the Comparison of the Strength and Weakness of the Two Belligerents Basically Determines the Formulation and Application of Strategy and Tactics

The formulation and application of strategy and tactics seem, on the surface, to be the result of people’s subjective will, but in fact are determined by the circumstances of the two sides in every respect, among which the main thing is the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two sides and its change.

First, the adoption of forms of war and forms of combat, and their mutual conversion and coordination, are all basically based on the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents and its change.

Second, the formulation and application of strategic, campaign, and tactical policies and principles of tactics are also basically based on the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents and its change; for example, the choice and coordination of the main and secondary directions of operations, the transfer, disposition, and use of troop strength, and the application of strategy and tactics such as dispersal and concentration, advancing in separate columns and joint attack, must all take into account the change in the comparison of the strength of the two sides. The policy of protracted war strategically and quick-decision battles in campaigns and tactics which Mao Zedong formulated in China’s revolutionary war, and the whole set of principles of strategy and tactics such as offense within defense, quick decision within protractedness, and exterior lines within interior lines, are all mainly based on the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents and its change.

Again, the conversion of strategy and tactics and their coordination likewise are basically mainly based on the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides. Generally speaking, a strong army often adopts the policy of exterior-line quick-decision offensive battle, while a weak army should usually adopt the policy of interior-line protracted defensive battle. At the same time, the adoption of military strategy in each important period of war and its conversion are also basically shifted according to the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents. For example, the process of China’s domestic war can broadly be divided into two strategic periods, before and after: in the earlier period, mainly guerrilla war; in the later period, mainly regular war. The process of the War of Resistance against Japan can also broadly be divided into two strategic periods: in the earlier period (including the two stages of strategic defense and strategic stalemate), mainly guerrilla war; in the later period (the stage of strategic counteroffensive), mainly regular war. Between the above two processes and four strategic periods there coexist three strategic conversions: the first, the conversion between the domestic guerrilla war and the guerrilla war of resistance against Japan; the second, the conversion between the domestic regular war and the guerrilla war of resistance against Japan; the third, the conversion between the guerrilla war of resistance against Japan and the regular war of resistance against Japan. The foundation of these military-strategic conversions, fundamentally speaking, is mainly the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents. In domestic war, if there had been no conversion from enemy strong and we weak to enemy weak and we strong, it would have been hard to distinguish the earlier and later strategic periods, and there would have been no conversion from domestic guerrilla war to domestic regular war; likewise, in the War of Resistance against Japan, if there had been no transformation of the positions of strength and weakness of China and Japan, it would have been hard to distinguish the earlier and later periods, and there would have been no conversion from guerrilla war of resistance against Japan to regular war of resistance against Japan; so too with China’s domestic war and the War of Resistance against Japan. In all wars in war history in which the positions of strength and weakness of the two belligerents were transformed, there must also exist change in military strategy.



IV. The Change in the Comparison of the Strength and Weakness of the Two Belligerents Basically Determines the Forms of Combat and of War

First look at the influence of the change in the comparison of strength and weakness on the forms of combat. Since war has existed, the basic forms of combat have been only the two of offense and defense. Which form is adopted in operations has an objective necessity that does not shift according to people’s will. The form of operations, seen on the surface, seems to be selected by the people guiding the war, but in essence it is determined by the objective circumstances connected with operations, mainly or concentratedly manifested in war-fighting strength, that is to say, the choice of the form of combat is based on war-fighting strength and takes the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two sides as its main basis. Generally speaking, the side strong in war-fighting strength often adopts the form of offensive combat; conversely, the side weak in war-fighting strength often adopts the form of defensive combat. If it is not so, it will often lead to failure, or the operational action of the two sides cannot obtain due victory.

The mutual conversion of the two forms of combat, offense and defense, is also based on the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides. The conversion of offense and defense is a common event in war, but it does not depend on individual wishes but is shifted mainly by the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides. When the strength of one side changes from weak to strong and surpasses the other, then the form of combat of defense is converted to adopting the form of combat of offense; conversely, the side changing from strong to weak can only be forced to convert from offense to defense. The situation in the Sino-Japanese War was just so. In the first stage of the war, the enemy was strong and adopted strategic offense, and we were weak and adopted strategic defense; in the second stage of the war, the strength of the enemy and ourselves reached a basic balance, and the two sides were in a state of stalemate; in the third stage of the war, the enemy, changing from strong to weak, was forced into strategic defense, and we, changing from weak to strong, carried out strategic offense. Our country’s War of Liberation was also so. In the early period of the war, the enemy was strong and we weak, the enemy carried out all-round strategic offense, and we adopted strategic defense; in the middle period of the war, the enemy, changing from strong to weak, was forced to change from all-round strategic offense to offense at key points, and we, changing from weak to strong, went from strategic defense to strategic counteroffensive; in the later period of the war, the enemy was weak and we strong, we launched an all-round strategic counteroffensive, and the enemy was forced into all-round defense until it completely collapsed.

Look again at the influence of the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two belligerents on the forms of war and the effect of their realization. Forms of war have diversity; the basic forms are mobile war, guerrilla war, positional war, and so on.

The choice and actual application of the forms of war are, besides being influenced by conditions such as weapons and equipment and geography, also greatly influenced by the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents, and sometimes even decisively. For example, strategically, under the circumstances where the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides is greatly disparate, and where geographical conditions are available, it is usually fairly suitable for the weak side to adopt the form of guerrilla war and not to adopt forms such as positional war with its imposing formations; under circumstances where the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides is not greatly disparate, forms of war such as positional war and war of attacking strongholds occupy an important position. China’s revolutionary war is a typical battle example of adopting different forms of war and continually converting forms of war on the basis of the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides. In the early period of the Second Civil War, because the enemy was strong and we weak and greatly disparate, our side could only generally adopt the form of guerrilla war, and obtained victory and obtained development and growth; but before this, because of failure to take into account this circumstance of the greatly disparate comparison of enemy and friendly strength, the form of war of attacking strongholds in large and medium cities was adopted, and therefore led to failure. Later, with the continual development and growth of our strength, the form of guerrilla war gradually passed over to the form of mobile war, and victory was also obtained; but because some people wrongly estimated the change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of enemy and friendly sides and insisted on adopting the passive defense of positional war, abandoning the active defense of elementary mobile war, they again brought loss and failure. By the time of the Third Civil War, because the strength and weakness of the enemy and ourselves were not too disparate, the basic form of war we adopted was mobile war; and with the change in the comparison of enemy and friendly strength and weakness, the forms of positional war and of attacking strongholds were also gradually raised to an important position. Mao Zedong, in the early and middle periods of the War of Resistance against Japan, clearly raised guerrilla war to a strategic position, which was also mainly based on the comparison of the strength and weakness of China and Japan.

The difference in the degree of effect of the realization of forms of war also depends mainly on the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two belligerents. Forms of war, according to the difference in the degree of their effect when realized, generally include the so-called war of attrition and war of annihilation. Usually, when the comparison of the strength and weakness of the two sides is greatly disparate, the strong side easily obtains the effect of a war of annihilation; when strength and weakness are equal or not greatly disparate, it is often possible to fight only a war of attrition. Because only when the comparison of strength and weakness is greatly disparate can the absolute superiority and initiative of one side be created and the other side placed in a condition of absolute inferiority and passivity, whereby a posture of encirclement of the weak side by the strong side can be created, making it easy to reach further the real effect of a war of annihilation; conversely, it is not easy to create a posture of encirclement, the effect of annihilating the other side is hard to obtain, and often only a war of attrition is fought.

In sum, strength and weakness are a category of military dialectics that measures the strength of the two sides in war, and an important category that reveals the lawfulness of the dialectical change of war-fighting strength and, determined by it, the lawfulness of the transformation of victory and defeat in war. To recognize deeply and grasp accurately this category has important guiding significance for both army-building and operations and will not lose its precious value in modern and future wars.






Part Four The Building of War Strength




Chapter 15 Military Strength and the Strength of the People

The building of war-fighting strength cannot be done by relying merely on what is done within war. In years of peace one should make good preparation in strength for future war. Otherwise, once war breaks out, one will be caught unprepared, and disaster will be upon one. “Plan ahead for the rain, and do not dig a well when thirsty”: this old saying is also entirely correct for the building of war-fighting strength.

Military strength is the strength that directly wages war, and the strength of the people is the foundation of military strength; the two are both opposed and unified, and together constitute the whole material foundation and spiritual strength of war. Therefore it is of the utmost importance to do well the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people. To understand and grasp the laws of the building of military strength and of the strength of the people, one must correctly understand and handle the relationship between the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people.


Section 1 The Meaning of Military Strength and the Strength of the People, and Their Organic Composition


I. The Meaning of Military Strength and Its Organic Composition

By military strength we mean the strength of military affairs in short; it usually refers to the strength that a state or political group can directly use for war. It includes both the quantity and quality of armed strength and the human, material, and financial resources that directly support war. It can be seen that military strength is a concept denoting the strength used directly for war, and directness and military character are its most prominent essential characteristics.

As to its content, military strength mainly includes strength in three aspects: first, armed strength; second, unarmed strength; third, economic strength. Armed strength usually again includes two parts: one part is the army, whose strength is concentratedly manifested as military power, mainly referring to the quantity and quality of the army’s personnel, weapons and equipment, and military engineering facilities; the other part is the armed masses, mainly including the quantity and quality of the militia, the people’s guerrilla units, and so on, that directly take part in the war. Among the unarmed masses taking part in war, the reference is mainly to the personnel who directly support war, such as the transport teams and stretcher teams organized by the masses, and so on, whose strength mainly depends on the quantity and quality of the personnel and of what is attached to them. Among the economic strength directly used for war, there mainly are material resources (that is, the production capacity of military industry, operational supplies, and grain, bedding, and clothing, etc.) and military expenditure, and so on.

It can be seen that military strength contains rich content of many aspects and many levels and is a unified entity synthesized from many factors or elements. These factors or elements both contain the aspect of their quantity and contain the aspect of their quality, being a unity of quantity and quality; at the same time they are in a state of relative stability and in a state of movement and change, being a unity of relative rest and absolute movement. In the state of relative rest of military strength and its constituent factors there are mainly two situations: one is the state of relative rest within the respective scope of each side in war; the other is the state of relative rest within the scope of the comparison of the two belligerents. Likewise, in the state of its movement and change there are also two situations: one is change within the scope of one side; the other is change within the scope of the two sides. The decisive condition producing these changes is the subjective factor, while it is also influenced by natural factors, and the fundamental path of change is military practice. From the above it can be known that military strength and its constituent factors or elements are both a unity of quantity and quality, are in a state of relative stability and a state of movement and change, and are at the same time a material entity containing spiritual factors. Military strength is the unity of its material factors and spiritual factors, the unity of its material strength and spiritual strength.



II. The Meaning of the Strength of the People and Its Organic Composition

By the strength of the people we mean the strength of the masses of the people in short; it refers to the nonmilitary strength that a state or political group can mobilize, mainly including the quantity and quality of residents and nonmilitary material resources, financial resources, and natural resources, and so on. It can be seen that the strength of the people is a concept denoting the comprehensive strength of nonmilitary manpower, material resources, and financial resources, and so on; in its relation to military affairs, indirectness and non-military character are its most prominent essential characteristics.

Among the various strengths contained in the strength of the people there are mainly two kinds: one is manpower, whose foundation lies in the quantity and quality of residents; the other is economic strength, including material resources and financial resources, and so on, whose foundation lies in conditions such as territory and resources and in the level of the productive forces. Among these two strengths there are both material factors and spiritual factors. It can be seen that the strength of the people is the unity of nonmilitary manpower and economic strength, and is also the unity of the spiritual factors and material factors contained within manpower and economic strength.

The strength of the people, like military strength, in itself and in its constituent factors or elements, is both a unity of quality and quantity, and at the same time in a state of relative stability and constant change, being a unity of relative rest and absolute movement.




Section 2 The Relationship between Military Strength and the Strength of the People

Military strength and the strength of the people, as two forms of strength, are both distinct and connected, both opposed and unified, both mutually exclusive and mutually interpenetrating, and under certain conditions transform into each other. In a word, the relationship between military strength and the strength of the people is a unity of opposites. Specifically:


I. Military Strength and the Strength of the People Are Opposed

The opposition between military strength and the strength of the people is mainly manifested in the following respects:


	Different in nature. The difference in nature spoken of here mainly refers to the difference in quality that they manifest with respect to war. This difference in quality is concentratedly manifested as the opposition of two aspects: the opposition of military character and non-military character; the opposition of violent character and nonviolent character. Generally speaking, military strength has a clear military character and an intense violent character, while the strength of the people does not. Usually, the strength of the people is a thing of non-military and nonviolent character. The reason military strength and the strength of the people have this opposed quality is mainly that their basic organic constituents have different qualities. What is at the core of military strength is armed strength and other material factors and spiritual factors used for military purposes, which necessarily determines the military character and violent character of military strength. As Marx and Engels pointed out: organized violence is first of all the army. The establishment and use of the army cannot do without a certain military purpose, and the other human, material, and financial resources directly used for war likewise have a clear military character and violent character. By contrast, what is at the core of the strength of the people is unarmed strength and the material factors and spiritual factors not directly used for military affairs; these things are not directly used for military purposes but are used for the whole of social life and for the undertaking of peaceful construction. Therefore the strength of the people usually does not have military character and violent character. Generally speaking, military strength is used directly for war and the strength of the people is used directly for construction. But under conditions of large-scale war, the strength of the people, while maintaining social life, will also be transformed to a considerable degree into military strength or used to support war. Of course, in peacetime, especially in periods of large-scale economic construction, military strength too will be transformed into the strength of the people and used to a considerable degree to support the undertaking of economic construction. It can be seen that this directness and indirectness are relative and not absolute.


	Different in foundation. The foundation of military strength is military potential, and military potential in turn has its source in economic potential, scientific-technological potential, spiritual-political potential, population potential, and so on; at the same time military strength also depends on the strength of the people (this question will be taken up concretely below). The foundation of the strength of the people is the economy, politics, human resources, natural resources, territory, and geographical environment, and so on, of the whole state or nation. It can be seen that the strength of the people has a broader and deeper foundation than military strength.


	Different in form. The form spoken of here mainly refers to the organization and the manner and method of use of military strength and the strength of the people and their organic constituents. It is well known that military affairs is a special domain, and war is a special form of social activity. As Mao Zedong pointed out: there is a set of special organizations and a set of special methods of war. Military strength, as the important real foundation by which war becomes war and can be carried on, must also have its own “set of special organization” and “set of special methods.” The strength of the people, because it usually has no direct connection with military affairs and war, does not have the special essence that military strength has, and therefore does not have the “set of special organization” and “set of special methods” that military strength has, but has a set of organization and methods of its own different from military strength.






II. Military Strength and the Strength of the People Are Unified

The unity of military strength and the strength of the people is mainly manifested in the following respects:

First, military strength depends on the strength of the people. This is mainly embodied in that military strength takes the strength of the people as its foundation and source. Generally speaking, if the strength of the people is strong, military strength is also strong; if the strength of the people is weak, military strength is also weak. Here is manifested the law that the strength or weakness of military strength depends on the strength or weakness of the strength of the people. On the other hand, a strong military strength can in turn make the strength of the people stronger. All of this manifests the consistency of the strength or weakness of military strength and of the strength of the people.

Second, military strength and the strength of the people interpenetrate. The difference between military strength and the strength of the people is relative and not absolute; there is no unbridgeable gulf between them; the two contain each other and interpenetrate. For example, within the strength of the people there are factors of military strength or factors that can be transformed into military strength, and within military strength there are factors of the strength of the people or factors that can be transformed into the strength of the people. Factors such as manpower, material resources, and financial resources exist in both military strength and the strength of the people and interpenetrate and can transform into each other.

In what are military strength and the strength of the people unified? They are unified in the material factors and spiritual factors of society. Specifically, they are unified in the manpower, material resources, and financial resources of society, and so on. For, fundamentally, whether it is military strength or the strength of the people, they both directly or indirectly have their roots in the basic factors that constitute human society. Therefore, in the last analysis, the basis of the unity of military strength and the strength of the people is the basic factors of human society, and the direct real form of this basis is manpower (including man’s spirit), material resources, and financial resources, and so on.



III. Military Strength and the Strength of the People Can Transform into Each Other under Certain Conditions

As stated above, military strength and the strength of the people both exclude each other and are connected, interpenetrate, and pervade each other. Therefore there is a concrete identity between them, and their mutual transformation has real possibility. The key question in realizing the transformation here is that certain conditions must be present.

The conditions of the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people can broadly be divided into two kinds: one kind is objective conditions; the other is subjective conditions. By objective conditions we mainly mean the preconditions created by the state of war or the state of peace of human society or of a state. There are two basic situations here: one is the state of war; the other is the state of peace. Under conditions of the former state, the transformation of the strength of the people into military strength becomes the main tendency, though in this situation the possibility of a part of military strength transforming into the strength of the people is not denied either. When large-scale war is about to arrive or in the course of war, the main participating states or political groups often mobilize the manpower, material resources, and financial resources of the whole state or nation and use them directly for waging war, even bringing all the work of the whole country onto a wartime track. During the Second World War, when the Soviet Union faced large-scale German military attack, Stalin, in his famous “Radio Address” of July 3, 1941, clearly put forward bringing “all work onto a wartime track” and, in war, exerting all efforts to use directly for war all the manpower, material resources, and financial resources that could be mobilized. In China’s domestic revolutionary war and the War of Resistance against Japan, the Communists with Mao Zedong as chief representative also mobilized all manpower, material resources, and financial resources that could be used and used them directly for waging revolutionary war. These are all successful typical cases of transforming the strength of the people into military strength under conditions of war.

Under the conditions of the latter state, the state of peace, the transformation of military strength into the strength of the people is also often very obvious and large in scale, of course often accompanied by the transformation of the strength of the people into military strength. Simplifying the army’s personnel to take part in local construction, compressing military expenditure for use in local construction, the army transferring technical equipment, military facilities and technical strength and a certain number of personnel to support the economic construction of the state, military industrial production transferring to civilian production, military technology transferring to civilian technology, and so on — all these are the transformation of military strength into the strength of the people. The Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese People’s Liberation Army attach great importance to the transformation of military strength into the strength of the people. In the war years they frequently carried out activities of supporting the government and cherishing the people. In the period of peaceful construction they pay attention to doing well the simplification and reorganization of the army and to cultivating talents of both military and local use. Comrade Deng Xiaoping pointed out in his talk at the forum of the Central Military Commission: “What is needed now is that the Party, government, army, and people of the whole country wholeheartedly obey this overall situation of national construction and take care of this overall situation. …… Whether it is the air force, the navy, or the Commission for Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense, all should consider releasing strength to support the development of the national economy. …… When the overall situation gets better and national strength is greatly increased, then doing a bit more of atomic bombs and missiles and renewing some equipment, whether in the air, at sea, or on land, will be easy at that time. Another is the cultivation of talents of both army and local use, which is also a question of taking care of the overall situation. …… The army cultivating talents of dual use is welcomed by the localities. If the work of the army cultivating talents of dual use is really done well, it will be easy for the officers and men of the units to be demobilized and transferred to local work.” (Building Socialism with Chinese Characteristics, pp. 71–72)

In peacetime, the transformation of the strength of the people into military strength is concentratedly manifested in three aspects: first, the state sets aside a considerable amount of military expenditure from the total income of the national economy, which is mainly transformation in terms of financial resources; second, the localities supply the army with various military supplies, such as raw materials and grain, which is mainly transformation in terms of material resources; third, the localities give the army sufficient troops and other personnel who directly serve the army, which is mainly transformation in terms of manpower. These three aspects and their transformation constitute the basic aspects and main content of the transformation of the strength of the people into military strength.

The conditions for the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people include, besides objective conditions, subjective conditions. By conditions in the subjective aspect we mainly mean people’s subjective effort or conscious initiative, which is basically manifested in the following three aspects:

First, whether it is the transformation of military strength into the strength of the people or the transformation of the strength of the people into military strength, the concrete implementation often must be based on the relevant policies, policies of the state, laws, and decrees. For example, the appropriation of military expenditure and its increase or reduction, the supply by the localities to the army of various military supplies and raw materials (or what is apportioned to the localities) and how much, the expansion or reduction of the army’s personnel, and the questions of mutual support between the army and the localities, and so on, often must be based on policy provisions that embody the will and interests of a certain class. These policy provisions are things in the subjective-guidance aspect.

Second, the concrete implementation of the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people often also needs certain concrete organizational forms, manners, and methods. For example, increasing personnel and organizing them into the army belongs to the transformation of manpower in the strength of the people into manpower in military strength. To realize this transformation, besides the general reliance on relevant laws and decrees, there must also be concrete manners and methods, such as hiring, compulsory conscription, and so on. In terms of the transformation of material resources there are also forms such as buying and selling, requisition, apportionment, supply, comforting, and soliciting contributions, and so on.

Again, the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people must ultimately be realized through practical activity under correct subjective guidance. Fundamentally, the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people is a process of man’s initiative based on practice. In this process one can neither do without the role of man’s initiative nor do without the practice by which man brings his initiative into play. Without doubt, whether it is transforming the manpower, material resources, and financial resources in the strength of the people into manpower, material resources, and financial resources in military strength, or doing the transformation the other way round, it can be realized only through practice under correct subjective guidance. Practice under correct subjective guidance is the fundamental path of the mutual transformation of military strength and the strength of the people.

In sum, the relationship between military strength and the strength of the people is a unity of opposites; they are both mutually distinct and mutually exclusive, both mutually connected and mutually dependent, and under certain conditions transform into each other. This relationship between them provides the basic grounds for strengthening the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people.




Section 3 The Building of Military Strength and the Building of the Strength of the People

The building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people are the concentrated embodiment and basic content of the building of the strength of the whole state, and are also the way to enrich the state and strengthen the army. The relationship of opposition and unity between military strength and the strength of the people determines that the relationship between the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people is also a relationship of opposition and unity, that is, the building of the strength of the people fundamentally determines the building of military strength, and the building of military strength also influences the building of the strength of the people; the two complement each other through opposition and, under certain conditions, transform into each other. That is to say, the building of military strength takes the building of the strength of the people as its foundation, and the building of military strength can also promote the building of the strength of the people; the building in these two aspects is a unified dialectical process; at the same time, the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people are again relatively independent, each having its own content and particular laws.


I. The Building of the Strength of the People

The main content of the building of the strength of the people: first, developing the social productive forces; second, raising the level of science and technology; third, developing natural resources and human resources. Here the most fundamental thing is economic construction; only by establishing a solid economic foundation can there be a strong strength of the people. Because the organic composition of the strength of the people cannot do without the foundation of the economy. For example, financial resources are themselves economy, and material resources and manpower are both based on the economy. In sum, the strength of the people cannot do without the foundation of the economy; if it leaves the economy, the strength of the people becomes a castle in the air and even finds it hard to exist in itself. Therefore the primary and key question in the building of the strength of the people is economic construction.

To do economic construction well, first is developing the social productive forces, including raising the level of science and technology; second is vigorously developing all kinds of resources, including developing human resources and intellectual resources; again is, according to the development of the productive forces, changing and adjusting in good time those things in the relations of production, social relations, and the superstructure that do not suit the requirements of the development of the productive forces, and at the same time formulating policies and laws and regulations that accord with the actual situation, and so on. All these are major questions bearing on economic construction. The understanding and handling of these questions, under different social-historical conditions, among different classes and political groups, have many different concrete situations. In general, among the exploiting societies and exploiting classes in history, the understanding and handling of these questions were often blind or of a low level of consciousness, and therefore economic construction and the building of the strength of the people determined by it were often not done well; while among the proletariat, the understanding is often deeper and the action more conscious, and therefore economic construction and the building of the strength of the people determined by it are also often done fairly well.



II. The Building of Military Strength

The building of military strength mainly refers to the construction of the armed forces (mainly the army) and of the military facilities of national defense industry (including military technology) and to the research and development of military scientific theory. Here the key thing is the building of armed strength; national defense industry and military facilities are the material foundation, and military scientific theory is an indispensable important condition. To strengthen the building of military strength, one should stress strengthening the building of these four aspects. Concretely, the building of military strength has the following contents and requirements:

First, building in weapons and equipment and other operational materials. In this respect it mainly refers to the quantity and quality, production capacity, maintenance capacity, reserves, and transport capacity of operational materials such as weapons and equipment. Therefore the building of military strength should stress raising these capacities, especially production, supply, and maintenance capacity. In the Second World War, especially on the Soviet-German battlefield, the Soviet Union provided valuable experience in this respect.

Second, building in the quality of the army and in reserve strength. In this respect it mainly refers to the quantity and quality of army personnel, including the army’s political spirit and national spirit, psychological quality, cultural level, military technical skill, and level of strategy and tactics, and so on, as well as the quantity, quality, and replenishment capacity of the reserve forces. Therefore the building of military strength should attend to raising the army’s quality in military, political, intellectual, and physical aspects and the replenishment capacity of reserve strength. The great majority of military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, laid very great stress on the training of the army and of the reserve strength. Among bourgeois armies, and especially proletarian armies, the training of the army is still more systematic and strict. In the building and replenishing of reserve strength, Engels highly appraised the conscription system flourishing in Prussia in the nineteenth century; the militia system commonly practiced by some modern bourgeois states, especially some proletarian states (for example China), has successfully opened up a broad road in this respect.

Third, building in the organization and establishment of armed strength. In this respect it mainly refers to the systems of the system, establishment, equipment, administration, discipline, mobilization, and so on of armed strength, and the manner of organizing the army in operations, and so on. These things are indispensable for army building and operations. Therefore the establishment, perfection, consolidation, and improvement of these things are very important.

Fourth, building in military science. It mainly refers to the two great categories of military theoretical science and military technical science, including military theory (including military dialectics), military thought, military principles, military science, military history, military technology, and so on; in modern or contemporary times there are also military geography, military operations research, military historiography, military psychology, military meteorology, military systems engineering, military statistics, military economics, military politics, and many concrete military technical disciplines. All these many-category, many-level military disciplines, each within its own scope of study, on the basis of summing up the experience of military practice, reveal the lawfulness of military affairs and its different sides and provide important theoretical guidance for understanding war, guiding war, and the building of armed strength. Therefore the building of military strength should not and cannot neglect the study and development of military science. On this question most of the military experts of history gave great importance to it. Many senior generals who studied books of war at night became a fine story in history. The classical writers of Marxism attached still greater importance to this question. They held that without military knowledge one cannot fight. The Soviet Union has consistently attached relatively great importance to the study of military science and has provided experience for reference.

Fifth, building in war preparation. The content of war preparation is very rich; besides the above items, one must also do well political preparation, economic preparation, military preparation, and ideological preparation. In terms of political preparation, it mainly is propaganda and education of public opinion in the political field, carrying out political diplomacy, and so on; in terms of economic preparation, it mainly includes the preparation of industry (among which mainly developing the energy industry, developing the metallurgical industry, developing the machinery industry, developing the national defense industry, and developing the chemical industry, light and textile industry, and food industry, etc.), the preparation of agriculture (among which mainly producing and storing the necessary raw materials such as grain, cotton, oil, and timber), the preparation of transport and posts and telecommunications, the stockpiling of strategic materials and building of consolidated strategic rear areas, and so on; in terms of military preparation, it mainly includes the preparation of the army’s expansion and mobilization (among which mainly drawing up the plan for the army’s expansion and mobilization, establishing a sound reserve-service system, determining the tasks and plans of expansion and mobilization, determining the manner of expansion and organization in the early period of war, and storing on the spot sufficient weapons and various operational materials, etc.), military logistic war preparation (among which mainly establishing a logistic guarantee system suited to war, strengthening the building of rear bases and logistic technical strength of the army, strengthening the building of logistic defense capability, etc.), the building of border and coastal defense and air defense (among which mainly strengthening the building of politics, economy, military affairs, culture, and so on in border defense areas and strengthening the preparation and building of people’s air defense and urban air defense, etc.); in terms of theater construction, it mainly includes the survey and planning of theaters, the construction of national defense engineering works in strategic defense lines, terrain transformation, communications, command, and communications facilities, and large depots, and also includes the theater construction of the main services and arms such as the navy, the air force, and the strategic missile forces, and the construction of base areas under conditions of guerrilla war, and so on; in terms of war mobilization preparation, it mainly includes the planning and deployment of switching to the wartime system, the mobilization manner, authority, and timing of switching to the wartime system, and the various mobilization work of switching to the wartime system, and so on.

Generally speaking, the building situation in each of the above aspects reflects the level of war preparedness of a state, nation, or political group, and at the same time also reflects and embodies, to a considerable degree, its ability to understand, guide, and conduct war. Therefore, to strengthen the building of military strength, one must do well the work in these aspects.



III. The Relationship between the Building of Military Strength and the Building of the Strength of the People

The building of military strength is the building of national defense, and the building of the strength of the people is mainly the building of the national economy. Therefore the relationship between the building of military strength and the building of the strength of the people is manifested as the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction.

What is the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction?


	Economic construction is the foundation of national defense construction. The state of a country’s national defense industry depends first of all on that country’s socioeconomic system and the level of development of its productive forces. To strengthen national defense construction, one must first strengthen economic construction. A rich country can strengthen its army. The reason the United States leads in certain fields of military technical strength is precisely that its gross national product reaches over three trillion dollars a year, and therefore it can take out more funds than other countries for the arms race. Some countries with a very low gross national product find it hard to take out many funds to research and test-make new-type weapons. The trial manufacture and production of all kinds of advanced weapons and equipment cannot do without the coordination of metallurgy, petroleum, chemical industry, machinery and electrical industry, light industry, textiles, building materials, and other sectors. If it leaves the development of the national economy, national defense construction becomes water without a source, a tree without roots. As early as 1956, Mao Zedong spoke of this principle in his article “On the Ten Major Relationships.” He said that in the world today, if we do not want to be bullied, we cannot do without the atomic bomb. “What is to be done? The reliable method is to reduce the military and administrative expenses to an appropriate proportion and increase the expenses of economic construction. Only when economic construction develops faster can national defense construction make greater progress.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, vol. 5, p. 271)


	National defense construction can safeguard and promote economic construction. To do economic construction one needs a peaceful environment. Without a certain national-defense strength, the enemy would come to our door to bully us and make us unable to carry out peaceful construction. Therefore, it seems that doing national defense construction costs some money and reduces the investment strength of economic construction. But this money must be spent. In the last years of the Qing dynasty, national defense strength declined, the imperialists vied in invading us, ceding territory and paying indemnities, making the Chinese people poor and the treasury empty; how could construction be done? After the founding of New China, we have had a strong national-defense strength, which guarantees that our people can carry out construction in peace. The promoting effect of national defense construction on the construction of the national economy is very great. The science and technology in the national defense industry, because of larger funds, better personnel, and better equipment, often develop faster than the science and technology in civilian industry. Contemporary atomic energy technology, space technology, laser technology, electronic technology, and so on were all first created and applied in the military industrial domain and then popularized to civilian industry. The activity of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army in cultivating talents of dual army and local use has already promoted, and will promote still more greatly, the economic construction of our country.


	To make national defense construction and economic construction promote each other, the two must be kept in an appropriate proportional relationship. If the proportion of national defense construction in the investment of the construction of the whole state is too small, economic construction is in danger of being interrupted by foreign enemy invasion (after the Second World War, Japan used the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty to spend only very little money on national defense construction and thereby made its economy develop fairly fast; this is a special case). Conversely, if the proportion of national defense construction in the investment of the construction of the whole state is too large, it makes large quantities of manpower, material resources, and financial resources unusable for developing civilian production, thereby lowering the speed of development of economic construction. National defense construction must be adapted to the economic construction of the state. How much this proportion should be, in order to be appropriate, differs under different historical periods, different countries, and different international situations. Some countries reach as high as fifty percent of annual fiscal expenditure, some as high as thirty percent, and some account for ten or twenty percent of annual fiscal expenditure. This must be determined concretely proceeding from reality. We are doing national defense construction in a country of one billion people and an economically backward one; to consider that the army’s needs cannot be separated from the possibilities of the state’s financial and material resources. Especially now, the national defense expenditure cannot be greatly increased, which still more requires that we consciously obey the interests of the overall situation and make allowance for the state’s temporary difficulties. In considering the various undertakings of national defense construction, one must consider the possibilities of financial and material resources; when a contradiction arises between need and possibility, one must make need obey possibility; things that are impossible should be resolutely postponed or not done; things within the scope of possibility should be resolutely done well.




To do well simplification and reorganization and carry out the policy of elite troops is an important measure for resolving the contradiction between national defense construction and economic construction. How many troops to maintain is constrained by the international situation and the state’s financial strength. From the world situation, a world war cannot break out for the time being; from the domestic situation, in order to strengthen economic construction, the number of troops maintained should not be too many; from the actual situation of the army, there indeed exist phenomena of bloated system, overlapping organs, people floating above affairs, and low efficiency, and if it is not reformed, it will inevitably hinder the modernization and regularization building of our army. Therefore carrying out the policy of elite troops is a positive measure; it both favors getting the national economy up as fast as possible and favors saving money to improve weapons and equipment, raise the combat effectiveness of the troops, and raise work efficiency. In it there is a dialectical question of quantity and quality. On the one hand, without a certain number of troops there is no quality in national defense; a certain number of standing armies is one of the marks of the state’s security. On the other hand, the number of the army is constrained by the state’s population, economic capacity, potential, and the military strength of the enemy country, and so on; going beyond economic capacity will instead lower the quality of the army. This is because, in pursuing simply the quantity of the army, one will inevitably spend the limited military expenditure too much on eating and clothing, and not be able to use more money to improve equipment. In such a situation, quality is instead lowered.

In sum, we should use the viewpoints of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, earnestly analyze the dialectical relationship between economic construction and national defense construction, resolutely carry out the strategic policy of the Party Central Committee, strive on the basis of the continual development of the national economy to strengthen national defense construction, and gradually build our army into a strong, modernized, regularized revolutionary army.






Chapter 16 Officers and Soldiers

The army is the armed group that carries out political tasks and is the core of military strength. To build a strong army is the fundamental guarantee for winning victory in war. Man is the effective strength of the army, and the effective strength of the army is composed of the two basic components, officers and soldiers. How the relationship between officers and soldiers in an army is handled has an extremely great influence on whether it can form a unified whole strength and bring combat effectiveness into play to the maximum. Therefore, handling well the relationship between officers and soldiers becomes an important question of the building of military strength.


Section 1 The Position and Role of Officers and Soldiers in the Army

Officers and soldiers are a pair of categories marking, in the effective strength of the army, the backbone and the foundation, the commanders and the commanded. Their positions and roles differ, but they are closely connected and together constitute the effective strength of the army.


I. The Distinction between Officers and Soldiers Is a Need of the Practice of War

Since war has existed, the two kinds of personnel of different division of labor, officers and soldiers, have appeared in the army at the same time and acted on the battlefield at the same time. All military experts and military theorists, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have attached importance to the position and role of officers and men in the army. The ancient Chinese military expert Sun Wu said: “Governing many is the same as governing few; it is a matter of division and number. Fighting a large force is the same as fighting a small force; it is a matter of formations and signals.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition”) That is to say, if one wants to manage and command an army as if it were one person, one relies on suitable organization and clear signals; this is a matter of regularity. The Weiliaozi says: “The general monopolizes the banner and drum. When facing difficulty and resolving doubt, wielding the troops and the blades, this is the general’s matter. …… The task of a single sword is not the general’s matter.” That is to say, the main duties of the commander-in-chief are issuing orders, making decisions at critical moments, and commanding the army. To take weapons directly to grapple with the enemy is not the commander’s matter but the soldiers’. (Weiliaozi, “Military Deliberations, No. 8”) Engels, in examining the history of the development of the army, held that the armies of the states of ancient Greece were the first armies with real historical record in organization and establishment, and held that handling well the relationship between officers and soldiers is one of the important questions of army building. (See Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 346)

The army’s division into the two basic components of officers and soldiers was not something people imagined at will but a need of the practice of war and was determined by the objective laws of war itself.

We know that among the factors of war-fighting strength the only one with initiative is man. But merely having people, even equipping them with weapons, does not necessarily form real combat effectiveness. For a mob cannot withstand a single blow. Any unorganized crowd cannot have unified will and action, and so not only cannot make strength undergo a qualitative leap but will instead destroy its own strength through unnecessary friction. The army is composed of many individuals. To condense the strength of single individuals and make them act according to a unified will, it is necessary to organize them according to certain principles, divide the work, and establish authority. Thus the two kinds of different personnel, mainly responsible for command, management, and for specially engaging in fighting, were differentiated.

Clausewitz said: “A man can directly command only a certain number of people. A commander-in-chief cannot possibly dispose and control each of fifty thousand soldiers in the appropriate position and instruct him what to do and what not to do.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 997) Therefore officers in the army are divided into different levels, and soldiers are assigned in different units. With the development of war and the renewal of weapons and equipment, the division of labor in the army has become ever finer. But the basic division of labor is still two kinds, that is, officers and soldiers.

Because war is cruel, sometimes in fierce fighting there appear some abnormal combat units. For example, when the officers of a grass-roots unit are sacrificed in battle, a certain soldier is temporarily designated to take charge; or sometimes a whole combat organization composed entirely of officers takes part in the fighting. In such a combat unit, as seen from the names of the members’ duties it seems to be simple, but as seen from actual position and role they are still two different kinds of personnel, that is, one part are the commanders — the actual officers; one part are the commanded — the actual soldiers. This is a form of mutual transformation of the positions of officers and soldiers under certain conditions and is not that there is only one kind of component.

Whatever the army, if there are only officers and no soldiers, or only soldiers and no officers, it will inevitably disintegrate. Whether in China or abroad, in ancient times, today, or in the future, it is so; this is an important law of army building.



II. The Distinction and Connection between Officers and Soldiers

Officers and soldiers are distinct from each other and also closely connected and inseparable. Only by analyzing their distinction and connection can one deeply understand each one’s position and role in the army. The distinction and connection between officers and soldiers are mainly manifested in the following three aspects:


	Managers and the managed. The officer, as the manager of the army, must manage both people and things. The manager spoken of here refers mainly to the management of people.



Management plays a very important role in human social life. Without management, production cannot be carried on; without scientific management, labor productivity cannot be raised. Management is also very important in the army. An army without strict management has no strict organization and discipline. An army lacking organization and discipline cannot, in peacetime, achieve that orders are carried out and prohibitions obeyed, and in wartime cannot deal with sudden events. Managing people is harder than managing things. To do well the management of the personnel in the army, a group of people who have combat experience, understand the laws of army life, and know the army’s regulations and orders must manage the army. This responsibility historically falls on the shoulders of the officers.

The personnel of the army are rather fluid. Especially the soldiers, charging and killing on the front line of campaigns and battles, must be young and strong, full of energy, and therefore cannot live in the army for a long time and need to be continually replaced. The transformation of a soldier from an ordinary man into a serviceman goes through a process. The completion of this process must go through strict management and education. The responsibility for this management is borne by the officers. After the soldiers have completed the transformation from ordinary people to servicemen, there is still a question of management.

The managing role of officers over soldiers is mainly embodied in the officers’ strict management of and strict demands on the soldiers, which favor the soldiers’ continually increasing knowledge, accumulating experience, and forming good concepts of organization and discipline, so that soldiers in peacetime obtain excellent results in their work, make few or no mistakes, and in wartime can complete their tasks while reducing casualties. At the same time, through strict management, the soldiers are brought into step with the officers to seize victory in war. Through the management of the officers, soldiers can not only become adept fighters, but some of them will become the backbone of army building.

The officer, as manager, plays a managing role toward the soldiers. At the same time, the soldier, as the managed, also exerts on the manager a reactive effect of supervision and promotion. This makes the manager, in a certain sense, at the same time the managed, and the managed, in a certain sense, at the same time the manager. One must by no means understand mechanically and rigidly the relationship of manager and managed between officers and soldiers.


	Educators and the educated. Generally speaking, the officer is the educator and the soldier is the educated. The officer acts on the soldiers in the capacity of educator. An officer is at the same time the soldiers’ instructor.



The officer represents the nature of the army. After soldiers come to the army, in order to enable them to carry out the army’s political line, the officer must conduct political education of the soldiers to raise the soldiers’ political quality, so that the political tendencies of a certain class can be carried through. War is cruel, and the combat life of the army is often hard and tense, and one or another ideological problem often appears. The officer, as the soldiers’ superior, must grasp the soldiers’ thoughts and sentiments, frequently educate the soldiers, solve ideological problems, and unite everyone on certain principles, to consolidate the combat effectiveness of the troops.

In order to raise the soldiers’ military quality and master the skills of fighting, the officer becomes the soldiers’ military instructor.

In terms of the relationship between the educator and the educated, the process in which the officer enters into relationship with the soldiers is also a process of educating and influencing the soldiers from the two aspects of teaching by word and teaching by example. But the soldier, as the educated, is not a negative, passive factor; the soldier, with different attitudes toward the educator, actively reacts upon the educator. Toward the officer’s education, the soldier either accepts it with willing heart and conviction, or does not take it seriously and treats it coolly, or collides with it face to face and refuses to accept it, or answers “yes, yes” to the face while behind the back still doing as before, and so on. These different attitudes of the educated toward the educator directly promote the educator to continually raise his level of education and improve his methods of education. However, whatever attitude the educated adopt, the educator, whether adopting compulsory means or positively guiding methods, must educate the soldiers.

The educator and the educated, as two contradictory aspects, can transform into each other under certain conditions. Viewed as a whole, the officer is the educator and the soldier is the educated. But in some respects the soldier can become the educator and the officer become the educated. Therefore, in education and training, one must both persist in officers teaching soldiers and advocate soldiers teaching officers. This is an individual exception in armies of exploiting classes, while in the people’s army it becomes conscious action.


	Commanders and the commanded. The officer is the commander who directs the soldiers in operations, and the soldier is the combatant who fights under the officer’s command. The officer, as commander, in peacetime and wartime always directs the soldiers to complete all the training for war preparation and all the operational tasks; the soldier, as the commanded, must obey the officer’s command. This is the absolute requirement of all army discipline. The army is a special organization; without unified will it cannot have unified action. Without unified action it cannot win battles. Therefore the practice of war requires that subordinates obey superiors and soldiers obey the officers’ command.



But the soldier, as the commanded, is not a machine that any commander can manipulate at will; he is a living person with subjective initiative, with emotions, and with will. In the process of accepting command, the commanded react upon the commander with their own behavior. Toward the command of an officer whom he respects and trusts, the soldier often does whatever he is told and goes wherever he is pointed. And toward the command of an officer whom he despises or does not trust, he is often suspicious, wavering, even resisting or openly confronting. The reactive effect of the commanded on the commander directly influences and even decides what kind of person is to serve as commander and how to command.



III. The Officer Is the Backbone of the Army and the Soldier Is the Foundation of the Army

The position and role of officers and soldiers in the army can be examined both from their mutual connection and distinction and from the position and role each has in the activity of the whole army. Only by comprehensive analysis can one deeply understand the position and role of officers and soldiers in the army. Examined from the aspect of the activity of the whole army, it can be seen that the officer is the backbone of the army and the soldier is the foundation of the army.


	The officer is the backbone of the army. Bloodshed of the army in war is unavoidable, and the death of people often occurs. New fresh strength must be continually replenished. Compared with other organizations, the army has greater fluidity. And the soldiers’ fluidity is still greater. As the common saying goes: “An iron-built camp, water-flowing soldiers.” The officer, compared with the soldier, has relative stability. The officer represents the nature and direction of the army and is the backbone force of the army.



In wars of the primitive state, weapons and equipment were limited, the scale was not large, and the army’s personnel were also not many. In operations, command was generally exercised directly by the commander-in-chief, and the main duty of officers at each level was to lead the soldiers in charging and killing. Their role was mainly in taking the lead and becoming the pillar of battle. In many wars of ancient times, it was often soldier against soldier and general against general; if the general won, the whole army easily won; if the general lost, the whole army easily lost. The officer’s backbone role in war is very obvious.

With the improvement of weapons and equipment, the increase of troops, the change of military systems, and the continual expansion of the scale of war, the requirements on the role of officers have also been raised. Because a vast army acts on the battlefield, graded command has become necessary. For the army to carry through a unified order to every soldier, it must go through the command of officers level by level. The question of consolidating the army is an important question faced by any army. Officers are not only the backbone in training and in operations but also the force relied on in consolidating the army organizationally. And through the officers’ ideological education of the soldiers, the army is consolidated politically. The officers represent the nature of the army.

The officer is the backbone of the army; having a large contingent of firm and reliable officers is one of the important marks of the army’s maturity. Without a large group of officers with good military and political quality, it is impossible to raise the army’s combat effectiveness.


	The soldier is the foundation of the army. The victory of all wars in the end depends on the strength of the soldiers on the battlefield. Engels said: in war the commander is important, but the soldier is especially important; “the influence of the commander is at most limited to adapting the mode of fighting to the new weapons and new fighters.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 206) The position and role of the soldier in the army, to put it in a sentence summed up by Mao Zedong, is “the foundation of the army is in the soldiers.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 478)



The soldier is the basic practical force of the army. All the army’s preparations concerning war, and the implementation of war plans and schemes, and so on, in the end must be completed by relying on the soldiers. Lenin said: “In any war, to whom victory belongs is in the last analysis decided by the sentiments of the masses who shed their blood on the battlefield.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 31, p. 117) Since ancient times, in any army and in any operational unit of an army, the number of soldiers has been large and basic.

The soldier’s role in war is first of all to use weapons to destroy the enemy. Without a broad body of soldiers, combat tasks cannot be carried out. In order to carry out combat tasks, logistic and support work must also be done by the soldiers. “Before the troops and horses move, the provisions and fodder go first”: in war since ancient times there has been no exception. In modern war, with the development of weapons and equipment, the number of logistic and support personnel will greatly increase. According to statistics, in the Korean theater the ratio of directly combatant personnel to rear logistic personnel in the U.S. Army was one to three. Besides this, whether combat units or non-combat units, all need to set up alert duty, guards, and logistic service, and these too are completed by the soldiers. In war it is necessary to rely on the soldiers to complete combat tasks and service; this is the objective law of war.


	Grasp the position and role of officers and soldiers within the connection between them. From the above analysis it can be seen that officers and soldiers are both distinct and connected; if there were no officers, the army, having lost its pillar, would inevitably be a sheet of loose sand; if there were no soldiers, the officers would become “bare-pole commanders” and the combat tasks could not be completed. Therefore, as an army, at all times, officers and soldiers are both indispensable. To exaggerate the role of officers inappropriately and belittle the strength of soldiers is a tendency of the idealist conception of history and is also a common characteristic of the military experts and historians of exploiting classes. Conversely, to deny the role of officers, exaggerate the strength of soldiers, and demand that everything be decided by the soldiers is a tendency of anarchism and extreme democratization. These two erroneous tendencies are both detrimental to the building of the army and are what we must especially guard against and prevent in building a revolutionized, regularized, and modernized army. Only by using the dialectical viewpoint to analyze comprehensively the position and role of officers and soldiers in the army can one handle the relationship between officers and soldiers well, do well the building of the officer contingent and the soldier contingent, and raise the army’s combat effectiveness.






Section 2 The Universality and Particularity of the Officer–Soldier Contradiction

As long as there is an army, there will be the distinction between officers and soldiers. Between officers and soldiers there always exists contradiction. But in different historical periods and in armies of different classes, the concrete manifestation of this contradiction is again each particular.


I. The Universality of the Officer–Soldier Contradiction

The contradiction between officers and soldiers exists in all armies and runs through all the activities of the army; this is the universality of the officer–soldier contradiction. Armies have always been armed groups organized to reach a certain political purpose. The mission of the army requires that all members of the army, especially officers and soldiers, be united as one and coordinated and consistent. The very fact of requiring consistency shows that there exists inconsistency. The aspect of inconsistency is manifested not only in the differences of individual experience, degree of education received, and interests, hobbies, thoughts, and feelings of officers and soldiers, but is also inherently contained in all the connections between officers and soldiers. Between officers and soldiers there are both consistency and inconsistency, and inconsistency yet requires consistency; this is the officer–soldier contradiction universally existing in all armies.

The universality of the contradiction between officers and soldiers is, first of all, determined by their different positions in the army. In daily life the officer is the manager and the soldier is the managed, and between managing and being managed there inevitably exists contradiction; in education and training the officer is the educator and the soldier the educated, and between educating and being educated there inevitably exists contradiction; in carrying out various operational tasks the officer is the commander and the soldier the commanded, and between commanding and being commanded there inevitably exists contradiction.

The universality of the contradiction between officers and soldiers is fundamentally caused by certain interests. The officer represents the nature and direction of the army; the various orders and instructions which he issues to the soldiers reflect the interests of the class, stratum, or political group to which the army belongs. The soldiers, in the practice of carrying out these directives, may at any time come into conflict with their own vital interests; they must not only pay labor but often face the choice of safety or danger, life or death. When the officer’s orders are consistent with the soldiers’ own class interests, through education the soldiers can be made to consciously sacrifice individual interests and obey the overall interest. When the officer’s orders are contrary to the soldiers’ own class interests, although the officer can for a time get his way with methods of deception and compulsion, this contradiction will in the end erupt.

Only with an overall understanding of the universality of the officer–soldier contradiction can one have a fundamental guiding method in handling the relationship between officers and soldiers and doing well the building of the officer contingent and the soldier contingent.



II. The Particularity of the Officer–Soldier Contradiction

The contradiction between officers and soldiers has different natures and characteristics in different historical periods and in armies of different classes. This is again the particularity of the officer–soldier contradiction.

Within the army of the slave-owning class, the officers were the sons of the slave-owning class, and the soldiers, apart from a part of petty slave-owners and free commoners, also included slaves. The slaves used in the army were both combatants and menials serving the slave-owners, and had no personal freedom. The officer–soldier relationship in the armies of the landlord class was slightly different from that of the armies of the slave-owning class. The soldiers were already peasants and not slaves, and the officers could no longer kill soldiers at will. But the officers’ rule over the soldiers was still very cruel. The officer–soldier relationship in bourgeois armies, though still a relationship of exploiting and exploited, oppressing and oppressed, was in form already different from that of the armies of the landlord class. It stipulated that officers and soldiers were equal before the law and that officers were not permitted to beat soldiers, and so on. The officer–soldier relationship in the army of the proletariat is a relationship of comradely division of labor and cooperation on the basis of fundamental identity of the class interests of officers and soldiers. This is the most progressive, most united officer–soldier relationship in history, the one most able to raise combat effectiveness.

Fundamentally speaking, there are two kinds of armies of different nature: one is the army of the exploiting classes; the other is the army of the proletariat and the laboring people. And there are two fundamentally different officer–soldier relationships, namely the officer–soldier relationship in armies of exploiting classes and the officer–soldier relationship in armies of the proletariat and the laboring people.

In the armies of exploiting classes, the officers are the direct representatives of the interests of the exploiting classes, the great majority of them coming from families of the exploiting class, while the broad body of soldiers almost all come from exploited laboring families. The soldiers’ own class interests are fundamentally opposed to the interests of the exploiting class for which they are driven by the officers to bleed and sacrifice. In such armies, the officer–soldier contradiction is, fundamentally speaking, antagonistic. The substance of the relationship between officers and soldiers is the relationship of ruling and being ruled, oppressing and being oppressed. When this contradiction develops to its peak, a “soldiers’ mutiny” occurs.

In the armies of the proletariat and the laboring people, officers and soldiers all gather in the army for a common goal and have common aims of fundamental identity of interest, and so the contradiction between them is, fundamentally speaking, non-antagonistic. Between officers and soldiers there is only a difference of division of labor and no distinction of noble and base; there is only inconsistency of some local interests on the basis of fundamental identity of interests and no fundamental conflict of interests. Here the class attribute of the army is consistent with the class attribute of the broad body of soldiers. Officer–soldier unity is the basic principle of the officer–soldier relationship in the army of the proletariat and the laboring people.

Not only does the nature and characteristics of the officer–soldier contradiction differ in armies of different nature, but in different periods of development of the same army the officer–soldier contradiction also has different characteristics. This too is to be noted in analyzing the particularity of the officer–soldier contradiction.

The officer–soldier relationship in armies of exploiting classes is, viewed as a whole, antagonistic, but in special circumstances there is also an aspect of consistency and non-antagonism. In the just wars which the exploiting class conducts during its period of ascent, the interests between officers and soldiers have consistency. For example, the army organized in the French bourgeois revolution of the eighteenth century included both proletarians and free commoners, whose interests were consistent with the bourgeoisie in opposing feudal absolutist rule. When a nation resists foreign aggression, in the army led by the exploiting class the officer–soldier contradiction also has its consistency. The basis of the might of national war of which Jomini spoke in The Art of War lies here as well. Sometimes an army of the exploiting class falls into some desperate situation in war, and at this time the interests of officers and soldiers may also unite, cooperate, and fight together. Sun Wu advocated: “Throw them into a position where they will perish, and afterward they survive; plunge them into a deadly ground, and afterward they live” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Nine Terrains”), which exactly makes use of this particularity of the officer–soldier contradiction within the exploiting class.

The armies of the laboring people also have different characteristics of the officer–soldier contradiction in different periods of development. Take the army led by the Chinese Communist Party as an example: in the war years the common goal of officers and soldiers was to win battles and seek liberation. The harsh war environment made officers and soldiers consider few personal matters; the difference in living treatment was small, and officers and soldiers shared joys and hardships, life and death. In peacetime, the officers have become professionals and have better treatment economically than the soldiers; the soldiers are conscripts or volunteers, still practicing the supply system, and after a short term of service they return to production when it expires; the officer–soldier contradiction has characteristics different from the war years. In addition, the officer–soldier contradiction of the army of the laboring people is, viewed as a whole, non-antagonistic, but within a certain scope, if it is handled badly, or if one side undergoes a qualitative change, antagonism may also appear; this too is a particularity of the officer–soldier contradiction.

In sum, in different armies, or in the same army at different periods of development, the officer–soldier contradiction will have different characteristics, with different content and forms of manifestation. Not understanding the universality of the officer–soldier contradiction, one will be at a loss and helpless in the face of the tangled and complex officer–soldier contradictions; not understanding the particularity of the officer–soldier contradiction, one cannot use concrete methods to resolve concrete officer–soldier contradictions. Only by grasping the officer–soldier contradiction from the combination of the common and the individual, seeing not only the universality of the officer–soldier contradiction but still more its particularity, focusing on characteristics and focusing on development, can one find the correct paths and methods for resolving the officer–soldier contradiction and do well the building of the officer contingent and the soldier contingent.




Section 3 Correctly Handling the Officer–Soldier Contradiction Is an Important Link in Raising Combat Power

The decisive factor of victory or defeat in war is people and not weapons, and the human factor in the army is composed of officers and soldiers. To raise the army’s combat effectiveness, the contradiction of officers and soldiers must be handled correctly.


I. The Close Union of Officers and Soldiers Is the Need of Preserving Oneself and Destroying the Enemy

The fundamental purpose of war lies in preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. The reason the officers and soldiers of an army are united is to complete combat tasks and seize victory in war. And to reach this aim, the army must possess fairly strong combat effectiveness. If combat effectiveness is strong, the enemy is destroyed and officers and soldiers live together; if combat effectiveness is weak, one is destroyed by the enemy and officers and soldiers die together. The strength or weakness of the army’s combat effectiveness is very closely related to the goodness or badness of the officer–soldier relationship. If the officer–soldier contradiction is handled well and there is concerted and cooperative effort, the army’s combat effectiveness can be raised; if it is handled badly and people’s hearts are not together, the army’s combat effectiveness will be weakened. Therefore, in order to raise the army’s combat effectiveness, it is necessary to make officers and soldiers not merely patched together but closely combined into one unified whole.

Military experts and military theorists, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have all attached importance to this question. “The seasons of Heaven are not as good as the advantages of Earth, and the advantages of Earth are not as good as the harmony of men.” (Mencius, “Gongsun Chou II”) That the ancients stressed “harmony of men” shows they recognized the importance of the army’s internal unity, especially the unity of officers and soldiers. They held that “when people’s hearts are level, a hundred times the multitude is as one person’s body.” (Dengtan Bijiu, vol. 13, “Jiaoxun”) “When spirit is in harmony, the heart is level; with a million soldiers it is like directing a single man.” (See Selected Ancient Chinese Military Texts, Military Science Press edition, p. 279) The officers and soldiers are united, “joyful like father and sons in a family, hand, foot, belly, and heart helping each other, seeking only the urgency of quickly pacifying the bandits.” (Selected Ancient Chinese Military Texts, p. 265) The meaning is that officers and soldiers, happily and cheerfully, are with one another like fathers and sons, brothers, and close friends, seeking only to quickly clear away the enemy.

The unity of officers and soldiers can raise morale. “The reason a general can fight is the people; the reason the people can fight is spirit. When spirit is full, they fight; when spirit is seized, they flee.” (Weiliaozi, “Zhan Wei, No. 4”) “Victory lies in establishing prestige; defeat lies in losing spirit.” (Huainanzi, “Teachings on Military Strategy”) All these say that when officers and soldiers are not in harmony, the army’s heart is dejected and morale is depressed, and there is no battle that is not lost.

“When high and low are not in harmony, though secure there will surely be danger”: when the officers and soldiers inside the army are not united, on the surface it seems that nothing is wrong, but in fact danger is hidden. The Ming dynasty Zhang Juzheng, after summing up historical experience, pointed out: “The ancients’ discussions of fighting also did not rely entirely on the elite of the troops, but especially on harmony between generals and soldiers. If in harmony, one can withstand a hundred; if not, though there be many, they cannot be used.” (Selected Ancient Chinese Military Texts, Military Science Press edition, p. 273) This is an experience summed up from practice. Mao Zedong took officer–soldier unity as one of the three basic principles of the political work of the people’s army.



II. General Principles to Be Followed in Handling the Relationship between Officers and Soldiers

Every army has officer–soldier contradiction, and so there are common laws to follow in handling the relationship between officers and soldiers. Generally speaking, the following principles should be followed:


	Officers should cherish and protect the soldiers.



Different armies, though they have different explanations of love, share this in common, that they stress that officers should cherish and protect the soldiers and that soldiers should care for their superiors. When officers and soldiers love each other and their feelings are in harmony, they can help one another in peacetime and fight with one heart in wartime.

The foundation of the army is the soldiers. Without the soldiers’ spirit of courage and sacrifice, even the most brilliant officers cannot win victory in war. But the soldiers’ spirit of courage and sacrifice does not arise naturally; only by cherishing the soldiers can their positive character be mobilized. All wise military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, though differing in world view and class standpoint, came to understand this truth from war. The famous general Wu Qi of China’s Warring States period sucked the pus from the boil of a sick soldier, and after the soldier recovered, he fought with all his strength and made a contribution to victory in war. The military experts of ancient China advocated caring for the soldiers from the following two aspects:

First, care for the soldiers’ own illnesses and hardships, so that they have something to rely on in life. “When a soldier has illness, trouble, or some matter unreported, visit and inquire at all times, and deal with whatever there is at once.” (See Selected Ancient Chinese Military Texts, p. 262) Sun Wu said: “Regard your soldiers as infants, and they will go with you into the deepest valleys; look on them as your beloved sons, and they will die with you.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Terrain”) That is to say, if officers look after soldiers as one looks after infants, they can go with them into danger; if they treat soldiers as beloved sons, they can live and die with them. But caring for the soldiers cannot be only coddling and doting, for such soldiers cannot be used; just as Sun Wu said: “If you are generous but cannot employ them, love them but cannot command them, and they are disorderly and you cannot rule them, they are like spoiled children and cannot be used.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Terrain”)

Second, care for the illnesses and hardships of the soldiers’ families, so that they have no worry behind them when they die. Since ancient times, the recruitment of personnel has broadly had the two systems of conscription and enlistment. The military experts of ancient China saw that, whichever system of recruitment, the soldiers’ families will have many difficulties that need to be resolved. Caring for the illnesses and hardships of the soldiers’ families can make them fight with peace of mind. “One who loves the people is strong; one who does not love the people is weak.” (Xunzi, “Debating Military Affairs”)

All armies stress that officers should cherish and protect the soldiers, but armies of different natures differ in essence in how they cherish and protect the soldiers. First, in terms of quantity: in the armies of exploiting classes, because of the class limitations of the officers, those who truly love the soldiers are a minority; in the revolutionary army of the laboring people, officers loving the soldiers is a universal phenomenon. As Zhu De said: “The ancients said: ‘One who can take the lead among the soldiers and share hardships and joys with the soldiers is a famous general.’ Those in history who lead troops and can do this are very few. The cadres in the Red Army are each a famous general; they can all take the lead among the soldiers and share hardships and joys with the soldiers.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 104) Second, in terms of quality: in the armies of exploiting classes, the officers cherish the soldiers in order to use the soldiers, the aim being to make the soldiers exert their utmost for the exploiting class; in the revolutionary army of the laboring people, the officers cherish the soldiers out of deep class feeling, the aim being to unite and defeat the enemy and be liberated together. To look dialectically at this phenomenon of officers cherishing soldiers, and to see the difference within the sameness, can raise the consciousness of officers’ cherishing of soldiers in the people’s liberation army.


	Soldiers should respect officers. The soldiers should respect the officers because the officers are the soldiers’ educators and commanders. Only if the soldiers respect the officers and obey the officers’ command can they act in unison in war. The soldiers’ sincere respect for the officers is premised on the officers themselves having the conditions to be respected. An officer who is respected by the soldiers is respected not only because he is the soldiers’ superior; more important is that in these officers there are many qualities admired by the soldiers. These qualities are many-sided, for example: possessing deep feeling, caring about the soldiers everywhere, considerate of the soldiers, regarded by the soldiers as an elder brother; possessing broad knowledge and deep military cultivation, continually giving the soldiers instruction, regarded by the soldiers as a teacher; possessing excellent character and work style, regarded by the soldiers as a model of cultivation; possessing a rather strong ability to think, judge, and solve problems, and firm will and a bold spirit, regarded by the soldiers as a capable man, and so on. And the most fundamental and most important is the ability to lead the soldiers in winning more battles. An officer who wins more battles will inevitably obtain the soldiers’ respect. In such an army the officer–soldier relationship will certainly be fairly good.



For an officer to lead the soldiers in winning more battles, he must set an example in peacetime. The Three Strategies of Huang Shigong says: “If the army’s wells have not yet been reached, the general does not speak of thirst. If the army’s tents are not yet set up, the general does not speak of fatigue. If the army’s stoves have not yet been lit, the general does not speak of hunger.” As an officer, what he demands that the soldiers do, he should himself first do; what he demands that the soldiers not do, he should himself first not do. When he himself violates discipline, he should also be dealt with severely. In the Three Kingdoms period Cao Cao of Wei stipulated that anyone trampling the wheat seedlings of the common people would be beheaded. Once he carelessly let his horse trample the wheat seedlings of the common people, and he also demanded to be beheaded; under the dissuasion of the generals, he himself cut off his hair in place of his head, to enforce discipline clearly, and obtained the soldiers’ respect. In war the officer must take the lead among the soldiers and share joys and hardships with the soldiers. At critical moments one must be calm and composed, and stabilize the army’s heart. In the course of war one must decide resolutely and command bravely. The American General Patton in battle not only came in person to the front line but also commanded resolutely, going out to seize victory, and the soldiers admired him, so that the soldiers of the troops he commanded seldom doubted and fought bravely. As an officer of our army, to make the soldiers admire, respect, and trust him, the fundamental path lies in continually raising, through one’s own cultivation and the tempering of the practice of war, one’s political, military, and technical quality and one’s organizing and commanding ability.


	Reward and punish strictly for both officers and soldiers. In order to win in operations, the army needs a high degree of concentration and a high degree of unity. For this, the conduct of officers and soldiers must be confined within certain norms. To reach this end, besides persuasion and education, the army has always stressed “clear rewards and punishments.”



Clear rewards and punishments can make officers and men do what is permitted and stop at what is forbidden, acting according to unified requirements. Xunzi said: “Advance on hearing the drum, retreat on hearing the gong, and obey orders to the end.” (Xunzi, “Debating Military Affairs”) “Those who obey orders are rewarded above the officers; those who violate orders are executed among the officers; therefore men of courage and strength do not offend one another.” (Sima Fa, “The Meaning of the Son of Heaven, No. 2”) Giving generous rewards to those who resolutely carry out orders and giving severe sanctions to those who defy orders will make even those with courage and strength not dare to offend one another, and thereby safeguard the relationship of command and being commanded between officers and men.

Clear rewards and punishments enable the officer both to demand strictly of himself and to manage the soldiers strictly; enable the soldiers both to demand strictly of themselves and to supervise the officers. “Rewards should not be delayed, so that people may quickly gain the benefit of doing good; punishments should not be passed over, so that people may quickly see the harm of doing wrong.” (Sima Fa, “The Meaning of the Son of Heaven, No. 2”) That is to say, reward in good time so that everyone can quickly know the benefit of doing good things; punish on the spot so that everyone can quickly see the harm of doing bad things, and then officers and men will carry out orders and prohibitions and will establish many victories in battle. An army that, when rewards are due, does not reward, when punishments are due, does not punish, does not distinguish good from evil, will find that officers are not like officers and soldiers not like soldiers, officers cannot control soldiers and soldiers do not obey officers’ management, with disaffection and disloyalty and lacking combat effectiveness.

Clear rewards and punishments, to maintain army discipline, must treat all alike. Not only must soldiers be strict, but officers must be stricter still. One must not fail to reward merit because of so-called low birth, nor fail to punish fault because of so-called noble birth; not because there was fault in the past but there is merit now fail to reward, nor because there was merit in the past but fault now fail to punish, nor because there was fault in the past but merit now fail to reward. In the armies of exploiting classes, although in essence they cannot treat all alike, a clever officer also demands this. The armies of many countries have made rewards and punishments strict, legalized, and institutionalized, which has played a good effect in raising the army’s combat effectiveness. The army of the proletariat can do better in this respect than any army in history.



III. Armies of Different Natures Should Use Different Methods to Resolve the Officer–Soldier Contradiction

The study of the officer–soldier contradiction is for resolving the officer–soldier contradiction. To find the correct method of resolving it, one must distinguish the nature of the officer–soldier contradiction. Because the nature of a contradiction and the method of resolving it are a dialectical unity, different natures of contradiction mean different methods of resolution.

The whole officer–soldier contradiction, divided by nature, is nothing but two great kinds: the officer–soldier contradiction in all anti-people armies is, fundamentally speaking, antagonistic; the officer–soldier contradiction in all people’s armies is, fundamentally speaking, non-antagonistic. Antagonistic contradictions are to be resolved by antagonistic methods; non-antagonistic contradictions are to be resolved by non-antagonistic methods.

In anti-people armies, officers and soldiers stand in the relation of oppressor and oppressed, ruler and ruled. The officers oppress the soldiers and serve the interests of the reactionary class they represent; the fundamental interests of officers and soldiers are opposed. In such armies the antagonistic contradiction between officers and soldiers cannot be overcome; the resolution of the officer–soldier contradiction relies mainly on means of high pressure, compulsion, and deception. Their effect can only give the officer–soldier contradiction a temporary easing and has extremely great limitations. The manner of resolving the contradiction is determined not only by the nature of the contradiction but also by the concrete historical conditions in which the contradiction is placed. Lenin said: “One must use a historical attitude to examine the question of forms of struggle. To raise this question apart from the concrete historical environment is to fail to understand the elementary requirements of dialectical materialism.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 11, p. 197) Although the officer–soldier contradiction of the anti-people army is fundamentally antagonistic, in some stages of development it does not manifest as an intensified state; the mutual connection of officers and soldiers is needed by the interests of both sides at the time, and therefore non-antagonistic ways are often adopted to resolve the officer–soldier contradiction. But finally, accompanying the sharpening of class contradictions, it must develop to the degree of sharp opposition and in the end be resolved in an antagonistic form. Its outcome is either to be destroyed by the army of another class or to be replaced by the officer–soldier relationship of the army of a new class.

The resolution of the officer–soldier contradiction in the people’s army has two situations:

First, armies led by exploiting classes while they still belong to the category of the people. For example, the army of the landlord class when it opposed the slave system and the army of the bourgeoisie when it opposed feudal rule both belonged to the people’s army. At that time the officer–soldier relationship in these armies had both an antagonistic aspect and a non-antagonistic aspect, and the antagonistic contradiction was secondary. At that time officers and soldiers, in order to jointly oppose the rule of the reactionary class, could realize some degree of unity and consistency. When the revolutionary task is completed, when the exploiting class loses its progressive nature and no longer belongs to the category of the people, the officer–soldier contradiction in such an army is resolved mainly by deception and high pressure.

Second, the people’s army led by the proletariat, in which the fundamental interests of officers and soldiers are consistent. The key to doing the officer–soldier relationship well is respecting the soldiers and correcting one’s attitude. In such an army, handling the officer–soldier contradiction relies mainly not on compulsory methods but on strengthening ideological education and raising the consciousness of officers and men. Officers set an example, teaching by word and by example, influencing the soldiers, uniting officers and men as one and fighting for their common interests. Although the nature of the contradiction determines the form of resolving the contradiction, the method of resolving the contradiction will in turn influence the change of the nature of the contradiction. If an unsuitable form of struggle is used to resolve the officer–soldier contradiction within the army of the proletariat, it may make the contradiction intensify and even develop into antagonism. Therefore, distinguishing the officer–soldier contradictions of different natures and grasping the concrete forms of resolving contradictions is very important for correctly handling the officer–soldier relationship.

In sum, to be clear about the different methods by which armies of different natures resolve the officer–soldier contradiction is favorable for using the officer–soldier contradictions in the other side’s army to disintegrate its combat effectiveness, and favorable for being clear about the method of resolving the officer–soldier contradiction in the army of our own side, handling well the officer–soldier relationship, and raising the army’s combat effectiveness.






Chapter 17 The Selection and Cultivation of Marshals and Generals

Marshals and generals are the senior commanders of the army. The height of their level has a great influence on army building, on victory or defeat in war, and even on the safety or peril of the nation. Therefore, in the building of war-fighting strength, the selection and cultivation of marshals and generals must be given high attention.


Section 1 The Position and Role of Marshals and Generals

The selection and cultivation of marshals and generals are closely connected with the position and role that marshals and generals occupy. To explore the selection and cultivation of marshals and generals in depth, one must first study the position and role of marshals and generals.

Long ago, people already had some understanding of the position and role of marshals and generals. Sun Tzu clearly put forward: “The general who understands war is the arbiter of the people’s fate, the master of the nation’s safety or peril.” “The general is the supporter of the state; if the support is complete, the state will certainly be strong; if the support is defective, the state will certainly be weak.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Waging War”; “Laying Plans”) The Weiliaozi says: “The commander is the heart; the multitude below are the limbs and joints. If his heart moves with sincerity, the limbs and joints will surely be firm; if his heart moves with doubt, the limbs and joints will surely turn away.” “Generally, a general is an administrator, the master of all things, and does not favor any one man.” (Weiliaozi, “General’s Governance, No. 9”) Although these arguments all carry the idealist conception of history in which heroes create history, they also have some reasonable elements. At least they saw the importance of marshals and generals in army building and in the safety of the state.

According to the Marxist viewpoint, the army is the armed group that carries out political tasks and is the pillar of state power. Marshals and generals are the organizers, leaders, and senior commanders of this group. If a state does not have a large number of shrewd and capable marshals and generals to lead its army, it is in danger of perishing. Therefore the marshals and generals of ancient and modern times were often both military men and politicians. Among the marshals and generals of our country from ancient times to the present, quite a few took part in government. They not only took part in formulating the state’s political, economic, diplomatic, and strategic policies, but also led the army to strive for carrying out the program, policies, and measures of the ruling group. In periods of fundamental change of the social system, before seizing political power, marshals and generals can, according to the interests of their own class, lead the army in bloody battle to overthrow the old regime, smash the old state apparatus by violence, and promote the birth of the new regime; after seizing political power, whether marshals and generals can loyally carry out the will of the ruling group has also a weighty bearing on whether the state power of a country can be consolidated and developed. In the history of our country, in some dynasties the ruling time was long, and the economy and culture were developed, the people lived and worked in peace and contentment, and the regime was very firm; one important factor was that the marshals and generals were loyal to their ruling group and led the army to defend the regime of the time. Conversely, there were also some marshals and generals who held troops to protect themselves and used violence to launch military coups, making the regime that had been seized easy to lose. In the world today, cases in which marshals and generals rely on the armed forces in their hands to carry out military coups are often seen. In a country, if corrupt behavior occurs among ordinary citizens, though it also has a corroding effect on the safety of the state and the consolidation of the regime, the state can fully stop it according to law. If marshals and generals become corrupt and degenerate, there is extremely great danger to the state power of the country. The fact that Li Zicheng, leader of the peasant uprising at the end of the Ming dynasty, soon lost state power again after seizing it is clear proof. Quite a few of his generals, after attacking and occupying Beijing, contended for fame and profit and pursued pleasure, and the result was that they were soon defeated by the enemy.

Marshals and generals are the initiators, planners, and guides of war. They have a direct influence on the victory or defeat of the war as a whole. Ancient books of war all hold that victory or defeat in war is greatly related to the marshals and generals. Because marshals and generals in war hold the power of leading, using, and commanding war-fighting strength, therefore, in operational policy, campaign plans, the planning and use of the army, disposition, and arrangement, all depend on the decisions and dispositions of the marshals and generals. A shrewd marshal or general can resolve difficulty and dispel danger, use the unorthodox and the orthodox skillfully, on a certain foundation of material strength fully bring subjective initiative into play, stage one victorious living drama after another, and create wonders in the history of war. And as for failure in war, although it depends on many factors, marshals and generals bear major responsibility. In those years Sun Wu pointed out the six situations in which defeat is inevitable, namely “running away,” “slackness,” “sinking,” “collapse,” “disorder,” and “rout” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Terrain”). By “running away” is meant that where the conditions of enemy and ourselves are comparable, one attacks an enemy ten times one’s own; by “slackness” is meant that the soldiers are strong and the officers weak; by “sinking” is meant that the commander’s ability is high and the soldiers timid; by “collapse” is meant that subordinate generals are resentful and do not obey command, and meeting the enemy they fight on their own account, while the commander does not know their abilities; by “disorder” is meant that the commander is weak and lacks authority, management and education are unclear, officers and soldiers have nothing to follow, and the formation is chaotic and without order; by “rout” is meant that the commander cannot correctly judge the enemy, uses the few to strike the many, the weak to strike the strong, and has no elite troops as backbone. These six kinds of defeat are not caused by natural disasters or by the faults of the soldiers but by the faults of the commander, and all are related to the cultivation of the commander. Precisely because marshals and generals bear such major responsibility in war, they always leave their own imprint on major military campaigns. In ancient war history, such as the Battle of Red Cliffs at the end of the Chu-Han period, which basically settled the situation of the three kingdoms standing like the legs of a tripod, this battle was deeply stamped with the imprint of Zhou Yu, Zhuge Liang, Lu Su, Cao Cao, and others. In many campaigns in the war history of our army in the contemporary period, there is likewise deeply stamped the brand of the proletarian military experts of the older generation, Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, Zhu De, Peng Dehuai, Liu Bocheng, and others. Therefore marshals and generals have not only a major influence on the course of war but also, for the victory or defeat of some concrete campaigns and battles, a decisive influence under certain conditions.

Marshals and generals are the advocates and organizers of the building of war-fighting strength. The renewal of the equipment of the troops, the improvement of organization and establishment, the continual raising of the military and political quality of the troops through training, the strengthening of theater construction, the stockpiling of operational materials, ……, all these without exception condense the heart’s blood of the marshals and generals.

Marshals and generals are the pioneers of military thought. The development of military thought is of course constrained by various aspects such as the social system, economic conditions, military heritage, and traditional philosophical thought, but marshals and generals play an important role in this respect. Because marshals and generals bear greater responsibility than ordinary commanders, they stand higher, see farther, and think deeper, and their desire to resolve major problems in the military domain is stronger. Some outstanding figures among them can first put forward the new strategic tasks needed in military development, point out the direction of development and feasible plans for resolution, and give them theoretical generalization and exposition. Therefore, in the wars of every era there remain military theories, finished or unfinished, which sum up the marshals’ and generals’ practical experience. In these theories there are both the outstanding military heritage of predecessors which they inherited and developments and innovations combined with their own practice of war. Mao Zedong and his comrades-in-arms, on the basis of inheriting the outstanding military heritage of our country such as Sun Tzu’s Art of War, applied the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism to the practice of China’s revolutionary war and created a whole set of military thought, scientific in its strategy and tactics of people’s war, further enriching and developing the military theory of Marxism-Leninism, which has become the only correct guiding thought for our army’s revolutionization, modernization, and regularization building and for future wars against aggression. With the vigorous rise of the new technological revolution on a world scale, the marshals and generals of the future will create new military-scientific thought under new historical conditions.

We should fully recognize the position and role of marshals and generals, but we must never arbitrarily exaggerate the role of marshals and generals and belittle the role of other officers, soldiers, and the people’s masses in war.



Section 2 The Content of the Cultivation of Marshals and Generals

Why can marshals and generals play such a major role? Because they possess a higher cultivation than ordinary officers and soldiers.

Seen from the war history of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, whether marshals and generals who won battles or those who lost battles, none could do without two basic conditions: first, objective conditions, that is, all the conditions outside the marshal or general himself. Apart from the season and the advantages of terrain, there are all the objective material conditions at the marshal’s or general’s disposal such as people’s strength, people’s hearts, troop strength, and weapons; second, subjective conditions, that is, the sum of the various abilities of marshals and generals in using the objective material conditions. The study of the content of the cultivation of marshals and generals lies in exploring, from the subjective aspect, how to eliminate the various obstacles to winning battles and in revealing the various qualities and abilities that marshals and generals must possess.

The content of the cultivation of marshals and generals has gone through a complex evolution from ancient times to the present. From a single skill to the combination of wisdom and courage, from the narrow level of military affairs to the broad structure of intelligence and ability. On this question, the military experts of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, have examined it from different angles on the basis of the war practice of generals of successive ages. Sun Wu pointed out that wisdom, good faith, benevolence, courage, and strictness are the five qualifications that a commander must possess. Zhuge Liang also put forward the five aspects of “benevolence, righteousness, ritual, wisdom, and good faith.” Napoleon held that a good commander-in-chief should be courageous, decisive, and possess fairly good intellectual qualities. With the development of the times, higher requirements are put on the cultivation of marshals and generals. People have also had a more comprehensive understanding of the content of the cultivation of marshals and generals.

We hold that the content of the cultivation of marshals and generals should include three basic aspects, namely: knowledge structure, command ability, and character and temperament.


I. Knowledge Structure

Leading troops in battle is a science. War involves many fields such as politics, economics, history, geography, and natural science. This requires that marshals and generals possess broad and profound knowledge. The amount of a commander’s knowledge directly determines the height of his intellectual level and the strength of his command ability, and bears on victory or defeat in war. Therefore military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have laid great stress on the knowledge cultivation of marshals and generals. From Sun Tzu’s Art of War it is not hard to see that Sun Wu had knowledge in seven aspects: namely political knowledge, economic knowledge, philosophical knowledge, astronomical and meteorological knowledge, geographical knowledge, psychological knowledge, and historical knowledge. Cao Cao, besides possessing knowledge cultivation in politics and military affairs, also benefited from cultivation in economics and literature. Zhuge Liang’s knowledge cultivation was likewise many-sided, so that he could become a senior military master of surpassing strategy who estimated the enemy like a god. As for the many old marshals and old generals of our army represented by Mao Zedong, most possessed broad knowledge cultivation. They were versed in politics, familiar with the art of war, and understood economics and geography. Therefore they were of surpassing wisdom and able in governing the state and the army. As Clausewitz said: war is a special undertaking, a domain full of danger, toil, contingency, and uncertainty. This requires that the commander master broad knowledge, size up the situation, resolve difficulty and dispel danger, and from time to time let sparks of wisdom fly from his head and give play to ingenious schemes and fine plans that stay a notch above the enemy.

Because of the change of historical conditions, military science and technology have developed rapidly, especially in recent years with the vigorous rise of the new technological revolution in the West, the appearance of all kinds of new-type advanced weapons in the military domain, and the future marshals and generals again being combined-arms commanders; therefore higher requirements are put to the knowledge cultivation of marshals and generals. Generalized, it should include the following aspects:


	Political knowledge. War is the continuation of politics and a means serving politics. Therefore political knowledge is something marshals and generals must possess. When Han Xin first met Liu Bang, he analyzed for Liu Bang the strong points and weak points of Xiang Yu. He focused on analyzing from politics, that is, the allegiance of people’s hearts. Zhuge Liang’s Longzhong Plan also focused on analyzing from politics. Sometimes marshals and generals are also appointed as representatives to negotiate with the other side; in such a case, if one does not understand politics one cannot accomplish the task at all. Marshals and generals must not only be familiar with their own side’s political line and political purpose but must also understand the political line and political purpose of the enemy. In addition, they should also have knowledge of the international political situation.


	Military knowledge. Military affairs is the marshal’s and general’s profession. The professionalization of the marshal and general is manifested in his possessing broad military knowledge. This includes: military theory, the science of strategy, the science of campaigns, the science of tactics, the science of military systems, military geography, military meteorology, military operations research, the science of military education and training, military psychology, military history, war history, and the basic knowledge of the technical performance of the various services and arms, and so on.


	Other scientific and cultural knowledge. Modern war comprehensively applies the latest achievements of modern science and technology. Without modern scientific and cultural knowledge, one cannot command the war under modern conditions. Therefore marshals and generals must also possess knowledge in mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, geography, astronomy, systems theory, information theory, cybernetics, philosophy, economics, history, logic, ethics, foreign languages, and other aspects.




Famous generals in history all had very broad knowledge. Cao Cao not only studied books of war with great application and had a farsighted political vision, but also had deep attainments in economic knowledge and literary knowledge. Zhuge Liang, who knew astronomy above and geography below, is a tale known to every household in our country. Many marshals and generals of our army, such as Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, Zhu De, Peng Dehuai, Ye Jianying, Liu Bocheng, Deng Xiaoping, Chen Yi, He Long, Luo Ronghuan, Xu Xiangqian, Nie Rongzhen, and others, were able to be of surpassing strategy, to crush strong enemies with force, and to establish wonders again and again; one of the reasons was precisely that their knowledge was broad and deep. Many old marshals were not only outstanding military experts but also outstanding politicians, diplomats, and men of letters. This is also why the famous Soviet marshal Zhukov became an excellent general. When he was a chief of an army, he said: “I am very clear that a commander of a modernized army must know many things and must study military science doggedly.” (G. Zhukov, Reminiscences and Reflections, p. 251)



II. Command Ability

Knowledge is the foundation of ability, but knowledge is not the same as ability. Some bookworms, though they remember quite a lot of knowledge, lack the ability to apply knowledge to solve practical problems and still accomplish nothing. A marshal or general commands thousands of armies and ten thousands of horses; he should have not only knowledge but outstanding command ability.

The marshal’s or general’s outstanding command ability is built on the foundation of the following abilities:


	Thinking ability. Clausewitz pointed out: “If we study further the various requirements that war puts to man, we will find that intellect is the main one.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 83) The practice of war shows that a commander of mediocre intelligence cannot create brilliant war achievements. By intelligence we mainly mean the ability to apply various kinds of knowledge to recognize and understand objective things and to analyze problems. It mainly includes the power of thinking, imagination, judgment, and so on. And the power of thinking is the core content of intelligence. Because the comprehensive analysis of all kinds of information, the accurate judgment of the situation, the disposition of danger and difficulty, the drawing up of campaign plans, and the deployment of troop strength all depend on the ability to think. The commander’s ability to think is the ability by which he masters the thinking process and obtains correct conclusions. It includes a series of analysis, synthesis, judgment, and reasoning. Only by being good at thinking can one deal with ease and command with assurance under all kinds of complex situations. Napoleon once said: if it seems that I frequently have a ready plan for everything, it is because before doing a thing I considered it for a very long time. I can foresee what may happen. In circumstances when others are caught unprepared I know what I should say and what action to take; this is entirely not because some genius in the dark has inspired me, but because my thinking has inspired me. I am always working: I work while eating, I work while watching a play, and I work when I wake in the night. “That someone suddenly reveals a secret to me and tells me what to say or do in circumstances others do not anticipate is not genius but reasoning and thinking.” (E. V. Tarle, Napoleon, p. 399)


	Ability to decide. The situation of war changes in many ways, and the opportunity for battle is gone in an instant. A marshal or general can adapt to the needs of war only by deciding on the spot as opportunity arises and making decisions quickly. Whether the decision is correct directly influences the safety of the lives of thousands upon thousands of people and the victory or defeat of the war situation.


	Ability to apply strategy and tactics flexibly. The key here is the wondrous use of the two aspects of “the orthodox” and “the unorthodox.” By “the orthodox” is mainly meant the conventional rules of using troops, that is, the general principles of operations and methods of operations that reflect the general laws of war; by “the unorthodox” is meant the ability to adapt to circumstances in using troops, that is, being good at applying the particular laws of war and adopting flexible and changeable methods of guidance. In the whole process of operational guidance, marshals and generals usually cannot do without the general principles of operations. However, marshals and generals with cultivation in the art of command can often, under the guidance of general principles, still more produce the unorthodox and win. In human war history, all marshals and generals with outstanding war achievements were without exception experts at the orthodox and the unorthodox and at adapting to change. For example, Sun Bin’s “besieging Wei to rescue Zhao,” Han Xin’s “forming ranks with the river at the back,” the battles commanded by Mao Zedong and his comrades-in-arms such as the “four crossings of the Chishui,” “Liaoshen,” “Huaihai,” “Pingjin,” and many cases of Napoleon’s winning the many with the few, are all models of the flexible application of strategy and tactics.






III. Quality and Temperament

Practice proves that the cultivation of a marshal’s or general’s quality and temperament not only bears on the bringing into play of his various abilities himself but also directly influences morale and even victory or defeat in war. Therefore military experts in all ages have stressed the cultivation of the quality and temperament of marshals and generals. Sun Tzu’s Art of War first put forward “wisdom, good faith, benevolence, courage, strictness” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans”) and said that a general who does not possess these five cannot win battles. Of these five, four speak of the quality and temperament of generals. The Wuzi, besides repeating Sun Tzu’s five, also put forward “management, preparedness, resolution, caution, and restraint.” (Wuzi’s Art of War, “On Generals, No. 4”) The Three Strategies again had new additions, putting forward “modesty, courage, activity, anger,” and so on. It requires in quality and temperament that one be “able to be clear, able to be still, able to be level, able to be orderly, able to accept remonstrance, able to hear disputes, able to receive men, and able to adopt frank advice” (quoted from Military History, 1984, No. 11). The great proletarian revolutionary teacher Mao Zedong summed up the quality and temperament of marshals and generals as “both wisdom and courage.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 162) In sum, there are very many discussions in this respect in the books of war and famous military works of China and abroad, ancient and modern. Such as: combining talent and virtue, firm and composed, guarding against arrogance and impetuosity, knowing men and being good at assigning them, setting an example with one’s own conduct, not being perfunctory in the face of difficulty, laying down one’s life for the state, combining hardness and softness, combining leniency and fierceness, and so on. Generalized, the cultivation of the quality and temperament of marshals and generals should mainly include the following aspects:

Courage: war tests the courage of marshals and generals at any time. If one does not possess extraordinary courage and daring, and once on the battlefield one’s hands go soft and heart trembles, soul flying and spirit scattering, how can one talk of the bringing into play of command ability? Therefore, for a military man, courage is the first indispensable quality.

Decisiveness: by “decision” is meant the decision made on the premise of full consideration. Decisiveness mainly refers to the concrete manifestation of the conscious initiative of marshals and generals on the battlefield, and is also the manifestation of courage in concrete circumstances. When it becomes a trait of character, it is again a kind of spiritual habit. This habit has an influence on victory or defeat in war that cannot be underestimated. When Mao Zedong was commanding operations in the Third Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign, he formulated the method of operations of “avoiding the enemy’s main force and striking his weak points,” planning first to go round behind the enemy to maneuver and fatigue the enemy, and then concentrate to annihilate him. Chiang Kai-shek, discovering this intention, while at once strengthening rear defense, also concentrated the troop strength of twelve divisions and in three routes converged to encircle the Red Army. At this critical moment, Mao Zedong sized up the situation, decided on the spot as the opportunity arose, and changed the original plan, not only making the Red Army’s main force leap out of the encirclement but also, from the flank, launching successive attacks against the enemy’s weak parts, quick battle and quick decision, and obtained a great victory. This shows that decisiveness is of great importance for assuring victory. Under modern war conditions, the space in which the two belligerents contend is still broader, time is still more pressing, and the time left to marshals and generals for making decisions is unprecedentedly short. Therefore decisiveness is still more valuable.

Firmness: it mainly means being able to hold to one’s own convictions and resolve in extraordinary times. Because war is full of many contingent factors and uncertainty, in guiding war the commander’s thinking often, because of the instantaneous change of the objective situation, comes into conflict with, or even runs counter to, his original resolve and other ideas, so that he becomes doubtful of himself, of others, and of other things, and therefore vacillates and lacks decision; thus he will miss the opportunity for battle. In the history of Chinese and foreign war, generals who caused errors in command because of defects in this respect are not rare.

Calmness: this means that marshals and generals, at moments when they are most apt to be excited, can always keep a clear head and a composed attitude. Military experts in all ages have taken calmness as a required course in the cultivation of character and quality. Sun Tzu counted “being hasty and easily angered, easily provoked into acting, touched and becoming violent, easily insulted by the enemy and acting rashly” as one of the “five dangers” of a general; the book of war Six Secret Teachings also took this as one of the “ten shortcomings” of a general’s temperament. Mao Zedong also criticized the “rash and reckless” in the guidance of war. Practice proves that only when marshals and generals possess a calm temperament can they “when Mount Tai collapses before them not change color,” not be impatient in danger and difficulty, not be angry when meeting disturbance, and only then can they, at critical moments, produce fine plans.

Generous yet strict: the marshal or general must unite his subordinates and unite friends, and must have a broad and open mind and be generous and tolerant. A narrow heart, jealousy of the worthy and envy of the able, repaying private favors and enmity for personal ends, are all unfavorable to making the three armies of one heart in fighting the enemy. But generosity alone is not enough; one must also make strict demands on subordinates and reward and punish clearly, so that orders are carried out and prohibitions obeyed and the army’s prestige is like a mountain.




Section 3 Ways of Selecting and Cultivating Marshals and Generals

Consciously carrying out self-cultivation is the internal factor of the growth of marshals and generals. But from the standpoint of leadership, one must also create objective conditions for the growth of marshals and generals, which means being good at discovering talent, selecting marshals and generals, and cultivating marshals and generals. Only by closely combining the efforts of these two aspects can a group of shrewd and capable marshals and generals be produced.

Although the methods of selecting and cultivating marshals and generals are many, in sum they are nothing but two paths: one is selection and cultivation in the practice of war; the other is selection and cultivation through schools.


I. Selecting and Cultivating Marshals and Generals in the Practice of War

The practice of war is the foundation by which marshals and generals obtain knowledge and raise talent, and is also the criterion for testing the knowledge and talent of marshals and generals. Only through the tempering of the practice of war can marshals and generals of complete wisdom and courage be selected and made. None of the famous generals of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, was not selected and cultivated from the practice of war.

First of all, the talent of a marshal or general can be fully revealed only in the practice of war. The methods of selecting marshals and generals in practice are many and varied. The book of war Six Secret Teachings records the ancient methods of selecting generals: “First, question him with words, to observe his detail. Second, press him with argument, to observe his adaptability. Third, send spies against him, to observe his sincerity. Fourth, make things clear and ask openly, to observe his virtue. Fifth, entrust him with wealth, to observe his integrity. Sixth, test him with women, to observe his chastity. Seventh, tell him of hardship, to observe his courage. Eighth, make him drunk with wine, to observe his bearing.” (Selected Ancient Chinese Military Texts, p. 356) These methods are relatively primitive. Although they have some reason, they did not grasp the root of the problem; they neglected the most important thing — observing in the practice of war whether he possesses the basic conditions of a marshal or general. Those who in war show surpassing wisdom and courage and outstanding battle achievements are the objects of selecting marshals and generals. Zhu Yuanzhang, Li Zicheng, Napoleon, Murat, and other generals were all selected in this way. The famous Soviet marshal Zhukov showed outstanding talent when serving as commander of the first experimental tank regiment of Soviet reorganization, and afterward, tested by over ten years of war practice, was selected to the post of chief of the General Staff of the Red Army, and later promoted to Marshal of the Soviet Union. Where there is no war, the army raises combat quality mainly through military and political training, so it is necessary to discover talent and select generals in the practice of organizing the training of the troops. In recent years many young and outstanding commanders of our army have walked into important leading posts; they were selected in the practice of training.

Next, the practice of war is continually developing; only by cultivating marshals and generals in the practice of war can their talent be raised in practice. Mao Zedong once put forward, in the war years, methods of cherishing and cultivating cadres, and these methods are also applicable to the cultivation of marshals and generals. He pointed out: first, let them work with a free hand, and give them directions at the proper time, so that they dare to take responsibility and bring their creativity into play; second, give them opportunities for study, so that they are raised in theory; third, check their work, help them sum up experience, develop achievements, and correct errors. Our army, according to these methods put forward by Mao Zedong, has cultivated a large body of commanders of complete wisdom and courage. In the war period, “to learn war from war — this is our main method.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 165) In peacetime, one must carry out military training on a large scale, especially organizing some military exercises approximating actual combat, to raise the commanders’ command talent. The U.S. and Soviet armies do likewise: on the one hand they send their own generals to take part in some local wars, and on the other hand they spare no great expense in organizing large-scale military exercises, building simulated training centers, and so on, to train their own generals.



II. Selecting and Cultivating Marshals and Generals through Schools

The school is the place specially for making talents. It not only imparts knowledge to learners but also conducts strict examination of the learners’ virtue, intellect, and physique. Therefore, since war has existed, the countries of the world have all attached importance to selecting and cultivating military talent in schools. Now most countries have generally established a system of academies for selecting and cultivating military talent, and one who has not passed the selection and cultivation of the academies has no qualification to be an officer and still less a marshal or general; this has become a general rule of the armies of many countries in the world.

First, marshals and generals must be selected through the academies, and one is selection before entering the school. Whether a military academy recruits students from the localities or in the army, before entering the school there must be strict selection in the aspects of virtue, intellect, and physique. Some are recommended by persons of authority and standing, as two-thirds of the students at West Point in the United States are recommended by the president, vice president, and members of Congress, but they too must go through examination; two is strict examination and screening in the course of study. Most military academies practice a system of elimination: through periodic examination of the students’ virtue, intellect, and physique, students who do not accord with the conditions of an officer are not permitted to continue study, and students of outstanding virtue and talent are, in assignment, hired at a raised rank; three is cultivation and selection through successive academies. The military academies of many countries are divided into several grades, and a soldier or officer must go through selection by successive academies, selecting the best among the good, before he can become a marshal or general. The former president of France, De Gaulle, at thirteen resolved to join the army, in 1912 graduated from the military academy of Saint-Cyr, and, because of outstanding grades, was selected to be an instructor of tactics at the Polish military research academy, in 1922 again was admitted to the French War College for further study, and afterward commanded many major campaigns in the two world wars, becoming a famous military expert and politician. In recent years the academies of our army at each level, especially the senior command academies, according to the instruction put forward by Deng Xiaoping that the academies must play the role of a collective ministry, have cultivated and selected a large body of outstanding commanders who have walked into leading posts, making major contributions to the revolutionization, rejuvenation, specialization, and intellectualization of our army’s cadres.

Second, cultivation and raising in the academies. The academy is not only a powerful institution for selecting marshals and generals but also the cradle of cultivating marshals and generals. The senior academies of the army are equipped with instructors of fairly high level, fairly good teaching materials, and advanced teaching equipment, which provide favorable conditions for the cultivation of marshals and generals. On the one hand they can enable marshals and generals to study comprehensively and systematically the historical experience of the building and use of war-fighting strength and modern science and technology, and on the other hand they can train marshals and generals to apply all kinds of modernized means, link with reality, analyze the situation and development of the enemy and ourselves in politics, economy, military affairs, geography, and other aspects, and study the characteristics of real and future wars and their organization and command, thereby comprehensively raising their talent. Precisely because academies have these characteristics, the countries of the world all attach great importance to running well military academies of every grade. Many famous generals, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, were mostly cultivated through academies. The military theorist Clausewitz was a cadet at twelve, at twenty-one was sent to the Berlin War College for further study, then engaged in military teaching and research work, later served as president of the officers’ school, and was promoted to general. The older-generation military experts of our Party, Zhu De, Peng Dehuai, Liu Bocheng, Ye Jianying, Nie Rongzhen, Xu Xiangqian, and others, respectively studied or taught in military academies.

Dialectical materialism holds that external causes are the conditions of the development of things and internal causes are the basis of the development of things. The selection and cultivation by higher levels provide the objective conditions for the growth of marshals and generals, but truly growing into a good marshal or general also depends on the subjective effort of the marshal or general himself. As Mencius said, those in history who undertook a “great charge” “must first have their will embittered with toil, their sinews and bones wearied, their bodies starved, their persons emptied, and their undertakings thwarted, and thereby their hearts are stirred, their nature is toughened, and their capacities are increased.” (Mencius, “Gaozi II”) Cao Cao of the Three Kingdoms period was accomplished in both civil and military arts and his talent was overflowing, because he “commanded the army (led troops) for over thirty years, never let go of the book in his hand, by day discussed martial strategy, by night pondered the classics.” (Book of Wei) Mao Zedong in the war years sometimes kept studying even on horseback on the march. This tenacious perseverance and the spirit of studying hard and loving study were among the important reasons they became outstanding commanders.

In sum, war is continually developing, and the selection, cultivation, and self-cultivation of marshals and generals must develop with it. Therefore, according to the requirements of the development of war, one must continually open up new paths, adopt new methods, and select and cultivate marshals and generals, making them experts at mastering war. This is one of the important questions in the building of war-fighting strength.






Chapter 18 Training and Combat

The purpose of the building of war-fighting strength is to fight, and this purpose can be realized only through the intermediate link of training. Training, as the comprehensive manifestation of the building of war-fighting strength, is both connected with the other aspects of the building of war-fighting strength to make up a complete process of war preparation, and connected with combat to make up a unified process of military activity. Military dialectics studies the relationship between training and combat and explores the general laws of the transformation of training into combat.


Section 1 Combat Determines Training; Training Is for the Sake of Combat

Training is the activity of instruction and drill carried on in order to raise the combat quality of the troops. Combat is the armed struggle that the army wages for a certain political purpose. The two are distinct but closely connected, and combined with each other they make up a unified process of military activity.


I. The Distinction between Training and Combat

First, they differ in form. Training learns combat through the forms of instruction, drill, or simulated combat; it continually approaches actual combat but can never be identical with actual combat. Combat is actual armed conflict, whose intensity and complexity far exceed the scope of training.

Second, they differ in characteristics. Training, as a kind of instructional activity, has the characteristics of learning and exploration, and its essence is learning war. Combat, as the practical application of the results of training, has practical characteristics; it takes the results of training as its guide and in turn tests and corrects the results of training.



II. The Connection between Training and Combat

Training and combat, as two mutually connected links in a unified military activity, are indispensable to each other. The connection between the two is concentratedly manifested on this one fundamental question: combat determines training, and training is for the sake of combat.


	Combat determines training. First, training arises from the needs of combat. Training did not exist from the beginning but arose along with the appearance of war. In order to win war, people needed to sum up experience and raise combat effectiveness, and so training was put on the agenda of army building and became an important and indispensable content of military activity. At the earliest there was “soldiers lodged in the farmers,” where soldiers and people were not distinguished and labor and martial affairs were combined; the farmers plowed in ordinary times, practiced arms in the slack season of farming, and in wartime were called up as soldiers. With the development of the productive forces, the weapons and equipment of the army grew daily better, the scale of operations ever larger, and tactics and technology ever more complex, so the training of the army became increasingly important and was thus valued more by people. War puts forward problems to be solved for training, and training meets the needs of war through the solution of these problems. Combat promoted the development of training, and so within military organization there were gradually differentiated organs specially responsible for training, experience of training was gradually accumulated, and a specialized theory of military education was formed. That training arises in response to the needs of combat fundamentally shows its relationship of dependence on combat.



Second, the position of training in military activity is determined by combat. The army’s combat effectiveness is not formed naturally. Among the factors of war-fighting strength, man, weapons, and so on are before training only a latent combat effectiveness; only through training, by cultivating and raising man’s tactical and technical level, can the organic combination of man and weapons be realized and become a real combat effectiveness. It can be seen that training is the necessary means of raising the troops’ combat effectiveness and occupies an indispensable position in the whole of military activity. Everyone knows that a loose-sand mob cannot carry out combat tasks, and to drive an army that has not been trained to fight the enemy is no different from driving cattle and sheep to grapple with fierce tigers, the consequences of which can be imagined. It is precisely for this reason that our ancients said: “To lead the people into war without having taught them is to throw them away.” Military experts of all times have understood the significance of training for the army’s combat. The military expert of ancient China Wu Qi took “in the method of using troops, instruction and admonition come first” (Wuzi’s Art of War, “Governing the Army, No. 3”) as a basic principle of establishing an army. Sun Wu regarded “the officers and soldiers being well drilled” as one of the conditions for defeating the enemy. Practice shows that training, as preparatory activity for combat, has its importance in its quality, which directly influences victory or defeat in combat. In the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas war of 1982, the reason the British army was able to win was inseparable from the fact that in ordinary times it carried out strict training by various means, giving servicemen a fairly high military quality; the reason the Argentine army failed, besides errors in command, was that the troops had many new recruits and lacked strict regular training, which was an important reason. It can be seen that whether the army’s training is good or bad is the precondition for whether it can overcome the enemy and win in combat. However, the reason training occupies such an important strategic position in military activity is determined by combat. Combat needs training, which makes training necessary. Apart from combat, training loses its meaning of existence.

Again, the content and methods of training are determined by the mode of operations and develop with the development of the mode of operations. The means of operations are weapons and equipment; a certain mode of operations is adapted to a certain level of weapons and equipment, and what weapons and equipment are used in operations determines the content and methods of training. At different stages of the development of weapons, the army’s mode of operations is not the same, and accompanying this is the difference in the content and methods of the army’s training. In the age of cold weapons, the army’s basic mode of operations was to use dense phalanxes for cold-steel melee, and the army’s training was mainly learning to use cold weapons such as the broadsword, spear, arrow, and halberd, and chariot and cavalry tactics, and the methods of training were also fairly simple. With the appearance and development of firearms and cannon, dense phalanxes were gradually replaced by skirmisher swarms, and the army’s training was mainly learning the use of firearms and cannon and the tactics adapted to them, and the methods of training also became complex. With the appearance and development of tanks, aircraft, warships and boats, missiles, nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, and laser weapons, the army’s training is mainly for mastering the technical and tactical performance of these modernized weapons and equipment and the strategy and tactics that accompany them, and the content and methods of training have become ever more complex and diversified.

From the above three points it can be seen that combat determines training, and the position of training in military activity is rooted in its relationship of dependence on combat.


	Training is for the sake of combat. Because combat determines training, the army, when engaged in training activity, must establish the fundamental guiding thought that training is for the sake of combat.




	The purpose of training is to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy in war. Fundamentally speaking, the reason for stressing the thought of training for combat is that the purposes of training and combat are consistent: both are for preserving oneself and destroying the enemy in combat. This consistency shows that the contradiction that combat is to resolve is already contained in latent form within training and has become a contradiction that training must also resolve. It requires that actual combat be taken as the starting point and destination of training, and that all training must be carried on around combat; today’s training is for the sake of tomorrow’s combat.



The proletarian military expert Zhu De once summed up the new method of using troops of the materialism of seeking truth from facts in three sentences: fight whatever war the guns you have allow; fight whatever battle against the enemy you face; fight at the time and place the battle at that time and place calls for. “Fight what war” speaks of the question of operations; to consider how to fight from these three aspects is the question of the pertinence of operations. Training is for combat, and therefore these three aspects are also the question of the pertinence of training. Operations cannot do without the analysis of factors such as the enemy’s situation, our situation, and time and space, and establishing the thought of training for combat also cannot do without the analysis of these aspects.

First, study the enemy’s situation. The object of operations is the enemy; this is the pertinence of operations and also where the pertinence of training lies. To establish the thought of training for combat one must understand the object of combat, find out its temperament, and train with pertinence. Studying the enemy’s situation includes studying the enemy’s strategic thought, means of operations, mode of operations, and other aspects. For example, under modern war conditions, because science and technology and advanced weapons and equipment are used on the battlefield, the armies of some countries uphold the strategic policy of “active offense,” stressing deciding victory or defeat in the early period of war. In response to this situation, states and armies in a defensive position must pay attention, in military theoretical research and in the actual conduct of training, to resolving the corresponding countermeasures and the series of strategic and tactical problems that follow, and so on.

Second, study our own situation. This is the understanding of our own side as the subject of operations and training in war. Studying our own situation includes studying our own strategic policy, weapons and equipment, and the quality of the army, and other aspects. Operations cannot do without the analysis of our own situation, and training is likewise so. One must study how to do training well according to strategic policy. Weapons and equipment are the means of operations; because of the imbalance in the level of economic and technical development of various countries, there are always gaps in the level of weapons and equipment; therefore one must study the question of doing training well based on existing equipment. Studying our own situation must also analyze the characteristics of the members of the army, mainly in aspects such as fighting spirit and cultural level.

Third, study the temporal and spatial conditions of operations. War is always carried on in a certain time and space; training should study the question of at what time and place the war will be fought, and should do training well according to the temporal and spatial conditions of operations, adapting to the time and place.

Fourth, grasp the characteristics of war as a whole. This seemed to be of no great importance in ancient times, but today it appears extremely important. Modern war is three-dimensional war, combined war, total war, which will use modernized weapons and modern science and technology and apply new military science. The characteristics that follow from this are: the suddenness of war increases, the space of the battlefield is vast, the situation changes sharply, combat is tense and intense, organization and command are more complex, and logistic support is very arduous. This puts higher requirements on the army’s training. The suddenness of war requires that the army must have rapid reaction capability; the raising of the complexity of war requires that the army must have all-round adaptability; the combined operations of the various services and arms require that the army be able to “fit together well” and win. Establishing the thought of training for combat must take into account the above characteristics of war and do training well with pertinence.


	Training must proceed from the needs of difficulty, strictness, and actual combat. It should be acknowledged that there is always a gap between training and combat, and even the most realistic training cannot be completely identical with actual combat. But it is possible, through strict training, to narrow gradually the distance between training and combat; the key lies in persisting in training the troops, in training, according to the principle of proceeding from difficulty, from strictness, and from the needs of actual combat.



Military experts in all ages have advocated that the army be trained according to all that is needed in combat, and that soldiers should be taught everything they must do in all kinds of situations when engaging the enemy. The Ming dynasty military expert of our country Qi Jiguang held that operations are “an occupation of killing people; how can they be something good to look at?” and “the commands and martial skills learned in ordinary times should all be as if facing the formation; even at the moment itself, what is used is just what was practiced in ordinary times; then each day of drill is certain to have a day’s effect, and each thing mastered brings a thing’s benefit.” (Jixiao Xinshu, p. 8) The proletarian military expert Stalin clearly pointed out: one must take “teach the army what is needed in war” as the guiding principle of combat training. (Collected Military Writings of Stalin, p. 408) Mao Zedong also pointed out: the army must train strictly and demand strictly before it can win battles.

The fundamental way to resolve the problem of training for combat lies in training the army by proceeding from difficulty and strictness. Difficult is the degree of complexity or hardship in training; difficult should take approximating actual combat as the standard, and neither overshooting nor falling short is good. Strict is the necessary measure for resolving the problem of training for combat and is also the basic requirement of training. Training for combat is the ground on which training must proceed from difficulty and strictness, but training that does not proceed from difficulty and strictness cannot reach the requirement of training for combat.

The key to training troops from difficulty and strictness is that one must train troops with the enemy’s situation in mind; the way to resolve this problem is to set up “enemy” situations in a planned way, including setting up environments resembling the battlefield and setting up imaginary enemies. Whether the imaginary enemy is set up successfully depends on its degree of “resemblance to the real”: whether it resembles the opponent in future combat. The evaluation of the superiority or inferiority of an imaginary enemy is certainly not like the evaluation of a commodity, where the more satisfying the better; on the contrary, its “badness” is precisely its “goodness.” The more the imaginary enemy tends toward being identical with the real enemy, the more the training approaches actual combat. Here there is a question of the relationship between the imaginary enemy and the real enemy that needs to be recognized. Only when the imaginary enemy resembles the real enemy can it be treated as a real enemy to be “fought,” and can today’s training ground be treated as tomorrow’s battlefield, reaching the purpose of training for combat. Therefore, in setting up the imaginary enemy in training, one cannot proceed from one’s own subjective wishes but should embody the inherent characteristics of the enemy; one would rather think of the training situation as somewhat more complex, that is, not imagine the enemy to be so stupid and unable to withstand a blow, but should imagine the enemy to be not only as veteran as we are but also always acting in the manner most unfavorable to us. Only thus can the imaginary enemy be set up in accord with reality, achieving training from difficulty and strictness. On this question, the idea that setting up the imaginary enemy too “real” helps the enemy’s prestige and destroys our own morale is wrong. Likewise, to imagine the enemy as extremely stupid and set up in training an imaginary enemy that collapses at one blow, so that training becomes a “Red Army” versus “Blue Army” or “Blue Army” versus “Red Army” “operation” that merely goes through the motions, is also wrong.

To create an environment approximating actual combat and carry out simulated training has a history of several thousand years. As early as in our country’s Spring and Autumn period there were simulated exercises whose procedure was broadly the same as actual combat, with birds and beasts as imaginary enemies; although the actual-combat significance of this drill was not great, it already manifested an atmosphere of actual combat in training. Since modern times, large-scale military exercises have become the main form of troop training. Today the army’s simulated training has already reached an extremely high level and has created many kinds of forms. In order to make training adapt to the needs of modern war, the armies of all countries attach great importance to simulated training. For example, the Soviet army requires troop training to “keep pace with the progress of modern science and technology,” using methods approximating actual combat to the maximum, setting up realistic, complex, and changeable situations, cultivating from difficulty and strictness the servicemen’s adaptability to the extremely tense, complex, and intense future war and combat skills that meet the requirements of actual combat. The U.S. Army stresses the realism of training exercises; this realism includes three aspects of content: realism of environment, realism of situation, and realism of psychology, that is, creating a realistic battlefield environment, realistic opposing opponents, and realistic psychological training conditions, so that the troops, after training, become familiar with the future battlefield environment and the object of combat and form the psychological factors necessary to win.

Actual combat has already shown that the method of simulated training is an effective method of training troops from difficulty and strictness and of narrowing the difference between training and actual combat. Two battle examples in the Middle East wars prove this. Before the Third Middle East War, for the twenty-three airfields of the Arab states that the Israeli generals planned to assault, they had the pilots select targets similar to the airfields to be assaulted in wartime and carry out simulated attack training item by item. All pilots were completely clear about the runway orientation of the airfield they were going to assault, the airfield facilities, the aircraft’s heading, altitude, speed, and what weapons to use and what targets to attack. The movements were also practiced skillfully and accurately. As a result, at the outbreak of war all aircraft hit their targets punctually and precisely, exceeding the requirements stipulated by the operational plan. Likewise, before the Fourth Middle East War, Egypt, in order to break through Israel’s defense on the Suez Canal, chose on the banks of the Nile engineering works with characteristics basically the same as the Suez Canal and repeatedly carried out river-crossing assault training. One unit practiced charging no fewer than three hundred times. Because the war preparation was sufficient, at the outbreak of war it broke through the Bar-Lev line at one stroke.

To persist in training the army from difficulty and strictness and from the needs of actual combat, one must oppose formalism in training. The British bourgeois military expert Henry Lloyd once sharply ridiculed the Prussian parade drill carried out by nearly all the armies of Europe at that time. The content of this drill was teaching soldiers to smooth their caps with precise movements, teaching soldiers to polish their buttons, and carrying out futile formation drills, and so on. He affirmatively held that all this was meaningless because it had nothing at all to do with war. Mao Zedong also clearly pointed out that our army’s training should teach the courses needed in war, should attend to practical application, and abolish all formal frills. It is quite obvious that formalism in training runs counter to the purpose of training, is of no benefit to operations and army building, and must be resolutely abolished.


	Training should focus on the development of war and face the future. The forms of war are developing rapidly, and their change is like flowing water without constant shape. Reforming the education and training of the troops to adapt to future war has particularly important significance for armies that have not carried out combat tasks, especially armies in conditions of peace. Engels once pointed out: “Perhaps it is not necessary to look again for another domain as revolutionary as military affairs”; to adapt to this revolution one must oppose conservative thinking in army building. Because “when the tide of the technological revolution is surging on all sides, it does no good to let these conservative prejudices hold the ruling position in the army. We need renewed, bolder minds.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 22, pp. 444, 445) Some say that studying the development of war is a kind of futurology; this is very perceptive. Facing continually developing war, the content and methods of troop training must be continually reformed in order to adapt to the needs of future operations, while conservatism will inevitably lead to defeat without being attacked.



Here there is a question of correctly treating existing operational experience. In the guiding thought of training, is it correctly treating existing operational experience and developing it, realistically resolving the problem of training for combat according to the new situation, or is it being bound by existing operational experience and continuing to follow the past way of fighting? This reflects different modes of thinking. It is quite obvious that facing the future is a dialectical, developing viewpoint, while facing the past is rigid metaphysics. The Italian bourgeois military expert Giulio Douhet once correctly pointed out: “War — this is a possibility of the future, therefore we cannot meet it with the eyes of the past. The preparation of war should not be based on the lessons of the past, because these lessons are useful to us only when the future war will certainly develop under completely the same conditions as the past, and this is something that can never happen.” He also said, on the question of war: “We possess a thousand-year heritage. But this enormous heritage should not hinder our advance. We should absorb from this heritage what is useful to us now or in the future. We should precisely face this future, recognize or resolve those tasks which we must resolve with our own wisdom, strength, and wealth, and should not lazily seek precedents and handle matters bureaucratically. To revere the dead in the graves is a lofty and good thing, but life develops outside the scope of the graves …….” (quoted from On Bourgeois Military Science, p. 124) These views are thought-provoking. On the question of training, as on any question, to belittle existing experience is wrong, but to be bound by existing experience and wrap one’s feet in cloth and not advance is also wrong. The correct attitude is to focus on the development of war and continually reform the content and methods of training so as to make them suit the needs of future operations and keep pace with the development of war.




Section 2 Correctly Resolving the Various Contradictions in Training

Military dialectics studies the relationship between training and combat; it must not only clarify the important position of training in the whole of military activity but also, on this basis, go further in grasping the general methods of doing training well. For this, it is necessary to analyze the contradictions in training.

Training is a collective concept whose extension is very broad; in breadth it can include several aspects and in depth it can involve several levels. The contradictions in it are naturally very complex. We must reveal the fundamental contradiction among the contradictions in the process of training and analyze some main contradictory relations that influence the process of training.


I. The Fundamental Contradiction in Training

In analyzing the contradictions in training, one must first find the fundamental contradiction among the contradictions in the process of training. To find the fundamental contradiction in training, one must use the basic viewpoint of materialist dialectics to analyze the mutual relationship between training and combat. Materialist dialectics holds that the fundamental contradiction is the contradiction that runs through the whole process of a thing and defines the basic nature of the thing. The analysis of the fundamental contradiction in training cannot do without this basic viewpoint; otherwise one cannot pinpoint the fundamental contradiction and cannot grasp the essence of training. At the same time, one must see that training and combat are two inseparable links in a unified military activity, and training apart from combat has no meaning. Therefore the essence, position, and role of training can be defined and explained only in the relationship with combat. It can be seen that, apart from the connection between training and combat, the fundamental contradiction in training also cannot be revealed.

Among the contradictions in the process of training, the contradiction that holds the leading position and plays the dominating role, namely the fundamental contradiction, is the contradiction between the needs of operations put forward in order to reach the aim of destroying the enemy and preserving oneself and the combat quality of servicemen. Of these two aspects, the former is a complex and changeable fluid form, and the latter is the ability of servicemen to adapt to and master battlefield situations. The contradiction of these two aspects coexists with war; through effort, the two can only relatively tend toward consistency and cannot reach absolute coincidence. This pair of contradictions runs through the whole process of training and plays a dominating role over the other contradictions in training. The training of all armies, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, resolves this contradiction in one way or another by the method of raising the combat quality of servicemen. Compared with the other contradictions in training, the fundamental contradiction in training has three distinct characteristics: first, it runs through training from beginning to end; second, it defines the essence of the army’s training; third, it defines, constrains, and determines the other contradictions in training, and is the general root of all contradictions in training. In training, only by firmly grasping the contradiction between the needs of operations and the combat quality of servicemen can one grasp the guiding principle of all questions and understand fundamentally how training should be organized.



II. Several Other Common Pairs of Contradictions in Training

To do training well, one must not only firmly grasp its fundamental contradiction but also analyze the other contradictions in training defined and constrained by the fundamental contradiction in training. Here we analyze only several pairs of contradictions often encountered.


	Military-quality training and spiritual-quality training. Military quality and spiritual quality are two indispensable aspects constituting servicemen’s combat quality. By military quality is meant the technical and tactical quality of servicemen. By spiritual quality is meant the cultivation of servicemen’s political consciousness, martial virtue, discipline adapted to the requirements of operations, initiative, psychological state of certain victory, spirit of courage, spirit of self-sacrifice, and so on. Although the two differ in form of manifestation, they are both organic parts constituting the combat quality of servicemen. Military experts in all ages have attached great importance to the military-quality and spiritual-quality training of servicemen, especially of marshals and generals. Napoleon once likened military quality and spiritual quality to the height and width of a square; in his view the two are equally important. Military quality and spiritual quality not only hold an equally important position in constituting the combat quality of servicemen but also the formation and development of the two are conditions for each other and organically connected. The formation of military quality takes certain spiritual quality as its condition; without a certain spiritual quality, servicemen cannot actively and spontaneously accept extremely arduous and complex military training, will become dejected in will and give up halfway. And without arduous and complex military training, there will be no formation of military quality. In military training, strict requirements and strict training take certain spiritual quality as their condition. Likewise, the formation of spiritual quality must take certain military quality as its foundation. The ancient books of war of our country say: “The method of teaching soldiers: train the gall first; the method of training the gall: practice the skill first. When the skill is refined the gall is bold; when the gall is bold the soldiers are strong.” (Zhengqitang Ji, vol. 11, “Discourse on Military Strategy”) This correctly reveals the dialectical relationship of gall and skill, showing that great gall depends on strong skill. The famous American general Patton, called “Blood-and-Guts General,” was connected with his having graduated from the famous American military academy West Point, studied in France, run a tank school, served as brigade commander, division commander, army commander, and army group commander, and having rather high military quality.



It needs to be pointed out that we affirm this organic connection of military-quality training and spiritual-quality training as conditions for each other, and do not exclude other factors that influence or even decide the formation of military quality and spiritual quality. These contents have already been touched on in the preceding chapters of this book.


	Technical training and tactical training. These are the two basic aspects constituting the content of the troops’ military training, and also two aspects both distinct and connected in raising the troops’ combat effectiveness. Mao Zedong said: “War is a contest of strength, but in the course of war strength changes its original form.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 454) Materialist dialectics holds that the change of anything must go through a process from quantitative change to qualitative change. And quantitative change into qualitative change again has two basic forms: one is qualitative change caused by the increase or decrease of the quantity of things; one is qualitative change caused by the change in the spatial arrangement and combination of the components constituting things. Likewise, the army’s combat effectiveness changing from strong to weak or from weak to strong is no exception. The army’s technical training and tactical training are precisely the two basic forms of qualitative change caused by quantitative change.



On the one hand, through technical training, raising the army’s skill in mastering technical equipment so that combat effectiveness changes from weak to strong embodies the form of qualitative change caused by the increase or decrease in the quantity of things. In circumstances where the number of personnel in the army’s establishment is unchanged and given weapons and equipment are used, the servicemen’s skill in mastering weapons and equipment is an indefinite quantity; this indefinite quantity, though its starting point is very low, has great potential and can be continually tapped. The same rifle, in the hands of a “marksman” and in the hands of an ordinary man who has not been trained, has a function that is greatly different. Therefore, in army training, whether standing on existing equipment or looking to development, one must attach importance to raising the troops’ combat effectiveness through this indefinite increase of man’s technical level.

On the other hand, through tactical training, enabling certain technology to be brought into play most fully, so that combat effectiveness changes from weak to strong, embodies the form of qualitative change caused by the change in the arrangement and combination in spatial position of the components constituting things. That is to say, given a certain number of troops and level of technology, because of the superiority of the commander’s tactical level, the various technical forces are skillfully decomposed and combined in a certain space and used in good time and as circumstances warrant, so that the potential of the technical forces is brought into play as much as possible; this is in fact also a kind of latent change of quantity, and cases of qualitative change caused by this quantitative change are very many. A clever commander is always good at dispersing the enemy’s strength in motion and quietly gathering his own troop strength, so that in campaigns and battles the situations of “two against one,” “three against one,” or even “five against one” or “six against one” favorable to himself appear. Also, arriving first on the battlefield to await the enemy at ease and arriving later on the battlefield to meet the enemy fatigued, awaiting the distant with ease, and the weak being able to defeat the strong, this speaks of choosing the place to use troops according to the influence of space on the comparison of strength.

Technical training and tactical training are different ways of raising the army’s combat effectiveness; the two are distinct, but they also depend on each other and are closely connected. A certain application of tactics must always take the “quantity” of a certain technical force as its foundation. Tactics are never “magic”; they always require troop strength possessing a certain technical level in order to be effective. For example, in “Tian Ji’s horse race,” Tian Ji’s ability to defeat King Wei of Qi took the upper, middle, and lower three grades of horses as its strength foundation; had he been given three or four inferior horses, it can be imagined that victory would have been impossible. A certain technical training must always take a certain tactical situation as its background; apart from a certain tactical background, even a bit of technique cannot play its due role. For example, a man who shoots very accurately, if he does not understand how to use terrain features to cover himself, still cannot reach the aim of destroying the enemy and preserving himself. Therefore, in army training, one must attach importance both to technical training and to tactical training; only by organically combining the two can one stage a mighty and majestic drama of war.


	Officer training and soldier training. Officer training and soldier training are two aspects that are both unified and opposed in the whole process of army training.



First, officer training and soldier training are unified. The officer is not only the commander in operations but also the organizer and leader of training. The process of commanding operations and organizing soldiers’ training is at the same time the process of the officers’ own training. As the common saying goes: “Under a strong general there are no weak soldiers.” “A bear of a soldier, a nest of bears of a general.” These both say that officer training and soldier training are unified.

But dialectics holds that unity is not the same as identity. Because the officer in the army bears duties different from the soldier’s, officer training must inevitably also differ from soldier training in many respects, and the two are distinct; this too cannot be ignored. First, the focus of officer training and soldier training is different. The officer is the commander in operations, and his duty is to use troops to win; this determines that the focus of his training is how to use troop strength correctly, to master battlefield situations, and to seize the ability of victory in war, campaigns, and battles. The soldier is the combatant in operations, and his duty is to kill the enemy directly; this determines that the focus of his training is how to use skillfully the weapon in his hand, to adapt to battlefield situations, and to kill and wound the enemy to the maximum. Second, the breadth and depth of officer training and soldier training differ. The officer is the organizer and leader of soldier training. “Only a master of high skill can bring out apprentices of high skill,” “to give the soldier half a bucket of water, one must himself have a bucketful.” Therefore the officers’ scope of training must be broader than the soldiers’ and their degree of mastery deeper than the soldiers’. Third, the position of officer training and soldier training in the whole of training differs. Because of the important position and role the officer has in the army, generally speaking, soldier training cannot be in a leading position compared with officer training. Innumerable battle examples show that a capable commander, even commanding an army whose training is rather poor, can often win, and can quickly raise the quality of the army. An incapable commander, even commanding a well-trained army, can hardly avoid a defeat that leaves it in the dust, and will quickly lower the quality of the army.


	Separate training and combined training. These include the two levels of contradictory relations of individual-soldier training and unit and subunit combined training, and of single-arm training and combined training of the various arms. Here we discuss only their common points.



First, separate training is the foundation of combined training. Only if separate training is done solidly can combined training be coordinated and consistent. Materialist dialectics holds that the whole is composed of parts, and the bringing into play of the function of the whole depends on the bringing into play of the functions of the parts; this is the condition of the existence of the whole. Likewise, coordination in training should also be conditional; coordination is not an unconditional piecing together but the organic combination of the individual soldiers or the various services and arms that take part in the coordination; that is to say, the individual soldiers or units taking part in the coordination must have real ability and be good at bringing out these abilities, and this is a part needed by coordination. Only with such conditions can coordination become reality. Therefore, to do combined training well, one must start from separate training; separate training is a necessary preparation for combined training.

Second, combined training is the deepening of separate training. Only through combined training can the overall effect formed by the combination of the various aspects be brought fully into play. Engels once pointed out: “Many people cooperating, many forces fusing into one total force, to use Marx’s words, create a ‘new force,’ and this force differs essentially from the sum of its individual forces.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 20, p. 139) Cooperation is not the simple addition of individual abilities but the comprehensive magnification of individual abilities; cooperation is not “one plus one equals two” but “one plus one is greater than two.” Therefore, on the basis of separate training, combined training must be carried out, bringing the army’s combat effectiveness as a whole fully into play; this is the inevitable trend of training’s development from low level to high level. For modern war it appears especially necessary.

Third, separate training and combined training promote each other and develop dialectically. The history of war shows that with the appearance of weapons and equipment and technical arms, the technical and tactical level of army personnel at all levels has daily risen; it has promoted the development of the troops’ coordinated training and made the army’s coordinated action more close and ever more complex. At the same time, the refinement and complication of the army’s coordinated action puts higher and stricter requirements on the separate training of the troops at every level, and this again promotes the development of separate training.


	Physical training and the other kinds of training. The soldier’s physical training and the other kinds of training are also both opposed and unified.



First, physical training is unified with the other kinds of training. On the one hand, physical training is the foundation of the other kinds of training. The body is “the carrier of knowledge, the dwelling of morality”; the servicemen’s military quality and spiritual quality are both built on the foundation of the physical qualities of servicemen such as endurance, adaptability, and agility. Without regular, persistent physical training, there will be no good constitution, and without a good constitution, all other training has no solid foundation and cannot rise and develop steadily. On the other hand, the other kinds of training also promote and impel physical training. This is mainly manifested in that the development of the other training not only continually puts higher requirements on physical training, pushing physical training to persist constantly and develop toward a high level, but also the other training itself is accompanied by a question of physical exercise. Therefore it is said that physical training is unified with the other kinds of training.

Second, physical training is again opposed to the other kinds of training. On the one hand, physical training has characteristics different from the other training. Exercising the body must follow the physiological characteristics of man and accord with the objective laws of physical exercise; one must persist in daily exercise, proceed step by step, and persevere. Sudden last-minute attacks, “three days fishing and two days drying the net,” cannot reach the aim of physical training. The other kinds of training can be arranged in stages, sequentially and alternately; a kind of training need not be practiced every day. On the other hand, physical training and the other kinds of training have different points of focus. The other training often focuses on mastering some particular skill; though it spontaneously contains some physical exercise in the process, it does not consider and cannot reach all-round exercise of the body. And long-term operation with a certain part of the body or a certain organ, without attention to physical exercise, may cause the physique to develop deformed. Physical training focuses on the all-round healthy development of the various functions of the human body, so that the constitution is continually strengthened. Therefore physical training and the other kinds of training are again opposed and distinct and cannot substitute for each other. Only by handling the relationship between the two dialectically can the all-round development of army building be promoted.






Part Five The Employment of War Strength




Chapter 19 Initiative and Passivity

Initiative and passivity are an extremely important pair of categories of military dialectics. Since war has existed, military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have attached great importance to the study and application of this category; flexibly using troops according to the objective situation of the two belligerents, and being good at seizing and keeping the position of initiative, are basic requirements of operational guidance.


Section 1 Initiative Is the Lifeblood of an Army

Initiative is the army’s freedom of action, and freedom of action is the lifeblood of the army. Initiative is not imaginary but concrete and material; it is something to be won consciously. Initiative comes from the understanding and practice of the laws of war.


I. Initiative and Passivity

Initiative and passivity are the main forms of manifestation of conscious initiative in war. Because of differences in people’s understanding and application of the objective laws of war, initiative and passivity are distinguished in war.

The position of initiative in war, or what is called initiative, refers to the army’s freedom of action. An army that can correctly recognize and apply the objective laws of war and control the objective situation is in the position of initiative. Or, to put it another way, an army that can itself decide on advance and retreat, attack and defense, and act freely, not controlled or dominated by the enemy, is said to have mastered the initiative. The obtaining of initiative depends on the commander’s correct estimate and correct disposition of the situation of the enemy and ourselves. A military commander, whether in favorable or in hard and difficult circumstances, must strive to organize and use his own forces independently and flexibly.

Passivity means that an army is pushed around by the objective situation and forced into a state of unfreedom; this army is then in a position of passivity. Or, to put it another way, an army that cannot itself decide on advance and retreat, attack and defense, is controlled by the enemy and loses freedom of action; this is called losing the initiative and being in a position of passivity. Such an army loses freedom of action, is dominated by the enemy, and is led around by the nose by the enemy.

Initiative is the army’s right of freedom, and the army’s freedom of action is the understanding and practice of the laws of war. To acknowledge objective necessity and to guide one’s own action according to the understanding of objective necessity is the precondition by which an army obtains freedom of action. Sun Tzu said: “Know the enemy and know yourself, and you will not be imperiled in a hundred battles.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem”) Only by recognizing the objective realities of the two sides, enemy and friendly, can victory in war be won.

Where does freedom of action come from? This is an important question of long struggle between materialism and idealism. Idealist military experts deny that there are objective laws in war and regard freedom of action as decided by one’s own subjective will. Marshal Saxe said in the preface to his book Reveries on the Art of War: “War is a science covered with shadows, and in these shadows one can hardly have a firm grasp while acting.” “All sciences have principles; only war has none.” (quoted from Jomini, The Art of War, p. 1) Japanese militarists preached the voluntarism of war and denied the objective necessity of the laws of war. “In war, indeed, a hundred general kinds of knowledge are not as good as one belief,” “victory is because the commander himself believes in victory, defeat is because the commander himself admits he will lose.” (Reference for Commanders, promulgated in Japan in 1938, Chapter 4)

The army’s freedom of action is obtained in taking correct military dispositions on the basis of people’s correct understanding of the laws of war. Only by acknowledging the objective necessity of laws and striving to recognize and apply laws can victory in war be won. The naive military dialectics of ancient China especially stressed that those who guide war must know the “Way,” that is, understand the laws of war. Sun Bin said: “That which decides victory or defeat, safety or peril, is the Way.” (Sun Bin’s Art of War) The bourgeois military expert Jomini held: “War does have a few basic principles; if they are violated, danger will certainly occur; conversely, if they can be well applied, success can almost always be had.” (The Art of War, pp. 3–4) Only when people have recognized the necessity of the laws of war and use it to guide practice can freedom of action be obtained. The size of freedom depends on the depth of people’s understanding of necessity. The more people’s understanding and the action they take accord with the objective laws of war, the freer the action. Passivity or hesitation is based on ignorance. Taking action blindly and making decisions subjectively and arbitrarily will in all cases fall into passivity and lose freedom.

In sum, the army’s initiative comes from the understanding and practice of the laws of war; the difference in people’s understanding and practice of the laws of war is manifested in war as initiative or passivity.



II. Freedom of Action Is the Lifeblood of the Army

Since ancient times military experts have all had incisive discussions on the question of initiative. In Sun Tzu’s Art of War, the earliest extant famous military work of our country, it is said: “Therefore one skilled in battle moves the enemy and is not moved by the enemy.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) This speaks of the fact that generals who are good at fighting can move the enemy and not be moved by the enemy. The ancient Chinese book of war Weiliaozi pointed out: “One who is good at using troops can seize others and is not seized by others.” (Weiliaozi, vol. 1, “Zhan Wei, No. 4”) This speaks of those good at using troops being able to seize the initiative and not having the initiative seized by the enemy. Jomini, the main expounder of Napoleonic thought, said: “If one wants to speak of the art of war, the most important thing is that the army’s main force should be thrown at the decisive point; then how can this aim be reached? The necessary means is to strive for the initiative.” (The Art of War, p. 51) In all wars, both the enemy and friendly sides strive for the initiative of the battlefield, the combat ground, the war zone, and even the whole war. Under any conditions, even in the hardest circumstances, one must strive for the initiative. Engels said: “You may be forced to retreat, you may be defeated, but as long as you can influence the enemy’s actions and do not let the enemy push you around, you still hold a certain advantage.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 10, p. 289)

Mao Zedong said: “The initiative is the army’s freedom of action. An army that loses the initiative and is forced into passivity is not free, and is in danger of being destroyed or defeated.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 379) Freedom of action is the lifeblood of the army; an army that loses the initiative has lost freedom of action, is completely in the situation of passively being beaten, and what follows must be defeat. A soldier who is disarmed is the result of that soldier losing freedom of action and being forced into a position of passivity. All war can be said to be for the sake of striving for the initiative, so as to force the enemy into a position of passivity and reach the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. The military experts of ancient China recognized the importance of initiative early on. “In affairs it is valuable to control others and not valuable to be controlled by others. One who controls others holds the power; one who is controlled by others has his fate controlled.” (Guiguzi, “Plan, No. 10”) This speaks of the fact that in military affairs what is important is to master the initiative, to be able to control the enemy and not be controlled by the enemy. To control the enemy is to be able to defeat him; to be controlled by the enemy is to suffer a fatal blow.

In the early nineteenth century, the rulers of France and Russia launched a large-scale war in order to contend for hegemony in Europe. The French emperor Napoleon mobilized almost all the strength of Western Europe. He drew over 600,000 troops, over 1,300 big guns, conscripted over 200,000 horses, together with large quantities of provisions, and invaded Russia in force. At that time Russia’s total troop strength was only over 400,000, and the troops fighting on the front line only over 210,000. The French army grasped the initiative and took Moscow in only three months. But when the French army occupied Moscow it had only over 90,000 troops; because it continually detached troops to defend the places occupied and to protect the long lines of communication, it fell into passivity and into an increasingly difficult situation, and was forced to withdraw after occupying Moscow for only twenty-odd days. In the end the French elite was nearly exhausted, with only 30,000 remnants left, and Napoleon, who had been so prominent for a time, was utterly defeated and could only take a few generals and a few attendants, ride a sleigh, and quietly leave Russia. Again, for example, in the famous Huaihai Campaign in our country’s War of Liberation, the Kuomintang army group of Du Yuming was surrounded by our army in a very small place, completely lost freedom of action, and was soon wiped out to the last man.




Section 2 The Superiority or Inferiority of War Strength Is the Basis of Initiative and Passivity

War is a contest of material strength under the guidance of spirit and consciousness; using the strong to strike the weak is the root of striving for initiative and victory. Using the weak to defeat the strong, speaking from the strategic point of view and from the point of view of development, it too takes obtaining local superiority amid overall inferiority as its precondition, and is gradually obtained in the local striking of the weak by the strong. To persist in materialism in the view of war, one must acknowledge that the superiority of war-fighting strength is in all circumstances the decisive factor of initiative and the foundational thing.


I. Using the Strong to Strike the Weak Is the Foundation of Striving for Initiative

War is violent action and a contest of strength, and economic strength is the material foundation of violence. Clausewitz said: “War is an act of violence intended to compel our opponent to fulfill our will.” “Violence, that is, physical violence.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 23) Engels said: “The whole organization and mode of fighting of armies, and with them victory or defeat, depend on material, that is, economic conditions.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 210) Lenin clearly pointed out: “The success or failure of any war depends on the economy.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 20, p. 191)

War-fighting strength is the unity of material strength and spiritual strength, and is material strength under the guidance of man’s thought and consciousness. War is conducted by armed people; on the surface it appears that both belligerents command military action according to their own wills. But in fact they cannot command their actions as they please; ultimately they are constrained by material conditions. War-fighting strength is, in essence, material strength. War is “the criticism of weapons”; “the weapon of criticism cannot, of course, replace the criticism of weapons; material force can be overthrown only by material force.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 9) In any concrete campaign or battle, the strong in war-fighting strength win and the weak lose. Using the strong to strike the weak is the root of victory. Sun Tzu’s Art of War, the famous military work, has thirteen chapters, among which there is a chapter, “Military Posture,” specially discussing that war is conducted on the foundation of military strength. “That the army may be brought against the enemy like a whetstone thrown against an egg is due to emptiness and substance.” This speaks of an army attacking the enemy as a stone is thrown against an egg, using substance to strike emptiness. “Therefore a victorious army is like a yi weighed against a zhu, a defeated army like a zhu weighed against a yi.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition”) He held that the victorious army has powerful military strength and compared it to “weighing a yi against a zhu,” the strength of the victor being five hundred and seventy-six times that of the defeated.

Initiative cannot be separated from the superiority of war-fighting strength, and passivity is likewise inseparable from the inferiority of war-fighting strength. The superiority or inferiority of war-fighting strength is the objective basis of initiative or passivity. Whoever possesses more war-fighting strength and of more advanced quality will probably occupy a dominating position in war and master the initiative of war. Conversely, whoever possesses less war-fighting strength and of backward quality will probably be dominated and acted upon by the other side and be forced into a position of passivity. In a wrestling match between a strong, powerful fellow and a weak, sickly person, the former has absolute initiative. In the Second World War, the surrender of the Japanese militarists was because the Allied countries had absolute superiority and absolute initiative while Japan was in inferiority and passivity. During our country’s agrarian revolutionary period, the Kuomintang army was strong in strength and the Red Army weak. Therefore the Red Army was always in the encirclement of the enemy and forced to carry out anti-“encirclement and suppression.” The temporary compromise of the enemy and ourselves is the result of the relative balance of the war-fighting strength of the two sides.

The superiority of war-fighting strength is first of all manifested in the quantity of troop strength and weapons of the enemy and ourselves; it is the main mark of the strength or weakness, superiority or inferiority of war-fighting strength. An army that has the superiority of troop strength and weapons has freedom in the use and disposition of troop strength; for the attacking force, the pinning force, the follow-up force, and the use of the strategic reserve, it will not find itself stretched in one place and short in another; an army with a high degree of motorization and an advanced command system has fairly strong rapid-reaction capability, is flexibly mobile, and is free in advance and retreat; a country with powerful economic strength, large population, and great potential of war-fighting strength in nature, geography, and resources can create a powerful army and is able to carry on protracted war. Conversely, a country backward in economic strength, poor in resources or with resources unused, can only establish a limited army and is powerless to carry on a fairly long war. The United States and the Soviet Union are strong in military power, and they advocate active offense and push forward a global strategy. But with the decline of U.S. economic strength and the change in the comparison with Soviet military strength, its strategy has evolved from the so-called fighting of “two and a half wars” to fighting “one and a half wars.”



II. The Initiative of the Weak Takes Local Strength as Its Condition

The superiority of war-fighting strength is the objective basis of initiative and the decisive factor for striving for initiative; any war is in the end the superior defeating the inferior and the strong defeating the weak. “Victory is the result of existing superiority.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 783) But to look at “superiority wins, inferiority loses” from the viewpoint of metaphysics, to absolutize “superiority wins, inferiority loses,” and to hold that the comparison of strength and weakness at the beginning of a war has already decided the victory or defeat of the war, is very wrong. The victory of popular uprisings and of the people’s revolutionary wars in history was always the weak defeating the strong. The French bourgeois military expert Napoleon was a famous figure who won with the few against the many and with inferiority against superiority. In his life he commanded over fifty campaigns, of which over thirty were using the few to strike the many. The earliest philosophical work of ancient China, and also the earliest work on the art of war, the Daodejing, already put forward the dialectical thought of “the soft and weak overcome the hard and strong.” Clausewitz also held that an army in inferiority can obtain a relative superiority, “skillfully using troops in order to create a relative superiority at the decisive place.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 208)

Using the weak to defeat the strong is conditional. Using the weak to defeat the strong is not because of weakness; it does not occur in all circumstances. Using the weak to defeat the strong is, amid overall inferiority, creating local superiority and local inferiority of the enemy, thereby using the strong to strike the weak to obtain local victory; using the weak to defeat the strong relies on the skillful use of troops, on creating local superiority. Using the weak to defeat the strong is not a single act but a concrete process of development, a process of using the weak to resist the strong, of the weak becoming strong, of using the strong to defeat the weak. “Those who win with the few against the many, with inferiority against superiority, all first use their own local superiority and initiative against the enemy’s local inferiority and passivity, win one battle and then the rest, defeat them one by one, and the overall situation is thereby turned into superiority, turned into initiative.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458)

The victory of our country’s War of Liberation was a vivid embodiment of using the weak to defeat the strong. But it is consistent with the principle that the superiority or inferiority of war-fighting strength is the objective basis of initiative or passivity. In each of its campaigns and battles, victory was obtained in the strong defeating the weak. At the beginning of the war, the comparison of enemy and friendly strength was greatly disparate. The Chiang Kai-shek reactionaries had the support of U.S. imperialism and an army of 4.3 million with modern equipment such as aircraft, big guns, and tanks. They held more than two-thirds of the territory and population of the whole country, had abundant resources, and had modern industry and communications. And our army had only 1.2 million men, with weapons, equipment, and war resources still more in inferiority. Therefore Chiang Kai-shek adopted a strategy of initiative and all-round offense, and we could only adopt strategic defense. In the one year of strategic defense, our army adopted the method of operations of concentrating superior troop strength and annihilating the enemy one by one. In overall passivity, we strove for local initiative, smashed Chiang Kai-shek’s all-round offense, and annihilated over 1.12 million of the enemy. In the process of using the weak to defend against the strong, our army gradually changed from weak to strong, with total troop strength developing to 1.95 million. It thereby shook off the passivity of the overall situation and passed into all-round offense, placing the enemy in passivity. In the second year of the war our army again annihilated over 1.52 million of the enemy. By the winter of 1948, the war situation had undergone fundamental change; our army exceeded the enemy not only in quality but also in quantity. From then on our army used the strong to strike the weak, and after the decisive three great campaigns, the enemy’s elite was lost to the last man, and nationwide victory was soon won.

To persist in materialism in the view of war, one must acknowledge that the superiority of war-fighting strength is the objective foundation of initiative, that using the strong to strike the weak is the root of victory; one must also acknowledge that in overall passivity one can strive for local initiative, and that using the weak to defeat the strong is possible. Are these two contradictory or not contradictory? We hold that they are not contradictory, and this is precisely the materialist dialectics in the view of war. It is the unity of strategically using the few to win the many, the weak to win the strong, one to match ten, with concretely in campaigns and battles using the many to win the few, the strong to win the weak, ten to match one. Therefore initiative is not imaginary but concrete and material, with the superiority of war-fighting strength as its objective basis.




Section 3 The Positions of Initiative and Passivity Can Transform into Each Other

Initiative and passivity are opposed to and distinct from each other. But between them there are also mutual connection, mutual dependence, mutual interpenetration, mutual inclusion, and mutual transformation. To realize the transformation of the two, one must rely on man’s effort. The correctness of man’s bringing conscious initiative into play, and its magnitude, distinguish in war initiative from passivity.


I. The Distinction between the Positions of Initiative and Passivity Is Relative

Initiative and passivity have a distinction of principle. An army that has the initiative is followed by victory; falling into passivity is followed by defeat. But the distinction between initiative and passivity in war is often relative.

First, initiative and passivity exist in connection and are distinguished in comparison. Initiative and passivity are inseparably connected; if the active side loses the passive side, there is no such thing as initiative; if the passive side loses the active side, there is no such thing as passivity. The two show their own characteristics and manifest initiative and passivity only in comparison within their mutual connection.

Second, initiative and passivity interpenetrate and contain each other. The strength or weakness, superiority or inferiority of war-fighting strength is the objective basis of initiative and passivity, but the situation of strong or weak, superior or inferior is also not absolute and fixed. War-fighting strength is a complex unity composed of many factors, and the composition and development of the various factors are unbalanced. The side strong in war-fighting strength is not strong in all the factors that constitute its strength. The side weak in war-fighting strength is not weak in all the factors that constitute its weakness. Rather, within strength there is weakness, and within weakness there is strength. Within superiority there is inferiority, and within inferiority there is superiority. Within overall superiority there also exist some factors of inferiority, and within overall inferiority there also exist some factors of superiority. The side weak in military strength, through people’s effort, with its weapons and equipment supplemented and strengthened, will gradually become strong. The side in inferiority in war may, by fully bringing conscious initiative into play, also artificially create local superiority, so that war-fighting strength changes its original form in the course of the development of the war.

Third, in the form of passivity there is the content of initiative, and in the form of initiative there is also the content of passivity. Defense is a passive form of operations, but defensive operations have rather many favorable factors. The defending side can prepare against the enemy’s offense, can have favorable terrain to use, can set obstacles on the ground artificially, and in defense can also have attacks the enemy does not expect, or can turn defense into counterattack and offense. Offense is an active form of operations, but it has many unfavorable factors. The attacking side cannot hide itself; offense cannot but let the other side know; offense generally must pay a rather large price. To attack everywhere is to be passive everywhere.

Fourth, within overall passivity there is local initiative, and within overall initiative there is also local passivity. The mutual interpenetration and mutual inclusion of initiative and passivity determine that initiative and passivity of the overall situation and of the local part are distinct. Overall initiative does not equal local initiative also certainly. Generally speaking, with overall initiative there will also be local initiative, but owing to differences in concrete conditions, differences between the overall and the local arise. In overall passivity, if the human factor is well brought into play, local initiative will appear. Sometimes there is strategic overall initiative, but in local, concrete campaigns and battles initiative is lost. For example, in our country’s War of Liberation, during the period of the Kuomintang’s “focal offensive” against the liberated areas, the Kuomintang army, relying on its superiority in troop strength, attacked our liberated areas in force, and they held strategic, overall initiative. But in concrete campaigns and battles the initiative was in our army’s hands. In the three months of the Kuomintang’s “focal offensive,” the enemy and ourselves fought sixty-eight large and small campaigns and battles, of which fifty-eight were initiated by our army’s active attack.

The relativity of the positions of initiative and passivity, and their mutual dependence, mutual interpenetration, and mutual inclusion, provide the grounds and possibility for the transformation of the positions of initiative and passivity. But the transformation between them is conditional. The key condition is the bringing into play of man’s conscious initiative.



II. Only by Fully Bringing Conscious Initiative into Play Can the Transformation of Initiative and Passivity Be Realized

War is a contest of strength, a movement of matter, the fierce tearing and life-and-death grappling of two hostile forces. War is a special kind of movement of material strength; it differs from the material movement of nature; it is conducted by armed people and is realized through man’s conscious activity. Without human activity, the material strength of war would not enter a contest. Therefore war is a contest of the subjective abilities of the commanders of two armies, who, with the material foundation of military strength, financial resources, and so on as their arena, contend for superiority and initiative.

Fully bringing conscious initiative into play is the key to striving for initiative. The superiority of war-fighting strength is the objective foundation of striving for initiative, but it is not the reality of initiative; to turn the possibility of initiative into reality, one must go through people’s effort and through a contest in which conscious initiative is fully brought into play. The correctness of the bringing into play of conscious initiative and its magnitude play a decisive role. Comrade Mao Zedong said: “War is a contest of strength, but in the course of war strength changes its original form. Here subjective effort — winning more battles and making fewer mistakes — is the decisive factor. The objective factors have the possibility of this change, but to realize this possibility, correct policy and subjective effort are needed. At such a time the subjective role is decisive.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 454–455) In the contest of fully bringing conscious initiative into play, on the foundation of objective material conditions, striving for initiative, there is inevitably victory and defeat; the victor must owe it to the full and correct bringing into play of conscious initiative, and the vanquished must owe it to the passive or erroneous bringing into play of conscious initiative. In the war history of China and abroad, the facts of strong armies being defeated and weak armies winning battles fully show the decisive role of conscious initiative in victory or defeat in war under certain conditions.

Man’s conscious initiative in war refers to man’s conscious activity and effort in the course of war. It includes two interconnected stages or links: first, the initiative of cognition; second, the initiative of practice, that is, initiative in guiding and conducting war.

To bring the initiative of cognition fully into play, correctly understand the laws of the development of war, and correctly estimate the situation of the enemy and ourselves is the precondition for striving for initiative. From the standpoint of epistemology, to understand war and to conduct war is the unity of knowing and acting. Knowing is the precondition of acting; acting is the result and destination of knowing. Only by understanding the situation of the enemy and ourselves is it possible to master the initiative and seize victory in war.

The study and understanding of war cannot wait until a new war has come. One must stand on the present, sum up the past, and foresee the future. If one clings to the successful war experience of the past, one will certainly fall into passivity when the new war comes.

Military science, which studies the laws of war guidance, should in a certain sense be a futurology. The focus of the study of military science should be for the sake of guiding future war. As early as the beginning of this century, when the airplane had just come out, the Italian military expert Douhet foresaw the important role of the air force in future war and boldly put forward the theory of seizing command of the air; it was soon proved by the practice of the Second World War. In the early period of our country’s War of Resistance against Japan, Comrade Mao Zedong published the glorious work On Protracted War, which scientifically foresaw the course, trend, and prospects of the war and put forward a whole set of strategic policies and campaign-tactical principles for guiding the War of Resistance against Japan.

Victory in war always belongs to those who focus on the future and continually explore new laws of operational guidance. Conservatism in military affairs, disregarding the development and change of war, clinging to the old and copying the old pattern, the practice of “cutting the feet to fit the shoes,” is doomed to fail. Engels once cited the example that in the 1830s and 1840s, though the rifled gun had obtained wide use, not all commanders recognized this major development in war. They ignored that, because of the use of the new weapon, the range of bullets had increased and the rate of fire had quickened, and the old column battle formation had lost its meaning. In the Battle of Wissembourg in April 1870, 70,000 Prussian troops formed in column formation and fought with 7,000 French troops, and the Prussian army, though seizing the city, suffered heavy losses and was powerless to pursue the French army. In the Second World War, the leaders of France clung to the outmoded positional-war thought of the First World War and, in order to prevent the German invasion, built a “permanent” Maginot Line. The result was that the Germans, under the cover of large numbers of aircraft, used tanks to concentrate and break through, and soon took the fortress of the French defense line — Sedan. Afterward German troops poured into France in large numbers, and the Pétain government surrendered quickly. In 1941, on the eve of Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union had built a large number of national defense works in the west and had superiority in population, troop strength, equipment, territory, and other respects. But because the military thought of the Soviet high command was conservative, it fell into passivity for a fairly long time after the outbreak of war and suffered heavy losses. For example, the Soviet Union had established armored troops fairly early and had abundant strength, with 14,000 tanks on the western frontier alone, while the tanks with which Germany attacked the Soviet Union numbered only 3,350. But because the Soviet Union tactically persisted in the principle of giving priority to infantry and cavalry, and its armored strength had not formed a fist and the use of tanks still remained at the level of the First World War, it fell into passivity. Therefore, in military affairs, one absolutely must not hold to convention and cling to the old. Stagnation and backwardness in the military domain will cause serious loss to the lives of millions upon millions of people and to the fate of the state.

Military dialectics and conservatism and metaphysics are decisively opposed. The naive military dialectics of ancient China always stressed the thought of development and change. “In the use of arms there are constant rules but no constant posture; water has constant nature but no constant form.” (Collected Commentaries of the Eleven Schools on Sun Tzu, p. 153) “Not bound by constant methods, adapting to change at the time, following the ranks and acting.” Clausewitz too held: “To attempt to set up for the art of war a rigid theory, as though building a scaffolding to guarantee that commanders will have a basis everywhere, is simply impossible.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 121) To understand war and conduct war, one must oppose conservatism, focus on development, foresee the future, and continually explore and sum up in practice new laws of war guidance; only thus can one strive for initiative, gain freedom, and seize victory in war.

To bring man’s practical initiative fully into play in war is to be able to guide and conduct war actively and to make correct military dispositions. Initiative is obtained by the commander through the correct estimate of the situation of the enemy and ourselves and through correct military disposition. Correct military disposition is guiding and conducting war. It means having plans for the flexible use of troops and flexibility in carrying out plans.

Correct military disposition cannot be without a plan. The war plan is the concrete combination of the laws of operational guidance with the situation of the enemy and ourselves. Clausewitz said: “The war plan sums up the whole of military action and makes it a unified action with one final aim.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 854) Military experts have always attached sufficient importance to the planning of war. Sun Wu held: “Before the battle, one who wins in the temple calculation is one who has many calculations”; “many calculations win, few calculations do not win, how much more so with no calculations at all?” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans”) That having a thorough operational plan before the outbreak of war can defeat the enemy is because the calculation is thorough. Planning is the necessary condition for realizing flexibility and striving for initiative. Without thorough planning and correct guidance, fighting a muddled war, there will be no correct military disposition and it is impossible to master the initiative.

Correct military disposition must have flexibility. Flexibility refers to a capacity by which people’s thinking and action change in good time with the change of objective realities. Sun Wu said: “Military posture has no constant shape, just as water has no constant form; one who can win by changing in accordance with the enemy is called divine.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) The ancients put it well: “The wonder of application lies in a single mind.” The “divine” and the “wonder” spoken of here are what we call flexibility. Flexibility is the product of an experienced, intelligent commander, a talent by which, on the basis of the objective circumstances of war, “sizing up the time and judging the situation,” he obtains military dispositions that are timely and apt.

Correct military disposition is to use troops flexibly and flexibly change methods of operations. This is the central task of operational command. To use troops flexibly is to disperse, concentrate, or transfer troop strength in good time according to concrete circumstances. Under the conditions of modern war, the close coordination of the various services and arms is needed, the war situation changes instantly and is complex, and to achieve flexible use of troops is still more difficult. To overcome the confusion, obscurity, and uncertainty of war, to adapt in good time to the change of circumstances, and to find order, clarity, and certainty, one can flexibly and correctly use troop strength. To use and change tactics and methods of operations flexibly is to attack, defend, advance, and retreat in good time according to the change of circumstances, to strike separately and strike jointly, to attack and to defend, to assault and to pin down, to encircle and to outflank, to advance and to retreat.

In sum, only by fully bringing man’s conscious initiative into play and carrying out correct military disposition can initiative be won. Rash action, doing as one pleases, and subjectivity and arbitrariness are bound to fall into passivity.




Section 4 Strive for Initiative, Strive to Avoid Passivity

With initiative one can seize victory; falling into passivity is close to being defeated or destroyed. All military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, advocate striving for initiative and avoiding passivity, and demand that people correctly use and bring into play military strength and correctly apply strategy and tactics.


I. Offense Is the Central Question of Striving for Initiative

To destroy the enemy, the most effective method is offense. Engels said that offense, “as to its overall strategic significance, refers to the action of seizing the initiative in any engagement, large or small, or decisive battle.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 14, p. 71) Lenin said: resolution and offense are three-quarters of victory. (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 9, p. 409)

Strategically, an army adopts offense because it keeps its superiority and stands in a favorable position. It can lure the main force to a favorable place and give the enemy a decisive or annihilating blow. The position of initiative can finally be obtained only after offense. Military experts have always advocated that in the passive form of defense there should be the content of initiative, opposed passive defense, and advocated active defense. In defense there should be active offense; the purpose of defense is for counterattack and offense. Apart from direct and indirect offense, defense can hardly destroy the enemy and prevent the enemy’s breakthrough. Passive defense is entirely useless for destroying the enemy. Viewed from the whole war, offense is the main means of striving for initiative, destroying the enemy, and deciding the fate of war. It can be said that all military action is conducted around the center of offense. All actions are for the sake of offense or finally to reach offense. Offense is the basic, central form of operations; without offense one cannot strive for the initiative.



II. Concentrating Superior Troop Strength Is the Root of Striving for Initiative

The principle of operations of concentrating troop strength has been greatly valued by military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign. The ancient Chinese books of war hold: “What is valuable in the army is union; by union the posture is lengthened, by union strength is strong, by union hearts are firm.” Clausewitz held: “The most important and simplest rule in strategy is to concentrate troop strength.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 219) Liddell Hart said in Strategy: “All the principles of war can be expressed in a single word, and that word is ‘concentration.’” (Strategy, p. 466) Marx pointed out: “The secret of strategy lies in concentrating troop strength.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 12, p. 326) If the superiority of troop strength and weapons is not concentrated at the decisive time and place and does not form a fist, the aim of using the strong to strike the weak and seizing victory cannot be reached. An army in superiority should concentrate troop strength; an army in inferiority, in striving for initiative, should concentrate troop strength still more. Concentrating superior troop strength is the fundamental method of winning the initiative.

Strategic superiority does not equal superiority in campaigns and battles. Countless examples in war history fully explain this. “When troops are dispersed the posture is weak; when troops are gathered the posture is strong” is a truth that ordinary people also understand. But an army that holds strategic superiority, relying on its strong posture, often neglects the concentration of troop strength, thereby creating a situation of the dispersion of superiority against the concentration of inferiority, and loses the initiative in campaigns and battles. An army in superiority, to strive for the initiative, relies on concentration. To concentrate powerful troop strength and weapons overwhelmingly superior to the enemy at the decisive time and place is precisely where the wonder of strategy lies. Lenin said: “To possess overwhelming superiority at the decisive moment and decisive place” is the “law” of obtaining military victory. (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 226)

An army in inferiority strategically, to strive for the initiative, must rely still more on the move of concentrating superior troop strength. Mao Zedong is the great military expert in the history of war in China and abroad who won with the few against the many and used the weak to defeat the strong. Marshal Liu Bocheng said: Mao Zedong’s military doctrine “is the military doctrine of using the weakness and smallness of the people’s arms to defeat a powerful enemy with modern equipment” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 476). He explored the laws of the contradictory struggle and transformation of initiative and passivity, and put forward a whole set of effective operational principles for defeating an enemy of superior equipment with inferior equipment. The core of them is “concentrate superior troop strength and annihilate the enemy one by one.” Mao Zedong said: “The relative strategic inferiority and strategic passivity of ours can be shaken off; the method is to create artificially many local superiorities and local initiatives of our own, to strip the enemy of his many local superiorities and local initiatives, and to throw him into inferiority and passivity. Combining these local things, they become our strategic superiority and strategic initiative.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 457) This means that, through the skillful concentration of troop strength, creating local superiority, winning victory in campaigns and tactics, continually consuming the enemy’s effective strength, gathering small victories into great victory, one thereby strives for strategic initiative. This is the main method of turning inferiority into superiority and passivity into initiative.



III. Correct Mobility Is the Guarantee of Striving for Initiative

Only by carrying out correct mobility according to the actual situation of the enemy and ourselves can the aim of concentrating superior troop strength be reached. Mobility is the skillful movement of troops, concentrating or dispersing troop strength in good time, keeping the troops at maximum mobility and vitality, and concentrating superior troop strength at the decisive place; only thus can victory in battle be seized. Therefore mobility is one of the important factors constituting the army’s combat effectiveness and an important guarantee for concentrating superior troop strength and seizing the initiative. Now, with the development of science and technology, the armies of many countries have comprehensively realized mechanization, and mobility has undergone revolutionary change. Together with the appearance of weapons of great lethality such as atomic and hydrogen bombs, carrying out correct mobility and concentrating or dispersing troop strength in good time appear still more important.

Mobility is an action of bringing out strengths and avoiding weaknesses and seeking advantage and avoiding harm. The purpose of mobility is to make the enemy disperse and ourselves concentrate. Mobility is first of all for finding and creating the enemy’s weak points. When the enemy is relatively concentrated, one uses our dispersion to deal with the enemy’s concentration, first splitting off a part of the troop strength and breaking the enemy’s concentration; mobility is for seeking troop strength in absolute superiority, to deal with the enemy’s weak points and strive for initiative; mobility is the main method of escaping passivity and restoring initiative. Through walking to move the enemy, creating and catching opportunities for battle, advancing and retreating in good time, one puts oneself in the position of initiative.

The basic policy by which a weak army defeats a strong army is to carry out correct mobility and destroy the enemy in motion. Mao Zedong held that one should carry out broad mobility, large-stride advance and retreat, “fight if you can win, move away if you cannot win.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 214) In order to destroy the enemy, fight if you can win. Either do not fight, or if you fight you must win; if you cannot win, move away, and moving away is to preserve oneself and wait for an opportunity to annihilate the enemy.



IV. Creating the Enemy’s Illusions and Unpreparedness in a Planned Way Is an Important Method of Striving for Initiative

There is no war in the world that does not use stratagem. “In war one never tires of deception”; to use every means to confuse the enemy is a prominent characteristic of military struggle. To strive for initiative in war one must, on the foundation of the superiority of war-fighting strength, carry on a contest of wits and stratagems. Sun Wu once put forward the important thought “the best use of the army is to attack the enemy’s plans.” With wonderful plans in the breast and a notch above the enemy, one can win more with less, defeat the strong with the weak, and sometimes even “subdue the enemy’s army without fighting.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem”) To create the enemy’s illusions and unpreparedness in a planned way is an important method of creating superiority and seizing initiative.

To create the enemy’s illusions and unpreparedness is to use, at a time and place the enemy does not imagine, a method of fighting the enemy does not anticipate, and strike the enemy with swift and sudden action. It is to give the enemy the confusion, obscurity, and uncertainty of war, and to give oneself the greatest possible order, clarity, and certainty, in order to strive for our superiority and initiative. Of the thirteen chapters of Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans” and “Attack by Stratagem” discuss the importance of deceit and the methods of creating the enemy’s illusions and unpreparedness. He held: “War is the way of deception. Therefore, though capable, appear incapable; though employing force, appear not to be employing it; when near, appear far; when far, appear near; lure him with profit; strike him when he is in disorder; if he is substantial, prepare against him; if he is strong, avoid him; anger him and provoke him; be humble and make him arrogant; if he is at ease, wear him out; if he is united, divide him; attack where he is unprepared; sally forth where he does not expect it. These are the military strategist’s victories.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans”) Clausewitz held: “Surprising the enemy is a means of obtaining superiority”; “without it, to obtain superiority at the decisive place is simply inconceivable.” (On War, abridged edition, p. 68)

To create the enemy’s illusions and unpreparedness is to force the enemy to make errors in judgment and action. For example, adopting the policy of luring the enemy deep, forcing the enemy to disperse troop strength; feinting in the east and striking in the west, creating errors in the enemy’s judgment; carrying out extensive raids, making the enemy see every bush and tree as a soldier and unable to move a step; giving the enemy swift and unexpected attacks, making the enemy lose superiority and initiative. In sum, making full use of all favorable conditions, skillfully confusing and deceiving the enemy, moving the enemy, and making the enemy passively suffer blows.



V. Only with Sufficient Preparation Can Initiative Be Won

“In all things, if prepared in advance one succeeds; if not prepared in advance one fails.” Fighting a war, like doing any other thing, cannot win victory without a thorough plan and sufficient preparation in advance. Not to fight an unprepared battle and not to fight a battle without assurance is an important military principle and an important precondition for striving for initiative and overcoming the enemy to win. More than two thousand years ago Sun Wu put forward the thought of “winning first.” He held that “the victorious army first wins and then seeks battle; the defeated army first fights and then seeks victory.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Military Disposition”) This demands that one understand the situation of the enemy and ourselves and create the conditions for victory, and fight the enemy only after having an assurance of victory. Not to fight an unprepared battle and not to fight a battle without assurance is to demand that every battle have as thorough a plan and as sufficient preparation as possible, build victory on a solid and reliable foundation, and be certain of annihilating the enemy.

With preparation one can respond appropriately to all kinds of complex situations and sudden changes. With preparation there is no trouble, and fundamentally one stands in an invincible position. If there is no necessary and sufficient preparation, one will inevitably fall into a position of passivity. Hastily meeting battle in a rush, there is no assurance of victory. Mao Zedong said: “Superiority without preparation is not real superiority, and there is no initiative.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 459) An army that is superior or victorious, if it becomes numb and careless and loses vigilance, will inevitably lose the initiative and fall into passivity.

To do well sufficient preparation and an assurance of victory is not imaginary and empty but concrete and material. Preparation for operations has many aspects of content, and the assurance of victory is also composed of many conditions. But the fundamental task of preparation is to establish a real superiority over the enemy, gather a large and vigorous army, create all kinds of material and spiritual conditions favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy, and be certain of seizing victory in battle. Having preparation and having assurance are connected together. Having assurance means having done sufficient preparation and possessing the conditions for defeating the enemy. The more sufficient the preparation for battle, the greater the assurance of victory. One more bit of preparation is one more bit of assurance of victory. All wars of aggression and unjust wars are always planned in advance and sufficiently prepared, while people who love peace often do not know. Now, with the development of science and technology changing with each passing day, atomic energy, aerospace technology, electronic technology, lasers, infrared, and so on are widely applied in the military domain, greatly strengthening the possibility of surprise attack. The imperialists all regard blitz surprise attack — striking first — as the most effective mode of war. This puts higher requirements on our preparation for the war against aggression. The army of a socialist country is a powerful force for safeguarding world peace. We must raise our vigilance and make sufficient preparation to deal with sudden attack; especially in peacetime we must prevent trouble before it happens, and would rather go a thousand days without fighting than be unprepared for a single moment.






Chapter 20 Offense and Defense

The relationship between initiative and passivity in war and the forms of operations is very close. Generally speaking, the active side mostly adopts offense, and the passive side mostly adopts defense. Offense and defense are the contradiction peculiar to the military domain, and the process of war “is a special form of social activity in which hostile armies use, against each other, strategy and tactics favorable to themselves and unfavorable to the enemy in order to attack or defend.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 447)


Section 1 Offense and Defense Are the Basic Forms of War

The contradictory movement of war is complex and infinitely varied, yet the basic form of movement is offense and defense. This is because:


I. Offense and Defense Are the Direct Forms of Manifestation of Battle

We pointed out in Chapter 4 that the battle is the “cell” of the whole of war, and war is nothing but the enlarged battle. In the battle the various elements of war are latently contained, and they gradually show and reveal themselves with the development of war. But offense and defense differ from the other elements of war: they are not latent within the battle but are the direct forms of manifestation of the battle. Clausewitz already pointed out that battle “is composed of offense and defense.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 1019) That is to say, the battle as the “cell” of war manifests itself as the direct confrontational action of the two hostile sides, and the forms of that confrontation are offense and defense. The battle is directly manifested through offense and defense. Without offense and defense no battle could appear, still less war. Jomini held that the question of offense and defense is the first question in the system of operations. In all engagements, there is always one side attacking and the other side defending. Mao Zedong, in discussing the problems of the Chinese revolutionary war, further clearly pointed out that in any war, ancient or modern, Chinese or foreign, “the basic forms of fighting are only two, attack and defense.” “The enemy’s ‘encirclement and suppression’ and the Red Army’s counter-‘encirclement and suppression’ use each other’s forms of attack and defense; in this there is no difference from wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 178, 177) That is to say, offense and defense are both the basic forms of battle and at the same time the basic forms of the contradictory movement of war.



II. Offense and Defense Are the Basic Means of Realizing the Purpose of War

The fundamental purpose of war itself is to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy, and offense and defense are the two basic means of realizing this purpose. Mao Zedong pointed out: “Offense is directly for destroying the enemy, but at the same time also for preserving oneself, because if one does not destroy the enemy, one will be destroyed. Defense is directly for preserving oneself, but at the same time it is also a means of assisting offense or preparing to shift to offense.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 450) The end governs the means, and the means serve the end. To reach the end, appropriate means must be adopted. Because offense is a form of operations in which one actively attacks the enemy in order to annihilate him or occupy important targets, to destroy the enemy one must adopt the means of offense, otherwise this aim cannot be reached. And because defense is a form of operations that avoids being killed and wounded by the enemy and resists the enemy’s attack, to preserve oneself one must again adopt the means of defense, otherwise this aim too cannot be reached. It can be seen that offense is the main means of destroying the enemy, and defense is the main means of preserving oneself. In war, if the means of offense and defense are not adopted, the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy cannot be realized.



III. All Other Forms of War of Every Kind Are Concrete Manifestations of Offense and Defense

Although the forms of war are numerous, they are all no more than concrete manifestations of the basic forms of offense and defense. In the style of operations, offense and defense are manifested as mobile war, positional war, and guerrilla war. Concretely unfolding offense there are: offense against an enemy in motion, offense against an enemy whose footing is not yet firm, offense against an enemy in field-position defense, offense against an enemy in consolidated-position defense, and so on; unfolding defense there are: mobile defense, field-position defense, consolidated-position defense, and so on. In the scale of operations there are strategic offense and strategic defense, campaign offense and campaign defense, and offense and defense in battle. In the time of operations, offense and defense are again manifested as protracted war and quick-decision war. In the effect of operations, they are again manifested as annihilation war and attrition war. In the concrete forms of operations, offense and defense are manifested as encirclement and counter-encirclement, siege and counter-siege, converging attack and counter-converging attack, raid and counter-raid, and so on. In addition, pursuit in war is the continuation of offense, and retreat is the continuation of defense.



IV. Offense and Defense Exist at All Stages of the Development of War

In the course of its development war always manifests different stages, but whether it is a war of one stage, of two stages, or of three stages, offense and defense exist from beginning to end. For example, our country’s War of Resistance against Japan went through three stages: in the first stage, the enemy’s strategic offense and our strategic defense; in the second stage, the enemy and ourselves in strategic stalemate; in the third stage, the enemy’s strategic defense and our strategic offense. In the first and third stages above, the manifestation of the form of offense and defense in the war is obvious and easy to see. But in the second stage, offense and defense do not cease to exist; rather, a special form of manifestation was adopted, namely the latent, relatively static state. That is to say, as a result of the comparison of enemy and friendly strength in the first stage, the enemy, insufficient in troop strength and meeting our stubborn resistance, was forced to stop his strategic offense and shift to the stage of holding the occupied areas; while we, because various conditions were not yet complete, still found it hard to launch a strategic counteroffensive at once. However, besides the troops frontally defending, we sent large numbers into the enemy’s rear, coordinating with the militia’s arming, to carry on extensive and intense guerrilla war in the enemy-occupied areas.

In sum, wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, whatever their nature, whatever their scale, whatever the length of their time, whatever the complexity of their organization and command, none was not manifested through offense and defense. Therefore offense and defense are the basic forms of war.

There is a view that offense is a more basic form of war than defense, at least modern war is so. They hold that in the First World War a breakthrough of defense never succeeded. And in the Second World War, because of the application of new-type weapons and equipment such as tanks and aircraft, offense became stronger than defense. And in modern war, rocket and nuclear assault missiles have made strategic defense disappear from the stage of war. That is to say, because of the use in war of advanced weapons and equipment, the basic type of strategic action in modern war can only be strategic offense, while strategic defense or defense strategy should be resolutely discarded. This is obviously a quite wrong conclusion. It can be seen that whether one regards offense and defense as the basic forms of war bears directly on the question of war guidance. It goes without saying that using materialist dialectics to examine offense and defense, as the basic forms of war, dialectically has important significance for carrying out correct war guidance.




Section 2 When Strong, Attack; When Weak, Defend

In war, whether to adopt offense or defense must depend on the comparison of the basic strength of the enemy and ourselves and cannot rely on subjective arbitrariness; that is to say, one should proceed from the objectively existing comparison of the strength and weakness, superiority and inferiority of the enemy and ourselves to decide the strategy and tactics of offense or defense.

Military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have all given discussions of different degrees on the question of the weak defending and the strong attacking. For example, the famous military expert of ancient China Sun Wu pointed out that in war, “invincibility lies in defense; victory lies in offense. If one defends, one’s strength is insufficient; if one attacks, one’s strength is in surplus.” (Selected Ancient Chinese Art of War, Military Academy 1982 edition, vol. 1, p. 38) The “insufficient” and “surplus” spoken of here refer to the conditions for victory of the offensive and defensive sides. Cao Cao of the Three Kingdoms period annotated this: “The reason I defend is that my strength is insufficient; the reason I attack is that my strength is in surplus.” He further attributed “insufficient” and “surplus” to the comparison of the strength of the offensive and defensive sides. These discussions all contain the thought that the strength or weakness of the strength of the enemy and ourselves is the objective basis of offensive and defensive strategy.

With the development of war and the expansion of the scale of war, some modern bourgeois military experts have been able to recognize fairly consciously the general principle of the weak defending and the strong attacking. For example, Jomini held that generally speaking offense is always in a more favorable position than the defender. An army can adopt a defensive posture only after being set back or when its strength is really not equal to the other side. “In fact, when an army is retreating, whether materially or morally, it is always in an inferior position, because if it had not suffered a defeat, it would be numerically far inferior to the enemy.” (The Art of War, p. 173) He directly connected offense and defense in war with the strength or weakness of military strength.

Marxist military dialectics goes further and, from the height of dialectical materialism, expounds the objective lawfulness of the contradictory movement of the weak defending and the strong attacking. Mao Zedong pointed out that in the agrarian revolutionary war, the reason we adopted the policy of strategic defense was determined by the strength of the enemy and the weakness of our army. He also called those military men who, in the situation where the enemy is superior and we inferior, still talked only of offense and did not adopt defense, “the number one fools.” At the same time he also pointed out: “As for the domestic war, if the strength of the Red Army exceeds the enemy’s, then generally strategic defense will not be needed. At that time the policy will only be strategic offense. This change depends on the total change in the strength of enemy and ourselves.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 184)

It can be seen that the problem of offense and defense in war is closely connected with the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of the two belligerents. Apart from political factors, generally speaking, the side with stronger strength in war always adopts offensive action, and the side with weaker strength always adopts the defensive. This is because the direct purpose of offense is to destroy the enemy, and it relies mainly on the army’s mobility and striking power. And among them mobility, especially in the process of an expedition (such as entering a foreign country to fight), will make enormous expenditure in a certain space. Therefore, without fairly strong military power and economic strength to guarantee it, it is obviously not possible. In addition, offense must not only smash the other side’s resistance and occupy the other side’s positions or ground but also destroy the other side’s combat effectiveness, all of which requires strong strength before it can be realized. Conversely, the defender always hopes to use delaying means, to consume the attacker’s superiority as much as possible, and to launch a counterattack only after the other side shows weak points. For this, the weak side will always, by means of defense, make full use of the advantages of terrain and the barrier of engineering fortifications, awaiting the weary at ease, make up for the weakness of its own insufficient strength, and withstand the attacker. Therefore it can be said that the weak defending and the strong attacking is an objective law that guidance of war must follow.

Of course, the defending side with weaker strength in war does not sit still and await death, absolutely unable to attack. It actively creates conditions, seeks opportunities for battle, and takes the offensive posture to defeat the enemy. This is the so-called weak can also attack. However, the weak also attacking still cannot go against the objective law of the weak defending and the strong attacking; it is only a tortuous reflection of the law of the weak defending and the strong attacking. For example, strategic defense, as is said of it, also takes obtaining local superiority amid overall inferiority as its precondition, and the offense in campaigns and battles within it is precisely changing strategic weakness into campaign-battle strength and then using the strong to strike the weak. That the weak can be attacked is often because the strong enemy has made errors and the strong shows weakness within strength, or because one’s own use of troops is a notch higher and strength shows within weakness.

In war, to follow the objective law of the weak defending and the strong attacking, in drawing up plans of offense and defense one must be good at correctly estimating the comparison of the strength of the strength of the enemy and ourselves and strive to make the offensive and defensive plans accord with the reality of the war. Generally speaking, the attacker easily relies on his strength and overestimates his own strength. For example, the bankruptcy of the “Schlieffen Plan” during the First World War was of course caused by Schlieffen’s successor making improper alterations in the course of implementation. But the fundamental reason lay in Schlieffen’s overestimating his own strength, unrealistically believing that Germany’s economic and military strength was sufficient to realize this plan; at the same time he clearly underestimated the strength of the opposing side, mistakenly thinking that his opponent Russia could not complete war mobilization so quickly, that France’s defensive strength could not block the German army’s powerful offense, and so on. The facts were exactly the opposite: not only did Belgium and the French army stubbornly resist the German army’s quick-decision offense on the western line, but the Russian army on the eastern line also rapidly burst into East Prussia, putting the German army in the predicament of being struck in the belly and back and fighting on two lines. After the Battle of the Marne, the German army’s quick-decision plan turned into bubbles and the German army fell into protracted attrition war. The defender in war, on the other hand, easily overrates the enemy and underrates himself, even to the point of underestimating his own strength. For example, in the Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign of the Second Civil War, the leaders of the Wang Ming line feared the enemy like a tiger, and neither dared to lure the enemy deep and concentrate and annihilate him, nor dared, under favorable circumstances, to strike out toward the enemy’s rear, but instead carried out a military conservatism of setting up defenses everywhere and resisting at every step; the result was loss of the base area and the Red Army’s making a Long March of over twelve thousand kilometers. It can be seen that both of these tendencies will lead to the failure of offensive or defensive battle.



Section 3 Offense and Defense Promote Each Other

Offense and defense are two contradictory aspects within the unity of the same war; the two are not only opposed to each other but each is also the precondition of the other; lose one and the other does not exist. It is precisely because of the struggle of the offensive and defensive sides and their connection that the whole of war is composed, the development of war is promoted, and the problems of war are resolved.

The mutual opposition of offense and defense is manifested in the mutual distinction and mutual exclusion of the two; that is, offense differs from defense and defense differs from offense. Concretely speaking, offense and defense differ in content. We know that the main purpose of offense is, through carrying out resolute attack, to destroy the enemy’s effective strength, to seize weapons and equipment, and to occupy predetermined areas (directions, targets); while the purpose of defense is, in order effectively to preserve one’s effective strength, to stubbornly resist the enemy’s offense of superior troop strength, to hold certain areas (directions, targets), and to create conditions for carrying out counterattack and destroying the enemy.

The unity of offense and defense is manifested in the mutual promotion, mutual interpenetration, and mutual transformation of the two. Here we first discuss mutual promotion.

Mutual promotion is the basic manifestation of the identity of offense and defense. In war neither offense nor defense can exist in isolation but can exist only in mutual connection. The opposite of offense is defense, and it takes the existence of defense as its precondition; the opposite of defense is offense, and it too takes the existence of offense as its precondition. Clausewitz pointed out: in war, “the rules of defense are founded on the rules of offense, and the rules of offense are again founded on the rules of defense; this is quite natural and necessary.” (On War, vol. 2, p. 506) These expositions all speak of the dependence of offense and defense on each other.

The mutual promotion of offense and defense is concretely manifested in the two situations of complementing each other through opposition and complementing each other through assistance.


I. Offense and Defense Complement Each Other through Opposition

Complementing each other through opposition originally had the meaning of unity of opposites. Here it is used as one situation of the mutual promotion of offense and defense. Offense and defense are opposed, yet at the same time they promote each other. Not only does the existence of one side take the existence of the other as its precondition, but the development of one side also takes some development of the other as its precondition. Their interaction impels war to pass from a lower form to a higher form.

In war, the development and change of the means of offense inevitably cause the level of the means of defense to rise with it. In the age of cold weapons, because the arrows, spears, and other offensive weapons used by the attacker had little lethality and a poor ability to break through defense, the defender usually, with dense formations, disposed on positions without fortifications, relying on natural barriers such as deep ditches and high ramparts, could resist the attacker. Later, because of the appearance of shooting weapons, firepower began to play a major role in war, which forced the defender to begin building field-position defensive works (such as redoubts, polygonal forts, and so on) for defense. Afterward, with the raising of the quality of offensive weapons and the increase of the attacker’s offensive capability, the defender again began to establish depth and adopted methods combining positions and firepower to resist the attacker. In modern war, more advanced weapons and equipment bring the attacker still greater advantage, while the defender’s means are also being renewed accordingly. Thus, with tanks there are antitank guns and other counter-firepower to oppose them; with aircraft there are antiaircraft guns to deal with them; with missiles there are antimissiles, and so on.

Likewise, any major change in the mode of defense also inevitably impels the corresponding development of methods of offense. For example, during the First World War there appeared linear defense stretching across the whole front, and the defensive front continually lengthened, with its flanks extending to oceans, mountain ranges, and other natural barriers that the attacker could hardly overcome; in such a situation, if the attacker continued to use the traditional method of flank-maneuver attack, it would obviously be hard to get in. Thus the theory of frontal breakthrough in offense arose in answer. In 1905, the German army, facing the Soviet army’s defense line of several hundred kilometers, drew up a breakthrough plan of concentrating troop strength to strike first at the eastern line, and, with the Soviet army entirely unprepared, at one stroke opened a gap, broke through the other side’s defense line, and annihilated an army group of the Soviet army within seventeen days. In the later period of the Second World War and after the war, multilevel, multizone strongpoint-style defense again appeared, which forced the attacker to adopt new modes of operations such as “vertical breakthrough” and “three-dimensional offense” to deal with the defender.

In sum, where there is contradiction there must be a shield and a spear; one thing subdues another. Offense and defense are opposed, yet they complement each other; the two interact and promote each other, and thereby impel the development of war. This interaction shows that on the stage of war there exists neither an absolutely impenetrable “shield” nor an absolutely invincible “spear.” Both offensive and defensive sides must, in war, according to the principle that the enemy changes and we change, develop and perfect themselves by continually studying new methods of fighting, in order to win victory in war.

People who hold a static viewpoint on the problems of war do not understand this principle; they are bound to the successful experience of a certain means of offense and defense, or rely on a certain new-type weapon, and absolutize some method of fighting in offense and defense, exaggerating it to the point of omnipotence. In war history, in offense there were the so-called “theory that naval power wins,” “theory that air power wins,” “theory that tanks win,” “theory that missile-nuclear weapons win,” the “blitzkrieg” theory of German fascism, the “cold-steel-ism” of the Japanese Kwantung Army, and so on; in defensive warfare there was the defensive thought of absolutizing fortress defense. This static viewpoint, which fails to see that methods of fighting develop with the development of war, is wrong and in practice will inevitably bring danger. In the Second World War, the “blitzkrieg” of Germany went bankrupt in the face of the stubborn resistance of the Soviet army and people; the “cold-steel-ism” of the Japanese Kwantung Army could not cope with tanks; and the Maginot Line of France could not block the German army’s flanking advance — all are obvious examples.



II. Offense and Defense Complement Each Other through Assistance

Offense and defense are not only complementary through opposition but also complementary through assistance. This is manifested in the offensive and defensive action of one side in war and is mainly embodied in campaigns and battles. The contradiction of offense and defense between the enemy and friendly sides in war is without doubt antagonistic, a struggle of “you die and I live,” and the dependence of offense and defense here is a relation of complementing through opposition. But in the operational action of either the enemy or our side, the contradiction of offense and defense is non-antagonistic; they can, for the same purpose, go hand in hand and divide the work and cooperate; this is a relation of complementing each other through assistance. It further embodies the mutual dependence of offense and defense.

The two forms of operations, offense and defense, though they have primary and secondary, cannot be neglected one for the other. In war, the side that carries on offense cannot open fire in all four directions and eight quarters at once; it can only unfold offense in one or several directions and defend in some other directions. Likewise, the side that carries on defense also cannot set up defenses everywhere and passively take beatings; in organizing defense in some direction, it does not exclude deploying offense in other directions. Those who engage in war activity understood very early the principle of combining offense and defense and applied it in war. In ancient war, a soldier held a spear in one hand and a shield in the other; the spear was used to attack and the shield to defend; this is the primitive form of combining offense and defense. As for the combination of offense and defense in major campaigns and battles, it need not be said. In the Boeotian war of ancient Greece, the reason the weak city-state of Thebes could defeat the powerful city-state of Sparta was precisely the result of the Theban military commander Epaminondas skillfully combining offense and defense and carrying out outstanding command. In response to the phalanx tactic of the time of distributing troop strength evenly along the front and slugging it out with the enemy, he created a new method of fighting: concentrating the elite troops on the left wing, with the left wing leading in battle and the right wing retreating behind, forming an oblique battle formation. He designated the left wing to attack and the right wing to defend, using the superior troop strength of the left wing to break through the enemy’s battle formation, and then outflanking the enemy’s right wing, and immediately the heavy infantry’s columns turned into line, and under the coordination of light infantry and cavalry the enemy was crushed. Engels called Epaminondas the first in the West to create the great tactical principle which to this day still resolves almost all decisive battles. In the first stage of the Liaoshen Campaign in our country’s War of Liberation, our army, in order to seize Jinzhou, cut the connection between the enemy inside and outside and formed the posture of “shutting the door and beating the dog,” and while deploying the Jinzhou attack on strongholds, organized the Tashan blocking battle; this combination of one attack and one defense had the result, on the one hand, of guaranteeing the victory of the Jinzhou campaign, and on the other hand, of annihilating the enemy in large numbers in the defensive battle and obtaining brilliant results. The above battle examples show that only by making offense and defense complement each other through assistance and effectively combining them can victory in war be won.

The complementing of offense and defense through assistance requires that military commanders both learn the ability of offense and learn the ability of defense, and achieve skillful use of offense and defense in war, overcoming the enemy and winning. To know only offense, or only defense, is not enough for guiding war.



III. Oppose the Erroneous Tendency of Splitting Offense and Defense

The mechanists on questions of war do not understand the principle of combining offense and defense; they split offense and defense apart and exaggerate one of the two aspects, regarding it as the only means that can win victory. In China’s Qing dynasty, Cai Songpo in the theory of offense and defense one-sidedly stressed offense and denied the significance of defense, holding that the advantage of attack was plain to see; conversely, Zeng Guofan and others one-sidedly stressed defense and denied the significance of offense, preaching the so-called theory of host and guest in offense and defense, holding that the defender is the host and the attacker the guest, the host at ease and the guest toiling, the host winning and the guest’s defeat arriving like clouds. Abroad too there were one-sided viewpoints advocating winning by offense and advocating subduing by defense. To use such one-sided viewpoints to guide war can only bring failure. The same fates of Soviet offensive theory and French defensive theory at the time of the Second World War explain this. In the early period of the Soviet-German war, because Soviet military theory stressed only offense and neglected defense, especially without considering the question of strategic retreat, in the war, launching a counterattack on the whole line from the very start, the troops suffered heavy losses and paid a pointless price. Conversely, French military theory inclined to the other extreme of speaking only of defense; they were bound to the experience of positional defensive war in the First World War and held that defense is more effective than offense. Under the domination of this thought they put their attention on building permanent defensive works, laboring over more than six years and expending large amounts of manpower and material resources, constructing the Maginot Line over 700 kilometers in total length and twelve kilometers in depth, and regarding it as an “ideal defensive shield.” The result was that in only forty-five days from the start of the war this defense line was broken through by the Germans, and France declared surrender. The above battle examples prove from the opposite side the necessity, in war, of combining offense and defense and making them complement each other through assistance.




Section 4 Offense and Defense Interpenetrate

Mutual interpenetration is another manifestation of the identity of offense and defense, and a deeper level of this identity. In war, neither offense nor defense is in a pure state, but there is “you within me and me within you,” mutual inclusion and mutual pervasion. Not only can offense contain defense, but defense too can contain offense. If the mutual distinction of offense and defense is a state of “either this or that,” then their mutual interpenetration is a state of “both this and that.”


I. Many Military Experts Have Seen That Offense and Defense Interpenetrate

Military experts of all times have had very good discussions of the interpenetration of offense and defense.

The ancient Chinese book of war Sima Fa explicitly put forward the thought of “battle mingling”. What is battle mingling? “Attack, battle, defend, advance, retreat, halt, front and rear, chariots and infantry, mutually dependent: this is called battle mingling.” (Sima Fa, “Fixing Ranks, No. 3”) That is to say, attack and defense are used alternately, advance and retreat each have their limits, the arrangement of formations has front and rear, and chariot troops and infantrymen are mutually dependent like lips and teeth; in war, these mutually opposed yet mutually interpenetrating complex phenomena are called “battle mingling.” To understand it in a more popular way, “mingling” means taking part, and “battle mingling” is the phenomenon of interpenetration in war in which one factor joins into another; and “attacking in defending” means that offense can join into defense and defense can join into offense. This is the interpenetration of offense and defense.

On the interpenetration of offense and defense, Jomini and Clausewitz made explicit and relatively detailed discussions. Clausewitz pointed out: in war there is no offense without defense and no defense without offense, “just as there is no defensive campaign composed purely of defensive elements, so there is no offensive campaign composed purely of offensive elements.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 847) He also made discussions with true insight on the thought of offense within defense and active defensive operations.

The interpenetration of offense and defense is described most vividly and most concretely in Mao Zedong’s military dialectics, and is applied with ease and mastery in Mao Zedong’s war guidance. The strategic thought of active defense formulated by Mao Zedong for our army gave an excellent description of the interpenetration of offense and defense from the angle of offense within defense; from a series of his expositions it can be seen that the thought of the interpenetration of offense and defense has already, in the scientific sense, been further sublimated; the two are no longer an ordinary “me within you and you within me” but have reached a state of blending like milk and water, of attacking for the sake of defending and defending for the sake of attacking.



II. The Two Situations of the Interpenetration of Offense and Defense

Concretely speaking, how do offense and defense interpenetrate? This should be analyzed from the two aspects of defense within offense and offense within defense.


	Defense within offense. Defense within offense is the situation in which defense permeates into offense.



Clausewitz once correctly pointed out: just as defense is not a single whole but must have offense permeating into it, “offense too is not a single whole but is continually interwoven with defense.” But he also said: “One cannot regard defense within offensive action as an effective preparation and strengthening for offense, that is, cannot regard it as an effective factor, but can regard it only as an unavoidable bad move, as a resistance hindering advance, as the original sin of offense, its fatal wound.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 775) This latter view is obviously again wrong. Because the defensive deployment within offense proceeds from the interest of the whole of operations, though it can be regarded as something done under compulsion, it is by no means a hindrance and fatal wound of offense; on the contrary, it assists and favors offense, and in this sense it can be fully regarded as the strengthening of offense or an effective preparation for further offense; this is very obvious.

In war, the attacker is attacking strategically as a whole, but he does not attack in every aspect of the campaign or battle; he must, within the overall offensive posture, make local defensive dispositions. For example, the flanks and rear of the attacker must be carefully protected, to prevent the enemy from entering through a gap and outflanking and encircling and thereby frustrating oneself. With the development of war this appears more and more meaningful. Because of the continual change of the operational conditions of the offensive and defensive sides, the defender’s power to hit back is daily increasing; it can not only strike back in resisting the other side’s offense but can destroy the offense by various means even before the other side carries it out. During the Second World War, the Soviet army in the defensive operations of the Battle of Kursk carried out two thirty-minute fire counter-preparations against the attacking German army, which caused the attacker enormous losses and put the other side’s offensive plan back by two hours. After the Second World War, with the appearance of rocket-nuclear weapons, the rise of armed helicopters, the popularization of tanks and armored vehicles, and the daily perfection of automated command systems, the firepower and mobile operational capability of troops have risen unprecedentedly, which has led to change in the methods of defensive operations; that old situation of being monotonous, steady, and fought to the end in one pattern in one battle no longer exists. The situation of the future battlefield is tangled and complex; the attacking side may not only meet counterattack from the frontally defending enemy but may at any time suffer counterattack and encirclement from the other side’s flank troops; in some circumstances the defender may also carry out “cutting-off attacks,” using “air cavalry” to counter-intercept behind the attacker. The above situations show that the attacker, facing the defender’s ever-strengthening defensive capacity, if he has only offensive deployment and no preparation for defense, cannot cope with the defender’s sudden blow, and, in the face of the other side’s powerful counterattack, the opportunity of striking first will be lost entirely. It can be seen that defense within offense has a meaning that cannot be ignored for armies carrying out offensive operations.


	Offense within defense. Offense within defense is the situation in which offense permeates into defense.



In war, offense and defense, compared with each other, have the advantage of seizing the opportunity, and therefore are an active form; relatively speaking, defense is a passive form. But if offense is permeated into defense, the situation is greatly different. It can make this passive form of defense possess content of initiative; this form of offense within defense is active defense. Offense within defense or active defense is the most meaningful part of the dialectics of offense and defense. Precisely because it is the most meaningful, military experts since modern times have discussed it most, and as an important principle of operations it has been incorporated into the military regulations of many countries.

Jomini very early clearly put forward the category of “offensive defense.” He divided defensive posture into the two kinds of “passive defensive posture and active defensive posture,” holding that “a passive defensive posture is without doubt bound to lose, while an active defensive posture can often turn into victory.” Therefore, “the defender must on no account stand still and wait for the enemy to come and strike him; on the contrary, he should be doubly active, keep an alert attitude at all times, and as soon as he discovers the enemy’s weak points, at once deliver a strong counterblow.” (The Art of War, pp. 52, 53) Clausewitz gave a systematic exposition of offense within defense; he pointed out: “Pure defense is entirely contradictory to the concept of war; in war, defense can only be relative.” “This characteristic of defense is said of defense only in general, and not of every part of defense.” “It is also a necessary component of defense,” and even “troops merely awaiting the enemy’s charge on a position can meet the enemy with bullets of offense. Therefore this form of operations of defense is by no means a simple shield but a shield composed of skillful blows.” (On War, pp. 475, 775, 476) These expositions are without doubt very profound.

Marxist military dialectics further expounded the active-defense thought of offense within defense. Engels clearly pointed out: “Defense should not be merely passive but should draw strength from mobility, and as soon as there is an opportunity the defender should adopt offensive action.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 12, p. 125) “The most effective defense is still active defense carried out by offense.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 13, p. 296) Stalin, in his military activity, also put forward the strategic thought of active defense. He said: the purpose of this strategy is to gain time, disintegrate the enemy, nurse one’s elite and accumulate strength, maneuver the strategic reserves, so as afterward to shift to counterattack and offense and make the enemy suffer a decisive failure. (See Collected Military Writings of Stalin, pp. 126, 402) Mao Zedong made a more theoretical and systematic exposition of the strategic thought of active defense. He pointed out: “Active defense is also called offensive defense, also called decisive-battle defense. …… It is defense for the sake of counterattack and offense.” Our basic principle “is to acknowledge active defense and oppose passive defense.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 182, 184)

From the expositions of the classical writers, especially of Mao Zedong, it can be seen that the essence of active defense is one word, “attack”; this is the highest expression of the positive character of defense; it requires that the guides of war must at all times attend to taking offense to destroy the enemy as the starting point and destination of carrying out defensive action. Concretely speaking, active defense contains two interconnected aspects of content: one is that, within overall strategic defense, offensive action of campaigns and battles must be deployed, reaching the aim of overall defense through local offense; the other is that when the comparison of enemy and friendly strength and weakness has undergone a fundamental change, strategic defense must be promptly and resolutely led to strategic counteroffensive and offense, thoroughly destroying the enemy through strategic decisive battle. Therefore it is said that active defense is both offensive defense and decisive-battle defense; and what offensive defense embodies is the dialectics of offense within defense, which is the only correct guiding thought of operations by which the weak army defeats the strong army. This has been proved by practice.

Engels once called two of Napoleon’s war situations, the war situation of 1814 and the war situation of 1815, “outstanding examples of offensive battles and continual attacks in an entirely defensive war situation.” Although both war situations ended in Napoleon’s failure because of the too greatly disparate strength of enemy and ourselves, in these two famous war situations this commander, defending on the invaded native soil, whenever he had an opportunity turned to attack the enemy. Although on the whole his troop strength was always far less than the invading enemy, every time in offense he could create superiority and usually obtained victory. The reason these two war situations of Napoleon deserve praise is precisely that in conducting defensive operations he did not forget offense and carried out offensive defense.

Mao Zedong, in commanding our army’s operations against the enemy, applied still more skillfully the method of operations of offense within defense. He combined the strategic thought of active defense with the actual operations of our army in each period, formulating for our army respectively the operational policies adapted to each stage such as “luring the enemy deep,” “protracted war,” “taking the annihilation of the enemy’s effective strength as the main thing and not the holding of local territory as the main thing,” and “protracted operations, active defense,” and so on, successfully guided China’s revolutionary war and the war to resist America and aid Korea, and obtained brilliant results. Under the guidance of the strategic policy of active defense, our army in the strategic defense of the War of Resistance against Japan widely carried out mountain guerrilla war and mobile war of regular troops; in the War of Liberation, annihilated the enemy through large-stride advance and retreat; in the second-stage defensive war of the war to resist America and aid Korea, carried out positional counter-thrusts and tactics such as “nibbling away at the ox-hide toffee piece by piece,” and thereby won victory in each war. Practice proves that the strategic policy of active defense is our army’s magic weapon for overcoming the enemy and winning. In future wars against aggression, because enemy and friendly circumstances have undergone great change, the content of our army’s strategic policy of active defense will also change with it, but however the concrete content changes, the general principle cannot change, and our strategic policy is still active defense.

Defense within offense, offense within defense, the interpenetration of offense and defense: this is the lively dialectics of war. This interpenetration requires that the guides of war make a dialectical understanding of both aspects of offense and defense and learn operational guidance of defense within offense and offense within defense, to obtain the initiative in war.



III. Oppose the Metaphysical View of Offense and Defense

Those who hold a metaphysical viewpoint on offense and defense deny the mutual interpenetration of offense and defense, thinking that offense is just offense and defense just defense, and that the two cannot contain each other. The passive-defense viewpoint in defensive battle is typical in this respect. Passive defense is exclusively defending or purely defending. Those holding the passive-defense viewpoint deny that defense can contain offense and advocate setting up defenses everywhere and passively resisting. It was this passive-defense theory that the “Left”-leaning opportunists in our country’s Second Revolutionary Civil War adhered to; in the face of the strong enemy’s offense they still wanted the small and weak Red Army to “meet the enemy outside the gates of the state” and carried out such erroneous policies as “six-route dispersal” and “attacking on the whole line,” the result of which was the failure of the Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign of the Red Army in the Central base area and the Red Army’s being forced to undertake the Long March. Toward this passive-defense thought, the classical writers of Marxism made severe criticism. Marx once criticized: “Kugelmann mixes defensive war and defensive military action together,” thinking that defensive war is composed only of defensive military action and should not contain offensive action; this is “lacking in dialectics.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 4, p. 389) Mao Zedong censured the actions of the “Left”-leaning opportunists of those years as “the theory and practice of the rash and of the outsiders to the gate, entirely without the flavor of Marxism, and are anti-Marxist things.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 190)




Section 5 Offense and Defense Transform into Each Other under Certain Conditions

Offense and defense, as two aspects of a contradiction, like the two sides of any contradiction, do not have positions that are fixed and unchanging but can transform into each other under certain conditions. Offense can transform into defense, and defense can transform into offense; this is the necessary manifestation of the contradiction of offense and defense in movement. The mutual transformation of offense and defense is not only the result of the opposition of the two but also a further manifestation of their connection. In war, when offense and defense are opposed, the result must be one side defeating the other, impelling the two to transform toward their opposites. And the reason offense and defense can transform into each other is precisely that they have identity; between the two there is a bridge from one to the other.

The thought that offense and defense can transform into each other is touched on in the ancient Chinese books of war. However, in the history of military thought, the one who most explicitly discussed the problem of the mutual transformation of offense and defense is found in Clausewitz’s On War. In it he not only discussed the transformation of offense into defense but also discussed the transformation of defense into offense, and made useful explorations of the conditions of their mutual transformation. Jomini also explicitly pointed out the necessity of the mutual transformation of offense and defense. Marxist military dialectics made a more thorough discussion of the mutual transformation of offense and defense, mainly manifested in Mao Zedong’s theory of carrying out the strategic policy of active defense and, when the comparison of the strength and weakness of enemy and ourselves has undergone fundamental change, promptly leading strategic defense to strategic counteroffensive and offense.


I. The Two Situations of the Mutual Transformation of Offense and Defense

The mutual transformation of offense and defense is manifested as two transformations in opposite directions: one is offense transforming into defense; the other is defense transforming into offense.


	Offense transforms into defense. The transformation of offense into defense means that in war the attacker cannot attack endlessly; when the interests of offense have been realized or the offense is frustrated, one should shift to defense.



Jomini pointed out: “Whether in politics or in strategy, how favorable offense is, yet in the whole course of the war it cannot be maintained forever; because often in a campaign one begins with offense, but long before the end of the campaign it has already shifted to the defensive.” (The Art of War, p. 52) Clausewitz explicitly put forward the proposition of “the culminating point of the offensive,” which has major academic value and practical significance. He held that in war the superiority formed by the victory of the attacking side has a culminating point. By the culminating point of offense is meant that offense (referring to strategic offense) “can be carried on only until the moment when its strength is still sufficient to carry on defense while awaiting peace”; if one passes this culminating point and attacks on without rest, not shifting to defense, a sharp change will occur and one will meet a powerful counterattack by the enemy, to the point of irretrievability. (On War, vol. 3, p. 783) What he means is that the attacker must grasp the opportunity and act according to his strength, stopping when it is right to stop. If one can attack in one burst of spirit all the way to victory, that is of course very good; but when it is discovered that the offensive strength has been greatly weakened and cannot be made up, the remaining strength is still enough to carry on powerful defense, and the enemy’s counterattack strength has not yet formed, one should decide on the spot and shift to defense at once; otherwise, missing the opportunity, the enemy’s counterattack strength already formed and one’s own strength still continuing to weaken, one will meet the enemy’s powerful counterattack; then, the situation sharply deteriorating, to shift to defense is too late. This thought of Clausewitz’s is profound. In fact, just as he said, because of the attacker’s position of initiative it is very easy to pass the culminating point of offense and hard to stop midway, and once the culminating point of offense is passed, the fate of failure is basically settled. In history, Napoleon’s attack on Moscow in 1812 and Hitler’s in 1941 both suffered heavy failure alike, and militarily it was because of passing the culminating point of offense. This shows that the transformation of offense into defense is inevitable, and in the guidance of war it is manifested only in the difference of conscious and unconscious. An intelligent commander-in-chief is good at discerning the change of the strength of enemy and ourselves on the battlefield, can consciously grasp the culminating point of offense, that is, the degree of offense, and shift offense to defense in good time, and therefore can continue to keep the superiority and initiative on the battlefield. A clumsy commander-in-chief cannot grasp this; as a result, in the face of the other side’s powerful counterattack he is forced to shift to defense all the same, but because it is already too late, the result is bad. In 1805 the Russian-Austrian allied army and the French army, in a decisive battle in the Austerlitz area, the French victory explains this. (See the map “The Battle of Austerlitz”)

The Battle of Austerlitz (December 2, 1805)

Marxist military dialectics requires that the guides of revolutionary war must discern the course of war, consciously grasp the limit of offense, and shift offense into defense in good time. Lenin repeatedly stressed the significance of offense for revolutionary war; however, he also pointed out: “A war that kept to victorious offense from beginning to end has never existed in world history, and if there had been one, it would be an exception.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 33, p. 75) This points out the necessity of the transformation of offense into defense. Mao Zedong said: “Revolution and revolutionary war are offensive, but there is also defense and retreat — only this way of putting it is entirely correct.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 180) After the failure of China’s First Civil War, when the revolution entered a low tide, Mao Zedong, drawing on the experience paid for in blood, put forward that while carrying out retreat in politics we should also in military affairs shift from offense to defense, go to the countryside to establish revolutionary base areas, accumulate strength, and welcome the arrival of the revolutionary high tide, which was entirely correct. But the “Left”-leaning opportunists then holding the ruling position in the Party ignored the fact that the revolution was in a low tide, and unrealistically put forward that the revolution should “first win victory in one province or several provinces,” had the small and weak revolutionary armed forces attack big cities, “assembling the army at Wuhan and watering horses in the Yangtze,” causing undue loss to the revolution. This was a manifestation of not understanding the transformation of offense into defense.


	Defense transforms into offense. The transformation of defense into offense means that in war, the defender can, through offensive action within defense, continually consume the enemy’s strength, gather small victories into great victory, and gradually change the comparison of the strength and weakness of enemy and ourselves. And when the strength of enemy and ourselves has undergone fundamental change, or when various conditions favorable to oneself and unfavorable to the enemy have been created, one should promptly turn defense into counterattack and offense, developing victory until the enemy is thoroughly destroyed.



Clausewitz pointed out that although defense, compared with offense, is a stronger form of operations, because it has the advantages of awaiting the enemy and of terrain, the purpose of defense is after all negative; therefore only when strength is small and needs to use this form is it used because one cannot help it. Once strength is strong enough to reach the positive purpose, it should be abandoned immediately. When the defender has obtained marked superiority, defense has completed its mission. If the defender does not choose to perish willingly, he must use this superiority to counterattack. One should regard the shift to counterattack as the necessary trend of the development of defense, a basic component of defense. “Quickly and violently shifting to offense …… is the most brilliant part of defense.” He held that “beginning with defense and ending with offense is the natural course of war.” (On War, vol. 2, pp. 477, 495) These thoughts are very profound.

Mao Zedong further expounded this point from the strategic thought of active defense. In his view, active defense is not only offensive defense but also decisive-battle defense, and decisive-battle defense is the necessary development of offensive defense. Because the purpose of carrying out offensive defense lies in eating up the enemy bite by bite through the campaigns and battles of offense within strategic defense, gradually changing the comparison of strength of enemy and ourselves, and making preparations for the later strategic decisive battle. After many battles have been won in campaigns and battles, the overall situation of enemy and ourselves will undergo change; we change from weak to strong, the enemy from strong to weak, and then our army can shift from strategic defense to strategic offense and thoroughly destroy the enemy.

The nationwide War of Liberation in which the Chinese people were engaged was a complete operational process that began from strategic defense and ended with strategic offense. At the beginning of the war, the Kuomintang had an army of 4.3 million, while our army had only a little over 1.2 million, the comparison of troop strength being enemy strong and we weak. But because our army carried out the active-defense strategic policy of “taking the annihilation of the Kuomintang’s effective strength as the main thing and not the holding of local territory as the main thing,” within overall strategic defense it actively carried out offensive battles of campaigns and battles, and, through large-stride advance and retreat, fought many victories; after the first year of operations it obtained the major victory of annihilating over 1.12 million of the enemy, the enemy army reduced from 4.3 million at the beginning of the war to 3.7 million, while our army grew from 1.2 million at the beginning of the war to 1.95 million, and the comparison of enemy and friendly strength underwent major change. Although overall the enemy was still strong and we weak, our army already possessed the various conditions for carrying out strategic transformation, and so passed from strategic defense into strategic offense. The Liu-Deng and other three routes of great armies pushed into the Central Plains, threw the enemy’s deployment into confusion, and forced the enemy army to change from all-round offense to offense at key points, afterward shifting to strategic defense; our army, riding the victory, successively organized a series of campaigns with the Liaoshen, Huaihai, and Pingjin three great campaigns as the main ones, and through the strategic decisive battle and the subsequent strategic pursuit, destroyed 8 million troops of Chiang Kai-shek and liberated the whole of China.

Offense transforming into defense and defense transforming into offense: this is the situation of their mutual transformation.



II. The Transformation of Offense and Defense Needs Certain Conditions

It needs to be pointed out that whether offense transforms into defense or defense into offense, it is not subjective and arbitrary but must rest on certain conditions; without certain conditions the offensive and defensive sides cannot transform into each other. The conditions spoken of here include both objective conditions, mainly the fundamental change in the strength of enemy and ourselves, and subjective conditions, mainly the conscious initiative in war guidance. Neither of the two can be lacking, but the objective condition is the main one. Mao Zedong, in discussing turning strategic defense into strategic counteroffensive, pointed out: “To prepare for the counterattack, one must select and create several conditions favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 190) At that time he listed six conditions: first, the people actively assisting the Red Army; second, a position favorable for operations; third, the complete concentration of the Red Army’s main force; fourth, discovering the enemy’s weak parts; fifth, making the enemy fatigued and demoralized; sixth, making the enemy commit errors. These six conditions are both objective and subjective, a combination of conditions of the two aspects.

The objective condition for the mutual transformation of offense and defense is the fundamental change in the comparison of the strength and weakness of the strength of enemy and ourselves. This change does not come suddenly but is a process from quantitative change to qualitative change, from partial qualitative change to fundamental qualitative change. Once a fundamental qualitative change in the comparison of the strength of enemy and ourselves occurs, offense and defense transform into each other.

That a fundamental change has occurred in the comparison of the strength and weakness of enemy and friendly strength in war provides the precondition and possibility for the mutual transformation of offense and defense, but possibility is not yet reality; for the possibility of transformation to become reality there is still need of the subjective condition, namely conscious initiative in war guidance. It requires that the guides of war be able to discern the objective course of the development of war, and when a fundamental qualitative change has occurred in the comparison of the strength of enemy and ourselves and the objective possibility of the transformation of offense and defense is already present, promptly seize the opportunity for battle, carry out the transformation, and lead the war toward victory. Mao Zedong was a master in this respect. In July 1947, after the War of Liberation had been in progress for a year, the comparison of total troop strength of enemy and ourselves was still enemy strong and we weak, the enemy army 3.7 million, and our army 1.95 million. According to the ordinary military viewpoint, the conditions for our army’s transformation from strategic defense to strategic offense were not yet ripe at that time. However, Mao Zedong, after concrete analysis, pointed out that although the enemy’s total troop strength was more than our army’s, its combat effectiveness was weaker than our army’s, the great majority of it being remnants, defeated generals, and new recruits without combat experience; among the troops on both sides able to carry out front-line operations it was obviously we strong and the enemy weak; the enemy was, politically and militarily, in a position of isolation, surrounded on all sides by the whole people, with troop strength insufficient at the front, able only to parry, and with empty defense at the rear, unable to hit back. On the basis of the above analysis, Mao Zedong promptly organized our army’s shift from strategic defense to strategic offense, successfully completing a great turning point in the history of China’s revolutionary war.

In sum, offense and defense are the basic forms of war, and their relationship is a unity of opposites, concretely manifested in that offense and defense are both distinct and connected, and under certain conditions can transform into each other. To understand comprehensively the dialectics of offense and defense and apply it in practice has important significance for everyone engaged in war.






Chapter 21 Positional Warfare, Mobile Warfare, and Guerrilla Warfare

The form of operations is the style of operations that realizes the purpose of war. It arises with the arising of war and develops with the development of war. Mao Zedong said: “The essence of war, namely the purpose of war, is to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy. But the forms of war by which this purpose is reached are of three kinds: mobile war, positional war, and guerrilla war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 468) These three are the main and basic ones among the forms of operations. This chapter mainly explores the dialectical relationships of these three forms of operations.


Section 1 The Characteristics of the Three Forms of Operations and Their Historical Development

Mobile war is the form of operations in which regular army groups, over long fronts and in large theaters, carry out exterior-line quick-decision offensive battles in campaigns and battles, and it also includes the mobile defensive battles and positional offensive and defensive battles that assist this offensive battle; positional war is the form of operations in which the army relies on positions to carry out defense or carries out offense against an enemy holding positions; guerrilla war is the form of operations in which the militia, guerrilla units, or guerrilla detachments composed of regular troops flexibly and mobilely raid the enemy. The three forms of operations bear relatively different operational tasks in war. Their operational characteristics and the positions they occupy in different war environments each differ, but the three are also mutually connected and mutually transforming. Only when the guides of war correctly understand and handle the dialectical relationships among them can they better guide war and seize victory in war.

Guerrilla war, mobile war, and positional war each have their characteristics. Guerrilla war is relative to regular war; it has greater initiative, flexibility, offensiveness, quick decision, and fluidity than regular war, and its strategic tasks are to assist regular war and to develop itself into regular war. Mobile war and positional war are the two basic forms of operations of regular war. Mobile war mainly carries out the task of annihilation war, its characteristic being “superior troop strength in the regular army group, campaigns, and battles; offensiveness and fluidity.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 465) Positional war realizes the purpose of operations mainly through holding or seizing positions, its characteristics being that the line of battle is relatively fixed, preparation is sufficient, and the various guarantees are rather strict.

The three forms of operations have a long history in our country. According to the record, in 512 BC, when the State of Wu attacked the State of Chu, King Helü of Wu accepted the tactic put forward by the grand general Wu Zixu of using guerrilla war, successively sending small forces to harass many places in Chu for six years, wearing Chu out running about and exhausting its material resources, and only then launching an all-out offensive with the whole army, with the result that the Chu army was greatly defeated. The Records of the Grand Historian, “Biography of Wei Bao and Peng Yue,” clearly mentions the term “roving troops”, recording that “in the third year of the King of Han (204 BC), Peng Yue often came and went as a roving force for Han, attacking Chu and cutting off its grain supply in the Liang area.” The “roving troops” here are precisely the armies that carry out guerrilla war. By the Jin dynasty there was a more detailed exposition of the characteristics and tasks of guerrilla war; according to Ma Long of the Jin dynasty (third century AD), in introducing the book Rear Chapter: Grasping the Marvelous Classic, he recorded a section on “roving armies,” holding that “the form of the roving army is sometimes moving and sometimes still, avoiding the substantial and striking the empty, watching the strong and the flourishing, linking formations and heading for the ground, cutting around the four paths, with the rear worthies examining it, its posture without constancy.” The methods of mobile war also appeared early in our country’s history, as in the famous ancient battles of Changshao, Chengpu, Maling, and so on. Ancient positional war was defense by building deep ditches and high ramparts, forming fortresses and castles to resist the other side’s offense, and offense by attacking and taking fortresses and castles. The Great Wall is a relic of our country’s ancient positional war.

In other countries of the world, too, the forms of operations of guerrilla war, mobile war, and positional war appeared very early. In the early seventeenth century, when Polish armed forces invaded Russia, in the north-east of Russia many peasants and handicraftsmen formed guerrilla units and raided the Poles. In the American War of Independence of 1775 to 1783, the people of the thirteen British colonies of North America used guerrilla war coordinated with regular war to overthrow colonial rule. During the Second World War, the guerrilla war of the peoples of the various countries of Europe and Southeast Asia resisting the aggressors surged up like swarming bees and clouds. Mobile war was first put forward by the famous bourgeois military expert Napoleon; in his Maxims of War he explicitly put forward the concept of “mobile operations,” and also put forward the famous saying “the march is war”; the French revolutionary wars and the European wars that he led had the character of mobile war. In the Second World War, mobile war obtained further development. Positional war in Europe and other countries, as in ancient China, was mostly carried on in the form of contending for strongholds and building castles and fortified cities; after the appearance of gunpowder and the Lee-Enfield rifle, the scale and role of positional war developed greatly; during the First World War, large-scale positional war appeared on the European battlefields, as the famous Battle of Verdun in France proves. After the Second World War, positional war developed still further.

In China’s revolutionary war, the three forms of operations obtained comprehensive and systematic development. The proletarian revolutionaries of the older generation, such as Mao Zedong, combined Marxist-Leninist military theory with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, absorbed the useful war experience of ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign, and led the Chinese people in more than thirty years of war, seizing one great victory after another, so that the three forms of operations obtained creative development both in theory and in practice. Guerrilla war is our army’s family treasure. Mao Zedong broke the convention of military experts of all ages of using guerrilla war only within the sphere of tactics, and for the first time raised guerrilla war to the position of strategy. On the basis of the objective situation of enemy and ourselves in each period of war, he put forward a whole set of policies, principles, and methods on guerrilla war, and guided the Chinese people in creating wonders in the history of war. Zhu De, Peng Dehuai, Liu Bocheng, Chen Yi, Nie Rongzhen, and others also wrote a large number of works on guerrilla war, forming a complete theory of guerrilla war. Mobile war is also our army’s traditional method of fighting, and has occupied an important position in every war. Mao Zedong not only scientifically revealed the basic characteristics of mobile war but also led our army, according to the concrete circumstances of different periods of war, to fight mobile war in different ways. In the agrarian revolutionary war period it was “fight if you can win, move away if you cannot win”; in the War of Liberation it was at the beginning “large-stride advance, large-stride retreat,” and in the later period large outflanking, large encirclement, and large annihilation; in the war to resist America and aid Korea it was campaign small encirclement combined with tactical penetration. The position of positional war in our army’s war history has been continually raised; in the agrarian revolutionary war and the War of Resistance against Japan period, only for the offense and defense of some isolated strongholds was positional war adopted, but Mao Zedong did not neglect necessary positional war and put forward that the position of positional war should be continually raised with the development of our army. In the War of Liberation period, positional war gradually increased, and Zhu De, going in person to the front, summed up the experience of positional offensive battles; the “Ten Great Principles of Operations” that Mao Zedong and others summed up at the time put forward the principles of attacking cities. In the later period of the war to resist America and aid Korea, our Volunteers created the unprecedented experience of relying on tunnels for positional war, which still has realistic significance today. Mao Zedong and his comrades-in-arms, in leading our army in the theory and practice of flexibly applying the three forms of operations, greatly enriched Marxist military science.

In future war, because of the high modernization of weapons and equipment, and the great raising of the army’s reconnaissance ability, mobility, firepower, and assault power, the suddenness of war is increased, the battlefield is more vast, the situation changes quickly, destruction is great, consumption is much, dependence on the rear is great, the personnel taking part in war are many, and command and coordination are complex. The three forms of operations of guerrilla war, mobile war, and positional war will also undergo some new changes. First, the position and proportion of positional war will rise markedly compared with before; in the early period of our war against aggression, in the important strategic directions, positional war of firm defense will become the main form of operations, the setting up of positions and the composition of battle will be more complex, and in operations higher requirements are put on the resoluteness of offense and the tenacity of defense. Mobile war will also differ from the past in many ways: the fluidity of large-stride advance and retreat will be relatively reduced, its combination with positional war will be closer, the struggle of mobility against counter-mobility will be fiercer, and higher requirements are put on concentrating troop strength, firepower, and the quick decision of battle. Guerrilla war will in future revolutionary wars of resistance to aggression and oppression still play an important strategic role, and will have greater breadth and a higher level; its operational tasks will mainly be striking the enemy’s rear targets, destroying the enemy’s transport and communications facilities, and striking the enemy’s oil, ammunition, grain, and water supply systems and command organs, and so on. With the development of weapons and equipment many new methods of fighting will also appear, such as, with the use of armed helicopters, there will appear “helicopter guerrilla units,” with the wide development of electronic warfare there may appear “electronic-warfare guerrilla units,” and there will also be “rocket guerrilla units,” “guerrilla artillery units,” and so on. Therefore, in studying and applying the forms of operations we must, without fail, focus on their characteristics and focus on their development.



Section 2 The Primary and Auxiliary Positions of the Three Forms of Operations

Materialist dialectics holds that in the course of the development of things, if many contradictions exist, one among them must be the principal one, which defines and influences the development of the other contradictions. In war, because the tasks and characteristics of the three forms of operations differ, their positions in war are also unbalanced, and there is a distinction between the primary form of operations and the auxiliary forms of operations. Under certain conditions, the primary form of operations determines and influences the scale, tasks, and methods of implementation of the auxiliary forms of operations; the auxiliary forms of operations are subordinate to and assist the primary form of operations. At the same time, because the circumstances of the two belligerents differ in each period and in each region of war, the primary and secondary positions among them also differ, and change with the development and change of the circumstances of war.

First, viewed from the overall situation of war, mobile war is primary. The form of operations serves the purpose of war. The purpose of war is to destroy the enemy and preserve oneself, and destroying the enemy is in first place. Mobile war takes annihilation war as its main aim and has its own peculiar active and mobile character. In defense, through mobility it can choose battlefields and create opportunities for battle, carry out exterior-line offensive battles within interior-line defense, annihilate the enemy’s effective strength, continually change the comparison of strength of enemy and ourselves, and enable oneself to shake off the passive position and shift to the active position. In offense, through mobility it can widely move the enemy and put the enemy in a state of unpreparedness, “taking advantage of the enemy’s movement, suddenly advancing, encircling and attacking him, catching him unprepared, and rapidly resolving the battle.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 453) Thereby it annihilates the enemy more and faster. Moreover, mobile war can also bring into full play the might of people’s war and man’s subjective initiative, cause errors in the enemy, increase one’s own superiority and initiative, and thereby strike the enemy more powerfully and seize victory in war. Therefore Sun Tzu’s Art of War already pointed out that one who is good at attacking moves above the ninth heaven. The famous Russian general Suvorov also said: “The legs are the basic condition of victory; the hands are the auxiliary means.” The Second World War as a whole had the character of mobile war, and positional war was adopted only at individual war stages or key points. In our army’s war history, although sometimes guerrilla war and positional war also became the primary forms of operations, the basic form of operations for defeating the enemy was still mobile war.

Second, the primary and secondary positions of forms of operations are determined according to actual circumstances in war. The circumstances of the various periods and various regions of war differ, and the primary and secondary positions of forms of operations also differ. As Zhu De said: fight whatever war the guns you have allow, fight whatever battle against the enemy you face, fight at the time and place that time and place call for. For example, in China’s Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods, weapons and equipment were backward, there were no weapons for destroying city fortresses, and the attack on cities cost too much, just as Sun Tzu said: “To construct large movable shelters and armored vehicles, and to prepare the implements of war, takes three months to complete; to pile up earthen mounds against the walls takes another three months to finish.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem”) That is, building the great shields and vehicles and preparing the siege equipment takes three months, and building the earthen mound for attacking the city takes another three months before it can be completed. Therefore Sun Tzu put “attacking troops” before “attacking cities” and regarded “attacking cities” as the lowest policy. In the Second World War, because of the vast battlefield and the many countries taking part in the war, the primary and secondary positions of the forms of operations differed in different countries and regions. On the Soviet-German battlefield it was mainly positional war and mobile war; in the European countries occupied by the Germans, such as Yugoslavia, Albania, Poland, and France, it was mainly guerrilla war; and in the Pacific region the United States and Japan mainly fought naval war. Even on China’s domestic battlefield, the main forms of operations were not the same: on the frontal battlefield, the Kuomintang army, because it feared the people’s masses, carried out partial resistance and passive defense and fought only some positional defensive battles; while our Eighth Route Army and New Fourth Army, on the battlefield behind enemy lines, had guerrilla war as the main form of operations. Therefore what form of operations is primary in war is constrained not only by the level of weapons and equipment of enemy and ourselves but also depends on the enemy’s situation, our situation, terrain, their respective guiding thought of operations, and operational tasks at the time and place.

Again, the primary and secondary positions of forms of operations in war are continually changing. In the course of war, the enemy’s situation, our situation, the terrain, and the tasks, and so on, are all continually developing and changing, and the primary and secondary positions of forms of operations must change with the change of these objective conditions; otherwise the forms of operations would leave the reality of war and bring failure in operations. In our country’s successive revolutionary wars, Mao Zedong not only attached great importance to the comprehensive analysis of the situation of enemy and ourselves, but also, according to the change of enemy and friendly circumstances, changed the main form of operations in good time, leading our army from victory to victory. At the beginning of the agrarian revolutionary war, the Red Army was small in number and dispersed, and its weapons and equipment were still poorer, and therefore the main form of operations could only be guerrilla war. With the continual development and growth of the Red Army’s strength, in the latter half of 1930 the Red Army began to take mobile war with a guerrilla character as the main form of operations, and guerrilla war became the auxiliary form of operations. In the War of Resistance against Japan, the enemy had become the powerful Japanese imperialist invading army, and the Kuomintang again carried out passive resistance and active anti-communism; therefore our army carried out the second strategic transformation, taking independent, autonomous mountain guerrilla war as the main thing and mobile war as the auxiliary form of operations. After eight years of resistance, our army’s strength had greatly developed, and therefore, when Chiang Kai-shek launched the civil war, mobile war again became our army’s main form of operations. In the war to resist America and aid Korea, too, victory was obtained because the main form of operations was changed in good time.

In our country’s future wars against aggression, the main object of operations is the world hegemonists invading our country. At the beginning of the war, the enemy will rely on highly modernized technical equipment, and from the air, on the ground, and on the sea carry out large-scale strategic assault on our country, and at the same time carry out high-speed offense of great depth, attempting to paralyze our defense system at one stroke, occupy important places in our country, and encircle and annihilate our main force. And our country, after over thirty years of construction, has had great development in politics, economy, military affairs, and so on, and does not permit, and also fully has the strength, to make the enemy’s aim impossible to realize. Therefore, in the early period of war, in the important strategic directions, we must take positional war of firm defense as the main form of operations, stop the enemy’s long-distance deep thrust, and withstand the enemy’s “three axe blows.” Under the coordination of positional war, some mobile war and guerrilla war will also be carried out, but they are subordinate to positional war and serve positional war. But in some secondary directions and local areas, there may also appear situations in which mobile war is the main thing or guerrilla war is the main thing (as in enemy-occupied areas). In the middle and later periods of the war, the enemy and ourselves will present a posture of interlocking like dog’s teeth, sawing at each other; in order to annihilate the enemy in large numbers, change the comparison of strength of enemy and ourselves, and make our army rapidly shift to strategic counteroffensive and strategic pursuit, the position and role of mobile war will gradually rise and will develop into the main form of operations, combined with large-scale positional war and guerrilla war. Therefore we must proceed from the realities of war, correctly determine the primary and secondary positions of forms of operations, and change them in good time according to changes in the circumstances of the two belligerents, and we must on no account make them absolute.



Section 3 The Mutual Combination of the Three Forms of Operations

Like everything else in the world, no form of operations in war is isolated; they are all mutually connected. Although guerrilla war, mobile war, and positional war differ in operational characteristics and in their positions relative to one another, the three are an organically connected whole with none lacking. They are closely combined in war and complement one another. Therefore Zhu De said: “The coordination of the three, positional war, mobile war, and guerrilla war, is the method of fighting that must be adopted to defeat the enemy, and is a principle that every outstanding military expert should seriously consider.” (Selected Works of Zhu De, p. 37)


I. The Combination of Guerrilla War and Regular War

Only by combining guerrilla war with regular war can the enemy be effectively and in large numbers annihilated and the final victory of war be seized; and only by combining regular war with guerrilla war can the insufficiency of regular war be made up and regular war be promoted to proceed more smoothly. Guerrilla war and regular war themselves also have the conditions for mutual combination, because the two usually fight the common enemy under unified leadership in organization and command, and in the composition of war-fighting strength, the militia, the guerrilla units, and the regular army also complement one another. Therefore, in the revolutionary war of resistance to aggression and oppression, the combination of guerrilla war and regular war is very close. Strategically, guerrilla war flexibly and mobilely strikes the enemy in his rear, destroys the enemy’s transport and communications, establishes and develops base areas, thereby pinning down and weakening the strength of the enemy’s offense and giving spiritual encouragement to the regular army; and regular war is the powerful support of guerrilla war. In campaigns and battles, guerrilla war can, according to the unified deployment of regular war, reconnoiter the enemy’s situation, confuse and move the enemy, disturb the enemy’s command, delay or cut off the enemy’s supply, and pin down part of the enemy’s strength, and so on, creating conditions for regular war to win victory; and regular war can help guerrilla units strike strong enemies, pull out strongholds, and send out small numbers of regular troops and guerrilla units to fight jointly.

The leaders of war, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have all attached great importance to the coordination of guerrilla war and regular war. Although ancient methods of operations were simple, there was no lack of battle examples in which guerrilla war and regular war coordinated with each other. In the Chu-Han war, in order to coordinate with the operations on the frontal battlefield, Liu Bang had his great general Peng Yue send out “roving troops” to harass in the rear of Chu, cutting off its grain supply, which led to the great defeat of the Chu army. The bourgeois military expert Clausewitz compared guerrilla war to “a flame burning ceaselessly in the dark” and “dark clouds massed on both sides of the war zone,” and clearly pointed out: “If people do not want to fall into fantasy, they must consider combining the operations of the armed masses with the operations of the regular army, and coordinating the two through a general plan.” (On War, vol. 2, pp. 672, 673)

In people’s war led by the proletariat, the coordination of guerrilla war and regular war is still closer. Mao Zedong vividly compared guerrilla war and regular war to the left and right hands of the whole revolutionary war, saying: “A guerrilla war without a main-force Red Army and without the people would be like a one-armed general.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 210) In the long revolutionary war he led the Chinese people, under the Party’s unified leadership, to practice the combination of the three kinds of armed force — field army, local army, and militia — and the combination of armed struggle with struggles on all fronts, thereby developing the combination of guerrilla war and regular war to a new level.



II. The Combination of Mobile War and Positional War

In war, especially in large-scale war, combat unfolds simultaneously in many regions and many directions, both belligerents commit large forces, and enemy and friendly postures interlock like dog’s teeth; therefore the regular army relying only on one form of operations, mobile war or positional war, cannot complete its operational tasks; only by combining the two closely can the enemy be struck powerfully. At the same time, the combination of mobile war and positional war is organized and implemented by the regular army under unified command and unified plan, and therefore the combination of the two is closer than the combination of guerrilla war and regular war.

In the stage of strategic defense, positional war can, on the one hand, rely on positions to disperse, draw out, consume, and pin down the attacking enemy, making a part of the enemy advance rashly and stick out, creating opportunities for mobile war; on the other hand, it can delay the speed of the enemy’s advance, hold some strategic key points and strategic bases, cover the mobility of the troops of mobile war, and guarantee the safety of mobile war’s personnel, supply of materials, and flanks and rear. Mobile war can annihilate the enemy’s effective strength, weaken the enemy’s offensive capability, lighten the pressure on positional defensive war, and strengthen the stability of positional defense. In the Second World War, the Soviet army, in order to hold the two cities of Leningrad and Stalingrad, used the troops of the two wings to carry out a series of offensive battles against the German army, which lightened the pressure on the city defense and enabled Leningrad to hold out for nine hundred days and Stalingrad to hold out for a hundred and twenty days; through the city defense battles, Leningrad pinned down fifteen to twenty percent of the German army on the Soviet-German battlefield and all of the Finnish army, and Stalingrad pinned down the troop strength of fifty German divisions, thereby creating conditions for the Soviet army’s counteroffensive.

In the stage of strategic counteroffensive and offense, by means of positional defensive battle, one can block reinforcements and cut off the enemy’s route of retreat, thereby guaranteeing the smooth conduct of mobile war and of positional attack on strongholds; by positional attack on strongholds, encircling and annihilating the enemy, and occupying important places and key points, one can also draw the enemy’s reinforcement or flight, creating opportunities for mobile war. Through mobile war, widely moving the enemy and annihilating the enemy’s effective strength, one can both create conditions for positional war and pursue and annihilate the fleeing enemy, thoroughly annihilating him. The three great campaigns of the later period of our country’s War of Liberation are typical models of the close combination of large-scale mobile war and large-scale positional war. In the Liaoshen Campaign, our army first attacked Jinzhou by positional war, thereby moving the Liao Yaoxiang army group to reinforce westward, which created the condition for large-scale mobile war in western Liaoning; and the annihilation of the Liao Yaoxiang army group provided a good opportunity for our rapid capture of Shenyang and Yingkou. In this way positional war and mobile war coordinated with and supported each other until the campaign ended in victory. The Huaihai Campaign and the Pingjin Campaign also annihilated the enemy by closely combining mobile war and positional war.

In our country’s future wars against aggression, the combination of the three forms of operations will be still closer. First, because of the expansion of the scale of war, the many services and arms taking part in war, and the high modernization of weapons and equipment, the battlefield is increasingly developing toward high three-dimensionality, which requires that the guides of war, under a unified plan, organically combine positional war, mobile war, and guerrilla war, coordinate them with one another, take strengths and make up for weaknesses, bring the overall might of the “three wars” into play, and strike the enemy in the whole depth of the war. Next, because of the high degree of mechanization and automation of weapons and equipment, the increase of firepower and assault power, the increase of lethality and destructiveness, and the large casualties of personnel and consumption of materials, it is required that the three forms of operations, especially mobile war and positional war, must rely on each other and support each other, in order to make campaign battles proceed smoothly. Again, because of the strengthening of the army’s reconnaissance ability and mobility, the intense struggle of mobility against counter-mobility, and the sharp change of the battlefield situation, this again requires that the leaders of war grasp at all times the changes of the battlefield situation and coordinate in good time the interrelations of the three forms of operations, in order to adapt to the requirements of the development of the war situation.




Section 4 The Mutual Transformation of the Three Forms of Operations

Sun Tzu said: “Military posture has no constant shape, just as water has no constant form.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem”) The circumstances of the enemy and ourselves in war are infinitely varied, and the forms of operations must change with the change of the circumstances of war. Therefore guerrilla war, mobile war, and positional war, like everything contradictory, are not only mutually combined but must also transform into each other, before the form of operations can accord with the reality of war.


I. The Mutual Transformation of Guerrilla War and Regular War

Mao Zedong said: “In the course of protracted struggle, guerrilla units and guerrilla war should not stop at their original position but should develop toward a higher stage, gradually transforming into regular army and regular war; this is also beyond doubt.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 518) Guerrilla war, only by developing into regular war, can bear the strategic task of finally deciding victory or defeat in war. Guerrilla war itself also has the conditions for transformation into regular war: after the tempering of the development of certain war stages, the number of guerrilla units has been strengthened, weapons and equipment improved, and the level of tactics and technology raised, the guerrilla units gradually develop into regular armies, and their forms of operations are thereby transformed into regular war. As Liu Bocheng pointed out: “There is no gulf between guerrilla war and regular war; they are continuous with one another. Looking at the process of development of guerrilla war into regular mobile war and its continuity, the cadres in the guerrilla groups of each county and district are the embryo of the guerrilla units’ development into a regular army, and the backbone branch units of the military subdistricts are the regular army into which the guerrilla units have grown. In tactics, …… the guerrilla units’ raids on an enemy that has halted are developing toward the offensive combat of regular war; ambushing an enemy in motion is developing toward encounter combat; and when both enemy and ourselves are in motion and we make a sudden attack on the enemy, this again is developing toward unexpected encounter combat.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 124)

Regular war too can transform into guerrilla war. For example, when enemy troops gather like clouds and the comparison of enemy and friendly strength is greatly disparate, unfavorable to the movement of large bodies of troops, the regular army can only break up the whole into parts and disperse its forces, and the form of operations is then transformed from regular war into guerrilla war. The actions of the Eighth Route Army and New Fourth Army in the War of Resistance against Japan were just so. In addition, after regular war has been seriously disadvantaged, because the regular army has suffered heavy casualties and only a small number of people persist in the struggle and are powerless to organize regular war, its form of operations may also transform into guerrilla war. As in the history of our country, after some large peasant uprisings failed, the remaining small number of people persisting in the struggle were in this situation.



II. The Mutual Transformation of Mobile War and Positional War

Strategically, because a major turn has occurred in the posture of enemy and ourselves, and the two belligerents change their strategic plans, those whose main form of operations is mobile war or positional war must transform into each other accordingly. For example, in the war to resist America and aid Korea, the Volunteers began, according to the characteristic of the enemy’s rash advance in separate columns, to take mobile war as the main thing, annihilated over 230,000 of the enemy, and drove the enemy back to south of the 38th Parallel. After the enemy, forced back to the vicinity of the 38th Parallel, shifted to strategic defense, our army’s technical equipment and rear supply could not be improved for the time being and it was hard to annihilate the enemy’s heavy army groups again; therefore our army also shifted in good time to strategic defense, and the main form of operations was transformed from mobile war to positional war. In campaigns and battles, mobile war and positional war are still more frequently converted. As Liu Bocheng said: “Mobile war and positional war are often convertible into each other. An encounter battle is a specimen of mobile war, but as soon as it turns into fixing to one place it becomes positional war. And when the positions of a positional war are broken through, it again becomes mobile war.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 83) What was originally fighting an enemy in motion or an enemy whose footing was not firm becomes, because of the change of conditions, fighting an enemy in positional defense, and mobile war is transformed into positional war; when the enemy encircled in positions retreats or shifts and pursuit and annihilation are carried out, positional war changes into mobile war. The Kaifeng–Suixian–Qixian campaign in the War of Liberation was one in which positional attack on strongholds was first used and which later transformed into mobile war.

In future theater operations, the transformation of forms of operations will be still more frequent. Because the militia and guerrilla units are well equipped with weapons and have been trained before the war and have a certain tactical and technical level, guerrilla war will rapidly turn into regular war as soon as conditions permit. And because the enemy has strong breakthrough capacity, positional defense is easily broken through by the enemy, and once positional defense is broken through by the enemy, positional war will have to change into mobile war or guerrilla war. Because of the fierce struggle of mobility against counter-mobility and the high mechanization of the building of positions, the speed with which mobile war transforms into positional attack on strongholds and positional defense is greatly quickened. There are also transformations of other forms of operations, such as counter-air-raid, fighting airborne troops, resisting landings, and so on. Therefore the commanders of modern war must at all times attend to changes in the battlefield situation, change forms of operations in good time, achieve “when the enemy changes, we change,” and use methods of fighting with flexibility.

In sum, form and content are a unity of opposites. The form of operations is determined by the content of operations. The change in the conditions and tasks of the two belligerents determines the change of the form of operations. And whether the change of the form of operations is suitable, whether it accords with the reality of the content of operations, in turn promotes the waxing and waning of strength and the change of posture of the two belligerents. At the same time, the mutual change of the forms of operations has some similarity to the same forms of operations of the past, but is not a simple cycle of the past forms of operations; rather, according to the differing military, political, economic, geographical, and other circumstances of each period, each region, and the two belligerents, it manifests different characteristics, and shows a trend of spiral ascent. Only by proceeding from the realities of war, sizing up the time and judging the situation, scientifically analyzing the objective situation of development and change, and, according to differences of time, place, and conditions, changing forms of operations in good time, can the leaders of war correctly command the whole army and seize victory in war.






Chapter 22 Fighting and Moving

“Fighting” and “moving” are two means of struggle which the army adopts alternately in war. In war, whether one can correctly understand and handle the contradiction of “fighting” and “moving” bears on whether one can strive for the initiative in war and reach the aim of destroying the enemy and preserving oneself. If the guides of war want to win victory in war, they must be good both at “fighting” and at “moving,” and combine the two appropriately.


Section 1 Fighting and Moving Complement and Complete Each Other; Neither Can Be Lacking in War

“Fighting” refers to the action in which the armies of the two sides come into direct contact by fire in campaigns and battles, including the forms of conflict of offensive and defensive nature of all kinds. For example: attack and counterattack, assault and counter-assault, charge and counter-charge, raid and counter-raid, ambush and counter-ambush, siege and counter-siege, strike, firm defense, sortie, blocking, and so on. “Moving” refers generally to the organized maneuver by which the army, in order to reach a certain strategic, campaign, or battle aim, goes from one place (position or war zone) to another place (position or war zone), including the forms of movement of all kinds of marching, approaching the enemy, hastening to reinforce, or withdrawing. Such as ordinary marching, forced marching, setting out, advancing, going forward, outflanking, enveloping, infiltration, retreating, shifting, and so on. “Fighting” and “moving” are respectively the abstractions of the essence of these various forms of activity.

Since war has existed, “fighting” and “moving” have been symbiotic. There has never been a war without fighting, and never a war without moving; the two depend on each other and oppose each other, and become a pair of contradictions in war.

War, as a special means of politics, differs from the characteristics or features of ordinary politics precisely in that “fighting” is the way it resolves, through bloodshed, that is, through “fighting,” the contradictions between state and state, class and class, and political group and political group. Without “fighting” it would not be war, or would not be war in the original sense. For example, there are the so-called trade “wars” and “wars” of ideas and writing, which merely borrow “war” as a metaphor for the intensity of struggle and do not possess the form and substance of war. In the famous work of military science of our country, Sun Tzu, there is the advocacy of “subduing the enemy’s army without fighting” (“Attack by Stratagem”), and there have indeed been such cases. But they generally amount to two situations: one is that, in the course of the brewing of war, one side makes a posture of being ready to fight at any cost, and the other, out of consideration of various factors of advantage and harm, signals retreat or submission, so that the contradiction is eased. Strictly speaking, this situation cannot be called war, because the peaceful process has not yet ended and qualitative change has not yet occurred; the second is that, in the course of war, a local change of not fighting and making peace, or not fighting and surrendering, appears; this in fact still belongs to the effect and result of “fighting,” taking the “fighting” of the overall situation as its condition, and is not a pure “not fighting.” For example, the peaceful liberation of Beiping, Suiyuan, Hunan, Xikang, and Yunnan at the end of our country’s War of Liberation took place when the victory or defeat of the decisive battles of the War of Liberation had already been settled. Therefore “fighting” is an indispensable factor and the most basic means of war.

However, to “fight” it is inevitably necessary to move and deploy troops, and in the process of “fighting” it is inevitably necessary to make all kinds of maneuvers, so as to seek advantage and avoid harm, strive for the initiative, attack where the enemy does not expect, and destroy the enemy. Therefore one inevitably must “move,” and it is necessary to move; without “moving” one cannot “fight.” Not only that, but Engels pointed out: “An army in motion is worth four times as much as an army at rest.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 12, p. 353) Without moving, one cannot fully bring into play this value of the army or its combat effectiveness, and cannot effectively “fight.” In studying how to “fight,” famous military experts, Chinese and foreign, without exception have to consider how to “move.” Therefore “moving” too has become an indispensable factor and necessary means in war.

Our country is the country in which military theory arose earliest and in greatest number in the world. From over two thousand years ago there were the Junzhi and other books of the art of war, and down to the famous works of the various schools of the art of war in the successive dynasties, all discuss at the same time strategies of “attack,” “battle,” “breaking,” “striking,” and “marching,” “advance and retreat,” “moving and halting,” “avoiding,” “moving,” and so on. For example, the Junzhi stipulates that when the army forms ranks and fights, “in marching it must be threaded like a string of fish, standing it forms a line like wild geese, with the long mixed with the short, and the short mixed with the long. In turning the army and changing formation, the former becomes the rear and the rear becomes the front; advancing there is no rushing ahead, retreating there is no going against orders.” (quoted from the Du Mu annotation of “Military Posture” in Collected Commentaries of the Eleven Schools on Sun Tzu) Again, in Sun Tzu, it is stressed that the generals who lead troops in operations should be good at “choosing men and entrusting them with the posture.” By “entrusting the posture” is meant grasping and applying the laws of the army’s “moving,” “being still,” “halting,” and “marching,” in order to create a favorable posture and defeat the enemy. (See Sun Tzu, “Military Posture”) And the Six Secret Teachings tells people still more explicitly: “One who does not know the plan of battle and attack cannot be spoken to about the enemy. One who cannot divide and shift cannot be spoken to about the unorthodox.” The “battle and attack” and “divide and shift” spoken of here are in fact “fighting” and “moving.” The meaning is: a person who does not understand how to “fight” and how to “move” cannot be discussed with regarding the stratagems of leading troops to overcome the enemy and win by surprise; such a general belongs to the “unwise,” “unenlightened,” and “unsubtle,” and if such a person is appointed to command operations it will inevitably lead to “the army weak and the state perished.” (See Dragon Secret Teachings, “Unorthodox Troops, No. 27”) Still more interesting is that the term “jiaozhu” (contending), which originates in the Strategies of the Warring States (see “Strategies of Zhao, III”), is directly composed of the two words “jiao” (grappling), that is, “fighting,” and “zhu” (chasing), that is, “moving,” joined together, and is used to express the struggle of deciding victory or defeat by armed force. The appearance in our country in ancient times of operational implements such as the “chariot” and the “cavalry,” and the establishment of the corresponding services, was an attempt and creation by which people tried to combine “fighting” and “moving” still more closely. It can be seen that several thousand years ago people already preliminarily understood that “fighting” and “moving” in war have a unified and inseparable nature, and are two extremely important aspects that cannot be ignored in operations and command.

This unified and inseparable nature of “fighting” and “moving” is objective, does not shift according to man’s will, and is the common law of all wars. If one does not understand this objective necessity and artificially splits the two apart, only “fighting” and not “moving,” or only “moving” and not “fighting,” then not only can the aim of war, “destroying the enemy and preserving oneself,” not be realized, but one will unavoidably be punished by the laws of war. At the beginning of the Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign, the “Left”-leaning adventurists denied the premise that the enemy was strong and we weak, forcibly carried out positional war and the so-called “regular war,” demanded a fixed line of operations and absolutely concentrated command, ordered “attacking on the whole line” and “fighting with two fists,” and opposed luring the enemy deep, denying the necessary shifting as “retreatism and flightism.” In essence this was a strategy and tactics of only “fighting” and not “moving,” and the result was serious failure. Liu Bocheng once vividly likened this tactic of only fighting and not moving to “the ox butting with its horns,” and pointed out that it was an extremely bad and clumsy “tactic of being beaten.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 472) Used in offense, such tactics can at most only beat the enemy back and cannot annihilate the enemy; used in defense, they may be encircled from all sides and eaten up by the enemy. Sun Tzu has the saying “the stubbornness of a small force is the capture of a large one” (“Attack by Stratagem”), which speaks of this very principle.

Conversely, if one only “moves” and does not “fight,” then in offense one likewise cannot effectively destroy the enemy, and in defense it turns into flight or rout, equal to abandoning resistance. This kind of strategy and tactics is in fact the product of a guiding thought that takes “preserving oneself” as the main or sole aim. The so-called “strategy of maneuver” which once prevailed in Europe in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was an offensive strategy of only “moving” and not “fighting.” This strategy advocated relying simply on the cautious maneuver of troop strength on the enemy’s flanks and lines of communication, in the hope of forcing the enemy to retreat without going through battle, and thereby occupying some areas of the other side; its strategic aim lay not in annihilating the enemy army but in occupying the enemy’s territory. This was a strategy designed by the ruling class of the age of European absolutism, in view of its inability to drive the people’s masses to serve it in war, and attempted to exchange the other side’s submission at the smallest price. However, it soon met resistance from the “line strategy,” that is, the defending side constructing a series of firm fortresses and forming a system of defense in order to block the other side’s maneuver, making it impossible for the attacker to penetrate deep into the territory without battle. This proves that the “strategy of maneuver” of only “moving” and not “fighting,” on one side’s wishful thinking, cannot succeed smoothly. This strategy and the “line strategy” that opposed it were generally abandoned after the great French bourgeois revolution. In the Fifth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign of our country’s agrarian revolutionary war period, the “Left”-leaning adventurists were at first only “fighting” and not “moving”; when “fighting” could no longer go on, they suddenly decided to leave the central base area; beforehand they made no ideological mobilization for shifting among the broad cadres and masses, nor made the necessary preparatory work for long-distance marches and operations, and, breaking out of the encirclement in haste and being passively beaten all the way, in fact turned into the flightism in defense of only “moving” and not “fighting.” From the end of October 1934, when they began to leave the Central Soviet area, to the beginning of December, when they passed the enemy’s fourth blockade line, in less than a month and a half, the Central Red Army, under the guidance of this erroneous policy, lost over half, falling from 80,000 elite troops to a little over 30,000. Had it not been for Mao Zedong and other comrades and the broad body of commanders and fighters resolutely demanding and strongly insisting on changing the policy, even the remaining 30,000-odd would have been hard to preserve. This is the consequence brought about by the defensive strategy of only “moving” and not “fighting.”

All of the above explains that “fighting” and “moving” complement each other, are conditions for each other’s existence, and neither can be lacking; of wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, none is an exception. Because China’s revolution was defined by the fundamental characteristic of enemy strong and we weak, together with China’s vast territory and the extremely uneven development of politics and economy, the revolution could survive, develop, and grow strong in the countryside, and therefore the basic road of the revolution and the general strategy could only be the countryside encircling the cities and finally seizing the cities, and the military strategy adapted to it was inevitably “war with the face toward a line” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 538), while the forms of war within a certain period could only choose guerrilla war and mobile war with a guerrilla character. The so-called guerrilla war, in a word, is “roving in to strike, or striking while roving” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 121); the so-called mobile war, by the popular explanation of Mao Zedong and Zhu De, is “fight if you can win, move away if you cannot win.” These two forms of operations both demand the highly organic combination of “fighting” and “moving,” and precisely for this reason the contradiction of “fighting” and “moving” has had special strategic significance in China’s revolutionary war.



Section 2 Fighting and Moving Are Mutually Exclusive

“Fighting” and “moving” are not only connected and conditions for each other’s existence but also mutually exclusive, opposed, and mutually incompatible. This tendency of mutual exclusion and opposition is mainly manifested in the following two aspects:

First, “fighting” has in space the characteristic of relatively staying and halting. When the enemy and ourselves are “fighting,” they are often in a state of delay and confrontation, whereas “moving” is manifested as a clear state of displacement. Under ordinary circumstances, to “fight” one needs to interrupt “moving,” and to “move” one must disengage from “fighting” (of course there are also special circumstances of fighting while moving). When one needs to “move,” if one is attached to battle and does not withdraw from combat in good time, it will put “moving” into an unfavorable situation and may even cause the plan and deployment of the whole strategic or campaign-battle to come to nothing. For example, in June 1947, our Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army, carrying out the instruction of the Party Central Committee and Mao Zedong to shift from strategic defense to strategic offense, forcibly crossed the Yellow River’s natural barrier and advanced toward the Central Plains. After breaking through the enemy’s river defense, Chiang Kai-shek hurriedly mobilized troops, attempting to annihilate our Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army in the Yellow River–Grand Canal triangle zone. We thereupon took the opportunity to launch the southwestern Shandong campaign, and obtained the major victory of annihilating nine and a half brigades and four divisions of the enemy, over 56,000 men in all. Under the encouragement of this victory, and together with the East China Field Army at this time also turning to exterior lines and advancing into southwestern Shandong, our army’s strength in this area was greatly increased. Therefore the broad body of commanders and fighters were in very high spirits and one after another requested another battle in order to expand the results of battle. The Party Central Committee and Mao Zedong weighed the whole war situation and required the Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army, after a short period of consolidation and training, apart from clearing out the small enemy and local-defense corps along the way, not to fight on the Longhai line, not to fight east of the new Yellow River, and not to fight the Pinghan line. Resolved not to keep a rear, they must first let the enemy enter the Dabie Mountains. Our Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army immediately readjusted its deployment and galloped south in three routes, finally shook off the enemy, drove straight into the enemy’s heart zone, and obtained the historic victory of the strategic thrust into the Central Plains, creating extremely favorable conditions for seizing nationwide victory. Obviously, if after the great victory in southwestern Shandong, instead of taking the opportunity while Chiang Kai-shek had not yet made clear our strategic intention to resolutely shake off the enemy and advance south rapidly, we had accommodated the commanders’ wish for battle and continued fighting the enemy in southwestern Shandong, and once the thirty brigades Chiang Kai-shek mobilized had blocked the strategic gap opened by us in the middle of the southern line, then the unprecedented magnificent feat of a leap of a thousand li could not have appeared, and the whole war situation would have to be discussed differently. This is an extremely vivid example of correctly handling the contradiction of “fighting” and “moving.” By the same principle, when conditions are present and it is necessary to turn “moving” into “fighting” in good time, if one goes on roving, one will also lose the opportunity for battle, lose the possibility of success for “fighting,” and bring on failure. Engels, commenting on the matter of the Austrian army’s defeat in the Battle of Magenta in 1859 against the allied French and Italian forces, pointed out that the Austrian army’s error lay in that when the allied army was circling toward Milan, the Austrian army did not concentrate troop strength at a suitable place to attack the flank of the allied army and cut off the allied army’s column of march so as to prevent the allied army from advancing toward Milan, but mistakenly carried out a counter-march, that is, moving in an arc in the same direction as the allied army, attempting to use the speed of forced marching to get ahead of the allied army, and occupy positions in the Magenta area and block the enemy. The result was that, because troop strength was dispersed and the troops were extremely fatigued, it finally lost in the battle. (See Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 13, pp. 479–481) This is an example of “fighting” being damaged because of “moving.” (See the map “Sketch Map of the Situation before and after the Battle of Magenta”)

Sketch Map of the Situation before and after the Battle of Magenta

Second, “moving” often, because there are no positions to rely on, troop strength not yet deployed, and preparation for battle insufficient, with terrain not of one’s choosing, puts oneself in the unfavorable circumstance of “fighting” and gives the enemy a good opportunity to fight. Moreover, “moving,” even under normal circumstances, can hardly avoid non-combat attrition, and if one conducts continuous marching under difficult conditions, large-scale attrition easily appears, thereby damaging and weakening the troops, and may even cause serious loss of combat effectiveness and lead to the failure of “fighting.” On June 6, 1812, Napoleon led 450,000 troops from the Vistula to attack Russia; when his central army group crossed the Niemen it had over 310,000 men; by the time of advancing on Smolensk, apart from over 10,000 combat casualties, because of continuous marching the sick and the stragglers alone reached 95,000, about a third of the total troop strength. After his whole force took Moscow, it dropped from 450,000 to a little over 110,000. In eighty-two days of continuous marching and fighting, nearly three-quarters were lost, the majority of them non-combat attrition. And by the time of retreating from Moscow to Smolensk, the whole troop strength was only 35,000. The Russian army pursuing the French army, when it set out from the Kaluga area was 120,000, and when it reached Vilna it also had only 30,000 left, of whom combat casualties accounted for a very small part and the great majority also were non-combat attrition. (The above figures are quoted from Clausewitz’s On War.) It can be seen that this harm done by “moving” to “fighting” is quite large. Of course, this kind of non-combat attrition in armies of exploiting classes includes a rather large figure of deserters and also contains attrition by sickness and injury caused by indifference to the soldiers’ living illnesses and hardships, which reflects the contradiction between the rulers and the ordinary soldiers and the contradictions between upper and lower and between officers and soldiers inside the army. In the army of the proletariat, such attrition can be entirely avoided, but normal non-combat attrition always exists, especially under conditions of adversity. For example, when the Red Army passed through the snow mountains and grasslands on the Long March, although the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission made arrangements as far as possible and necessary preparations, and cared for the broad body of commanders and fighters with the utmost effort, and officers and soldiers and comrades within our army fully brought into play the great revolutionary spirit of mutual help and friendly love, attrition still could not be avoided. Therefore the aspect in which “moving” harms “fighting” is undeniable.

As leaders of war, to correctly understand and estimate this mutual constraint of “fighting” and “moving,” to adopt countermeasures, to seek advantage and avoid harm as far as possible, in order to strive for victory, is a very important subject. A wise commander is not only good at correctly handling the opposition of “fighting” and “moving,” reducing the harm they do to each other to a minimum for his own side, but can also skillfully use the contradiction and conflict of the enemy’s “fighting” and “moving,” adopting methods such as striking after the enemy has struck, luring the enemy deep, ambushing the enemy in motion, and confronting the enemy whose footing is not firm, and giving the enemy a powerful blow. One can even, according to the principle that “fighting” and “moving” have a mutually exclusive aspect, deliberately create a false appearance, show weakness to the enemy, attract the enemy to come and raid, and then annihilate the enemy with preparation. In the famous Battle of Guiling between Qi and Wei in ancient China, the military adviser of Qi, Sun Bin, used the method of “dividing the troops and following, showing them few,” showing weakness to the Wei army; the Wei general Pang Juan thought the Qi army, after marching a long distance, had indeed been greatly weakened, and so “abandoned his heavy baggage and rushed forward by double marches,” launched the offensive, and as a result fell into the Qi army’s encirclement and Pang Juan was captured. (See Sun Bin’s Art of War, “Capturing Pang Juan”)



Section 3 Fighting Is the End; Moving Is the Means

As two mutually connected and mutually contradictory aspects, the positions of “fighting” and “moving” are not balanced. Under ordinary circumstances, “fighting” is the principal aspect of the contradiction and “moving” is the secondary aspect. Relative to the general purpose of war, both are means. But as regards the contradiction-category constituted by themselves, “fighting” is the end and “moving” is the means. Just as Mao Zedong pointed out in elucidating the basic characteristics of mobile war, “all our strategies and campaigns are built on one basic point, ‘fighting,’” and “all ‘moving’ is for the sake of ‘fighting.’” (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 214) Liu Bocheng also stressed: “Maneuver is only a condition for annihilating the enemy and is not in itself annihilating the enemy. Annihilating the enemy is the essence of maneuver.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 537) Therefore “fighting” is in first place; “moving” serves and obeys “fighting” and is in second place.

But this position is not absolute, rigid, and eternally unchanging; each transforms toward its opposite under certain conditions. “Moving” can rise from the secondary aspect of the contradiction to the principal aspect and become first in position, while “fighting” descends to the secondary aspect, becoming what serves and obeys “moving,” and falls to second place. The “no constant posture in the use of troops” spoken of in Sun Tzu contains this meaning. For example, in the Long March of 25,000 li, after clearing away the leadership of “Left”-leaning adventurism and correcting the errors of retreatism and flightism, the Central Red Army, under the leadership of the new Central Military Commission headed by Mao Zedong, fought a series of outstanding campaigns and battles, such as the famous four crossings of the Chishui, the battle of seizing the Dadu River crossing, the battle of attacking the natural fortress Laozikou, the battle of Zhijiang town, as well as the Shaanxi–southern-Shaanxi battle and the Qiangdu Jialing River campaign carried out by the Fourth Front Army to coordinate with the Long March of the Central Red Army, and the series of attacks launched by the Second and Sixth Army Groups in Hunan, Hubei, Sichuan, and Guizhou; these “fightings” were all in order to guarantee the Central Red Army’s strategic great shift, that is, to serve and obey “moving.” Of course, a great “moving” such as the Long March of the Chinese Red Army, and strategic coordination on such a large scale, is truly rare in war history. Under ordinary circumstances, in order to smoothly realize the plan of shifting in campaigns and battles, using small forces to block and pin down the enemy in a predetermined area or on the original positions, this kind of “fighting” also serves “moving.”



Section 4 Both Fighting and Moving Are Conditional

The transformation from “fighting” to “moving” and from “moving” to “fighting,” this transformation of the primary and secondary positions of the contradiction, is not unconditional or arbitrary but is constrained by certain conditions. The “move when it accords with advantage, halt when it does not accord with advantage” spoken of in Sun Tzu (“Nine Terrains”) refers to this: using troops must look at conditions. In the ancient Chinese books of war there are many incisive understandings discussing the conditions of “fighting” and “moving.” For example, in the Wuzi’s Art of War is recorded a dialogue in which Marquis Wu of Wei asked Wu Qi about “the ways in which the enemy can certainly be struck,” and Wu Qi answered: “In using troops one must examine the enemy’s emptiness and substance and rush at his peril.” He listed thirteen situations, which he held to be the opportunities and conditions “where he can be struck”; when such conditions appear one should “strike swiftly without doubt.” (“Assessing the Enemy, No. 2”) In the Six Secret Teachings there is the saying “one who wants to strike should examine the enemy’s fourteen changes.” (“Dog Teachings: Martial Vanguard, No. 52”) In the Sima Fa there is “strike where they are quiet, avoid where they are strong and still; strike where they are weary, avoid where they are at leisure and exhausted; strike where they are greatly afraid, avoid where they are little afraid” (“Strict Ranks, No. 4”); and in Sun Tzu the “if ten to one, surround him; if five to one, attack him; if two to one, divide him; if equal, be able to fight him; if fewer, be able to escape him; if no match, be able to avoid him” (“Attack by Stratagem”) speaks of both certain conditions of “fighting” and certain conditions of “moving.” Besides, there are also discussions of in what circumstances one cannot “fight.” In sum, the transformation of “fighting” and “moving” must have certain conditions; a “fighting” or “moving” that does not heed conditions does not accord with the requirements of the objective laws of war and does not have necessity; it is subjective and blind and very easily commits the errors of adventurism or flightism. Lin Biao once put forward the argument of “unconditional offense,” which Mao Zedong denounced as a fallacy. (See Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 117) China’s revolutionary war, strategically, won with the few against the many, the weak against the strong, inferiority against superiority, and the area against the line; therefore it especially needs to maneuver on a vast battlefield and carry out large-stride advance and retreat, in order to attack where the enemy does not expect and annihilate the enemy. Therefore the transformation of “fighting” and “moving” also became still more frequent. In this protracted and complex revolutionary war, the older-generation revolutionaries such as Mao Zedong systematically summed up a set of experience of “fighting” and “moving,” revealed the laws of the transformation of “fighting” and “moving,” and played an important guiding role in seizing victory in revolutionary war, which to this day still has important guiding significance.

According to the views of Mao Zedong and others, the fundamental requirement of “fighting” is “fight when you can win,” that is, “fighting” under favorable conditions. To seek favorable conditions, the following principles must be followed:


	Do not fight at random, that is, do not fight a battle without assurance and without preparation. (See Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 275) Mao Zedong pointed out: without plan and preparation in advance, one cannot obtain victory in war. Although war has less certainty and fixity than other things, a certain degree of certainty and fixity can still be grasped. To deny this relative certainty and fixity is equal to denying that the laws of war can be known and becoming an agnostic, the result of which is to feel one’s way step by step, be passively beaten, hesitate and sit in distress. Therefore every battle must have thorough preparation, must be “carefully planned” and “repeatedly deliberated”; “one must not estimate one possibility only but must estimate two possibilities”; one must think from the most difficult place and take the ability to deal with the worst situation as the fundamental point of departure; if preparation is insufficient, one would rather postpone “fighting” and by no means act hastily. (Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, pp. 290, 301, 364, 439) After the plan is fixed, in implementation one must again supplement it with flexibility. One must, according to changes in the opportunity, place, enemy’s situation, and our own situation, adjust or change the deployment in good time; otherwise one again becomes a mechanist and commits the error of rash charging, and likewise cannot win by “fighting.” Mao Zedong once gave an example: when attacking an enemy in motion, if one strikes too early, one exposes oneself and gives the enemy conditions for taking precautions; if one strikes too late, the enemy has already concentrated and halted and become a hard bone hard to gnaw. This is the question of the opportunity. If the assault point is chosen at the point of the enemy’s weak spot, it is easy to win; otherwise it cannot be effective. This is the question of place. For one of our units to carry out a certain task is easy to win, while for another unit to carry out the same task may be hard to be effective. This is the question of the circumstances of the unit. (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 461–462) To change the plan in good time and aptly according to the change of the opportunity, place, and enemy and friendly situation is an important link in war command and something that must be attended to by those who would be commanders of war. This kind of planned and prepared “fighting” is at the same time a “fighting” combining planning with flexibility; this is the first requirement of “fighting.”


	“Fight the weak first, the strong afterward.” (Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 299) This is the inheritance and development of such ancient principles of operations as “avoid the substantial and strike the empty” and “attack the vulnerable and strike the hollow,” and is also the principle which our army has always stressed and carried out, listed first among the Ten Great Military Principles. The first three anti-“encirclement” campaigns of the Second Civil War period all adopted the method of operations of avoiding the enemy’s main force and striking his weak points, and therefore all smoothly smashed the enemy’s “encirclement and suppression.” In the period of the War of Liberation, the battles at Qinghuabian, Yangmahe, and Panlong launched by our Northwest Field Army likewise adopted the method of disregarding the concentrated enemy and concentrating all strength on striking the enemy’s rear. In the first battle, at Qinghuabian, we annihilated the 31st Brigade (missing one regiment), which bore the task of flank protection for the enemy; in the second battle, at Yangmahe, we annihilated the 135th Brigade, which was moving south from the lone army at Wayaobu to coordinate with the main force; in the third battle, at Panlong, we annihilated over 6,000 of the enemy’s rear garrison troops. In three consecutive battles we annihilated nearly 15,000 of the enemy, giving the Hu Zongnan group a heavy blow, and thereby stabilized the northwestern war situation and laid the foundation for thoroughly smashing the enemy’s so-called “focal offensive” against the Shaan-Gan-Ning border region.


	“You fight yours, I fight mine.” (Internal Edition of Selected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 299) That is, when the situation is clearly grasped and the plan is thorough and without error, one should concentrate all strength, grasp favorable opportunities to realize the predetermined operational task, and not be dragged along by the enemy’s movements or be confused and pinned down by other false appearances. In April 1947, we launched the Zhengtai campaign, first capturing over ninety strongpoints outside Zhengding, Luancheng, and Shijiazhuang. At this time the enemy north of Baoding was just attacking the Hebei–Central liberated area. Our Shanxi–Chahar–Hebei Field Army was not delayed by the enemy’s movements and, according to plan, continued to attack the strongholds east of Yangquan to the west, luring two divisions of the enemy at Taiyuan to reinforce, encircling and annihilating them in the Cezhengyi area, thereby cutting off the connection between Taiyuan and Shijiazhuang and isolating the garrison of Shijiazhuang. This was the result of carrying out the policy of the Party Central Committee and Mao Zedong of “you fight yours, I fight mine.”


	Quick fighting, quick decision. Before “fighting,” one must prepare fully, and had better err on the side of delay than on the side of haste; once “fighting” has begun, one must make a quick decision (referring to campaigns and battles). This is the common advocacy of far-sighted military experts, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign. China’s revolutionary war needs strategically a calculation of protracted fighting, but in campaigns and battles, like all wars, it also needs a quick decision, even more urgently. The special reasons lie in: first, our army’s weapons and ammunition are few and the sources scarce; second, the enemy’s numbers are large and our army’s numbers few, so after one battle is finished we must promptly prepare to fight the second; third, we strike the enemy’s thin and weak parts, and if we do not decide quickly, once the enemy’s relief troops arrive it is hard to reach the aim of annihilating the enemy. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 218) In the Jinan campaign, the enemy’s Xuzhou group of Liu Zhi was ready to go north at any time, and because our army acted with bravery, decisiveness, and agility, Jinan was rapidly liberated, and the enemy’s reinforcement from Xuzhou therefore did not dare to move.




The basic principle of “moving” is to move only when one must move. Without regard to necessity, it cannot be a correct “moving,” and it will inevitably influence “fighting.” When guerrilla war or mobile war is the main form of operations, Mao Zedong’s “move away if you cannot win” was put forward first on the premise of acknowledging the conditions under which one must “fight”; on this premise the following several situations were stipulated in which one should turn “fighting” into “moving” in good time:


	When the enemy in front is many, or not many but not isolated and in very firm positions, so that it is not good to “fight.” (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 214) This is the meaning of the ancients’ “do not attack well-arrayed formations, do not strike orderly banners.” In the Fourth Anti-“Encirclement” Campaign in the Central Soviet area, Zhu De and Zhou Enlai led one front army of the Red Army to attack Nanfeng; the enemy’s 8th Division, six regiments, firmly defended and awaited, relying on the city’s defensive works, and Chen Cheng, on the one hand, ordered the 24th Division to hasten to reinforce, and on the other hand mobilized troop strength, attempting to force us to fight a decisive battle at Nanfeng. In such a posture, Zhu and Zhou decisively decided to withdraw the siege on Nanfeng, and the main force secretly shifted to the Shaowu and Luokou area to await an opportunity to annihilate the enemy. The withdrawal at this time was entirely necessary. Because of this maneuver, victory was won in annihilating, in the subsequent Huangpi area of Yihuang, the entire 52nd Division and most of the 59th Division.


	When “fighting” cannot resolve the battle, it is not good to “fight” again. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 214) For example, in the early period of the War of Liberation, our Shanxi–Suiyuan and Shanxi–Chahar–Hebei military regions, according to the directive of the Central Military Commission, launched the Datong campaign, but because the enemy’s defense was firm and it could not be taken after long attack, the expected aim was not reached and the plan of seizing that city was therefore abandoned.


	When forced into an unfavorable position and the preservation of military strength is fundamentally endangered. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 466) For example, in 1936 one front army of our Red Army crossed the Yellow River eastward to fight; Chiang Kai-shek mobilized three columns of the Central Army, together with four columns of Yan Xishan, intending to force us to fight a decisive battle in the narrow area east of the Yellow River in order to annihilate our army. In such a situation, our side, on the one hand, in order to avoid decisive battle with a superior enemy, preserve the strength for resisting Japan, consolidate and develop the Shaan-Gan base area, and strive for the realization of the anti-Japanese national united front, decided to return the army to northern Shaanxi.


	When one needs to lure the enemy deep, create or discover the enemy’s weak points, and seek opportunities to annihilate the enemy, one should carry out strategic retreat. In our army’s war history there are very many such cases, most of them in the period of our strategic defense.


	Sometimes, after obtaining victory, in order to safeguard victory, a timely shift is also needed. For example, in the battle of Changle Village in southeastern Shanxi on April 16, 1938, which became famous across the country, a part of our Eighth Route Army’s 129th Division and 11th Division, rapidly attacking two companies of Japanese bandits who were raiding Wuxiang, fought fiercely for seven hours, killing and wounding over 2,200 Japanese troops in all, capturing a large quantity of military supplies and obtaining a major victory. At this time the enemy’s follow-up troops were hurrying to reinforce; our army considered that there was no assurance of annihilating this enemy, and that consolidating the victory had become necessary, and so took the initiative to withdraw from battle and shift into the mountains to await. Liu Bocheng pointed out that this kind of withdrawal belongs to “having driven back the enemy, withdrawing to safeguard victory, and not withdrawing because defeated by the enemy.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 174)




The above several situations are all “moving” backward; and when conditions are ripe and one needs to shift to offense in strategy or campaigns and battles, one must not lose the opportunity and must “move” forward in large strides. During the War of Resistance against Japan, in the struggle against the Japanese bandits’ attacks on our base areas, Liu Bocheng called this kind of forward maneuver the strategic tactic of “the enemy advances, we advance,” whose characteristic “is that we dare to break away from our own rear, enter the enemy’s rear, and fight in union with the broad masses.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 372) For example, the tactics adopted by our central revolutionary base area in smashing Chiang Kai-shek’s “encirclement and suppression” in the Second Civil War period; the tactics adopted by our Eighth Route Army in smashing the Japanese bandits’ “caging policy” in the War of Resistance against Japan; and, when our army in the War of Liberation shifted from strategic defense to strategic offense, the strategic deployment in which the Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army thrust into the Central Plains as the prologue — all are applications and embodiments of the principle “the enemy advances, we advance.” A “moving” that is only backward and not forward is not a correct moving; Mao Zedong called this kind of “moving” “Han Fuqu-style flightism.” By the same principle, a “moving” that is only forward and not backward is likewise not the “moving” we need; Mao Zedong named it “desperate-fighting-ism.” Both of these one-sidednesses must be opposed. (See Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 465)

With the forward development of human society, war is daily entering its higher and final stage. The scale of war continually expands, and the requirements on “fighting” and “moving” also continually rise. In order to “fight” effectively, people, utilizing the achievements of modern science and technology, continually research and renew the means of “fighting,” and all kinds of advanced weapons and new services and arms have appeared. At the same time, in order to be able to carry out maneuver in war more actively, secretly, and quickly, they are also vigorously developing the various facilities and guarantees that help “moving.” The operational implements such as ancient chariots and cavalry, which combined “fighting” and “moving,” have long since been eliminated as unadapted to the new requirements of “fighting” and “moving.” New-type tanks, self-propelled guns, aircraft, and warships and boats of excellent tactical performance are becoming the new generation of implements combining “fighting” and “moving,” to be produced and used in large quantity. And in order to effectively carry out the command of “fighting” and “moving,” the newest communications equipment and means are first equipped and applied in the military domain. In order to guarantee one’s own “fighting” and “moving” and at the same time to destroy the other side’s combination of “fighting” and “moving,” research in military topography, the struggle over communications, electronic countermeasures and reconnaissance, surveying and mapping, and other work are again being developed. The revolutionary wars the proletariat carries on, including future wars against aggression, have as their aim the final elimination of war, but at present their task, as Engels pointed out, is not to reduce these implements and means of “fighting” and “moving” but, on the contrary, to raise both to a higher level. (See Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 7, p. 562) Of course, adapted to this, in war guidance we must also consciously apply the law of the unity of opposites and raise the combination of “fighting” and “moving” to a higher level.





Chapter 23 Advance and Retreat

Advance and retreat are the maneuvers of armed groups amid a forest of guns and a rain of bullets; interleaved now between the enemy side and our side, now organically combined within the action of one side, they are rich and varied in practice. Advance and retreat are closely linked with the basic forms of war (offense and defense) and are intimately bound up with the army’s freedom of action; at the same time they are a pair of important categories of military dialectics with characteristics of their own. In-depth study of this pair of categories is the necessary road to the kingdom of freedom of “advancing and retreating at will.”


Section 1 The Characteristics and Patterns of Advance

Regarding “advance,” one must first study its characteristics and the forms in which these characteristics are manifested.


I. The Meaning and Characteristics of Advance

Advance is the category that marks the action of approaching the enemy. Its basic characteristic is approach. The direct purpose of this action lies in the absolute or relative reduction of the distance between the adversaries.

Advance is one of the basic forms of moving (maneuver), and offense is one of the basic forms of fighting.

Offense, in its most basic characteristic, is attack, and so it is also called attack. It is the chief means of destroying the enemy. The basic characteristic of advance, by contrast, is approaching the enemy, and it is able to pose a threat to the enemy’s survival. Therefore, offense and advance cannot be equated. First, advance is the precondition of attack, and attack is the meaning of advance. In advance, attack is latent; as the advance is completed, attack is transformed into reality, and the actual attack in turn leads to a new advance in which new elements of attack lie hidden. Second, advance is relatively mild attack, and attack is advance that changes violently. Advance has the quality of attack, but is only the process of quantitative change of this quality, the process of preparing for qualitative change; attack has the manifestation of the quantitative change that advance is, but it is, in a certain sense, the completion of this quantitative change and a new beginning.



II. The Principal Patterns of Advance

Advance has many patterns; according to different criteria, advance can be divided into many kinds of patterns. The main ones are the following:


	By the party that undertakes it, advance divides into unidirectional and converging. Advance is usually unidirectional, but it may also be converging. An approaching action carried out by one of two adversaries is a unidirectional advance; an approaching action carried out by both adversaries at the same time and under the same spatial conditions is a converging advance. In the war waged by semi-colonial, semi-feudal China to resist Japanese imperialist aggression, on the Japanese–Chiang battlefield the advance of the Japanese bandits was unidirectional, and what corresponded to it was the retreat of the Chiang army. The thrust into the enemy’s rear by the Eighth Route Army, the New Fourth Army, and other anti-Japanese armed forces under the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, together with the Japanese bandits’ advance of aggression, was by contrast the typical case of converging advance. Converging advance breaks the simple one-to-one correspondence between advance and retreat, and, owing to the differences in the space and time in which the bearers find themselves, forms complex and variable relations, which are manifested both as levels and as stages. Understanding and applying converging advance helps us to comprehend and carry out the strategic policy of active defense.


	By spatial form, advance divides into planar and three-dimensional. Planar advance is confined to the ground and the water surface; it is the ancient kind of advance which nevertheless will not disappear before war does—in other words, it begins and ends together with war. Planar advance itself, in the course of its development, transforms toward three-dimensional advance. Three-dimensional advance took shape with the emergence and development of the means of conveying personnel. At the outset, there was no distinction between personnel and means of conveyance: those engaged in war activity approached the enemy relying solely on their own bodies. Afterwards, with the aid of animal power, watercraft on the water surface, and so on, this was the separation of the personnel who carry out the action of approaching the enemy from the means of conveyance, and was the identity of the development of planar advance itself and its transformation toward three-dimensional advance. The emergence and development of aircraft and underwater vehicles was the necessary condition by which this transformation could be realized. The emergence of three-dimensional advance added new constraining factors to planar advance, and this constraining effect grows as three-dimensional advance develops; because the emergence and existence of three-dimensional advance both take planar advance as their foundation, the constraint between three-dimensional advance and planar advance is mutual. Three-dimensional advance gives planar advance new meaning and contains planar advance within itself; three-dimensional advance is ultimately embodied or completed in planar advance. It can be said that three-dimensional advance is the sublation of planar advance. Victory in modern war inevitably requires us to attach importance to the configuration of three-dimensional advance, but it does not necessarily require us to abandon the importance we attach to planar advance. In the armistice negotiations of the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, U.S. imperialism, unreconciled to failure, attempted to move the military demarcation line northward from the line of actual contact between the two sides’ ground forces to the rear of our army’s positions, so as to mark off an area of 12,000 square kilometers as compensation for its superiority at sea and in the air. But the Chinese People’s Volunteers and the Korean People’s Army, fighting heroically without superiority at sea or in the air, instead caused the area actually controlled by our ground forces to expand southward. Compared with the first agreement of November 27, 1951, in the agreement signed on July 27, 1953, our side gained a further 332.6 square kilometers. This fact provides, from both the positive and the negative side, lessons of experience for correctly grasping the relationship between planar advance and three-dimensional advance. It should also be pointed out that three-dimensional advance makes the composition of unidirectional advance, and especially of converging advance, more complex.


	By route, advance divides into straight and curved. Straight advance, as an approaching action toward the enemy’s living force or a specific area, has three characteristics: first, it takes the shortcut; second, the target is not subdivided, or the direct directions of the subdivided targets are all one and the same; third, the whole action is usually directed at the front of the final target. Forward march is usually one manifestation of straight advance. Curved advance is likewise an approaching action toward the enemy’s living force or a specific area; its characteristics are precisely opposite to those of straight advance: first, the distance traversed is greater than the distance of the shortest feasible road; second, the targets are subdivided and their direct directions are not the same; last, the whole action is usually directed at the flank or rear of the final target, and the roundabout movement is one manifestation of curved advance. The curve of curved advance can even be so large as to reach the degree of advancing by retreating; the Four Crossings of the Chishui River is a glorious model of this kind of large-angle curved advance.




In general circumstances, compared with straight advance, curved advance poses a greater threat to the enemy’s survival. Therefore, most military men of past dynasties attached great importance to the study and practice of curved advance. Engels pointed out in the article “Mountain Warfare Past and Present”: “With certain defensive positions, attacking from the front is often tantamount to losing one’s reason entirely, whereas the possibility of such a roundabout movement on the enemy from the rear can more than offset the strength of such defensive positions.” (Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, vol. 1, p. 332) Mao Zedong went still further and raised curved advance to a position of importance equal to that of the annihilation battle, saying: “The annihilation battle and concentrating a superior force and adopting tactics of encirclement and outflanking have one and the same meaning. Without the latter, there is no former.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 221) From this it can be seen that curved advance in itself can not only greatly diminish the enemy’s strength, but is also a necessary condition for dealing the enemy an annihilating blow. The reason can be found by comparing the characteristics of straight advance and curved advance: the comparison of the first characteristic of the two (namely, whether the shortcut is taken) shows the advantage of straight advance—speed—but in practice the enemy’s resistance often means that our haste fails to reach its goal, or reaches it to no effect. The comparison of the second characteristic (namely, whether the target is subdivided, and how its direct direction stands) shows that straight advance makes the final target appear definite, making it easy for the enemy to react in an organized and planned way and to seize the initiative to control us; the final target of curved advance often shows indefiniteness in the course of the action, making it hard for the enemy to seize the initiative to control us, and the point toward which the subdivided targets thrust is often a feint, increasing the probabilistic nature of war and inducing the enemy to make more erroneous judgments and actions. The comparison of the third characteristic (namely, what part of the final target the whole action is usually directed at) tells us that the final target of straight advance often lies where the enemy “intends,” and enables the enemy to defend with relief and, after defeat, to retreat; the final target of curved advance usually lies where the enemy does not expect it, leaving the enemy defending without relief and retreating without a road, both striking the enemy’s vital point and sealing off his space of survival, so that the enemy both bears a fatal wound and is in a state of suffocation. But it must be pointed out that in the practice of war, straight advance is not necessarily wrong and curved advance is not wholly correct; the correctness of both shifts with concrete conditions such as time and space, and to refuse straight advance under any conditions and to apply curved advance mechanically is the viewpoint of mechanism.

The distinction between straight advance and curved advance is relative. There is no pure, absolute straight advance, and no pure curved advance either. Straight advance cannot exist apart from curved advance; without the assistance of curved advance, straight advance can hardly be achieved, and even if temporarily achieved it cannot have continuity. Curved advance contains straight advance; the process of curved advance is always composed of several straight-advance stages, and if these straight-advance stages fully bring out the advantages of straight advance, they can make up for the deficiencies of curved advance; the final target of straight advance is the destination of the subdivided targets of curved advance. The principle of the mutual dependence of straight advance and curved advance explains that “the difficulty of military struggle lies in turning the devious into the direct, and misfortune into gain. Therefore, take a devious route, and lure the enemy with some gain; set out after him but arrive before him—this is knowing the strategy of the devious and the direct.” Hence, “he who first knows the strategy of the devious and the direct will be victorious. This is the method of military struggle.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Maneuvering”) It can be seen that to succeed in attaining the purpose of advance, one must correctly handle the relationship between the two.


	By purpose and result, advance divides into pushing advance and leaping advance. Pushing advance is advance achieved by overcoming the enemy directly in front. From the end of 1949 to the beginning of 1950, the encirclement and annihilation by our Chinese People’s Liberation Army of the Chiang army’s Bai Chongxi group and Hu Zongnan group was a glorious model. Mao Zedong stated clearly before the campaign: “Toward Bai Chongxi and the various enemies in the Southwest we are adopting the policy of making a great detour, getting in behind the enemy, first completing the encirclement, and then turning back to strike.” (Internal Edition of Collected Military Writings of Mao Zedong, p. 342) This tactic of “turning back to strike,” through a detour, at the enemy directly in front enables us to destroy the enemy directly in front effectively, step by step, forming pushing advance. Our army resolutely carried out this wise decision of Mao Zedong, courageously using a long-distance, large detour to approach the flanks and rear of the enemy directly in front, encircled and annihilated more than 25,600 men of the Bai Chongxi group within the borders of Guangxi, encircled and annihilated more than 160,000 men of the Chiang army’s last main force—the Hu Zongnan group—in the Chengdu area, and finally liberated the southwest region of our country. In the Second World War, using mechanized units to encircle the enemy’s heavy-troop groups directly in front, and thereby advancing step by step, was also a kind of pushing advance. In such circumstances, the side that pushes forward destroys the enemy directly in front and seizes a new enemy directly in front. Without the annihilation of the original enemy directly in front, it would be impossible to seize a new enemy directly in front. Leaping advance is an approaching action in which, while setting aside the enemy directly in front (to be exact, not annihilating it), the enemy in depth is turned into the enemy directly in front. In the Second World War, the U.S. forces launched offensive operations against the Japanese army in the Pacific from 1942 to 1945 and used leaping tactics fairly successfully. By the end of 1944, in the Southwest Pacific region alone, 135,000 Japanese troops had been isolated, which greatly accelerated the process of victory. But the isolated enemy left behind by leaping still needs to be destroyed one by one through pushing advance (as the above-mentioned Japanese forces were cleared out only in 1945, by Australian forces). Without leaping, pushing advance can exist, but without the assistance of pushing advance, leaping cannot be consolidated. In this sense, we hold that pushing advance is the qualitative determination of the purpose of leaping advance; without pushing advance there is no attainment and consolidation of the purpose of leaping advance; leaping advance is the quantitative determination of the purpose of pushing advance; without leaping advance, the attainment and consolidation of the purpose of pushing advance are not affected, and only the speed of attaining and consolidating the purpose of advance is affected.


	By posture, advance divides into active and passive. Active advance means that the approaching action directed at the enemy is in a state of freedom. It has both the form of initiative and the content of initiative, and is the unity of advance and initiative. But the consistency of content and form is dialectical. Initiative and advance are not absolutely identical. Advance is only one of the important manifestations of initiative, and not its sole manifestation; initiative is often realized or embodied in advance, but is by no means an inevitable product of advance. On the contrary, whether an approaching action is free or not lies mainly in the content of this action. We know that so-called initiative refers to the army’s freedom of action, the basic premises of which are the superiority of war strength and the correctness of subjective guidance. It is not difficult to see that the state of freedom of the army’s approaching action toward the enemy, that is, the unity of initiative and advance, likewise requires these two basic conditions. However, these two conditions are themselves changeable, changing as war develops. Therefore, just as initiative is not dead and fixed, the unity of initiative and advance is likewise not unconditional and eternally unchanging. The view that confuses initiative with advance, or simply equates them, is erroneous. Passive advance means that the approaching action directed at the enemy is in a state of being compelled and unfree; it is freedom in form but unfreedom in content, a form of freedom covering a content of unfreedom, and this state in which form and content do not agree is inseparable from the inferiority of war strength and the inappropriateness of subjective guidance. Because inferiority of strength can be changed and inappropriateness of subjective guidance can be corrected, passive advance, too, is neither unconditional nor eternally unchanging. The changeability of active advance and passive advance, based on conditionality, tells us: the mutual transformation of active advance and passive advance heads in two opposite directions, favorable and harmful respectively; only active advance is the advance we aspire to, and therefore the transformation from passive advance to active advance is favorable and should be striven for, while the transformation from active advance to passive advance is harmful and should be avoided at all costs. For passivity of content will greatly diminish freedom in form, even reaching the worst degree, namely the consistency of content and form in a state of unfreedom.




It must first be pointed out that the many varied kinds of advance are not isolated from one another. Even the several patterns of advance mentioned above are interwoven and closely connected with one another. For example, in the Second World War, the American leaping advance in the Southwest Pacific was a unidirectional, three-dimensional, curved advance in a state of freedom. Therefore, the classification of the patterns of advance is by no means a gulf that divides approaching actions, but an exploration that facilitates our deep understanding. Second, with regard to the above forms, special importance should be attached to spatial forms and states. The emergence of three-dimensional advance has made the various patterns of advance more complex and has provided the guides of war with a broader stage; freedom or its absence is the primary question that those who guide approaching actions should attend to, because freedom is the basic requirement of all kinds of approaching action. Finally, it should be stressed that in the practice of approaching the enemy, subjective guidance needs to pay attention to preventing the two erroneous tendencies of fear of advancing and rash advance. Ensuring the appropriateness of subjective guidance is the key to correctly carrying out approaching action toward the enemy.




Section 2 The Characteristics and Patterns of Retreat


I. The Meaning and Characteristics of Retreat

Retreat is the category that marks the action of turning one’s back on the enemy and moving away. Its direct purpose lies in absolutely or relatively enlarging the distance between oneself and the enemy side.

Retreat is the other basic form of moving (maneuver), and defense is the other basic form of fighting.

Defense, in its most basic characteristic, is resistance to the enemy’s offense; retreat, in its most basic characteristic, is turning one’s back on the enemy and moving away. In other words, defense uses resistance to maintain direct contact and face-to-face engagement with the enemy, whereas retreat uses evasion and breaking away to escape direct contact and face-to-face engagement with the enemy. This is the greatest difference between the two. Defense and retreat are both means directly for the sake of preserving oneself and serving offense, and there is retreat within defense and defense within retreat; this is the identity of the two. But the function of the means of defense lies in resisting, while the function of the means of retreat lies in seeking opportunities for battle.



II. The Principal Patterns of Retreat


	Passive retreat and active retreat. Retreat is formally passive and unfree. Whatever the form of retreat, it is action of moving away from the enemy in a state in which the retreating side cannot immediately destroy the enemy directly in front, and may even have its survival endangered by the enemy directly in front. But as to its content, there is also the distinction between active and passive. Passive retreat is action in which form and content are united in a state of unfreedom; it is identical in meaning with fleeing, and may also be called rout-retreat, and takes the inferiority of strength and the inappropriateness of subjective guidance as its preconditions. Those who guide a passive retreat either, before the retreat, shun any action of retreat, denying the possibility and necessity of retreating, or, in the course of the retreat, abandon subjective effort, neglect or have no intention of organizing and planning the retreat, and fall into a state of collapse in which the retreat knows no measure. If left to go on, the result must be complete failure. Active retreat, too, is an action in which form and content do not agree, a unity of an unfree form and a free content. Within it, the unfree form constrains the free content, but, mainly, it is often the free content that strives to break out of this constraint in order to create a free form suited to itself. It takes the superiority of strength and the correctness of subjective guidance as its preconditions. Those who guide an active retreat, in the face of the objective fact that they have no choice but to retreat or that retreat is the best policy, acknowledge the necessity of retreat, and conscientiously plan and meticulously organize the action of retreat, retreating at the right time and with restraint and advantage, and will in the end break out of passivity in form and develop initiative in content. It can be seen that the fundamental difference between active retreat and passive retreat originates in whether subjective guidance is correct or not.



Whether passive retreat or active retreat, one point is common to both: both are using space to exchange for time, both aim at preserving military strength, and even passive retreat can achieve this within a certain period of time. But the time that passive retreat strives for is only a slight prolongation of the survival of military strength, and is used only for the preservation of military strength. By contrast, the time that active retreat strives for is used not only for preserving military strength, but still more for “awaiting the opportunity” and “creating the opportunity.” In other words, passive retreat takes the abandonment of a certain amount of space as the price of preserving military strength, while active retreat takes the abandonment of a certain amount of space as the price of seeking and creating a good opportunity to destroy the enemy; abandoning a certain amount of space is the sole means by which the passive retreater preserves military strength, whereas in the view of the active retreater the true significance of abandoning a certain amount of space lies in the pursuit of a good opportunity to destroy the enemy. On this question, the difference between passive retreat and active retreat lies not in whether military strength is to be preserved, but in why military strength is to be preserved; not in whether a certain amount of space is to be abandoned, but in why one does so. The purpose of preserving military strength should be to defeat the enemy, and the purpose of abandoning a certain amount of space should be to obtain the opportunity to defeat the enemy.

It may be held that retreat is not absolutely passive, and that the passivity of retreat is not dead and fixed either; we must see both the passivity of retreat and the relativity and changeability of this passivity. By understanding the characteristics of retreat and attending to the art of retreat, one can make fairly good use of retreat as a weapon to strike the strong and win victory. And, on the basis of objective facts, one acknowledges the necessity of retreat. Overcoming the passivity of retreat is a very important question.


	Retreat to avoid the enemy and retreat to lure the enemy. According to the direct purpose of retreat, there can be retreat to avoid the enemy and retreat to lure the enemy. We know that retreat is necessary because one’s own strength is in an inferior position and cannot immediately smash the enemy’s advance. Therefore, the purposes of retreat are mainly two: one is avoiding the enemy, that is, avoiding the enemy’s blows in order to preserve one’s own military strength. This is “because, in the face of the offensive of a strong enemy, if we do not yield a step, the preservation of our military strength will certainly be endangered.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 190) Retreat that takes avoiding the enemy as its direct purpose is retreat to avoid the enemy. Such retreat, for a weak army, is of course correct but after all not the best policy; one cannot but do so, yet one cannot be content with merely this; the other is luring the enemy: retreat that takes luring the enemy as its direct purpose is retreat to lure the enemy. On this kind of retreat Mao Zedong gave explicit expositions, taking as an example the episode in Water Margin in which Lin Chong first yielded and then, with one kick, sent Instructor Hong sprawling. Lin Chong’s martial skill was no inferior to Instructor Hong’s, and had he not yielded he would not necessarily have failed; but by yielding first he induced Instructor Hong to expose a weakness, thereby increasing the guarantee of victory and winning with less exertion.



The essence of retreat to lure the enemy is to steer the enemy’s advance. It lures the enemy’s advance into an environment in which it can hardly be exerted, or draws it on to the point where the enemy is powerless to control himself. In December 1939, the Soviet army’s 163rd Infantry Division and 44th Infantry Division, possessing modern equipment such as tanks, entered Finland and were annihilated by the Finnish ski troops, equipped with light gear—the 9th Infantry Division. The reason was that the Finnish army carried out retreat to lure the enemy, luring the Soviet army into the snowy forests and marshlands where it was difficult to exert combat power, and changing the balance of strength between the two sides. In the Three Battles of Northern Shaanxi fought by our Northwest Field Army in 1947, “mushroom” tactics were used in retreat to lure the enemy in order to draw the enemy’s advance. The exhausted enemy even pursued our army by leaping forward from hill to hill, and the enemy’s advance turned into a headlong rush to the point of exhaustion, in which he was powerless to control himself. Of course, retreat to lure the enemy necessarily entails paying the price of bait. The determination of the bait must to a certain extent “respect” the enemy’s intentions; otherwise the bait loses its meaning, and retreat to lure the enemy can hardly succeed. In sum, retreat to lure the enemy refers to retreat that seizes and creates a good opportunity to destroy the enemy, and we should strive to achieve it.




Section 3 The Three Elements of Advance and Retreat

Advance and retreat each have their own unique requirements, and the factors that constitute advance and retreat are likewise complex and varied; as for the factors they have in common, they are mainly target, speed, and strength.


I. The Target Element of Advance and Retreat

Here, the target refers to the spatial point predetermined for an advance or retreat, called the destination for short. Determining the target also, to a large extent, determines the direction of the advance or retreat and the range of space that will be taken or abandoned. The target is in fact the spatial element of advance or retreat. The target can in turn be divided into the final target and subdivided targets. The final target is the predetermined terminal point of the advance or retreat. Subdivided targets are the terminal points of the several stages that are subordinate to this terminal point. The target itself is the planned spatial expression of the action of advance and retreat.

How is the target to be correctly selected? Mao Zedong gave an incisive exposition on the selection of the target of retreat (the end point of the retreat). He pointed out: “In deciding where the end point of the retreat is to be, the whole situation must be taken as the starting point … it is decided by relating the local situation to the whole situation … the situation is created by conditions; in observing the connection between the local situation and the whole situation, one should judge by whether the conditions of both enemy and ourselves, as they appear in the locality and as they appear in the whole, are to a certain extent favorable to our beginning the counteroffensive.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 193–194) We hold that the principles for selecting the end point of the retreat which are mentioned in this passage apply to the selection of targets for advancing on the enemy. These principles are: First, the principle of wholeness. The target of advance or retreat is a point, a part, a link, within the spatial range reached by the action. Only by analyzing and synthesizing the circumstances of all aspects and the overall posture of the battlefield (such as weather and terrain, the movement capabilities and dispositions of both enemy and ourselves, and so on) can the selection be made fairly accurately, so that advance can develop and retreat can transform. Second, the principle of conditionality. Posture changes, and the reason lies in changes of conditions; analyzing and synthesizing the circumstances of all aspects in essence means finding the conditions that maintain the existence of these circumstances and that cause these circumstances to change, so as to overcome, in advance and retreat, those unfavorable conditions that can be overcome through effort, to bring into play those favorable conditions that can be brought into play through effort, and to create those necessary conditions that can be created through effort. The process of advance and retreat is in essence the process of such overcoming, bringing into play, and creating of conditions. The selection of the target should be favorable to completing this process on arrival at the target, that is, to providing the necessary space. Third, the principle of purposiveness. The selection of the target must be subordinate to the purpose of advance and retreat. The target is the spatial expression of the purpose of advance and retreat. At this point one can gather the favorable aspects of the various conditions, so that the means of advance and retreat themselves can be given full play. Of course, the purpose is a concrete, ideal posture. The selection of the target must follow concrete circumstances and serve the realization of this posture. In war, for the one who advances or retreats, correct selection of the target is one of the indispensable elements for organizing and carrying out the action of advance and retreat; conversely, correct judgment of the enemy’s target of advance or retreat is likewise one of the indispensable elements for seizing the initiative to control the enemy and smashing the enemy’s realization of the purpose of his advance or retreat.



II. The Speed Element of Advance and Retreat

“Speed is precious in war” is the motto of military men of all dynasties. More than two thousand years ago, the ancient Chinese military man Sun Tzu demanded that the army’s action be “as swift as the wind,” and stressed that “the essence of war is speed: take advantage of the enemy’s not being in time.” Today, the speed of an army’s action is an even more unignorable element of war. A concrete analysis of the action of advance and retreat shows this still more. Whether in the approaching action toward the enemy or the action of moving away from the enemy, one must traverse a certain distance within a certain time. Speed is the concentrated embodiment of the time element of the action of advance and retreat. However, it already contains space within itself. Therefore, speed is again the dialectical unity of time and space (concretely, distance). The nearness or farness of the distance is determined by the selection of the target; time exists objectively and does not shift according to people’s subjective will. What we can change is only the utilization rate of time. In other words, among the three—distance, time, and speed—we can, by effort, only change speed so as to relatively shorten distance, that is, to be able to move a farther distance in equal time, or to make time relatively slower, that is, to spend less time in moving an equal distance. In May 1935, the 4th Regiment of the 2nd Division of the 1st Army Corps of the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army, at a forced-march speed of 240 li in a day and a night, flew to seize the Luding Bridge. This ensured that the main force of the Central Red Army could cross the Dadu River northward. That this was so is because, although the correctness of the target is certainly important, the divine speed of that regiment’s action was the key to realizing the value of this target. For one who advances quickly can both make the enemy unable to defend in time and catch the enemy unprepared, and one who retreats quickly can both make the enemy unable to attack in time and keep himself prepared in defense. On this, Sun Tzu put it in one sentence: “He who retreats and cannot be pursued does so because his speed cannot be overtaken.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) One who advances slowly allows the enemy to obtain sufficient time to react, and one who retreats slowly can hardly shake off the enemy’s threat.



III. The Strength Element of Advance and Retreat

War is a contest of strength, and advance and retreat are the maneuver of strength. The strength spoken of here refers to the unity of material strength and spiritual strength, that is, the unity of objective basis and subjective guidance. Advance and retreat are both the maneuver of material strength and the flexibility of subjective guidance. Here, the dialectical unity of the necessity, feasibility, flexible responsiveness, and accuracy of maneuver is where the strength of advance and retreat lies. The weakness of material strength and the inappropriateness of subjective guidance must both reduce or impair the strength of advance and retreat. Conversely, their opposites strengthen its strength.

The three elements of advance and retreat are closely linked and inseparable. The three main principles of target selection are at the same time influenced by the speed and strength of movement of the enemy and ourselves; that is to say, the army’s maneuvering capability must be taken into account in selecting the target. A target that exceeds one’s own speed and strength may exist in a plan, but will not appear in the annals of victory. A target once selected, moreover, requires speed and strength suited to it, and constrains the exertion or restraint of speed and strength. Speed serves the purpose of advance and retreat, and thus of course also serves the determination and attainment of the target. At the same time, the swiftness of the army’s action can make up for the army’s deficiencies … in war one can say “time is victory.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 11, p. 406) Strength is the foundation of advance and retreat. In selecting a target one cannot have the will but lack the strength, and still less can the exertion of speed follow one’s wishes. An army fighting on foot cannot hope for the speed of movement of mechanized units. Likewise, the latter cannot hope for the speed of air transport. Of course, for each concrete advance or retreat, their requirements on these elements (that is, on the roles the three elements can play) are different. One cannot apply a single formula to everything.




Section 4 The Dialectical Relationship between Advance and Retreat

Advancing and retreating at will means that people’s understanding and practice of the dialectical relationship between advance and retreat have entered the kingdom of freedom from the kingdom of necessity. If one wants to advance and retreat at will, correctly understanding the dialectical relationship between advance and retreat is the first necessary condition. We know that advance and retreat each have complex internal relations. Therefore the relationship between the two is more complex still. The dialectical relationship between advance and retreat can be divided into two levels: the first is the relationship of advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves; the second is the relationship of advance and retreat within our own side. The two levels, in turn, form an interwoven relationship of advance and retreat.


I. The Relationship of Advance and Retreat between the Enemy and Ourselves

Between the enemy and ourselves, the unity of opposites of advance and retreat is dominated by struggle. “The enemy advances, we retreat … the enemy retreats, we pursue” is one of the basic principles of guerrilla war, of a primitive character, adapted to the specific circumstances of China’s revolutionary war, and at the same time it reveals the intense mutual exclusion that advance and retreat have as belonging respectively to the enemy and to ourselves. The struggle between enemy and ourselves in advance and retreat manifests itself as a confrontation of “you die, I live.” If the enemy advances and we do not retreat, we may be thrown into passivity; if the enemy retreats and we do not pursue, we are leaving the enemy a way out, and will inevitably nurture a tiger that will bring trouble later. Therefore, in the period of China’s Agrarian Revolutionary War, the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army could only use retreat to overcome the enemy’s advance in order to preserve ourselves, and use pursuit to overcome the enemy’s retreat in order to destroy the enemy. In the practice of war, when we advance, we must give full play to the strong points of advance in order to aggravate the weak points of the enemy’s retreat, while avoiding the exposure and development of the weak points of advance, and suppressing the exertion of the strong points of the enemy’s retreat. When we retreat, we must give full play to the strong points of retreat, to induce the exposure and development of the weak points of the enemy’s advance, while avoiding and making up for the weak points of retreat as far as possible, and suppressing the exertion of the strong points of the enemy’s advance. Although advance and retreat show intense confrontation between the enemy and ourselves, there is still identity between the two, and they depend on each other. Taking the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army’s counter-“encirclement and suppression” campaigns as an example, the preparation and execution of the Red Army’s retreat both took the White army’s advance as their precondition; this is retreat depending on advance, and if the Red Army retreated when the White army had not advanced, it would undoubtedly be a foolish thing. The Red Army’s pursuit and the White army’s retreat exist at the same time; without the White army’s retreat, the Red Army’s pursuit could not even be spoken of; this is advance depending on retreat. However, the Red Army’s retreat (pursuit) and the White army’s advance (retreat) are conditions for each other, not for the sake of preserving the status quo, but for the sake of smashing this unity. In the course of this struggle, a complex situation appears in which advance and retreat change places between the enemy and ourselves; this is the transformation of advance and retreat. Making clear that among the relations of mutual negation, mutual dependence, and mutual transformation of advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves, mutual negation occupies the dominant position is favorable for us to handle this relationship accurately and prudently.



II. The Relationship of Advance and Retreat within Our Own Side

Within our own side, the unity of opposites of advance and retreat is dominated by identity. Advance and retreat within our own side are both parts within the whole, each with its strengths and weaknesses. Their property of mutual exclusion does not disappear because of the consistency of fundamental interests. They will contend with each other for command of strength, and often make it hard for commanders to make up their minds and hard to dispose their forces. Within our own side, advance and retreat both obey the interests of the whole. If it is said that the advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves aim at using the struggle between the two to destroy the original identity, then, with advance and retreat within our own side, struggle must be subordinate to identity, for the sake of consolidating and developing this identity. Advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves bring out each other’s strengths and overcome each other’s weaknesses, whereas advance and retreat within our own side are meant to bring out each other’s strengths and make up for each other’s weaknesses, and there may even appear the use of one’s weakness to deceive the enemy in order to achieve the purpose of bringing out one’s strength. In the War of Liberation, in response to the enemy’s “dumbbell” posture of concentrated offensives on key points, our army’s retreat in the Northwest and in Shandong and the thousand-li leaping advance of the Liu–Deng army on the central line relied on each other, took the long to make up for the short, and formed an organic whole. Making clear that between advance and retreat within our own side identity is the dominant aspect is favorable for rationally coordinating our own side’s actions of advance and retreat.

These two levels of the relationship of advance and retreat are also a dialectical unity. As regards the struggle of advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves and its relationship with the second level, and as regards the identity of advance and retreat within one side and its relationship with the first level, special importance should be attached to them. The relationship of advance and retreat between the enemy and ourselves is stipulated by, and rests upon, the relationship of advance and retreat within each of the antagonistic sides, and the latter is where the strength of the former lies.



III. Two Concrete Relationships of Advance and Retreat

After outlining the two levels of the dialectical relationship between advance and retreat and their relationship, it is necessary to describe briefly the relationship of two concrete kinds of advance and retreat:

In the dialectical relationship of active advance and passive retreat, the key lies in grasping their mutual transformation. Active advance and passive retreat are both cases in which form and content agree. When active advance loses freedom in form and in content, it is transformed into passive retreat; when passive retreat breaks out of unfreedom in form and in content, it is transformed into active advance; but neither can happen suddenly, and in each there must have been a process of quantitative change, whether short or long, only that in particular circumstances the importance of the links in this process of quantitative change can be ignored or is not easily noticed. Active advance either first loses its form of freedom and is transformed into active retreat, or first loses its content of freedom and is transformed into passive advance; the further loss of active content or form becomes passive retreat. Napoleon’s failure in advancing on Moscow in 1812 went through a process of first losing the active content and then losing the active form. The famous British bourgeois military writer, General Fuller, held: “The usual argument is that Napoleon ought to have remained at Smolensk, gone into winter quarters, and resumed operations in the spring of the following year. This opinion was in fact impracticable, because there he could not feed his great army, and Bernadotte had already defected, had united with Russia, and could also obtain British aid, so as to strike at his rear. So at that time he had only two roads to take: either to abandon this campaign, or to carry on with it. The former was no different from letting Britain reap the victory, while the latter was a gamble, that is, hoping that after occupying Moscow he could then press the Tsar into submission.” (A Military History of the Western World, vol. 2, pp. 426–427) But the fire that lasted six days turned Moscow into ruins and at the same time smashed Napoleon’s plan. On October 19, the French army was compelled to withdraw from Moscow. Thus, “this great army group which had once made Europe tremble had, in the military sense, ceased to exist.” (A Military History of the Western World, vol. 2, p. 427) Setting aside such factors as the nature of the war and the actions before this, it may at least be held that from Smolensk onward the French army’s advance gradually lost its initiative, or freedom, in content, and at Moscow it lost the form of initiative. The retreat from Moscow was the nodal point at which the French army turned from active advance to passive retreat, and before it a process of quantitative change had been undergone. Acknowledging this process of quantitative change in the transformation helps one to grasp this process in good time in war, so as to prevent unfavorable transformation and do one’s utmost to keep it under control within the limits of measure, and, through effort, to restore the lost or losing form or content of initiative. The 25,000-li Long March of our Central Red Army is a model of transformation from passive retreat to active advance. The failure of the Fifth counter-“encirclement and suppression” campaign in the Central Soviet Area saw Wang Ming’s “Left” adventurism turn into Right-deviationist flightism, and passive retreat began. After the Zunyi Conference, under the correct command of Mao Zedong, the Central Red Army crossed the Chishui four times, gradually won the initiative, raised high the banner of going north to resist Japan, and finally realized the transformation toward active advance.

Active retreat and passive advance are both cases in which content and form do not agree. A thing whose form and content are inconsistent has a rationality of existence that is short-lived and unstable, and will, sooner or later, transform into a thing whose form and content are consistent. Therefore, active retreat and passive advance exist only as intermediaries in the mutual transformation of active advance and passive retreat. In examining active retreat and passive advance, it is not difficult to find that active retreat more or less contains an element of luring the enemy, and passive advance more or less has an element of being lured; therefore, the typical manifestation of the dialectical relationship between active retreat and passive advance is the mutual dependence and negation of retreat to lure the enemy and advance when lured.

In sum, the dialectical relationship between advance and retreat has both levels and process. The relationship of mutual negation, dependence, and transformation of advance and retreat has different emphases as the levels differ and as the stages in the process shift. In grasping the dialectical relationship between advance and retreat, one must take special care to examine them by placing them in the state of freedom or unfreedom.






Chapter 24 Main Direction and Secondary Direction

Toward what quarter does the point of the main force point in operations? This is one of the important questions in the movement of the two sides’ strength on the battlefield. It bears greatly on the success or failure of offense, defense, advance, and retreat. To sum up the rich experience of war history, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, in this respect, and to explore the meaning and distinction of main direction and secondary direction, their mutual relationship, and the conditions for their determination, selection, and realization, is one of the important tasks of military dialectics.


Section 1 The Meaning of and Distinction between Main Direction and Secondary Direction


I. Operational Direction

Operational direction refers to the direction of action in which an army carries out its operational tasks. War strength takes space as its form of existence, and through ceaseless movement changes its own spatial position, presenting various different orientations. The operational actions we commonly speak of—frontal assault, breakthrough in the middle, flank outflanking, pincer attack from front and rear, encirclement on all sides, parallel pursuit, and so on—in which the notions of front, middle, flank, front and rear, all sides, parallel, and so on, reflect the spatial position of war strength.

According to different criteria, we can divide operational directions into different kinds. By level of command, they can be divided into strategic direction, campaign direction, and tactical direction (also called tactical bearing); by form of operations there are offensive direction, defensive direction, pursuit direction, and retreat direction; by the weight of position in operations, one can distinguish main direction and secondary direction.

The distinction between main direction and secondary direction develops as war develops. In the era when infantry fought with cold weapons, the two sides in battle took frontal confrontation as the main form, and flank attacks also often occurred. In frontal confrontation and flank attack, where the army was large, there was already a distinction between main direction and secondary direction. At that time, because the maneuver capability of troops was very low, the range involved in main and secondary directions was fairly narrow. With the general use of cavalry units and the emergence of firearms, the mobility of troops and the spatial orientation of operational action changed markedly. Long-range raids on the flanks and rear often achieved the effect of coming unexpected and overcoming by surprise, and the importance of distinguishing main operational directions and secondary operational directions became still more prominent. Since the First World War, aircraft began to be applied on the battlefield, and aerial bombing and airborne descents changed the spatial form of war with new operational directions. All-round military contests replaced ground confrontation in two dimensions. War under modern conditions can hardly be won without command of the air (including strike forces in outer space). Even the planar orientation of ground operational action has become extremely free and flexible owing to the great increase in maneuver capability. It can be said that there is no direction that can be immune from attack. Modern naval war has the typical significance of three-dimensional war, and attacks in the air, under water, and on the sea surface are often carried out simultaneously.

The expansion of the space of war activity has made the study of operational direction an important topic of military theory. On the battlefield, the direction of action in which troops fight is closely bound up with the outcome of victory or defeat. At the same time, only by constantly preserving and striving for room to advance and retreat in space can there be freedom of survival for the army. Military dialectics does not study all the problems of operational direction, but focuses only on revealing the general essence of main direction and secondary direction and their mutual relationship.



II. Main Direction

Main direction is also called main operational direction. It refers to the operational direction that is of the utmost importance to the whole situation of the operation. It exists in comparison with secondary direction and is the principal contradiction in the whole situation. In offense there is a main direction of attack, and in defense there is a main direction of defense.

The use of military strength is unbalanced in direction. In some directions a large quantity of troops and weapons must be committed, giving reinforcement and guarantee to those quarters. The strength used in some other quarters is relatively weaker. This is because a given strength, adopting different spatial forms and acting on different parts of the enemy, will produce different results. Here the value of the direction of action is primary, just as a sword, thrust with the same strength at the enemy’s limbs or at the enemy’s heart, will cause injuries of unequal gravity. In this sense, we can say that the emergence of main direction originates in the differing weight, within the whole situation, of the various directions of the troops’ space of survival.

The so-called main direction must, first of all, possess the most important directional value, and at the same time must be guaranteed by a certain quantity of troops, weapons, and means of action. The torrent of strength can exert its greatest might only by following the riverbed of the main direction, and the main direction, in turn, realizes its own spatial value precisely through real military strength.

On further examination, we shall find that the main direction has two clear characteristics:

First, it does the greatest harm to the enemy. This looks at the characteristics of main direction from the interaction between the enemy and the two sides. In offensive operations, the main direction points at the part of the enemy that is most sensitive, most vital, and directly bound up with his survival. If the attack in the main direction cannot be resisted and destroyed, the whole defense will thereby collapse. For example, it can throw the enemy’s whole deployment into disorder, destroy his systemic balance, make the enemy side unable to support each other, and cause its overall function to be lost. The main direction in an attack may also annihilate the enemy’s elite divisions and destroy the main pillars of the other side’s military strength, which can greatly shake the whole situation. It may also cut off the enemy’s line of retreat and seal off his space of survival, plunging the enemy into panic and confusion. The Battle of Amiens was a major offensive campaign launched by the British and French armies against the German army in the final stage of the First World War. The German army had deployed three armies on a defensive front of 75 kilometers. The command of the Entente forces chose the main direction of attack on the defensive sector of the German Second Army. This was the central part of the whole defensive line, and the depth of the defense there was smallest and the fortifications poorer. After the attack was launched, an advance of eleven kilometers was quickly made, and nearly 30,000 German troops were killed or wounded. The German defensive line was cut in two at the waist, and the whole line collapsed in consequence.

In defensive operations, the main direction of defense is likewise the one that does the greatest harm to the enemy. The world-famous Battle of Shangganling is the best illustration. (See “Sketch Map of the Shangganling Area”) The eastern and western heights of Shangganling were the key points in the Volunteers’ defensive direction at Mount Wusheng, and their loss or retention bore on the safety of the whole defensive line in the Pyonggang area. If the U.S. forces wanted to realize their aggressive intentions, they too had to clear this obstacle. In the course of the forty-three-day campaign, the enemy successively committed more than 60,000 troops and dropped several thousand heavy bombs on a position of less than four square kilometers. Our defending troops displayed a heroic and tenacious style of fighting, smashed several hundred enemy assaults, killed more than 25,000 of the enemy, and did not let the enemy advance a single step. The main direction of defense is the place the enemy must attack, and it affects his whole offensive situation; often one has to commit the main troop strength and pay a heavy price. If the attack cannot succeed over a long time, the attacker’s intentions are bankrupted along with it.

Sketch Map of the Shangganling Area

Second, it has the greatest influence on the whole situation. The main direction is the principal contradiction in the whole situation. Its success or failure fundamentally stipulates the basic trend of the development of the whole situation. Generally speaking, in offensive battle, if progress in the main direction goes smoothly, one can gain the initiative in the whole situation, and the objective of the whole situation can be realized. Conversely, if one is thwarted in the main direction, it is like a sharp blade whose point has broken off; the offensive momentum is greatly reduced, and it may even be necessary to change the whole operational plan. In defensive operations, if the main direction can hold up and be held firmly, the whole defensive system will be stable and balanced, and the enemy’s offensive intentions can be smashed from the overall standpoint. If the main direction is lost, the whole defensive situation will suffer enormous damage, and this often brings a result of defeat. It can be seen that the success or failure of the main direction moves in synchrony with the success or failure of the whole situation and is directly unified with it.

The important position and decisive role of the main direction in the whole situation are caused by two reasons: the first is that the concentrated action of the main direction embodies the intention of the whole situation. The Liaoshen Campaign was intended to annihilate the Chiang army within the borders of the Northeast, and the main campaign direction was pointed at Jinzhou, which exactly could achieve the posture of shutting the door to beat the dog; the second is that the main direction possesses the main means of realizing the intention of the whole situation. In the early period of Israel’s invasion of Lebanon, the aim was to encircle and annihilate the main force of the Palestinian guerrillas. Therefore the troops were divided into three routes, with one as the main route. In this direction, Israel committed the troops of more than five brigades, with the coordination of paratroopers and two amphibious landing units. The other two routes had only two brigades each. That is to say, the main direction concentrated troop strength.



III. Secondary Direction

Secondary direction is spoken of in comparison with main direction. It, too, is a spatial orientation of operational action, only with a different position. The so-called secondary direction is the operational direction that plays a coordinating and auxiliary role to the main direction. For example, in offensive operations, supporting attacks, accompanying attacks, blocking and relief-barring actions, and containing actions carried out at different spatial positions around the main direction all belong to secondary operational directions.

Secondary direction has an important position and role in the whole situation that cannot be ignored. Operational action is composed of the actions in the various directions, which make up for one another and constrain one another. The existence of secondary directions is not only necessary to the whole situation, but also powerfully influences the changes and development of the whole situation. The value of a secondary direction is manifested in satisfying the needs of the main direction. For example, if in the main direction the enemy has been encircled with superior strength and can be annihilated only after more than ten hours, then within this time limit it requires the secondary direction to hold off the enemy coming to the rescue; otherwise all previous achievements will be wasted. The degree to which the secondary direction satisfies this requirement determines the magnitude of its own value.

Compared with the main direction, the secondary direction has the following two characteristics:

First, it is only indirectly identical with the interests of the whole situation. The auxiliary position that the secondary direction occupies in the whole situation limits its “contribution” to the whole situation, and at the same time reduces its harm to the whole situation; that is, the secondary direction and the whole situation do not move entirely in the same direction in the gain or loss of interests. On the contrary, an opposite situation often appears: the secondary direction makes major sacrifices, and the whole situation obtains an unprecedented victory; for other reasons, the secondary direction wins a battle, and the whole situation nevertheless ends in failure. It can be seen that for the development of the whole situation the secondary direction cannot be absent, but its role is limited.

Second, its harm to the enemy often cannot be manifested directly. As operational action, the secondary direction of course also causes harm to the enemy. But this harm is not displayed directly as the actions in the main direction are; it is implicit in the destruction of the connections of the enemy’s whole system. In many cases, the secondary direction does not actually come to blows with the enemy, and does not even injure a single enemy soldier, yet it achieves the purpose of harming the enemy. For example, to protect the flank security of the action in the main direction, a containing force is sent out to threaten the enemy in the secondary direction, which can make the enemy shrink back or not dare to act rashly. Small units in the secondary direction disguised as large formations can in turn attract and draw off the enemy’s main force and create opportunities to destroy the enemy for our main direction. Even where actual confrontation with the enemy occurs, the harm to the enemy in the secondary direction does not lie in how many enemy are destroyed. For example, in the blocking battle at Heishan in the Liaoshen Campaign during the national War of Liberation, the greatest loss to the enemy was not the thousands upon tens of thousands of corpses thrown down at the front of his positions, but that his advance was obstructed, so that he could not achieve the purpose of relieving the enemy besieged at Jinzhou.

The secondary direction is manifested, in the deployment of troop strength, as relatively dispersed, often as the weak confronting the strong and the few facing the many. One must use valor in operations and flexibility in command to “disguise” and make up for the insufficiency of strength, and find ways to accomplish tasks that are beyond one’s strength or even, in ordinary circumstances, beyond one’s strength, so as to arouse and increase as much as possible the enemy’s attention to and fear of our secondary direction. Therefore the secondary direction is by no means a place of refuge; the military men who appear there should be the people richest in creative wisdom and spirit of sacrifice.

The main difference between main direction and secondary direction is that their positions in the spatial orientation of operational action differ and the quantity of strength they use, favorable or unfavorable, is unequal; the main direction is generally one, while secondary directions may be several.




Section 2 The Mutual Interaction and Mutual Transformation of Main Direction and Secondary Direction


I. The Mutual Interaction of Main Direction and Secondary Direction

As the two sides of a contradiction, main direction and secondary direction are not separate and independent of one another, unrelated to each other. They interact and influence each other.


	The nature and routes of the interaction of main and secondary directions. Main direction and secondary direction are both parts within the whole situation, and the nature of their relationship is the unity of opposites between two parts within one whole situation. Therefore, the interaction between them is realized by two routes. Because a part is subordinate to the whole, whether it is the role of the main direction upon the secondary direction or the role of the secondary direction upon the main direction, each influences the other first by influencing the whole situation. That is, the transmission of the effect generally takes an indirect route, with the whole situation as the hub, to realize the transformation. This is so, for example, when progress in the main attack direction goes smoothly so that the whole situation is active, and the secondary direction makes use of the favorable posture to expand its results. There is also a direct route, that is, the effect of the main and secondary directions is directly transmitted to the other. News of large numbers of the enemy destroyed in the main direction can directly inspire the morale of those fighting in the secondary direction; a setback in the blocking direction can directly endanger the blow against the enemy in the main direction.


	The forms of the mutual interaction of the main direction and the secondary direction. Main and secondary directions take coordination and mutual assistance as their principal forms of interaction. Analyzed from the angle of space, they can be summarized as the following two kinds:




First, centripetal mutual assistance. The directions of the main and secondary operational actions point at the same target, forming advance toward the interior together and producing a resultant force. It can be one main direction and several secondary directions; it can also be one main direction and one secondary direction. But one thing is common: their mutual assistance is realized in a centripetal movement in space. Pincer attack from two sides, pincer-shaped offensive, and encirclement on all sides are all concrete manifestations of centripetal mutual assistance. It is mainly applied in offensive operations and is the chief way in which main and secondary directions coordinate with each other in encircling and annihilating the enemy. In the War of Liberation, in the Shijiazhuang campaign, the Dingtao campaign, the Handan campaign carried out by our army, and the Far East campaign launched by the Soviet Red Army in 1945, and so on, the main and secondary directions adopted the manner of centripetal mutual assistance. In defensive operations, pocket defense and crossfire nets are also among the forms of centripetal mutual assistance of main and secondary directions.

Second, centrifugal mutual assistance. The main and secondary directions point at different targets and extend outward, producing component forces. The mutual action is realized in centrifugal movement. In most cases it appears in defensive operations, its typical form being all-round (circular) defense. Sometimes it is also applicable to offensive operations. The Qinghuabian campaign carried out by the Northwest Field Army in 1947 is an example. A part of one column of the Field Army lured five enemy brigades northward to Ansai, carrying out operations in the secondary direction. The main direction lay in ambush at Qinghuabian against the enemy’s 31st Brigade (minus its 91st Regiment) and annihilated more than 2,900 of that enemy in its entirety. The effect of centrifugal mutual assistance can split and separate the enemy’s strength and destroy his systemic structure and function.

In the same campaign or battle, the centripetal mutual assistance and the centrifugal mutual assistance of main and secondary directions often coexist; some secondary directions have centripetal mutual assistance with the main direction, and some secondary directions have centrifugal mutual assistance with the main direction.


	The differences in the mutual interaction of the main direction and the secondary direction. In the process of operational action, the main direction and the secondary direction are both very important, and neither can be lacking. But because the value of the direction and the strength used are unequal, their positions of relative weight are different.



The main direction has a decisive influence on the secondary direction. Compared with the secondary direction, the main direction occupies a more important position in the whole situation, and whatever route the influence it exerts upon the secondary direction takes, it is of decisive significance. Whether progress in the main direction is smooth directly stipulates the initiative or passivity in the secondary direction. In particular, the outcome of the main direction will cause the secondary direction to produce a corresponding reaction. In the first stage of the Fourth Middle East War, the main direction of the Egyptian army’s offensive was on the western line. The Egyptian army on the western line suddenly launched an attack on the Israeli army. In less than four days, it successively broke through the “Bar-Lev” line which the Israeli army had painstakingly built, annihilated the Israeli army’s 190th Armored Brigade, captured Qantara, the second-largest city of the Sinai Peninsula, and advanced fifteen kilometers east of the canal. Progress was smooth and the results considerable. Correspondingly, the Syrian army on the northern line, as the secondary direction, also attacked successfully, broke through the defensive line of the Golan Heights, encircled Quneitra, and its advance units came out as far as Fiq, thirty-five kilometers beyond the 1967 ceasefire line. Conversely, by the second stage of the war, the Egyptian army on the western line, because of its attempt to realize the strategic intention of resolving the Middle East question politically, and in addition because of difficulties in the supply of fuel and ammunition, halted its advance. The Israeli army took advantage of this breathing space, rapidly adjusted its deployment, concentrated troop strength to launch a counterattack on the northern line, not only relieved the siege of Quneitra and wholly occupied the Golan Heights, but also invaded Syrian territory for thirty kilometers, pressing close to Damascus.

In addition, the main direction also stipulates the operational purpose, the strength used, and the means of action of the secondary direction. For example, that the main direction is to annihilate one route among several routes of attacking enemy stipulates that the operational purpose of the secondary direction is to guarantee that the main direction realizes this intention, or to prevent reinforcement, or to contain the enemy’s flank, or to carry out a supporting attack. The strength used in the secondary direction must also obey the principle of concentrating troop strength in the main direction, and the means of action must also suit the requirements of the main direction.

The secondary direction has a major reactive effect on the main direction. The secondary direction is the indispensable left and right arm of the main direction, and its action and its gains and losses react powerfully on the main direction. It can expand the scope of the role of the main direction, increase the flexibility and feasibility of the role of the main direction, accelerate or delay the process of the role of the main direction, and strengthen or weaken the effect of the role of the main direction, and so on. For example, in defensive operations, if the secondary direction holds back and kills or wounds a large number of the enemy, it will relieve pressure on the main direction and maintain the balance and stability of the defense; in offensive operations, fierce attack in the supporting-attack direction not only makes it impossible for the enemy to transfer troops to the main defensive direction, but also compels the enemy to commit reserves or draw off troop strength and firepower from the main direction to that place, creating favorable conditions for our main direction. Conversely, if progress in the secondary direction is unfavorable, it will also endanger the main direction. For example, in an offensive battle of encircling and annihilating the enemy, if the secondary direction, as the one that threads through, makes the detour, and cuts off the enemy’s escape route, cannot arrive at the designated area on time or cannot crush the enemy’s breakout, then the efforts of the main attack direction will come to nothing.



II. The Mutual Transformation of Main Direction and Secondary Direction

Main direction and secondary direction, as operational action, are not fixed and unchangeable once formed. On the contrary, with the constant changes of the battlefield situation, they often undergo transformation, that is, the main direction becomes the secondary direction and the secondary direction becomes the main direction, the two sides of the contradiction exchanging positions. Studying the relative nature of this transformation of main and secondary directions and finding its general laws of movement are of great significance for commanders in correctly handling the contradiction of main direction and secondary direction and in raising the ability to master war.

In past wars, owing to the monotony of weapon performance and the small maneuver capability, the main operational direction and the secondary operational direction were generally determined before the battle and were carried through to the end throughout the whole campaign or battle, rarely changing, presenting considerable stability. Although instances of temporarily changing operational direction did occur, they were mostly confined to the tactical scope. In modern war, the situation is greatly different. The use of long-range firepower and the raising of maneuver capability have greatly shortened the time limit for which the positions of main and secondary directions are maintained. In the course of one campaign or one battle, it is no novelty to exchange main and secondary directions several times. Although it is not changing in the twinkling of an eye, it is hard to carry through to the end. In the Malvinas War, after the British landed at San Carlos, they divided their forces into two routes to seize Port Stanley, and took the southern route as the main direction. But because the road was narrow and muddy and hard to travel, progress on the southern route was very slow. Whereas the northern route, the secondary direction, quickly reached the outskirts of Port Stanley. The British immediately decided to change the main direction of attack, using helicopters to transfer part of the troops of the southern route and follow-up units to the northern route, and soon achieved their operational intention.

The mutual transformation of main and secondary directions generally occurs in the following three situations:

First, before the campaign or battle is launched, one’s own main and secondary directions are changed because our understanding of the enemy has increased and our recognition has deepened. There is a process both in judging the enemy’s main and secondary directions and in selecting one’s own main and secondary directions. With changes in the enemy situation and the deepening of recognition, the originally determined main and secondary directions often change. In the counteroffensive stage of the Soviet Patriotic War, in quite a few campaigns, before the launch, the Soviet army temporarily changed the original deployment and covertly shifted troop strength, thereby realizing the transformation of main and secondary directions. Such a change often arises from this motive: the enemy may have judged our original main attack direction and adjusted his deployment, having prepared in advance to change as we change; or the originally determined main direction was not suitable enough, and another had to be chosen so as to give better play to the might of the main troops and weapons.

Second, in the course of the battle, because the situation has changed, the main and secondary directions cannot be carried through according to the established plan, and at this time it is also necessary to change the operational direction. For example, in offensive operations, if progress in the main direction is obstructed and a stalemate cannot be broken so that the original intention cannot be realized, while the secondary direction has provided a favorable posture, one should resolutely effect a change of direction. In the Second World War, in the battle of El Alamein in North Africa, the Allies carried out the main breakthrough in the Sidi–Hamid direction, but progress was extremely slow; each defensive position of the enemy had to be attacked by the “gnawing the bone” method of hard assault, and in four days an advance of only seven kilometers was made. But south of the main breakthrough direction, the 4th Indian Infantry Division made rather rapid progress. The Allied command immediately turned the British main force in the main breakthrough direction to that place, entered the breach, and quickly shattered the German defensive line. Again, in the Lebanon war, the Israeli armored units and the Syrian army fought fiercely in the Bekaa Valley. When the Israeli army’s frontal attack was obstructed, it immediately used helicopters to lift tanks and artillery transversely to the flank of the Syrian army, occupied advantageous terrain, and formed a posture of splitting and encircling the Syrian army, so that the Syrian army suffered heavy losses. In defensive operations, because the enemy has changed his main direction of attack, our main direction of defense should also change accordingly.

Third, in the staged transformation of the course of the war, because of a change in operational tasks, the original main direction may also become a secondary direction, and the secondary direction may rise to become the main direction. This is the readjustment of positions after the main and secondary directions have completed their missions. For example, in the Pingjin Campaign, in the early period the western line was the main direction (to prevent the enemy from fleeing westward), and later the eastern line was the main direction (to block the enemy’s retreat by sea).

Whatever the transformation of main and secondary directions, its condition of realization is the corresponding transfer of troops and weapons, and in every case it is the commander’s shift of the center of attention. The exchange of positions by main and secondary directions is a period of change in military strength, with a process in time from beginning to completion. At this time, main and secondary directions are in an unstable state: the old relations are being cast aside and the new relations have not yet formed. Just as a person is most liable to lose balance when turning around, the process of transformation is a moment when strength is weakened. Therefore, toward the enemy, one must seize this moment and attack courageously, making him collapse before he can complete the transformation; toward ourselves, one must attend to concealing the intention of transformation and shorten the time of transformation as much as possible, so that the new main and secondary directions are quickly established. In future war, the transformation of operational direction will necessarily be complex and rapid, so the important question is that one must by no means disregard changes in the situation and mechanically carry out the predetermined plan on main and secondary directions made before the war, but should strive to raise the capacity to respond quickly to changes, and make correct decisions in time.




Section 3 The Determination and Selection of Main Direction and Secondary Direction

In the confrontation of the two sides, the determination and selection of operational direction are of the utmost importance. It is the unity of war cognition and war guidance, and the primary subject of flexibly employing troops and seizing the initiative on the battlefield. In the war history of China and abroad, instances of failure directly caused by error in the determination and selection of operational direction are too numerous to list. The purpose of understanding the dialectical relationship between main and secondary directions lies precisely in making a scientific determination of the main and secondary directions of the enemy’s action, and a correct selection of the main and secondary directions of one’s own action.


I. The Determination of Main Direction and Secondary Direction

The so-called determination of main and secondary directions here refers to the judgment made on the weight of the spatial orientation of the enemy side’s operational action. It is an important content of “knowing the other” in war cognition, and is the fundamental basis and direct starting point for drawing up one’s own operational plan. Determination is a complex process of practice and thought. On the basis of reconnoitering the enemy and widely collecting intelligence, only by conscientious thinking, comprehensive analysis, discarding the false and retaining the true, and repeated comparison can the determination conform to reality. This is a matter that looks easy but is quite difficult to do. It requires military commanders to have rich war experience and broad theoretical knowledge.

Whether the determination of the main and secondary directions of the enemy’s operational action is correct bears directly on victory or defeat in war. To take the enemy’s main direction for a secondary direction, or the secondary direction for the main direction, must lead to serious errors in the deployment of one’s own action, thereby causing passivity in the whole situation. In defensive operations, if the enemy’s main direction of attack is mistaken for a secondary direction, there will be insufficient preparation and weak troop strength, and it will be hard to smash the enemy’s attack. In January 1942, in the Toropets–Kholm campaign launched by the Soviet army, the German army made an erroneous judgment of the Soviet army’s main direction of attack. The Soviet army had in advance used false appearances to show that it would launch the main breakthrough from the east side of the German defensive line, but in fact chose the main attack direction in an area with very deep snow, without roads, which the German army held to be impassable. As a result, the Soviet army broke through in one stroke and rapidly advanced more than 250 kilometers. In the last stage of the Balkan campaign, the German army used a parachute division, a glider regiment, and a mountain division, more than 20,000 men in all, to carry out an airborne assault on the island of Crete. The British forces were wholly unprepared for this, and had all along judged that the German main direction of attack was the northwest coast. But in fact the main direction of attack of the German army came from the air, so that the German army, at a cost of less than one third of the casualties of the British garrison, occupied the island of Crete. In offensive operations, an incorrect determination of the main and secondary directions of the enemy’s defense likewise puts oneself into passivity, with the result that attack does not succeed, and one may even suffer heavy casualties.

In determining the main and secondary directions of the enemy’s action, one should generally start from the following several aspects:

First, consider from the enemy’s operational intention. Operational direction is the spatial indicator of an army’s intention of action, and especially the main direction is generally directly unified with the objective of the whole situation. Therefore, determining from the operational intention which is the enemy’s main direction and which is the secondary direction is a comparatively reliable path of thinking. For example, if the other side’s purpose is to destroy our living force and not to seize or occupy a certain area, then the route pointed at our heavy-troop groups is the main direction; if the enemy’s strategic or political purpose is to occupy a strategic stronghold and seize a politically influential town, then a certain strategic stronghold or town may be the enemy’s main direction of attack. For example, in 1947, when Chiang’s army under Hu Zongnan invaded our Shaanxi–Gansu–Ningxia Border Region, the main attack direction was the southern group seizing Yan’an; and the main direction of our Liaoshen Campaign at Jinzhou was to occupy this strategic stronghold linking North China and the Northeast so as to annihilate the enemy in the Northeast. If the enemy’s operational action is for an economic purpose, then his main attack direction points at economically valuable areas. For example, when the German army attacked the Soviet Union and at one time took the southern route as the main direction, it was fixing its eye on the strategic resources there such as iron and steel, oil, and grain.

The enemy’s operational intention arises before the operational action, which provides the time condition for us to draw up our main and secondary directions on the basis of his intention. But operational intention is a concealed thing and will not be written on an openly displayed banner. Therefore, one must, according to the concrete circumstances of the enemy and ourselves in that place at that time and the battlefield posture, consider the question from the standpoint of the whole situation of the war, and strive to collect the enemy’s intelligence information, before one can make clear the enemy’s purpose of action. If one’s judgment of the enemy’s purpose is mistaken, then it is difficult to make a correct determination of his main and secondary directions.

Second, analyze from the differences in the enemy’s deployment of troops and weapons. Generally speaking, the deployment of troops and weapons in operational action is governed by the differences between main and secondary directions. The enemy’s main strength is concentrated for use in the main direction. In quantity, the troops and weapons of the main direction occupy a larger proportion, not only exceeding any one secondary direction, but sometimes even greater than the sum of the secondary directions. In quality, those in the main direction are generally elite troops of fairly strong combat power, and will be reinforced with various technical arms. In short, understanding and mastering the spatial distribution of the other side’s troops and weapons is an important basis for determining the enemy’s main and secondary directions. What is worth noting is that one must have as accurate an estimate as possible of the total amount of the enemy’s troops and weapons, otherwise the determination will go wrong. In the Second World War, before the Allies opened the second front, the German high command held that the Allies had assembled ninety-two to ninety-seven divisions in the British homeland (in fact there were only thirty-five divisions), with the result that when the Allies already had twenty-nine divisions landing on the beaches in the Normandy direction, the German army still could not judge that this was the Allies’ main direction of attack.

Third, grasp the essence from the transformations of emptiness and substance in the enemy’s deployment. Before fighting begins, both the enemy and we try to conceal the main and secondary of our own operational directions in order to achieve the surprise of the action. Therefore, to see through surface phenomena and grasp the essence of the main and secondary in the other side’s direction of action is an extremely difficult matter. In the history of war, there is no lack of examples of mistaking the main direction for a secondary direction, or the secondary direction for the main direction, deceived by false appearances created by the enemy. In the time of the Chu–Han contention, when Han Xin went on his eastern expedition, openly repairing the plank road while secretly crossing at Chencang, the result was a great defeat of Zhang Han, and the Chu army had precisely misjudged the Han army’s main direction of attack. The enemy in defensive operations also tries his best to conceal his own main direction of defense, and before the other side’s real attack begins, he will by no means lightly reveal his main positions, or even his main points of fire.

To determine accurately the main and secondary directions amid the enemy’s transformations of emptiness and substance, one must have a mind of dialectical thinking, be good at looking at problems from the standpoint of the whole situation of the confrontation between enemy and ourselves, attend to what lies behind phenomena, and even “think beyond the ordinary,” estimating the enemy to be somewhat “clever” and preparing for the other side to produce surprise troops, so that one can anticipate countermeasures and grasp the initiative. In the face of an offensive enemy, do not readily believe the main direction he shows; do not relax vigilance toward a direction that is “without sound or trace.” The enemy’s main attack direction may be aimed at our main direction of defense, and may also be aimed at our secondary direction of defense; it may point at a sector that is convenient for breakthrough, and may also point at a place that is inconvenient to pass through, where we are easily lax; it may launch the attack in the originally determined main direction, and may also change the main direction of attack at the last moment. Toward an enemy on the defensive, one should attend to the analysis of the geographical conditions of his positions, and may carry out fire reconnaissance and probing attacks to induce him to expose the deployment of his troops and firearms.



II. The Selection of Main Direction and Secondary Direction

The selection of main and secondary directions is inseparable from the determination of main and secondary directions. Determination is the premise of selection; determination comes first and selection afterward; without scientific determination there will be no correct selection. Selection is the purpose of determination. Determination is for the sake of selection; without selection, determination loses its meaning. Determination and selection are the unity of estimating the enemy and employing stratagem in war guidance. At the same time, selection and determination are also distinct from each other. The so-called selection refers to the choice or decision made on main and secondary directions, within the possible space of our operational action, in view of the enemy’s posture. It is not a simple one-to-one match or direct conversion of determination, but is constrained by various factors and has special principles of its own to follow.

The selection of main and secondary directions in operational action is a superior art of command and the concentrated expression of giving play to conscious initiative in war. Whether the selection is appropriate directly influences, strategically, the course of the war and the development of the situation; in campaigns and battles it bears directly on the outcome of victory or defeat. Military commanders should strive to master this skill of command.

Enemy and ourselves each have their main and secondary directions. The situations in which the main and secondary directions of enemy and ourselves confront one another are as follows: the first is main direction against main direction, secondary direction against secondary direction. It generally appears when the strength of the enemy and ourselves is comparable, with both sides intending to decide the outcome in a decisive contest; the second is secondary direction against main direction, main direction against secondary direction. Of the two sides, one is weak and one is strong; the weak side always avoids facing the strong side point to point, strives to avoid the substantial and strike the empty, preserves its strength, and gradually reverses the enemy–ourselves posture. In the early period of the War of Liberation, the confrontation pattern between the operational directions of our army and the Kuomintang army was precisely like this; the third is that the one of the two adversaries who is the weaker uses its own main and secondary directions against the enemy’s non-operational direction, jumps out of the encirclement, and operates on exterior lines. This is the method by which a weak and small army deals with a strong enemy, showing enormous flexibility in space.

In the selection of the main direction, the following principles should generally be followed:

First, it can represent to the maximum degree the interests of the whole situation. The main direction is the key part of the whole situation, and its gain or loss decides the outcome of the war. Therefore, the main direction must concentratedly embody the operational intention and represent the interests of the whole situation. Only a direction meeting this requirement can serve as the main direction. In offensive operations, the direction that can obtain the greatest benefit for the whole, rapidly propel the development of the war situation, and make the enemy suffer a heavy blow is the main direction. Mao Zedong’s command of the Liu–Deng army’s strategic thrust through the Central Plains is a glorious model of accurately selecting the main strategic direction. This move fundamentally changed the enemy–ourselves posture and strategically seized the initiative. In defensive operations, the so-called direction that can represent to the maximum degree the interests of the whole situation is the direction that gives a fundamental guarantee to the stability and balance of the whole defensive system and can fundamentally smash the enemy’s intention of breakthrough.

Second, it can threaten the enemy to the greatest degree. The main direction should act on the enemy’s sore spot, pointing at an important part of his whole situation, making the enemy lose the fulcrum of strength and fall into paralysis. Therefore, the main attack direction is usually selected on the flank or rear bearing on the enemy’s vital points, or at the junction of two units of different organization, in directions and sectors where troop strength, firepower, fortifications, and obstacles are comparatively thin. The direction that can split the enemy’s defensive deployment and destroy his systemic balance is also the direction that threatens the enemy most. For example, communications hubs, command centers, political and economic key places, and so on. To attack the enemy where he is unprepared and to go out where he does not expect it can leave him unable to respond in time and is a great threat to him. Liu Bocheng said we must give “a fatal blow in a place where the enemy is completely unaware and unguarded, especially against the weak points on the enemy’s flank and back.” (Selected Military Writings of Liu Bocheng, p. 92) The enemy’s “intention” and “preparation” can be of four kinds: (1) “Intention and preparation.” Except where it is absolutely necessary and strength allows, the main direction should not be pointed here. (2) “Intention but no preparation.” A place of this kind, which the enemy feels to be important but where he is “unprepared” only because of haste in time or insufficient troop strength, should become the object of selection for the main direction. In 1943, throughout the whole period of the Allied attack on Sicily, the German commander-in-chief Kesselring was constantly in fear and trepidation, lest the Allies land at the “toe” of Italy, in the Calabria area, which would cut off the line of retreat of the German and Italian troops across the Strait of Messina. Regrettably, the Allies did not make such a selection, so that more than 100,000 of the enemy, carrying a large quantity of weapons and equipment, safely withdrew to the Italian mainland. (3) “Preparation but no intention.” When the main direction is selected here, the attack should be launched suddenly; otherwise the enemy will make his intention clear and make full use of the advantage of “preparation,” making it hard for our attack to be effective. (4) “No intention and no preparation” is often caused by the enemy’s erroneous judgment. If it is valuable, the main direction should be aimed at such a place, which often achieves the effect of unexpectedly overcoming the enemy by surprise. In the Byelorussian campaign, the Soviet tank groups quickly rushed into the German rear through a great expanse of marshland, which is one example.

In defensive operations, the so-called direction of greatest threat to the enemy is the place the enemy must attack. Unless a situation of fighting not to win but to flee appears, generally speaking, wherever the enemy’s main attack direction is, there our main defensive direction should be selected. Only thus can the enemy’s main attacking group be stopped and smashed. At the same time, it is required that the terrain conditions be favorable and easy to defend and hard to attack; and that there be a considerable number of defense points that can rely on one another and support one another, in the form of passes, controlling valleys, and using points to control areas. It should be emphasized that, judging from the data on the present combat regulations and operations and exercises of the U.S., Soviet, and other armies, they all attach great importance to selecting as the main attack direction a direction convenient for giving play to the might of coordinated operations of the various services and arms with tanks as the main body; therefore, in selecting the main direction of defense, terrain conditions should be taken in as the main content for consideration.

Third, it can guarantee a certain spatial capacity and fairly great flexibility of action. The main direction is the place where troops and weapons are used in concentration; without a certain spatial capacity, the normal deployment of heavy-troop groups cannot be guaranteed, and the flexibility of action is also restricted. In offensive operations, if the spatial capacity in the operational direction is small, it will greatly reduce the troops’ speed of advance, diminish their assault power, and limit freedom of maneuver. In defensive operations, if the spatial capacity of the main direction is small, the troops and weapons required cannot be deployed there, which will reduce the elasticity of the defense and stifle the ability of the positions to support one another and to counterattack. Therefore, in selecting the main direction, not only is a spatial breadth corresponding to the troops used required, but there must also be a certain depth and room for maneuver. At present, the Soviet army stipulates that a motorized rifle division’s offensive front be not less than ten kilometers and its depth not less than twenty kilometers. A U.S. division’s offensive front is not less than fifteen kilometers, and its present depth not less than fifteen kilometers. In sum, the requirement of the main direction on spatial capacity is that it must both guarantee sufficient pressure and be able to give full play to the role of troops and weapons.

At the same time, the main direction selected must be able to guarantee flexibility in the troops’ action, have room to adjust and change deployments, and have the possibility of developing in a changed direction. In the situation of the summer campaigns of 1944, the Soviet army’s victories benefited to a great extent from the flexibility of the main direction: within one direction, several of the enemy’s targets were threatened simultaneously, any one of which could be struck, making the enemy unable to defend against all or at a loss which way to turn.

The selection of the secondary direction also has its common requirements:

The secondary direction is of course a direction other than the main direction. But this does not mean that every direction other than the main direction is to be deployed as a secondary direction. Therefore, the selection of the secondary direction often better embodies the superior art of command of the guide of war and needs still more the vision to view the whole situation and the skill of manipulating the enemy.

To serve the whole situation and powerfully coordinate with the action in the main direction is the fundamental principle of selecting a secondary direction. Either it can create conditions for the main direction to destroy the enemy, such as drawing the enemy’s main troop strength far away, so that the remainder become isolated and dispersed enemy; or, by its own activity, tie down and drag the enemy’s rear legs, relieving the pressure on the main direction; or it can block the enemy’s route of reinforcement, so that the besieged enemy is annihilated; or it can assist the attack in the main direction, forming a posture of centripetal advance on the enemy; or it can cover the flank and rear security of the main direction, becoming a powerful left and right hand of the main direction; … In sum, the secondary direction selected should be able to play a powerful auxiliary role to the main direction. When the Liu–Deng army advanced on the Dabie Mountains, the selection and action of our secondary directions were extremely ingenious and successful. In order to coordinate with the Shanxi–Hebei–Shandong–Henan Field Army’s leaping advance toward the Dabie Mountains, the Northwest Field Army carried out an interior-line counteroffensive, successively fighting the Yulin and Shajiadian campaigns, so that Hu Zongnan’s main force could not extricate itself. The interior-line troops of the East China Field Army also turned to an interior-line counteroffensive, drawing the Fan Hanjie group into the Shandong theater. At the same time, our Chen–Xie troops advanced into Henan, Shaanxi, and Hubei, and the main force of the East China Field Army struck toward Henan, Anhui, and Jiangsu, attracting and drawing off the enemy who came to the aid of the Dabie Mountains, and, with the Liu–Deng army, formed a strategic deployment in the shape of the character 品. In this way our two lines tied down the enemy, the three armies coordinated, the strategic initiative was seized, and Chiang’s army was forced into an unfavorable posture.

Next, in selecting the secondary direction of operational action, attention must be paid to keeping a suitable spatial distance from the main direction, so as to facilitate calling out in the main direction and making timely responses in action, and to be able to rely on and answer to one another with the main direction. Otherwise, the main and secondary directions may be separated by the enemy and fall into a dangerous plight. How great a spatial distance is appropriate between main and secondary directions depends on the scale of the whole operational action and on the geographical conditions between main and secondary directions.



III. The Conditions for Realizing Main Direction and Secondary Direction

The selection of the main and secondary directions of operational action is only something in the mind of the guide of war; if one wants to turn it into real existence, there is still a process of realization. Without the guarantee of corresponding objective conditions, the main direction is not yet a true main direction, and the secondary direction does not become a secondary direction.

The most important condition of realization in the main direction is the corresponding concentration of troops and weapons. The spatial value of the main direction depends on the degree of concentration of troops and weapons; without the guarantee of strength, directional value loses its meaning. Therefore, after the main direction has been selected, the commander should concentrate superior troop strength in the main direction from the two aspects of quality and quantity, forming a powerful fist and a sharp blade and spearhead, with deployment in depth by echelons, creating the ability to make a powerful first assault and to maintain continuous attack. Generally speaking, in the main direction the strength must be several times superior to the enemy, with sufficient density and pressure, and the units deployed there, with the main part of the technical arms, are committed to the advance. At the same time, a powerful reserve should be organized. In the main direction of defense, in modern operations, besides the condition of superior troop strength, special attention should be paid to strengthening antitank and antiaircraft firepower. Fortifications should be well built and obstacles set. If time permits, permanent fortifications should be constructed to form perfect and solid defensive positions. Preparations should be made for dealing with the enemy’s nuclear assault, so as to seal off nuclear breakthroughs in time. Finally, a powerful reserve must also be held.

If the selected secondary direction is to really play its role, it must make the officers and men executing the secondary-direction task clear about the position and significance of their action in the whole situation. And, according to differences in tasks, strength should be rationally distributed, both attending to economizing troops and weapons as far as possible and guaranteeing what is necessary for completing the task. Each secondary direction should decide its mode of action according to the characteristics of its own task and prepare plans for dealing with unexpected situations. Attention should be paid to guaranteeing the equipment for communications and liaison and to the direction of action after the task is completed.

With the continual development of weapons and equipment and the expansion of the scale of war, the characteristics of main and secondary directions and their mutual relationship also continually appear in new forms. Therefore, the conditions for the determination, selection, and realization of main and secondary directions cannot and should not stop at existing experience and principles, and new understanding must be gained on the basis of new war practice. Only thus can the question of main and secondary directions in future war be handled well and the initiative in war guidance be obtained.






Chapter 25 Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces

Concentrating forces and dispersing forces are the primary subject in the art of military command. To understand the essence of concentrating forces and dispersing forces, to reveal the distinctions and connections between them, and to make clear their different positions and roles in military activity, is of the utmost importance for obtaining freedom in war, grasping the initiative on the battlefield, consciously giving play to subjective initiative, rationally distributing and employing troop strength, and thereby achieving the aim of destroying the enemy and preserving oneself.


Section 1 The Mutual Relationship between Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces

Troop strength, that is, the real strength of an army, includes the two elements of personnel and weapons and equipment. Its quantity is generally expressed by the number of personnel or of organizational units. For example, “a troop strength of four thousand men,” “the troop strength of three regiments and one tank battalion,” and so on.

Troop strength is one of the material foundations of military activity and the principal content constituting combat power. On the battlefield, both the enemy and ourselves take a certain troop strength as the entity of our existence. All war guidance of both sides is built upon this most direct objective foundation.

Just as all objective things take space and time as their form of existence, troop strength likewise always exists and is distributed in real space and time. Therefore, in its distribution there is the question of concentration and dispersion.

The so-called concentrating of forces means, according to the operational intention, assembling troop strength scattered in various places, or using it, in a designated direction or area. Its purpose is to form superiority over the enemy in the key operational direction and within a certain time, thereby defeating the few with the many and destroying the enemy. It can be seen that concentration is spoken of relative to our own dispersion.

The so-called dispersing of forces means, according to the operational intention, spreading out in several routes the troop strength that is relatively concentrated. Its purpose is to tie down the enemy’s troop strength in our secondary direction, or, in a situation unfavorable to us, to shift troop strength, so as to confuse the enemy and preserve ourselves. Sometimes dispersing forces is for the sake of arousing the masses. It can be seen that dispersion is spoken of relative to our own concentration.

Concentrating forces and dispersing forces are interconnected and inseparable. First, concentration is relative to dispersion; without dispersion there is no concentration. What is concentrated is troop strength that was dispersed, and comes from dispersion; this is said relative to oneself. In operations against the enemy, if there were no dispersing of forces in the secondary direction—such as tying down, blocking, attracting, and confusing the enemy’s troop strength—the enemy would be able to concentrate, and we would have no concentration to speak of. In war, only by using dispersed forces to destroy the enemy’s concentration is it favorable for us to concentrate troop strength and destroy the enemy one by one.

Second, without concentration there is no such thing as dispersion either. Dispersion is relative to concentration. What is dispersed is troop strength that was originally concentrated; this is said relative to the distribution of one’s own troop strength. In operations against the enemy, if in the secondary direction one cannot attract and resist the enemy who is concentrated, and let him lean over toward the main direction, then our dispersion loses its purpose.

Third, the concentration and dispersion of troop strength transform into each other under certain conditions. Whether it is the concentration of troop strength or the dispersion of troop strength, each has only a relative, temporary significance, and they often transform into each other according to certain conditions. In terms of the internal distribution of troop strength, to assemble dispersed troop strength is the transformation from dispersion to concentration; to disperse concentrated troop strength is the transformation from concentration to dispersion. A wise military commander should understand the inseparable dialectical nature between concentration and dispersion, grasp dispersion within concentration and not forget concentration within dispersion, and, according to the operational purpose and the posture of enemy and ourselves on the battlefield, combine the two organically and skillfully, and must not want only one side while excluding or negating the other.



Section 2 The Position and Role of Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces in War

In wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, victory has never been won by using troop strength rigidly. To win victory in war, one must “disperse or concentrate forces flexibly according to the circumstances.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 382) However, the concentration and dispersion of troop strength each have a different position and role in war, and they should not be placed side by side and treated on an equal footing. From the angle of realizing the aim of war, although concentration is sometimes for the sake of preserving oneself, it is still more important for changing the posture of strength and weakness between enemy and ourselves on the battlefield and creating the material precondition for destroying the enemy; although dispersion is sometimes for the sake of destroying the enemy, it is still more important for preserving oneself. In war, concentration is directly unified with the objective of destroying the enemy. Therefore, concentration is primary; dispersion is what guarantees concentration, exists for the sake of concentration, obeys concentration, and is dominated and constrained by concentration. Hence, relative to concentration, dispersion is secondary.


I. Concentrating Forces Is the Fundamental Law of the Employment of Troops

All brilliant military activists and military theorists, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, laid great stress on this principle of concentrating forces.

Sun Tzu stressed in the employment of troops “I am concentrated while the enemy is divided” and “using the many to strike the few.” In operations one must create a superiority of forces “like weighing a yi against a zhu” and “like a grindstone dashed against an egg,” so that “I am concentrated into one” while “the enemy is divided into ten,” thereby achieving the aim of “using ten to attack one” and, by massing, annihilating the enemy. (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”)

The Six Secret Teachings says: “In the method of employing troops, with the multitude of the three armies, there must be changes of dividing and uniting.” (Six Secret Teachings, “Dog Chapter”) This too advocates concentrating superior forces and attacking in converging advance.

The famous bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz, in his On War, accorded this principle of the employment of troops, concentrating forces, the highest importance. He wrote: “The most important and simplest rule of strategy is to concentrate forces. … We must strictly adhere to this principle and regard it as a reliable guide to action,” and “superiority in numbers, whether in tactics or in strategy, is the most general factor of victory.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 219, 204)

The Marxist theory of war inherited all the precious experience in the history of human war and, in a deeper sense, gave concentrating forces an important position. Marx pointed out: “The secret of Napoleon lies in concentration.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 11, p. 148) Engels stressed that “concentration of forces is always important.” Lenin said: “To have overwhelming superiority at the decisive time and the decisive place—this is the law of military victory.”

Mao Zedong, the outstanding proletarian military strategist, in the long-term war practice of the Chinese revolution, applied with consummate skill and comprehensively expounded this principle of concentrating forces. His theory in this respect is the most complete and the most profound in the history of human military thought. With rich ideological content he endowed this ancient principle with new vitality. He stressed the great significance of this principle in operational guidance: “The Chinese Red Army appeared on the battlefields of the civil war in the posture of the weak and small; the record of its repeated defeats of strong enemies, which astonished the world, depended very greatly on the concentrated use of forces. Every one of our great victories can prove this.” Concentrating forces “is one of our fundamental laws for defeating the enemy.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 208–209)

Concentrating forces is the organic unity of the materialism of war and the dialectics of war; it is the dialectical combination, in military activity, of relying on objective conditions and giving play to subjective initiative; it is a summing-up of experience written in blood in the long practice of human war.


	Concentrating forces is consistent with the achievement of the aim of war. Any strategy, tactic, or principle of guidance can establish its position and weigh its value only when it is examined in connection with the fundamental aim in war of “destroying the enemy and preserving oneself.” Whatever means and methods are consistent with the aim of war and can realize “destroying the enemy and preserving oneself” are correct and acceptable; otherwise they are mistaken and should be discarded.



War is politics with bloodshed, and the highest form of expression of class struggle. To impose one’s own will and desires on the other side by violent means and make it submit is the essence of the act of war. The most fundamental pillar of strength on which any class or political group relies in contending with other classes and groups is its army. Therefore, the intention of destroying the enemy’s army is the firstborn son of war.

Destroying the enemy and preserving oneself have a direct internal connection with concentrating forces. To realize the aim of destroying the enemy and preserving oneself, concentrating forces is the most effective method. Between them the annihilation battle is the intermediate link, forming an organic unity of the aim of war, the form of combat, and the principle of employing troops. The annihilation battle is the main method of fighting for destroying the enemy, and concentrating forces is the first precondition for achieving the annihilation battle. Mao Zedong said: “The annihilation battle and concentrating a superior force and adopting tactics of encirclement and outflanking have one and the same meaning. Without the latter, there is no former.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 221) This is because only by concentrating superior forces can an all-round encirclement of the enemy be formed and the encircled enemy be attacked cleanly and thoroughly, so that the enemy is annihilated regiment by regiment and brigade by brigade, and his losses cannot be made good by fresh replenishment or rapidly restored. In the war history of our army, whether in the counter-“encirclement and suppression” struggles of the Second Revolutionary Civil War period, or in the campaigns and battles against the Japanese army in the War of Resistance against Japan, the concentration of forces and the annihilation battles were all our chief means of destroying the enemy. Especially by the time of the War of Liberation, our army applied this principle all the more consciously, concentrating absolutely superior forces in every battle and annihilating a large number of enemy troops. In the three great campaigns that shook the world, the Chinese People’s Liberation Army destroyed more than 1,500,000 of the enemy by this means. On the Soviet–German battlefield in the Second World War, after beginning the strategic counteroffensive, the Soviet Red Army likewise paid attention, in large campaigns, to forming a numerical superiority over the enemy and annihilating the enemy thoroughly. In the Stalingrad counteroffensive campaign, the ratio of the Red Army’s personnel and weapons and equipment to the Germans’ was two to three times, and as a result more than 300,000 of the encircled enemy were annihilated in their entirety.


	Only by concentrating superior forces can one grasp the initiative on the battlefield. Initiative in military activity is the army’s freedom of action. Freedom of action is the lifeblood of an army. Therefore, both sides in a war strive for the initiative and strive to avoid passivity. And initiative is inseparable from superiority of war strength.



The principle of concentrating forces is a vivid embodiment of handling matters in war according to materialism. Troop strength is a material force endowed with conscious initiative; it is the unity of spiritual factors and material factors.

The outcome of every campaign and battle depends first of all on the strength or weakness of the material strength and spiritual strength of both enemy and ourselves. And this strength or weakness is manifested mainly in troop strength. It is precisely in this sense that Napoleon said that the side with more troops will surely win. Clausewitz also made a vivid emphasis: “A force of double superiority carries more weight in the scales than an even greater commander.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 206) In a campaign or battle, whoever holds the superiority will overwhelm the other side. Superiority or inferiority of troop strength is the objective basis of initiative or passivity. To assemble and preserve a large superior troop strength is, in a certain sense, equivalent to grasping the initiative of military action.

For example, in 1947 the Kuomintang army carried out a key-point offensive against our Shandong Liberated Area. The East China Field Army of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army launched the famous Menglianggu campaign. At that time the whole posture of the Shandong theater was that the enemy was strong and we were weak, with the initiative in the hands of Chiang Kai-shek. But the East China Field Army, concentrating the use of troop strength, won the initiative in the local theater. In the Menglianggu campaign, our army concentrated the troop strength of nine columns, using five columns to encircle the enemy’s reorganized 74th Division, while the other four columns respectively blocked and contained the other routes of the enemy, and annihilated in their entirety the more than 32,000 men of the three brigades of the 74th Division. In this campaign, if the East China Field Army had not possessed a relatively superior troop strength, it could neither have swiftly annihilated in its entirety Zhang Lingfu’s “ace” division, wholly equipped with American arms, nor have had the means to cope with the grave situation of the enemy’s concentration of ten reorganized divisions coming to try to break the encirclement, nor have been able to shake off the enemy swiftly and withdraw from the battle after the campaign ended. (See “Sketch Map of the Menglianggu Campaign”)

Sketch Map of the Menglianggu Campaign (May 13–16, 1947)


	Concentrating forces is a vivid embodiment of people’s conscious or unconscious guidance of war in accordance with the law of the mutual transformation of quantity and quality. The qualitative determination in the battlefield of strong and weak, active and passive, between enemy and ourselves changes as the quantity of troop strength of both sides changes. A wise commander is good, on the premise that the total troop strength is unchanged, at striving, through different distribution and change of troop strength in direction, for local superiority in the actual confrontation between enemy and ourselves and at grasping the initiative in war.



Superiority and inferiority, initiative and passivity, strength and weakness in strategy or in campaign-battle are often opposite. The comparison of strength and weakness between enemy and ourselves in strategy cannot decide the outcome of a war. As Mao Zedong pointed out, the superiority or inferiority of war strength is of course the objective basis that determines initiative or passivity on the battlefield, but it is not yet the real thing that is initiative and passivity. Superiority in strategy by no means signifies superiority in campaigns and battles as well; conversely, inferiority in strategy by no means signifies inferiority in campaigns and battles as well. This is because a war is never one in which the armies of both sides are all committed, come into contact at the same time, and finish in an instant, but is composed of dozens, even hundreds or thousands, of campaigns and battles large and small, and its victory or defeat is decided through many concrete contests at different times and on different battlefields. In the course of a war, besides the different situations of the war potential of enemy and ourselves changing the quantity of troop strength on both sides, the waxing and waning of the strength of enemy and ourselves changes with victory or defeat on the battlefield. That is to say, the changeability of strength and weakness, superiority and inferiority in strategy must be realized through actual contact and results in campaigns and battles. The final outcome of victory or defeat in war is determined by the amount of the enemy destroyed in the victories and defeats of the campaigns and battles that make it up. In the more than twenty years of armed struggle, the armed forces led by the Chinese Communist Party, in circumstances where the enemy was many and we were few and the enemy strong and we weak, in every victorious campaign and battle used the strong to strike the weak and the many against the few, grasping local superiority of strength. Because of repeated victorious battles, they finally seized complete victory.

The dialectics of war requires commanders to attach great importance to the actual outcome of campaigns and battles, and, through the concentration and dispersion of troop strength and through skillful arrangement and combination, to create in every battle an absolutely superior troop strength, first win local victories by local superiority, firmly lay a sound foundation of quantity for winning the whole war, win the first battle and then deal with the rest, defeating them one by one, accumulating small victories into a great victory, thereby changing the posture of superiority and inferiority between enemy and ourselves in the whole situation, and finally defeating the enemy.



II. The Position and Role of Dispersing Forces in War

Dispersing forces, which is connected with concentrating forces, has a very important position and role in war. It guarantees concentration and serves concentration, and is an aspect of military command that cannot be ignored.

The principle of dispersing forces in connection with concentration has its objective basis in war. The total troop strength of enemy and ourselves exists as an organic whole, and among the various directions, various theaters, and various groups there are close relations of mutual coordination. But as each is a part, each is relatively dispersed. That is to say, whether on the enemy side or ours, there is no concentration without dispersion. Second, the spatial mode of existence of the troop strength of both sides is not static; as deployments are changed and the battlefield maneuvers, the original distribution of troop strength will also change accordingly: what was originally concentrated may become dispersed, and what was originally dispersed may become concentrated. Therefore, we can use our dispersion to attract and tie down the enemy’s main force, and separate a part of the enemy’s troop strength from the whole in which it stands, cut off its connection with neighboring enemies, and then bear down upon it with heavy force; this too is a basis for the principle of dispersing forces.

The proletariat’s military theory fully embodies the dialectical nature of the unity of opposites. In revolutionary war, dispersing forces has changed its purely negative significance and shows a positive effect that is active and obedient to the aim of war.

In operations, in order to guarantee superiority over the enemy in the main direction, the troop strength we have in the secondary directions must correspondingly be reduced. Moreover, since the main direction is only one while secondary directions are often several, this makes our relatively inferior troop strength still more dispersed. But this dispersion is dispersion that is connected with concentration, necessary for concentration, and the opposite of concentration. This dispersion is conditional, temporary, necessary dispersion. For example, in the Jinzhou campaign, we used six columns, one artillery column, and one tank battalion to besiege and attack the enemy at Jinzhou; here was concentration, 2.3 times the enemy’s troop strength. And we deployed the troops of two columns on the Tashan–Gaoqiao line, resisting the fierce attack of eleven enemy divisions; and placed three columns on the Heishan–Dahushan line, blocking the relief of eleven enemy divisions and three cavalry brigades. It can be seen that without this use of the weak against the strong, the few against the many, dispersion against concentration, in the secondary directions, there would not have been the winning of the many by the few in the main direction.

Dispersion connected with concentration can also cause the dispersion of the enemy’s troop strength, and a dispersed enemy is easily destroyed. This is also an important reason, tactically, why the principle of dispersing forces cannot be ignored. In his military writings Mao Zedong stressed more than once that mere concentration on our side cannot win victory in battle. One must also use all kinds of means to disperse the enemy’s troop strength, break the enemy up from the whole into parts and turn his strength into weakness, so as to achieve the aim of separating and destroying the enemy. Among these, our use of dispersed small units disguised as large formations, attracting and drawing off the enemy’s main force, wearing the enemy out and dispersing him in movement, so that he makes mistakes, thereby creating opportunities to destroy the enemy, is one effective application of the principle of dispersing forces. On the Northwest battlefield in 1947, our army faced a strong enemy yet obtained the brilliant record of three battles and three victories. Among these, using small units to draw off the enemy and create opportunities for battle was one of the reasons for overcoming the enemy. (See “Sketch Map of the Qinghuabian, Yangmahe, and Panlong Campaigns”) Let us take the Panlong campaign as an example. Panlong was an important supply base of the enemy, and the enemy’s main forces were assembled around it, so that it was inconvenient to attack and annihilate them. To attack Panlong, the enemy’s main force had to be drawn away. We used the enemy’s illusion: a part of our troops, disguised as the main force, made a feint northward, luring the enemy’s main force of nine brigades, after a long trek, northward to Suide, so that the defending enemy at Panlong fell completely into isolation, while we concentrated superior forces and, while the enemy was unable to turn back and relieve, captured Panlong in one stroke.

Sketch Map of the Qinghuabian, Yangmahe, and Panlong Campaigns (March 25 – May 4, 1947)

Mao Zedong wrote in “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War”: “The concentration of forces which we advocate does not include giving up the people’s guerrilla war. The advocacy of the Li Lisan line of abandoning small guerrilla warfare and ‘concentrating even a single rifle into the Red Army’ has long since been proved wrong. Seen from the viewpoint of the revolutionary war as a whole, the people’s guerrilla war and the main-force Red Army are like a man’s two arms.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 210) Here he gave the position that the principle of dispersing forces should have in the revolutionary war as a whole. In the War of Resistance against Japan, our army actively developed dispersed guerrilla warfare in the enemy’s vast rear, and tied down and dispersed large numbers of the enemy’s troops, creating favorable conditions for our main force to operate freely and destroy the enemy in large numbers.

The revolutionary war of the proletariat is a people’s war. Therefore military activity is always closely linked with mobilizing and arming the people, establishing red political power, and opening up revolutionary base areas. Hence dispersing forces has still further its special significance in the people’s war led by our Party. Looking over the history of our country’s revolutionary wars, in mobilizing the broad masses to take part in war and tapping the profound and great power of war, dispersing forces has played an extremely important role. “Disperse to arouse the masses, concentrate to deal with the enemy”—this is the successful experience by which we, in the face of a strong enemy, have continually developed and grown.




Section 3 The Principles and Methods of Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces


I. Three Principles That Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces Should Both Follow

The purpose of concentrating and dispersing troop strength is to destroy the enemy and preserve oneself. Therefore, whether troop strength is concentrated or dispersed, it must obey the aim of war. Concentration without purpose is concentration on the surface, in reality lacking combat power. Dispersion without purpose will inevitably become a sheet of loose sand. In war, only concentration and dispersion that serve the aim of war are correct and acceptable; otherwise they are mistaken and should be discarded.

In the course of war, whether troop strength is to be concentrated or dispersed must start from the actual situation of the comparison of strength between enemy and ourselves, and one should, according to the posture of enemy and ourselves on the battlefield, combine the two organically and skillfully, and by no means act out of subjective wishes, concentrating when one wants to concentrate and dispersing when one wants to disperse. Whether troop strength is concentrated or dispersed, there is a question of timing; one must seize the opportunity and apply it flexibly.

Because the concentration and dispersion of troop strength are relative, one must therefore not forget dispersion in concentration and not forget concentration in dispersion. In concentrating, one cannot concentrate at every time, in every place, and in every direction. In a campaign or battle, in order to concentrate troop strength in the main direction, troop strength must be dispersed in the secondary directions. In dispersing, it is also not an absolutely even dispersion; it should include relative concentration, so as to be able to cope with contingencies that may arise; dispersion is not permanent dispersion, and one should be able to concentrate at any time. Like a fisherman casting a net, one must both be able to spread it out and be able to draw it in. The key here is that the dispersed parts should be planned and organized and controlled within the unified command of the whole situation. In a campaign or battle, if troop strength is dispersed in only one direction to destroy the enemy’s concentration, and there is no troop strength concentrated in another direction to destroy the enemy, then such dispersion has no value and is easily destroyed by the enemy. Therefore, with regard to the concentration and dispersion of troop strength, one must survey the whole situation and deploy rationally, and by no means want only one side while negating the other.

Concentrating superior forces and annihilating the enemy one by one is the universal law of military guidance for overcoming the enemy and winning victory; it applies to all wars and to the whole course of war. In handling the relationship between concentration and dispersion, one must oppose both subjectivism and dogmatism, and oppose both idealism and metaphysics.



II. The Content of Concentrating Forces

Concentrating forces contains rich content, and only by getting clear these concrete contents and their mutual relations can the principle of concentrating forces be applied correctly.


	Concentrating forces must first of all create a relative superiority in the number of personnel. Forming a relative superiority in numbers of men over the enemy is the original, most important meaning of the principle of concentrating forces. In the past, the ratio of superiority of strength of enemy and ourselves in battle was mostly calculated on the basis of the numbers of men on both sides. Personnel are the main component constituting the combat power of troops. They are in themselves a unity of material factors and spiritual factors. In the era when weapons were not very developed, owing to the monotony of the kinds of weapons and the extremely limited quantity of weapons carried by the individual soldier, concentrating forces and concentrating manpower could be said to be one and the same thing.



With the development of science and technology and its increasing application in the military domain, weapons have been continually developed and improved, their lethal power and range of action are constantly growing, and their kinds are more and more numerous. Correspondingly, the quantity and kinds of weapons under each soldier’s command are also increasing day by day. The difference between the single soldier’s broadsword and shield in the era of cold weapons and a modern fighter plane under the command of a pilot is plain to see. Therefore, in the composition of the whole troop strength, the proportion of manpower is falling and the proportion of weapons is rising. In this situation, the requirement of concentrating forces on numbers of men has also changed. To mechanically stipulate that in personnel there must be several times the enemy’s number is not acceptable. Blindly massing large numbers of men may even invite large casualties without achieving the aim of destroying the enemy. But however the proportion of the manpower factor in troop strength declines, it will never fall to zero, and it is always the most active and most dynamic factor in troop strength. Therefore, concentrating forces, whether in the past, present, or future, contains this content of concentration of manpower. It is only that, according to the characteristics of modern war, a suitable number for the concentration of personnel must be found from the overall comparison of the troop strength of both sides.


	Concentrating forces must also create a superiority over the enemy in weapons. The concentration of weapons and the concentration of manpower are not entirely the same thing. The concentration of manpower also means the relative concentration of weapons; this is beyond doubt, because combatants are always the carriers of weapons. But we must also see that on the battlefield there are often such situations: owing to the unequal superiority or inferiority of the weapons and equipment of the two sides, sometimes the side inferior in weapons and equipment, although it forms a superiority over the enemy in number of personnel, is still inferior in weapons and equipment. This cannot be called forming a superiority over the enemy, nor concentrating troop strength. Weapons, as the tools for destroying the enemy, directly influence the victory or defeat of campaigns and battles. Therefore, forming a superiority over the enemy in weapons is a content of the principle of concentrating forces that cannot be ignored. In addition, the quantity of weapons that a combatant, or even a unit, carries and uses in battle is not a constant; it changes with the quantity of weapons, the combatant’s ability to command weapons, and the situation required in concrete battle. Therefore, in concentrating forces, one cannot simply substitute the number of personnel for the number of weapons, or substitute a superiority in numbers of men for a superiority in weapons and equipment.



The thought of forming a weapons superiority over the enemy and of concentrated use of weapons and equipment already showed its first signs in the First World War, and even in the main campaigns commanded by Napoleon. By the Second World War, this thought had already been generally accepted by the guides of war and applied in war practice. For example, in the Soviet army’s offensive campaign on Berlin, the Soviet army concentrated on each kilometer of breakthrough front nearly 270 guns and mortars, more than 80 tanks, and more than 50 rocket launchers. With the development of modern war and the change in the constituents of troop strength, what concentrating forces should emphasize is the concentration of weapons. The concentration of weapons mainly means concentrating them for use in the same direction and the same battlefield. Forming a superiority over the enemy in firepower does not mean the spatial drawing-together of the weapons themselves. Under modern conditions, as to short-range weapons, concentrating forces requires spatial concentration; without drawing close to the front of the positions they cannot bring their effectiveness into play. But for long-range weapons, concentration does not necessarily require relatively dense spatial concentration. The firepower of artillery, missiles, and aviation is the chief means of modern operations for destroying the enemy. Because these weapons have a long range of action and high maneuver capability, their concentrated use may be done without changing their original spatial position of deployment, needing only to be applied to the same operational direction and area. Because of the development of modern military reconnaissance technology and the improvement of the capability of destroying the other side’s weapons and equipment, in the course of concentrating weapons and concentrating the use of firepower, special attention must be paid to concealing and dispersedly deploying the weapons, so as to achieve surprise in their use against the enemy and raise our own capacity for survival.

Another requirement of modern war on concentrating forces in firepower is the close coordination of many kinds and the three-dimensionalization of the composition; the simple sword and spear has given way to the whole-body resistance of many kinds of firearms. In concentrating forces one should as far as possible create an organic composition of many kinds of firepower, giving the enemy three-dimensional destruction and forming, on the whole, a superiority over the enemy in firepower. At the same time, against an enemy with comparatively strong air firepower and armored groupings, when concentrating weapons one should take into account a sufficient quantity of antiaircraft and antitank weapons.

Since the founding of the state, the weapons and equipment of our army have developed greatly. We already possess fairly modern aircraft, warships, long-range artillery, and other weapons, including missile and nuclear weapons. But compared with certain military powers among our possible adversaries, we are, in general, and it is no use denying it, still in an inferior position. But in partial campaigns and battles we are still fully capable of forming a superiority in firepower. Commanders should be good at concentrating and employing firepower, and in concrete battles overwhelm the other side in the quantity of weapons.

To what degree must the quantity of manpower and of weapons and equipment reach in order to form a superiority over the enemy? This varies according to the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves and with the development of war, and there is no ready-made algebraic formula that can be applied. Battlefield commanders should make concrete analyses according to the concrete circumstances of the time and place. The troop strength of the opponent is an important premise for how much troop strength we concentrate. At the same time our own side must also be taken into account. Only by then comparing them can a suitable quantity that needs to be concentrated be arrived at. Because the circumstances in every aspect of each campaign and battle differ, the amount of concentration will also change. What does not change amid the changes, that is, the eternal requirement of concentrating forces, is to be superior to the enemy in the combined comparison of the quality and quantity of both enemy and ourselves.


	Concentrating forces must achieve the spatial concentration of troop strength. This is implied in the very title of concentrating forces: it means drawing together the troop strength scattered in space, clenching the outstretched palm into a fist, and pointing it at a certain direction of the enemy. Concrete campaigns and battles always take a certain battlefield as their spatial form. On the same battlefield there are in turn several directions. Therefore, the principle of concentrating forces requires that the space of attack against the enemy be relatively small and the key points prominent, not dividing troops in all quarters and striking everywhere. Generally speaking, spatial concentration includes two aspects of meaning:



First, in campaign deployment, our troop strength must be concentrated for use in one direction. Mao Zedong said: “Where there exists a strong enemy army, no matter how many troops we have, in any one period there should be only one main direction of use, and not two.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 208) This principle is extremely important for troops that are weak against a strong enemy and operate on interior lines. In the Second Revolutionary Civil War period, the three counter-“encirclement and suppression” struggles carried out by the Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army of the Central base area eloquently proved the correctness of concentrating forces in one direction. Take the first counter-“encirclement and suppression.” The enemy, with a troop strength of 100,000, adopting the operational policy of “advancing in converging columns,” came pressing upon our Central base area in many routes. Our Red 1st and 3rd Army Corps, 40,000 men, under the command of Mao Zedong and Zhu De, concentrated their troop strength and pointed the blow at one route among the enemy’s many routes, first annihilating Zhang Huizan’s division of 9,000 men. Then, turning the spearhead eastward, we again annihilated the half-division of Tan Daoyuan’s, and the enemy’s first “encirclement and suppression” was thereby smashed. (See “Sketch Map of the Course of the First Counter-‘Encirclement and Suppression’ Campaign of the Central Revolutionary Base Area”) Napoleon too, in commanding operations, was good at concentrating forces in one direction. In the famous Battle of Austerlitz, the Russian and Austrian allied army of more than 80,000 men advanced against the French army in two routes, south and north. Napoleon used 10,000 men to tie down the advance of 40,000 allied troops in the south, while concentrating 60,000 men in the north against 40,000 allied troops. As a result, the French army’s casualties were fewer than 9,000, and about 30,000 of the allied army were destroyed, and victory in the battle was won. In the war history of China and abroad, there is no lack of examples of winning victory in war by concentrating forces in one direction in this way. Cases of defeat by dividing troop strength equally and meeting the enemy on all four sides are likewise not rare. This is because the relation between the quantity of troop strength and the number of spatial directions used in war is a relation of dividend and divisor, the quotient being in inverse proportion to the number of directions. Using many directions necessarily disperses troop strength. In circumstances where the strength of enemy and ourselves is comparable, or where we are strong and the enemy weak, it is also not that there can be only one direction in which troop strength is used. But the key point must be made prominent, and only then will the blow be more powerful.

Sketch Map of the Course of the First Counter-“Encirclement and Suppression” Campaign of the Central Revolutionary Base Area (November 1930 – January 1931)

Second, troop strength must be concentrated for use on the key breakthrough sector. This is the requirement on combat deployment of the principle of concentrating forces, and is also a deeper meaning of spatial concentration. In the situation where troop strength is concentrated for use in one direction and the enemy is encircled on all sides, the principle of spatial concentration must be carried through still further: one must not attack from all four sides without a key point, but must concentrate manpower and firepower and attack one point. As Clausewitz said: use the force of enormous superiority of troop strength to attack one point of the enemy’s position, that is, one part of the enemy army. Concentrating superior forces on the key breakthrough sector creates a still greater local inferiority for the encircled enemy under the circumstances of his inferiority in the whole situation, makes him lose the balance of defense, and can rapidly bring about a local qualitative change on the battlefield; or by breaking through at one point, shake the whole situation, throw the enemy’s whole deployment into disorder, and split and destroy the organic connections among the enemy’s parts; or first annihilate one part and then another, eating the enemy up bite by bite. When a man grips an egg with his whole hand, it is not easy to break it, yet a fingertip pressed on it can pierce it through—it is because force is concentrated on one point. In the operations to liberate Tianjin, our total troop strength was 2.3 times the enemy’s, and on the main breakthrough sector of the western breakthrough group it exceeded the enemy’s troop strength by five times. The result of war practice proved that this tactical principle of concentrating forces and breaking through at one point is completely correct. In the Second World War, there were many examples of concentrating large numbers of infantry, tanks, and artillery on the selected breakthrough sector and creating a superiority of several times in strength. For example, in the Belorussian campaign of June to July 1944, the German army deployed thirty-eight divisions over a vast area, while the Soviet army concentrated sixty-six divisions, 31,000 guns of 76 millimeters and above, 5,000 tanks and self-propelled guns, and 6,000 aircraft, holding an absolute superiority. After the campaign was launched, on the offensive front of the Third Belorussian Front, the Soviet tanks and self-propelled guns were ten times the Germans’, and aircraft 7.7 times the Germans’. As a result, twenty-five German divisions suffered a complete defeat.


	The principle of concentrating forces also includes the requirement of concentration in time. The concentration and dispersion of troop strength are also constrained by time conditions: what is concentrated within a certain time becomes dispersed when the time is prolonged. And the converse is also true. Therefore Clausewitz stressed that “all the forces available for a strategic purpose should be employed simultaneously, and the more completely all forces are concentrated in one action and one moment, the better.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 227) In tactics Mao Zedong also advocated quick battle and quick decision. In the war history of China and abroad, there has never been anyone who advocated, tactically, carrying on a battle that is long drawn out. For to use troop strength simultaneously at a certain moment creates our superiority over the enemy at that moment and increases the pressure the enemy bears per unit of time, so that he has no breathing space, or, as “distant water cannot put out a near fire,” before he has time to readjust his deployment and before the enemy coming to the rescue arrives, he collapses and disintegrates. Therefore, it is required that the attacking troops, once the battle has begun, before seizing the final objective, advance continuously without pause, day and night, striving for time and quick decision. In the Soviet army’s Vistula–Oder campaign, the Belorussian 1st Front and the Ukrainian 1st Front, within eighteen days, by rapid attack broke through the German army’s strong defensive deployment in great depth in echelons from the Vistula River to the Oder River and advanced more than 500 kilometers, which is a very good example in this respect.



The situation on the battlefield is ever-changing, and a wholly isolated enemy without relief does not exist. To delay time and miss an opportunity for battle may turn superiority into inferiority and bring all previous efforts to nothing. On the battlefield, the superiority over the enemy in the main direction always exists in connection with the inferiority to the enemy in the secondary directions. The tying down, blocking, and confusing of the enemy in the secondary directions will not last, because of our inferiority. If the main direction cannot achieve quick decision and the enemy’s reinforcements arrive, the situation on the battlefield will change, and we shall turn from active into passive and from concentrated into dispersed. In the Jinzhou campaign, once our general attack was launched, we attacked fiercely and ferociously, broke through again and again, and promptly committed the second echelon, always keeping a powerful offensive force, and used only thirty-one hours to annihilate in their entirety 110,000 defending enemy troops—an outstanding example of quick battle and quick decision. Meanwhile, our troops on the southern and northern lines blocking the relief bore the heavy pressure of the enemy’s relief offensive; if the action in the main direction had been slow and delayed, and a long attack had failed to succeed, the situation on the battlefield might have been reversed. In the Qinghuabian ambush battle carried out by the Northwest Field Army in 1947, it took only one hour and forty minutes to annihilate in their entirety the enemy’s 31st Brigade (minus its 91st Regiment), nearly 3,000 men; when the enemy’s relief troops arrived, we had long since ended the battle and safely shifted away.

Time is the army, and time is victory. The concentrated use of troop strength in time is one of its important contents. Therefore, the practice which, though one’s troop strength is in relative superiority, adopts the “adding oil” tactic and uses troop strength piecemeal often leads to failure. On October 20, 1944, the U.S. forces began landing on Leyte Island. The Japanese Imperial Headquarters reinforced the 14th Area Army and decided to fight a decisive ground battle with the U.S. forces on Leyte, but adopted the mistaken practice of using troops piecemeal: first it ordered the 16th Division deployed on Leyte to block the offensive of the landing U.S. troops, and only afterward, from the last ten days of October to the first ten days of December, did it commit one after another the 1st Division, the 26th Division, the 102nd Division, a part of the 10th Division, a part of the 8th Division, and the 68th Brigade and other troops, trying to smash the Allied offensive, and as a result suffered a disastrous defeat.

To sum up, the content of concentrating forces should be the concrete unity of personnel, weapons, space, and time. Lacking any one of these points, true concentration cannot be reached.



III. The Methods of Concentrating Forces

What method is adopted to assemble dispersed troop strength depends on the posture on the battlefield, the terrain conditions, and the movement and halting of the operational objective. According to past experience, generally speaking, the methods of concentrating forces include the following:


	The “luring-deep” concentration method of “seeking the center and withdrawing.” The so-called “seeking the center and withdrawing” concentration method is that troops operating on interior lines, facing the encirclement and attack of a strong enemy, rapidly contract their positions and, while carrying out a strategic retreat toward a certain point in their own area of activity, concentrate troop strength.



This method of concentrating forces is an important component of the strategic policy of active defense. Its advantages: it can avoid the enemy’s sharp edge, gain control over the enemy by letting him strike first, lure the enemy deep, and discover and create his mistakes. Then the preserved and concentrated troop strength is pointed at one route among the enemy’s several attacking routes, winning victory in one battle and then dealing with the rest. In the Second Revolutionary Civil War period, the first through third counter-“encirclement and suppression” campaigns carried out by the Central base area, relying on favorable terrain and the support of the people, all adopted this method of concentrating forces. For example, in the second counter-“encirclement and suppression” struggle, the enemy had 200,000 men, forming an arc-shaped line of 800 li; the 30,000-odd men of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army’s 1st and 3rd Army Corps first “sought the center and withdrew” and concentrated, and then carried out the operational policy of striking the weak first and annihilating the enemy one by one; in fifteen days they shifted the battle 600 li, five battles and five victories, annihilated 30,000 of the enemy, and victoriously smashed the enemy’s “encirclement and suppression.”


	The concentration method before reaching the battlefield. This method is the most common method of concentrating forces, called abroad the “Napoleonic” concentration method. In circumstances where the operational objective is clear, one first concentrates one’s own troop strength and then advances toward the battlefield.



This concentration method is also often adopted by troops operating on interior lines, and sometimes may also be seen in operations on exterior lines. What differs from the “seeking the center and withdrawing” concentration method is that the attack objective is made clear even before the troop strength is concentrated, so that before the battle is joined the coordination of the troops can be organized according to the circumstances of the operational opponent, and the tasks borne by each unit made clear.


	The direct concentration method on the battlefield. The method of concentrating troop strength on the battlefield is also called the “Moltke-style concentration method.” Its characteristic is that the concentration of troop strength is completed directly on the battlefield. On the premise that the operational objective has been given, the participating troops, from their dispersed directions and different areas, move toward the battlefield, arrive at the designated places at the time designated by higher authority, approach the objective, and at the same time complete the encirclement of the enemy.



The strength of the battlefield concentration method is that concentrating troop strength and encircling the enemy are one and the same process, so action is rapid, superiority and surprise over the enemy are formed, and the enemy easily falls into heavy encirclement, with no opportunity to contract or escape. Because the concentration is made directly on the battlefield, the organization of coordination is rather difficult. It therefore requires that every unit arrive at its position strictly at the time designated by higher authority, and quickly establish contact with neighboring troops and promptly make clear its combat task. If one route or two routes are slow in their action, the opportunity for battle may be lost, or the concentration of troop strength not achieved, or the enemy allowed to slip away, making the concentration meaningless.

The battlefield concentration method is generally adopted by troops operating on exterior lines, and is most effective against isolated and salient enemies who are halted.


	The ambush concentration method. The ambush concentration method is, on the route the enemy army may pass, selecting terrain favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy, concealing troop strength and assembling it ahead of the enemy in the predetermined battlefield, waiting for the enemy to enter the ambush circle, and launching a sudden attack.



Unlike battlefield concentration, the troop strength concentrated by ambush does not directly encircle the enemy but is in a state of lying in wait. Therefore it is required that, in the advance of the troops to the ambush position and while awaiting on the battlefield, great attention be paid to disguise and concealment, avoiding the exposure of objectives. Otherwise the operational intention cannot be achieved. This method of concentrating forces can make the enemy suffer our superior troop strength’s attack in circumstances where he is completely unprepared, and be annihilated by us when he is unprepared, with no time to deploy, and under unfavorable terrain conditions. Generally speaking, when the tactic of besieging a point to strike the relief force is adopted, the methods of concentrating the troops that strike the relief force all belong to ambush concentration. For example, the Battle of Maling between Qi and Wei in China’s ancient Warring States period was just so. Sun Bin ambushed troops near Maling, at a place with a narrow road and precipitous terrain, and defeated Pang Juan.




Section 4 The Problem of Concentrating Forces and Dispersing Forces in Future War

All military principles develop as war develops. The concentration and dispersion of troop strength have also changed their forms and contents many times in the long history of war. In connection with the present state of development of weapons and equipment, it is very necessary to explore the question of concentration and dispersion in future war.


I. The War Factors Affecting Concentrating Forces Have Undergone Major Changes

Since the Second World War, owing to the rapid progress of science and technology and its first application in the military domain, the development of weapons and equipment has presented a situation of changing daily and monthly. In particular, the appearance of nuclear weapons has even caused a qualitative change in the development of weapons. Therefore, the various war factors connected with concentrating forces have correspondingly undergone clear and major changes:


	The firepower and lethal power of weapons have greatly increased. This is reflected first in the increase in the kinds of suppression weapons. In the era of cold weapons there were no suppression weapons, and destroying the enemy and killing or wounding the other side was realized in face-to-face hand-to-hand fighting on the battlefield. With the application of gunpowder in war, suppression weapons appeared. But before the Second World War, the suppression weapons used in war were no more than artillery and aircraft. Now it is different: the kinds of suppression weapons have newly increased. The divisions and above of the main military powers such as the Soviet Union and the United States have all been equipped with tactical nuclear missiles. The Soviet motorized rifle division has “Frog” tactical rockets, with a maximum range of up to sixty kilometers; fronts have “Scud” and “Scaleboard” tactical rockets, with a maximum range of up to 700 to 800 kilometers. Second, the quantity, firepower intensity, and accuracy of the original suppression weapons have also undergone clear changes. A Soviet motorized rifle division has 180 guns of 122 millimeters and above and fifty-four mortars of 120 millimeters, and a single salvo consumes fifty-three tons of ammunition. A U.S. division can fire 2,360 tons of shells within half an hour; the number of combat aircraft and the destructive power of bombs have also clearly increased. Furthermore, the firing accuracy of suppression weapons is also being raised; the hit errors of bombs and missiles guided by radar, laser, and infrared are no more than several tens of meters, or even a dozen or so meters. It can be seen that the might of firearms under modern conditions is greatly stronger than in the past; they are numerous in kinds, great in lethal power, long in range, fast in rate of fire, and high in accuracy, so that it can be said that there is no place that is absolutely safe. This poses new problems for the scale of concentrating forces, the disposition of troop strength on the battlefield, and the result, advance, and withdrawal from battle. If handled badly, heavy casualties will be caused.


	The maneuver capability of troops has risen to an unprecedented degree. Before the Second World War the maneuver capability of troops was fairly low. Now it is different: because very fast means of mobility have been issued to troops in large numbers, the maneuver capability of troops has been raised to an unprecedented degree. The troops of almost all military powers have realized motorization and tracking, with a speed of maneuver of several tens of kilometers an hour and above. Moreover, the space of maneuver has also increased: motor vehicles in the past had to rely on roads, whereas tanks and infantry fighting vehicles have excellent cross-country capability, and troops maneuvering by helicopter are still less affected by geographical conditions. In the large-scale military exercises of the United States and the Soviet Union in recent years, airborne reinforcement and airborne withdrawal in operations have both been important content. Because the maneuver capability on the present-day battlefield has changed, new requirements have been placed on concentrating forces. Whether it is the time limit for assembling before the battle, the time limit for resolving the battle, or the action of withdrawing from the battle, corresponding changes different from the past must be made in view of this characteristic. Otherwise one may fail to catch the enemy, the besieged enemy may receive rapid reinforcement, or we may be pursued and struck by the enemy when we withdraw from battle.


	The battlefield reconnaissance tools have become more modernized. Reconnaissance is the means of obtaining military information. In past wars, it was mainly personnel reconnaissance, intelligence work, and radio monitoring. Now it is different: because large quantities of advanced reconnaissance equipment have been applied on the battlefield, reconnaissance capability has been markedly raised. First, reconnaissance satellites have many outstanding advantages: a wide range of reconnaissance, not limited by national airspace, speed of reconnaissance fast, and good effect. An American photographic reconnaissance satellite once photographed the marching columns of the Soviet army invading Czechoslovakia. In the Fourth Middle East War, the American reconnaissance satellite discovered the junction of the Egyptian 2nd and 3rd Armies, and the Israeli army, having obtained the intelligence, used this gap to break through to the Great Bitter Lake. Second, electronic reconnaissance is widely used. The television reconnaissance aircraft of the Soviet army group can distinguish artillery at an identification distance of six to seven kilometers; the radio-monitoring units of a front have a monitoring distance of 2,000 kilometers and a width of up to 400 kilometers. It can be seen that modern reconnaissance tools are very highly developed and bring still greater difficulty to concealed action when forces are concentrated.




Everything has two sides: modern war has brought not a few difficulties to concentrating forces, but at the same time it has also brought many favorable conditions to concentrating forces. First, it can greatly shorten the time of concentrating forces. In past wars, owing to the limitations of maneuver capability, assembling troops in the main attack direction or defensive direction and transporting operational materials such as ammunition required a fairly long time to complete. Now it is not so: the concentration of troop strength can be completed in a very short time, which gives the possibility of promptly seizing opportunities for battle and rapidly achieving superiority over the enemy. Second, concentration can be sought within dispersion. Because of the modernization and automation of the control of weapon systems and of communications command, it is possible to achieve dispersed deployment and concentrated use, applying at the same time all the dispersed firepower on the same area. In this way the degree of concentrating forces can be greatly raised, with front and rear firing simultaneously, air and ground acting in coordination, and the various services and arms striking in coordination.

In sum, the war factors affecting concentrating forces under modern conditions have already undergone many new changes; besides the main points above, there are also such characteristics as the complexity of the organization of operational coordination and the great dependence on logistical support. All these need to be conscientiously studied and resolved.



II. The Principle of Concentrating Forces Still Applies in War under Modern Conditions

Because many war factors affecting the concentration of troop strength under modern conditions have changed, some people have come to doubt whether the operational principle of concentrating forces suits future war. They hold that: the enemy’s firepower, especially nuclear firepower, is so strong that concentrated troop strength cannot be guaranteed safe and will suffer destructive blows, and the gain will not make up for the loss, or the loss will outweigh the gain; the enemy’s reconnaissance means are especially developed, so concentrated troop strength cannot conceal its intention of action and will not achieve the expected purpose; the enemy’s maneuver capability has been raised, so that concentrated troop strength, first, cannot catch the enemy, and second, because of rapid reinforcement, even if it catches the enemy it cannot form a superiority; and so on and so forth.

After all, is concentrating forces still suitable for future war? It can be affirmed that the principle of concentrating forces possesses strong vitality and remains in future war a magic weapon for overcoming the enemy and winning victory. This is because:


	Analyzed theoretically, troop strength is strong when used concentratedly and weak when used dispersedly, and that in the confrontation of two armies the side in superiority is active and the side in inferiority is passive is a military axiom requiring no proof. Therefore, as long as war exists, and as long as the aim of war, “destroying the enemy and preserving oneself,” does not change, the principle of concentrating forces will not become obsolete. In operations under modern conditions, although many factors have undergone major changes, the fact that on the battlefield there is always a comparison of the strength of enemy and ourselves has not changed; so in order to win victory and defeat the other side, apart from other conditions, possessing a relative superiority of troop strength is always an indispensable precondition. At present, many new military academic theories in the world also attach great importance to the principle of concentrated use of troop strength. Colonel B. Yaremli of the Soviet army wrote in the article “Massed Concentration of Troops and Weapons”: “The principle of massed concentration of troops and weapons, the same as in the past, still occupies the principal position in crushing the enemy.” Those who hold that the principle of concentrating forces is already out of date see only one side of the question and do not see the more fundamental reason on which the principle of concentrating forces depends for its existence, and therefore draw erroneous conclusions.


	Seen from practice, concentrating forces is also feasible in war under modern conditions. War practice is the most persuasive. Since the Second World War, although there has not yet been a global war to refer to, many local wars can also provide us with powerful proof. In particular, such local conflicts of no small scale as the Middle East wars, the Anglo-Argentine Malvinas War, and the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, apart from the fact that atomic weapons were not used on the battlefield, used almost all modern technical arms and other military equipment, and in a certain sense we can regard them as the rudiment and rehearsal of future war. In the Fourth Middle East War, the reconnaissance tools of the Israeli army, backed by the United States, were fairly advanced, but they failed to discover that Egypt had secretly assembled two armies with a troop strength of 120,000 on the west bank of the canal, with the result that Israel suffered heavy blows in the early period of the war. This shows that, in the face of developed reconnaissance tools, concentrating forces can still conceal the intention. In the Route 9 campaign in Laos in 1971, the Vietnamese and Lao people’s armed forces concentrated the troops of five divisions, five artillery regiments, and three tank battalions; in the face of the enemy’s powerful firepower (the U.S. dispatched more than 1,000 aircraft and over 400 pieces of heavy artillery), they annihilated in their entirety three enemy brigades (regiments), four armored regiments, and eight artillery battalions, a major victory of more than 20,000 men. This also shows that although the enemy’s firepower is powerful and his maneuver capability very high, it is still possible to concentrate forces and to destroy the enemy.






III. Problems to Which Attention Must Be Paid in Concentrating Forces in Future War

The principle of concentrating forces applies to future war, but the concrete content, modes, and methods of concentrating forces must change as weapons and equipment change. If one clings to old rules, copying the old set of practices without attention to studying and exploring the new problems of concentrating forces under new conditions, one will suffer defeat in future war.


	The content of concentrating forces should shift from concentration chiefly of manpower to concentration of firepower. Infantry with tanks as the backbone, and as the main technical arm of offensive operations, has already become the main characteristic of current military development. To destroy the enemy, in concentrating forces one must consider the superiority of antitank firepower sufficient to destroy enemy tanks. Otherwise a mere superiority in manpower cannot defeat the enemy. At the same time, the quantity of antiaircraft weapons must be taken into account, because with airborne reinforcement and three-dimensional operational capability greatly increased, one will suffer for lack of technical arms for air defense.


	In concentrating forces, even greater attention must be paid to the time factor; one must concentrate quickly, resolve the battle quickly, and withdraw from the battlefield quickly. Because in modern operations the range of action of firearms is long, their firepower great, and the maneuver capability on the battlefield high, it is required that in the whole process of concentrated use of troop strength the single word “fast” be made prominent. In the past a campaign often took several days, a dozen or so days, or even longer; under modern conditions it will be greatly shortened. If action is slow, the posture of the battlefield will rapidly reverse, and even if the battle is resolved one may suffer retaliation by the enemy, even retaliation by nuclear weapons. To achieve a high degree of concentration in time, besides concentrated use of firepower, courageous and tenacious fighting, and continuous breakthrough, one must also effectively raise maneuver capability under existing conditions. For example, the assembling of troops and the formation of the order of march in advance should be scientific and rigorous, and multi-route advance and joining battle from the march should be adopted, and so on.


	In the concentrated use of troop strength, whether in assembling before the battle or on entering the jumping-off positions for the attack, attention must be paid to dispersion in the disposition of formations. This is the requirement on formation for reducing casualties set by the powerful lethal capability of modern weapons, especially nuclear weapons. In past wars, concentrated use of troop strength gave little consideration to this point, and the spatial density of personnel on the battlefield was rather great. Under modern conditions, the concentration of troop strength must pay special attention to this problem: whether the troops are stationary or in motion, one must grasp dispersion within concentration, and must not deploy large quantities of troops in a narrow area. A general view is that dispersed deployment should be carried out with the battalion as the unit, on the principle that one nuclear bomb of ten thousand tons yield cannot at the same time kill or wound the troop strength of two of our battalions.


	In concentrating forces, special attention must be paid to the concealment and disguise of the troops. Although the enemy’s reconnaissance tools are comparatively developed, they always have strengths and weaknesses, and one must avoid their strengths and use their weaknesses. For example, in assembling and advancing, attention must be paid to using the enemy’s reconnaissance blind areas and dead angles, reducing as much as possible the contrast between our objective and the geographical background, and making use of the darkness of night and bad weather, and so on. At the same time, attention must be paid to employing technical measures of camouflage, such as adopting mimetic coloring and decorative camouflage, setting up screens and obstacles, and making use of all kinds of natural conditions. Finally, one can also use active means to set up false objectives, divert the enemy’s line of sight, and carry out electronic jamming, so that the enemy’s reconnaissance equipment loses its effectiveness.




Concentrating forces and dispersing forces are two aspects in a unity of contradiction, and they are inseparable. One must see the key point of concentration and also see the position of dispersion. By flexibly applying the principles of concentration and dispersion according to concrete circumstances, one can grasp the secret of using troop strength and thereby win the initiative in military action.






Chapter 26 Emptiness and Substance

Emptiness and substance are the basic categories of the problem of military stratagem. There is no war in the world that does not use military stratagem. Superior operational guidance and a flexible art of employing troops lie in being good at adopting ingenious actions of emptiness and substance.


Section 1 Emptiness and Substance in War


I. Emptiness and Substance Are a Pair of Important Categories of Military Dialectics

The meaning of substance and emptiness is very broad; it refers to the strength or weakness, superiority or inferiority, many or few, exertion or ease, truth or falsity, and certainty or uncertainty, and so on, of an army’s real strength. But among these numerous meanings they can be roughly reduced to the content of the following two aspects: one refers to the strength or weakness, superiority or inferiority, of the real strength of the army; the other refers to the truth or falsity of the real strength of enemy and ourselves and of their deployments. In books and in war practice, the concept of emptiness and substance is used very flexibly, and has different meanings in different circumstances. Generally speaking, when speaking of the foundation and aim of war, emptiness and substance mainly refer to the strength or weakness, superiority or inferiority, of military strength—as in making oneself substantial and the enemy empty, avoiding the substantial and striking the empty. What is spoken of is making oneself strong and the enemy empty and weak, avoiding the enemy’s strength and attacking the enemy’s weakness. When speaking of the methods, stratagems, and means of carrying on war, what is generally meant is truth and falsity, whether something is certain or uncertain—as in substance within emptiness and emptiness within substance, empty emptiness and substantial substance, true truth and false falsity, luring the enemy into a trap, and so on.

Emptiness and substance have a very important position in war guidance. The stratagems and strategies of war all arise from the transformation and application of emptiness and substance. In the ancient Chinese book of war Questions and Replies between Tang Taizong and Li Weigong, the opening of the first fascicle says: “Looking over the books of war, none goes beyond Sun Wu; of Sun Wu’s thirteen chapters, none goes beyond emptiness and substance.” Marshal Liu Bocheng also said: “To know the military situation and understand the unorthodox and the orthodox is to speak of the general conditions for victory; but to correctly select operational objectives and operational directions and to guide the troops’ operational action, one must also firmly grasp this pair of rings, emptiness and substance.” “Emptiness emptied, substance substantiated, with endless change. The stratagems of the general probably all derive from this.” (Military History, serial no. 10, Tao Hanzhang: “Listening to Comrade Liu Bocheng Lecture on Sun Tzu”) Since there has been war, stratagem has arisen simultaneously with war. There are no two leaves in the world that are exactly alike, and no two wars that are exactly alike. “Military posture has no constant form, as water has no constant shape.” Emptiness and substance transform in a thousand changes and ten thousand transformations, and from this arise tens of thousands of wonders of stratagem.

The great ancient Chinese military man Sun Wu put forward long ago: “War is based on deception.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Maneuvering”) “War is the way of deception.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Laying Plans”) Clausewitz in On War also attached great importance to the role of cunning and deception, and studied it as a chapter of its own. Lenin pointed out clearly: “There is no war without military stratagem.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 8, p. 493) Correct military stratagem reflects the objective reality of the movement and change of war and is a law of war guidance. Without correct guidance of stratagem, it is impossible to win victory in war. War is based on deception, and the side with more wisdom and more stratagems wins; this is the universal law of military struggle. People often say “planning strategies within the command tent, deciding victory beyond a thousand li,” which fully illustrates the importance of stratagem guidance. Mao Zedong said: “Deliberately creating illusions for the enemy by planning, … adopting all kinds of methods of deceiving the enemy can often effectively put the enemy into the plight of mistaken judgment and mistaken action, and thereby lose his superiority and initiative. ‘In war one never tires of deception’—this is just what is meant.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 459) One who does not understand how to use stratagem does not understand how to guide war. One who cannot effectively deceive the enemy will be controlled by the enemy. One who cannot see through the enemy’s stratagems will fall into the enemy’s trap. In China’s Spring and Autumn period, the State of Song fought the State of Chu. The Song soldiers had already drawn up in array, and the Chu army was crossing the river; someone advocated striking the enemy while the Chu army was half across. Duke Xiang of Song said: “No. The gentleman does not attack others when they are in difficulty.” After the Chu soldiers had crossed the river, before they had formed their array, someone again requested permission to strike, and Duke Xiang of Song still said no. The result was that the Song army was greatly defeated, and even Duke Xiang of Song himself was wounded. In a war of mutual slaughter in which “you die, I live,” one who does not know how to use stratagem and lets the enemy know his own intentions and deployments will inevitably invite failure.

In the way of employing troops, stratagem comes first. Without correct stratagem guidance, even heroic and skilled fighting cannot win the whole war. In the Chu–Han contention, Xiang Yu went through more than seventy battles and was never defeated in attack, but because of strategic errors, in the end he was besieged at Gaixia and cut his own throat at the Wu River. By contrast, Liu Bang, after several setbacks, and sometimes even utterly defeated, nevertheless, because his stratagem was correct, finally won the empire. Xiang Yu, this world-overshadowing hero whose strength could uproot mountains and whose roar could stir the wind and clouds, was himself valiant but without stratagem and did not adopt the stratagems of others, and so could only enact the tragedy of the Hegemon-King bidding farewell to his consort.

The purpose of using stratagem is to deceive the enemy and conceal one’s real intentions, so as to achieve the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. Sun Wu held: “I make others take shape while I am shapeless,” “the ultimate in the deployment of troops is to arrive at formlessness.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) This is to use the method of “showing a form” to deceive the enemy and induce the enemy to expose his intentions, while oneself leaves no trace, so that the enemy cannot fathom us. He held that when the method of luring the enemy by “showing a form” is applied to a marvelous degree, it means making the enemy unable to see any trace of us. Clausewitz said: “Cunning presupposes concealing one’s own intentions, … one must make the deceived enemy make mistakes of the understanding, and these mistakes finally cause a consequence that makes him unable to see the true state of affairs.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 287) Using stratagem and transforming emptiness and substance are opposed to the mode of direct action, the mode that is straightforward and without any concealment. It is by creating false appearances that the enemy cannot see the original face of things, causing the enemy to hesitate and be indecisive, to fall into a dilemma of advance or retreat or into errors of judgment, thereby leading to failures in command. To use stratagem is to move the enemy by the methods of making emptiness empty and substance substantial, making falsity false and truth true, making him substantial and making him empty, and thereby achieving the aim of striking the enemy’s emptiness with our own substance. For example, in the Normandy landing of the Second World War, the Allies carefully planned and carried out a series of “ruses of doubtful troops” and “mazes to confuse the soul.” They adopted the method of showing the far to mean the near and making a sound in the east to strike in the west. They assembled a huge fleet that falsely staged a cross-channel operation, and at the same time sent out large quantities of radio messages, creating the false impression that the landing-operation headquarters was not yet decided. They found a Lieutenant James, whose appearance and bearing closely resembled Montgomery’s, to play the role of Field Marshal Montgomery. Ten days before the Normandy landing, the false Field Marshal Montgomery, amid the warm cheers of high-ranking generals, flew by the Prime Minister’s special plane to Gibraltar and Algiers. The conquering and battle-skilled Montgomery had thus left the British homeland, creating the illusion for the Germans that the landing operation would not begin immediately. On the very night the Normandy landing operation was launched, the Royal Air Force scattered aluminum foil strips, which people called “metal jamming strips,” floating about in four places, creating the false picture of a fleet sailing eastward on the sea near Dieppe, so that the German coastal radar was deceived.

Because a series of stratagems was successfully carried out, when the Anglo-American allied forces, with 11,000 aircraft, 4,000 ships, and more than 176,000 men, braved the raging wind and violent waves to reach the Cotentin Peninsula, several senior German generals had even left their headquarters to enjoy leave in peace. The Anglo-American allied forces carried out an airborne landing at Sainte-Mère-Église, and Hitler, the German high command, and Rommel’s front-line command still held that the Allied airborne assault in Normandy was no more than a feint and a diversion. The Allies successfully confused the enemy and, coming out where he did not expect it, broke through at one stroke the solid defense system the Germans boasted of as the “Atlantic Wall,” and opened the second front in Europe. In the whole Normandy campaign the German army lost 400,000 men and a large quantity of tanks, aircraft, guns, and military vehicles. (See “Sketch Map of the Normandy Landing”)

Sketch Map of the Normandy Landing

Using stratagem should at all times keep its eye on avoiding the substantial and striking the empty, and striving for initiative. After suffering defeat, in circumstances of being forced to retreat, one must rely still more on superior stratagem to turn passivity into initiative. In the period of China’s Agrarian Revolutionary War, when the Red Army failed in the Fifth counter-“encirclement and suppression” campaign, it was forced to abandon the Central base area and undertake the Long March. At the critical juncture of the revolution, Mao Zedong again took command of the whole army and, in a narrow area with the Yangtze River ahead and the Wu River behind, with 30,000 weary troops, resisted 450,000 enemy troops who were rested and waiting for the weary. Mao Zedong skillfully used stratagem, drawing the enemy about with feints of every kind, making a sound in the east to strike in the west, now south now north, throwing the enemy’s deployments into disorder and concealing his own intentions. At that time, as the Red Army advanced north from Zunyi, crossed the Chishui for the first time, and prepared to cross the Yangtze northward to join the Fourth Front Army, the Kuomintang hurriedly assembled the warlord armies of the four provinces of Sichuan, Hunan, Guizhou, and Yunnan, forming a great encircling ring. Mao Zedong seized the moment and decided at once to turn and concentrate in Zhaxi in northeastern Yunnan to await the enemy. Later, discovering that the enemy’s troop strength within Guizhou was empty, he again swung the army eastward, crossed the Chishui a second time, and fought a great victory in the Zunyi area, annihilating twenty regiments of the enemy. In order to draw off the enemy who were pressing closely, the Red Army crossed the Chishui a third time and advanced into southern Sichuan, creating the false impression of crossing the Yangtze northward. When the enemy again assembled in southern Sichuan, the Red Army again turned its head and advanced eastward, crossed the Chishui a fourth time, crossed the Wu River southward, feinted at Guiyang, and pressed on Kunming. Amid the enemy’s panic and confusion, the Red Army turned its weapons north, skillfully crossed the Jinsha River, and shook off the pursuit and blockade of several hundred thousand enemy troops.



II. The Possibility of Deceiving the Enemy through the Transformation of Emptiness and Substance

“In war one never tires of deception” is a universal law of military struggle. Why can creating false appearances through the transformation of emptiness and substance deceive the enemy?

First, war is an act of violence that compels the enemy to submit to our will, and its purpose is to preserve oneself and destroy the enemy. To achieve this purpose, it should and must use means of deception. More than two thousand years ago Han Fei said: “In the contest of battle array, one never tires of deceit and falsehood.” (Han Feizi, “Difficulties, Part One”) War is based on deception; mutual secrecy, showing the false and hiding the true, deceiving the enemy, is a universal phenomenon in war. In the highest form of confrontation in which one side uses violence to overpower the other and one side destroys the other, to preach “benevolence, righteousness, and morality” to the enemy is extremely naive and laughable. Mao Zedong pointed out sharply and clearly that this is “the benevolence and righteousness of a stupid pig.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 460)

Second, the principle of the unity of opposites of phenomenon and essence is the philosophical basis for creating false appearances and deceiving the enemy. The only method by which people know things is to see the essence through the phenomenon; apart from this there is no other method. Essence is the fundamental property of a thing, hidden deep within it, which people cannot see with their eyes. Phenomenon is the external connections and surface characteristics of a thing. Phenomenon and essence are unified and consistent, and this determines that it is possible for people to know essence through phenomenon. But to see the essence through the phenomenon is again a very complex and arduous task, because the phenomenon and essence of a thing are not directly coincident. Compared with essence, phenomenon is individual, one-sided, and superficial, and again is changeable, fleeting, and unstable. Moreover, among phenomena there are both true appearances that directly express the essence of a thing from the positive side, and false appearances that express the essence of a thing from the reverse side in distorted form. The former can express essence, while the latter can cover up essence and play the role of confusing the true with the false. False appearances in the social sphere are both objective and also artificial; that is, they are produced purposefully and consciously by people according to their own ideological motives and concrete environmental conditions. It can be seen that phenomena, as the external manifestation of objective things, are not purely single, but often present a state of having both true appearances and false appearances, true truth and false falsity, changing endlessly. And this complexity with which phenomenon manifests essence provides the possibility for people to play false and hide the true and create false appearances in war.

Third, the contingency, fluidity, and uncertainty of war both bring difficulty to people’s understanding and provide conditions and possibility for the success of people’s use of stratagem. The situation in war is gone in a flash; everything that happens in war is hard for people to foresee; and with the added mutual secrecy, people who wish to reconnoiter and understand the enemy situation often have to pay with bloodshed and sacrifice. In war it is extremely difficult to observe deeply and understand the enemy situation closely and carefully, and to see through the enemy’s false appearances is still more difficult; people’s understanding of the war situation is hazy and vague, fragmentary, and fleeting like glimpses of light and shadow, which also provides conditions and possibility for people to transform emptiness and substance, create false appearances, and deceive the enemy.

Fourth, doing the opposite, achieving success through the opposite, can often create misperception and unpreparedness in the enemy. The development of things has necessary regularity, repetitiveness, and orderliness. These things, reflected in people’s minds, gradually form the laws, procedures, and methods of people’s understanding. Because people’s cognitive activity is constrained by psychological processes and habits of cognition, in the process of thinking there often appear the metaphysical “straight-line motion” and “inertial motion.” There often appear such faults as taking what comes first as the master, taking habit as the norm, and not doubting what is commonly seen. Habits of experience often lead people to errors of judgment, and the immediacy of the perceptual makes it easy for people to be bewitched by the false appearances of things. Therefore the thinking of the guides of war must by all means break away from the method of metaphysics, learn dialectical thinking, and seek success through the opposite. They must break through the framework of the procedures of formal-logical thinking and engage in leaping, irregular thinking, wide associative thinking, and reverse thinking. Hence, to transform emptiness and substance flexibly, one acts contrary to the true face of things, or contrary to the regularity of things, or contrary to people’s habits of experience, or contrary to people’s commonly seen judgments, or contrary to one’s own operational purpose, and only then can one create misperception in the other side and come out where the enemy does not expect it.

Because people easily mistake false appearances for true appearances, in war one can use false appearances to distort and cover up the essence of things. Where one is originally strong, one shows weakness and emptiness, so that the enemy cannot see our strength. Where one is originally empty and weak, one shows strength, so that the enemy cannot see our emptiness and weakness. People hold that in war one must necessarily show form and play deceit, making substance empty and emptiness substantial. We, on the contrary, use the opposite method: substance substantial and emptiness empty, showing our real situation truthfully, which can often also come out of the enemy’s expectation. For example, in 1942, in the counteroffensive operations in the Stalingrad area, a Soviet tank corps charged with the task of threading through found that the enemy had begun to withdraw toward the Don River. In order to gain time and seize the only remaining bridge over the Don, the corps commander, Major General Rodin, decided to use the darkness of night to dash through the enemy’s defensive depth. Contrary to rule, he ordered the advance detachment to form in column, turn on all headlights, and pass through the German defensive positions along the highway. The headlights lit up the snowfield brightly, and the tanks drove one after another under the enemy’s very eyes. The German commanders, seeing these tanks driving in good order and unhurried, concluded that they were their own troops pulling back, and did not use even the most elementary reconnaissance means, so that the Soviet tank troops smoothly seized the Don crossing.

Coming out where the enemy does not expect it and attacking where he is unprepared is the quintessence of using stratagem. The planning of the stratagems of war such as the transformation of emptiness and substance, showing form, and employing deceit are all carried out around this main point of coming out where the enemy does not expect and attacking where he is unprepared. Therefore Sun Wu listed it as the sum of the “twelve methods of the way of deception.” That is to demand that the military actions the commander adopts get ahead of the enemy’s thinking and come out beyond the enemy’s anticipation. For example, “openly repairing the plank road while secretly crossing at Chencang” was choosing a route the enemy did not expect. Li Su’s night raid on Caizhou in a snowstorm was choosing a time the enemy did not expect. The Soviet Union’s motorized advance over the Greater Khingan Range to destroy the Kwantung Army was choosing a place the enemy did not expect. To do so is just like “a bee or a scorpion getting into the sleeve, so that a strong man is dismayed and changes color. Because the calamity comes from what was not planned for, the change is not what was reckoned with.” (Biography of Zhuge Kongming, Variant Version, fascicle 2, “Responding to the Moment”) Because we use stratagem, the enemy is confused and perplexed, or falls into erroneous judgment, and thereby becomes numb and careless and loses his guard; when we attack, we come out beyond his expectation, and he has no time to think and falls into panic and confusion, so that the enemy’s real strength cannot be brought into play. Thereby we can exchange the smallest price for the greatest victory.




Section 2 The Basic Forms of Transformation between Emptiness and Substance

In social life, military activity is often mystified by people. The famous military theorist Clausewitz also held: “War is, among all the activities of mankind, the one most closely resembling a game of cards.” (On War, vol. 1, p. 41) On the question of military stratagem people mystify it still more, regarding it as profound and unfathomable, abstruse and abstruse again—“counting on the fingers one knows the answer,” “a frown, and a plan comes to the mind.” Mao Zedong, in reference to the mystical theory of war, pointed out clearly: “War is not a supernatural thing, but only a necessary movement in the world.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458) The treatise on stratagems of war in ancient China, The Thirty-Six Stratagems, also pointed out in its general explanation: “Six sixes make thirty-six stratagems; within number there is technique, and within technique there is number. The changes of yin and yang are managed, and the pivotal moment lies within them. The pivotal moment cannot be contrived; if contrived, it will miss.” Here “number” refers to the objective reality of both enemy and ourselves, and “technique” refers to the stratagems and strategies of war. What it says is that strategy lies hidden within the actuality of war, and the use of strategy must rest on objective reality; by understanding the laws of objective things and their contradictions, one can apply and master strategy. To apply war stratagems rigidly according to subjective wishes will invite failure. In using stratagem, the transformation of emptiness and substance follows rules. Military strategy is not something mysterious and unfathomable, but principles and methods by which people carry out scientific decision-making in guiding war. Military strategy reflects the most general laws of war guidance. As science and technology develop, war stratagems must add new techniques and content when applied.

The ability of a guide of war to use stratagem lies in skillfully carrying out the transformation of emptiness and substance. “Victory in battle is not repeated, and its forms respond to the enemy in endless variety.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) The transformations of emptiness and substance are many and varied, differing according to place, time, person, and form. Although the transformation of emptiness and substance is “as inexhaustible as heaven and earth, as unending as the Yangtze and the Yellow River,” there are nevertheless basic forms of transformation. The basic forms of stratagems have a relative stability: many stratagems usable in the past can still be used today, usable in strategy and also usable in tactics. The basic forms of the transformation of emptiness and substance are the following four:


I. Substance Made Empty

Substance made empty is the main form of the transformation of emptiness and substance: one meaning is that I originally have superiority or possess a certain real strength, but show an empty form, deliberately betraying a weakness and luring the enemy into the hook; the other is that one conceals one’s real intentions and real situation from the enemy, and displays the empty form and false appearance to him. To show the able as unable, to show use as non-use, to show the near as far and the far as near, and so on, are all concrete applications of making substance empty. Showing it with an empty form, showing it with gain, showing it with a gap, making the enemy believe there is an opportunity to exploit, and thereby luring the enemy into a trap.

Substance made empty is generally the stratagem of luring and annihilating the enemy used when we are in a position of superiority or initiative. Sun Bin’s reducing the stoves to lure and capture Pang Juan is a successful model of luring the enemy by making substance empty. In the Warring States period, Wei and Zhao attacked Han, and Qi sent troops straight to Wei’s capital Daliang to rescue Han. When the Qi troops entered Wei territory, Sun Bin had the Qi army make 100,000 stoves, the next day 50,000 stoves, and the next day 30,000 stoves; the Wei general Pang Juan hurriedly returned from Han to pursue the Qi army. After pursuing the Qi army for three days, he said with delight: “I have always known that the Qi army was cowardly; three days after entering my country, half the soldiers have deserted.” He abandoned his infantry and, with a lightly equipped force, pursued the Qi army fiercely, and thereby was struck by an ambush at Maling, was defeated, and killed himself.

Substance made empty can be used not only by the side with superiority of troop strength, but also by the side with inferiority of troop strength; it can be used by the attacker and also by the defender. In the Second World War, Hitler, in order to cover up the military action of the blitzkrieg against France, changed the time of the invasion of France twenty-nine times in succession, and, by many channels, lulled the other side, gradually making it accustomed to this and lose its vigilance. Again, on November 14, 1940, the English city of Coventry suffered a German air raid lasting as long as ten hours; the city was seriously damaged and the casualties were counted in the thousands. Originally, forty-eight hours before the air raid, Britain’s “Ultra” cipher machine had already deciphered the German intelligence on the air raid on Coventry. Churchill held that if corresponding measures were adopted, Germany would discover that the cipher had been broken. In order to protect the “Ultra” cipher machine, so that it could play a long-term role in defending the British Isles in the future, he feigned ignorance and endured the pain of letting the city suffer losses.

The content and methods of making substance empty are flexible and varied. All kinds of feints, ingenious disguises, many-sorted false targets, false intelligence, and so on, can create false appearances or misperceptions. Or, taking advantage of the faults of observation in which people are so familiar that they do not see and do not doubt what is commonly seen, one deceives the heavens and crosses the sea, ingeniously covering up one’s military action. Or, feigning madness and playing the fool, feigning foolishness while clever, knowing but pretending not to know, one puts the enemy into error of judgment. Our army, in long-term revolutionary struggle, has also made no small development in applying the stratagem of making substance empty. For example, the new tactic put forward by Liu Bocheng, “surround three sides and leave one open, open the net on one side, deliberately leave a way out empty, and secretly set a pocket,” has created many glorious achievements for our army.



II. Emptiness Made Substantial

Emptiness made substantial is generally a stratagem adopted by a weak army in dealing with a strong army: one is when one has no real strength oneself, deliberately making a show of strength and bluster; when one does not intend to adopt military action, deliberately putting on the appearance of being about to act; when strength is insufficient, deliberately displaying that one’s strength is more than adequate; the other is deceiving the enemy with false and unreal circumstances, but one cannot play false to the end, and one must skillfully turn emptiness into substance, and only then can one give the enemy an unexpected blow.

To show many with few, to show strong with weak, the method of showing form to confuse the enemy, is a stratagem often used by a weak army when withdrawing and shifting. “Hanging sheep to make the drum beat,” openly leaving one’s posture while secretly withdrawing, the method of the golden cicada shedding its shell, is the application of this kind of stratagem of making emptiness substantial. In the middle period of the Eastern Han, Yu Xu, Grand Administrator of Wudu, led troops to pacify the “Panluan,” and was attacked by the Qiang and held up at the Chencang pass. He spread word that the court’s relief troops were about to arrive. Each day when the army camped, he ordered the soldiers to increase the number of cooking stoves daily by double, and the Qiang, seeing this, thought that the relief troops had arrived and did not dare to organize an attack. Yu Xu seized the opportunity to break the blockade, and thereby greatly defeated the Qiang.

Emptiness made substantial is showing form and deceiving the enemy, but one cannot deceive to the end; the most fundamental thing is to strive to turn emptiness into substance, and only then can one give the enemy an unexpected blow. Phenomenon and essence are a unity of opposites; phenomenon is different from essence yet is the manifestation of essence, and through phenomenon the essence of things can be seen clearly. To deceive the enemy with false phenomena cannot last long. Only by skillfully turning emptiness into substance can one turn passivity into initiative. In the time of the An Lushan rebellion of the Tang dynasty, when An Lushan’s troops besieged the city of Yongqiu, the defending general Zhang Xun, in circumstances of few against many, ordered his soldiers to bind more than a thousand straw men, dress them in black coats, and lower them from the city wall under cover of night; the other side thought they were raiders breaking out and shot arrows in disorder all together, so that he gained several hundred thousand arrows. Later Zhang Xun again had soldiers form a dare-to-die force and descend from the city wall, and the other side, thinking it was again “straw men borrowing arrows,” did not shoot at them. As a result, An Lushan’s troops were killed before they could react. The Battle of Cannae in 216 BC, in which the Carthaginian commander Hannibal with 50,000 men fought 70,000 Romans, was another battle example of turning emptiness into substance, confusing the enemy and winning victory. Hannibal ordered his troops to draw up in a crescent-shaped formation, letting a part of the infantry bulge out in the middle of the crescent, occupying a broad front, showing weakness to lure the Roman center to break through. He also had 10,000 cavalry guard the two wings on both sides of the crescent to protect the security of the flanks and prepare to encircle the enemy from the flanks and rear. When the fierce battle began, the Romans struck first and broke through the center. Seeing that some of the opposing troops were retreating and some surrendering, the Romans ordered the following troops to join the battle all at once. Unexpectedly, as Hannibal’s troops withdrew, the cavalry on the two wings continued to strike forward. The crescent formation changed from a “last-quarter moon” into a “first-quarter moon,” and again from a “first-quarter moon” into a pocket formation. The feigned-surrender troops took advantage of the confusion, and Hannibal ordered a general sortie along the whole line. The 70,000 Roman troops were wholly annihilated in Hannibal’s pocket formation.

The stratagem of making emptiness substantial has had new applications in modern and contemporary war. In 1940, Italy, with a superiority of 310,000 troops, launched a fierce attack against the British forces in Libya, who numbered only more than 30,000. In order to shake off passivity, the British made a false show of strength. They used several hundred rubber inflatable dummy tanks, guns, and motor vehicles, created false roads and false tank track marks, and had camels and horses drag harrows over the roads, raising dust to the sky, exactly like a mechanized force that was advancing. Italian aerial reconnaissance discovered a large number of tanks and guns massed on its own left flank, and heard also that British reinforcements were advancing, and thereupon went over to the defensive. The British took advantage of this opportunity, rapidly received reinforcements, and, while their strength remained inferior, used the Italians’ anxious and hesitant state of mind to boldly launch a counteroffensive. They quickly advanced 650 miles, took 180,000 Italian prisoners, and captured large quantities of tanks and guns.



III. Substance Made Substantial

Substance made substantial is a stratagem of deceiving the enemy by exploiting people’s inertia of thought and the characteristics of psychological change. With substance made substantial, the enemy instead takes it to be empty. People always hold that no word from the enemy’s mouth is true and that the enemy’s real situation is concealed. When the other side expresses the real situation truthfully, the enemy instead takes it to be false. In 394 AD, Murong Chui, King of Later Yan, prepared to attack Western Yan. He deployed his troops at Shating and other places on the northern section of the Taihang Mountains and openly carried out war propaganda. The King of Western Yan accordingly sent troops to hold the Beiyi mountain pass of the northern Taihang Mountains and prepared for battle. After a stand-off of more than a month, Murong Chui at Shating held his troops without moving. The King of Western Yan grew somewhat suspicious and moved his troops to the southern section of the Taihang Mountains to hold the passes. Murong Chui, taking the moment when the Western Yan troops moved south, launched the attack and defeated the King of Western Yan.

At Inchon on the west coast of Korea, both the hydrological and geographical conditions were unsuited to landing; it could be approached only at the time of the high spring tide, and the American generals and the chiefs of the military in Washington all held that it was not suitable as a landing place. MacArthur held that the very reasons why it was unsuited to landing were the basis on which a surprise attack could win victory. After carrying out a series of feints on the east coast and elsewhere, he used newspaper broadcasts to reveal some of the circumstances of the American operation, and declared that the landing place might be Inchon. This created for people the impression that the Americans publicly said they would land at Inchon but in fact would not land at Inchon. After a series of “mazes to confuse the soul” and psychological warfare, the U.S. forces successfully carried out the Inchon landing on September 15, 1950.



IV. Emptiness Made Empty

Emptiness made empty is generally a stratagem for dealing with the enemy temporarily adopted when there is no alternative. In the face of a strong enemy’s attack, party A is originally hollow and empty but still shows emptiness, so that party B mistakenly thinks that party A has secretly made full preparation, and doubts emptiness as substance. The “empty city stratagem” is the typical stratagem of making emptiness empty. In using this kind of stratagem one must be familiar with the personality, style, and strategic thinking of the enemy commander. If the enemy is very familiar with the troop-employing methods of predecessors, then we must reverse the predecessors’ methods and use them. In the Three Kingdoms period, Zhao Zilong once used the “empty camp stratagem” to repel Cao Cao by wit. In 219 AD, Cao Cao led a great army straight at Hanzhong, and Liu Bei, relying on difficult terrain, held firm and did not engage. One day Huang Zhong led troops to raid Cao’s grain and did not return on time. Zhao Yun led a few dozen light cavalry out of the camp to scout the enemy situation, and happened to meet Cao Cao’s great army sallying forth, meeting on a narrow road. Zhao Yun took the initiative to engage the enemy, fighting while retreating, and Cao’s army pursued all the way to in front of Zhao Yun’s camp. Zhao Yun, with a flash of wit under urgency, ordered the soldiers to open the camp gate wide, lower the banners, and silence the drums. Cao Cao suspected that there was an ambush hidden within the camp and immediately ordered a withdrawal. Zhao Yun ordered the soldiers to shoot with strong bows and crossbows in pursuit, beating drums and shouting. Cao’s troops were greatly alarmed, fought for the road and fled, and many trampled one another to death.

In the period of the War of Liberation, in the struggle to defend Shijiazhuang, our army also once used the “empty city stratagem.” In October 1948, Fu Zuoyi mobilized the troops of one army, two divisions, and a cavalry brigade, equipped with several thousand motor vehicles, attempting to make a rapid raid on Shijiazhuang. At that time our army in Shijiazhuang had only the strength of one Central Guard Regiment and one training regiment. In addition there were three local regiments north of Dingxian. It was impossible to defend Shijiazhuang with this troop strength. Commander Nie Rongzhen, on the one hand, ordered the troops to build defensive positions around the Sha River and the Hutuo River, and on the other hand ordered our main force west of Zhangjiakou to rush day and night to relieve Shijiazhuang. At the same time he issued broadcast speeches declaring that we were fully prepared and on strict guard, and that if the enemy dared to come and attack, he would certainly be made unable to return. The enemy’s aircraft reconnoitered and found our three lines of very wide defensive works at the front, and afterward found our main force coming south. A division sent by Yan Xishan to coordinate was again annihilated at Mengxian. Fu Zuoyi, fearing being caught in a pincer between the two sides of our army, hurriedly ordered a halt to the operation against Shijiazhuang.

Emptiness made empty, using emptiness to control the enemy, is an emergency stratagem adopted when there is no alternative, which carries contingency and risk, and only by turning emptiness into substance as quickly as possible can one stand on the ground of not being defeated. Using stratagem must take military strength as its foundation. The struggle of wits must be closely coordinated with military strength, and only by turning emptiness into substantial action can it play its role. The weapon of criticism cannot replace the criticism of weapons; material force must be destroyed by material force. Sun Bin’s reducing the stoves to lure Pang Juan would not have succeeded in making the Wei army lose, if there had not been a powerful military force set up at Maling. Nie Rongzhen’s skillful use of the “empty city stratagem”: had our main force not gone south, turning emptiness into substance, the enemy would not have given up his plan of raiding Shijiazhuang. Sun Wu put forward: “The best policy is to attack the enemy’s plans,” “to subdue the enemy’s army without fighting,” “the army is not worn down, and the gain can be complete.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem”) Subduing the enemy’s troops without fighting is also backed by powerful military strength. In the Spring and Autumn period, Gongshu Ban made for Chu a siege engine, the cloud ladder, and prepared to attack Song. Mozi, learning of it, hurried from Lu to persuade Gongshu Ban and the King of Chu; although they admitted that what Mozi said was right, they still wanted to attack Song. Mozi and Gongshu Ban then carried out a siege-and-defense chess game; Gongshu Ban changed his methods of attacking the city nine times, but did not win. But they still wanted to attack Song. Finally Mozi said: “My disciple Qin Guli and three hundred others have already taken my defensive implements and methods and are waiting for the Chu army on the walls of Song; even if you kill me, you cannot take Song.” Chu had no alternative but to give up the plan to attack Song. War is a contest of strength and wits, and stratagem cannot play its role without military strength. When the strength of the two sides is far apart, with a large army pressing on the border and troops arriving at the foot of the city walls, the role of attacking stratagem and diplomacy is very limited.




Section 3 Flexibly Carrying Out Transformations between Emptiness and Substance


I. The Transformation of Emptiness and Substance Must Start from Reality and Must Not Be Mechanically Copied

War stratagem is one of the principles and methods by which people guide war to make scientific decisions. It has fairly strong vitality and universality; many types of stratagem have endured in war history without decline and are still used today. Although the transformation of emptiness and substance and the use of stratagem have their side of regularity and repetitiveness, their content and methods are continually developing and changing, and people will in new war practice again create new methods of the transformation of emptiness and substance. Using stratagem is a creative labor, with emptiness emptied and substance substantiated, with endless change. If without asking about reality one mechanically copies other people’s stratagems, however superior and ingenious they may be, in the end one is bound to invite failure.

“Throw them into a land where they will perish and only then will they survive; plunge them into a deadly ground and only then will they live”—this is a good stratagem for turning harm into benefit and transforming emptiness and substance. Xiang Yu used it, smashing the cauldrons and sinking the boats, destroying the morning meal, which greatly stimulated the morale of the soldiers and thereby defeated the main force of Qin. Han Xin used it, drawing up the array with his back to the river, and greatly defeated Zhao. But Ma Su, defending Jieting, pitched camp on the mountaintop, hoping that after being surrounded he could obtain the effect of “plunging them into a deadly ground and only then will they live.” But the result was just the opposite: after being surrounded by the Wei army, the water supply was cut off and the soldiers, hungry and thirsty, could hardly endure; not only was morale not aroused, but because the soldiers had the hope of living by stealing away, morale collapsed, and they fled one after another; Jieting was lost, the situation turned critical, and Zhuge Liang had no choice but to shed tears and execute Ma Su. Zhao Kuo led troops and talked grandly, not suited to reality; the army was defeated and men died, creating the laughingstock of “talking of war on paper.” The same war stratagem works when some people use it and does not work when others use it. In the final analysis, it is a question of whether one can start from reality.

War stratagems come from the reality of war, and using stratagem is making them return again to the practice of war; not suited to reality, and mechanically copying them, must necessarily end in failure. Therefore military men through the ages have all stressed the fundamental question of principle of estimating the enemy and using stratagem. Clausewitz said: “Three-quarters of the things on which action in war is based lie hidden in the fog of greater or lesser uncertainty. Therefore, here first of all a keen intellect is needed to discern the truth through accurate and rapid judgment.” “For the commander, a correct and accurate eye is more important and more useful than cunning.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 68, 289) Estimating the enemy is the premise of using stratagem; understanding the ever-changing reality of war and, according to reality, putting forward the stratagem needed, one necessarily has the flexibility of the transformation of emptiness and substance. Not understanding the objective reality of war, and acting by imagination and by subjective wishes, one can only mechanically copy the war stratagems of predecessors, and there can be no talk of flexibility in the transformation of emptiness and substance.

Estimating the enemy and using stratagem is to skillfully carry out the transformation of emptiness and substance according to the reality of the enemy, confusing the enemy’s mind and wits, throwing the enemy’s command decisions into disorder, and throwing the enemy’s strategic deployment into disorder. Therefore, in estimating the enemy one must not only understand the strength or weakness of the enemy’s troop strength and the enemy’s weapons and equipment, but must also study in depth the weak points and seams in the enemy’s thinking and in the organization and leadership; study the strategy and tactics and the talent for employing troops of the enemy’s generals; and study the personalities, characteristics, and weaknesses of the enemy’s generals. A superior commander should have in his mind a living file on the enemy’s generals. Only by understanding the enemy situation deeply, meticulously, and thoroughly can one use stratagem flexibly and pertinently, strike the enemy’s vital point, and achieve the expected aim. For example, if an enemy general is brave but with few stratagems, arrogant and underestimating the enemy, and acts rashly, he easily falls into the snare of “showing inability when able”; if an enemy general is emotionally impulsive and of violent temperament, he cannot withstand the provocation of the “method of goading the general”; if an enemy general is fond of the great and eager for success, vain and self-esteeming, and impatient for quick profit, he easily falls for the stratagem of luring troops with bait; if an enemy general is simple-minded, suspicious, and indecisive, he is easily deceived; and so on.



II. Only with Much Wisdom and Broad Knowledge Can One Flexibly Carry Out the Transformation of Emptiness and Substance

Flexibly carrying out the transformation of emptiness and substance is inseparable from the commander’s wisdom, knowledge, and talent. To understand the enemy situation is important, but it is not that, once one has grasped a great quantity of material, “a frown and a plan comes to the mind.” The commander’s mind is a “processing plant” that creates stratagems. The level of ability of this “processing plant” has an extremely important effect on whether superior stratagems can be created. Quick wit is one of the important conditions of all military action. In all wars, quick wit and its effects abound. Therefore, abundance of wisdom and abundance of stratagems are closely linked; only with abundance of wisdom can there be abundance of stratagems. The science of military stratagem is a decision science founded on the various natural sciences such as military thought, strategy and tactics, social science, thinking science, military psychology, and military operations research. Only by understanding in depth the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves and possessing rich knowledge can one refine war stratagems, produce wit in an emergency, and create marvelous stratagems and strategies for overcoming the enemy and winning victory.

In the way of the general, stratagem comes first. A person with poor knowledge, ignorant and ill-informed, not good at learning, and exhausted of intellect, can hardly make plans. “Not knowing the past and the present is but a man of mere valor.” Having valor without stratagem is the valor of an ordinary fellow and is a synonym for recklessness. Famous military men in history were without exception versed in the past and conversant with the present. In the Three Kingdoms period, Sun Quan and Liu Bei, in alliance, ingeniously set up a chain of stratagems, using the weak to defeat the strong, and the fire at Red Cliffs in one battle settled the situation of the tripartite division. Huang Gai feigned surrender to Cao Cao’s ships, filled his ships with incendiary material, and when two li away from Cao Cao’s huge fleet whose prows and sterns were linked together, Huang Gai’s ships were set on fire; at that time a strong wind was blowing, and the burning ships sped like arrows toward Cao’s camp; Cao Cao’s navy had no means of resisting, and the ships were soon burned up. Therefore, being versed in meteorological knowledge and skillfully borrowing the east wind played an important role in the fire at Red Cliffs.

Using stratagem requires foresight, so that one’s thinking runs ahead of the development of things. In war, the enemy calculates me and I calculate the enemy. One must first think how the enemy calculates me, and only then can one make a move higher than the enemy’s. One must go a step and see three steps, and only then can one plan deeply and think far and defeat the enemy. Those of low intelligence and without foresight will be taken in by the enemy. In 1966, a Vietnamese regiment active on Route 13 in southern Vietnam, learning that an American transport convoy was carrying supplies toward Shengming with very few escort troops, turned out in full strength, determined to fight a beautiful ambush battle. But they never expected that after the battle began, the more they fought the more American troops there were, and instead they came under the enemy’s accurate artillery fire and aerial bombing and fell into an American encirclement. In the end only a few people escaped from the encirclement. It turned out that the Vietnamese army’s activity on Route 13 threatened the American supply line, and the American army, in view of the Vietnamese army’s characteristics of operation, carefully planned this counter-ambush deception stratagem, code-named “El Paso.” The Vietnamese army miscalculated the enemy and instead suffered a disastrous defeat.

In modern war, to create and discern false appearances is not an easy thing. With the changing daily and monthly development of science and technology and its extensive military application, people can use knowledge of physics, chemistry, optics, electromagnetics, and modern meteorology to create all kinds of strange and varied false appearances. For people to discern false appearances and create false appearances, besides having a certain cultivation in strategy, they must also have profound and extensive knowledge. The use of stratagem in modern war puts forward still higher requirements on the commander’s level of knowledge.



III. In Modern War New Means Must Be Adopted before the Transformation of Emptiness and Substance Can Be Carried Out Flexibly

The basic types of war stratagem have a relative stability; many stratagems put forward in the era of cold weapons are still used today. The world is now directly facing the tide of a new technological revolution, the enormous development of science and technology and its extensive application in the military domain. The content and methods of using stratagem and transforming emptiness and substance are also continually developing and changing.

Modern war has produced new characteristics unprecedented in the history of human war: first, the modernization of weapons and equipment. The development of modern science has made the might of weapons enormous, the modes of killing varied, and the degree of precision and automation extremely high. The appearance of nuclear weapons, long-range missiles, cruise missiles, neutron bombs, satellite weapons, and laser weapons has constituted a brand-new weapons and equipment system; second, the scientification of military decision-making. Cybernetics, operations research, and systems engineering, together with the use of electronic computers, have caused a qualitative leap in the mode of military decision-making; third, the automation of the command system. On the basis of artificial satellites and computers, a whole set of automated intelligence reconnaissance and command systems has been constituted, and on the fluorescent screen in command the enemy-and-own posture of the globe can be displayed in two to three minutes. These new characteristics have opened up a broad field for transforming emptiness and substance and for discerning deceit and distinguishing falsity; only by mastering and applying new scientific means can one create military stratagems that are a cut above others. In the Malvinas War, the Argentine air force widely used electronic jamming, using old aircraft to attract the main British air defense forces, while advanced aircraft with long-range and ultra-low-altitude performance passed through the gaps in the British air defense to attack British warships, so that the British ships, equipped with advanced radar, had no time to take countermeasures and suffered heavy losses. In destroying the advanced missile units of Syria in the Bekaa Valley, the Israelis analyzed every military detail repeatedly by electronic computer and chose and fixed them optimally. First, they used pilotless aircraft as “decoys,” luring the other side into firing surface-to-air missiles, so that Israeli aircraft could take the opportunity to probe the radio frequencies of their command radars. Next they sent out electronic-jamming aircraft to disrupt and jam the enemy’s missile guidance systems so that the missiles could not hit their targets accurately; finally they sent out large numbers of combat aircraft to destroy the missile bases. In only six minutes they destroyed nineteen Syrian SAM-6 surface-to-air missile batteries. Their cunning yet rapid stratagem left the Syrian army no time to think, and thereby they achieved an unexpected result. The tide of the new technological revolution foretells that war under modern conditions will turn into a contest of wits that is primary: whoever has rich scientific knowledge and advanced scientific and technical means will be the one who creates war stratagems that change fast, calculate deep, and have many new moves.

The marvelous stratagems and secret plans in war are not used in places where no one is, but are marvelous in that they appear in a natural form conforming to reason. Using stratagem is valued for being reasonable and valued for being moderate. Marvelous stratagems are hidden in exposed things and are not mutually exclusive with open forms; in the most open things there often lies hidden the most extraordinary secret. Using stratagem must be expressed through the method of “showing a form,” thereby handing the false form and false number over to the enemy. Emptiness is spoken of relative to oneself; to the enemy it must create a feeling of truth and substance. If the false form is seen through by the enemy, the harm is boundless. A superior commander, in using stratagem, should as far as possible let the enemy see no flaw. Just as Sun Wu said: “Subtle, subtle, to the point of formlessness; mysterious, mysterious, to the point of soundlessness.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) In the subtle places one must let the enemy see not a trace of form and hear not a sound. In practicing the art of deceit one cannot indulge in wishful thinking, but must be good at complying with the enemy’s intentions and exploiting the enemy’s gaps, and, according to the enemy’s psychology and desires, leading according to the trend, only then can one cover up the true appearance of things with false appearances, cover up the main action with side and secondary actions, cover up one’s real intentions with disguise, and cover up content with form, achieving the effect of showing the false and hiding the true.






Part Six Understanding the Laws of War, Correctly Guiding War




Chapter 27 The Laws of War and the Laws of War Guidance

Ever since there has been war, the laws of war have been at work, and war guidance has arisen along with them. But for a fairly long time, people’s understanding of the laws of war remained at the naive and intuitive stage. The birth of Marxism opened up the road for mankind to understand and apply the laws of war consciously and scientifically. In the history of military science in the world, Mao Zedong was the first to put forward the new concept of the “laws of war guidance,” and to set it in correspondence with the laws of war, pointing out the basic contradiction in war cognition and enriching the system of categories of military dialectics.


Section 1 The Lawfulness and Knowability of the Movement of War

Does the movement of war have lawfulness? If it does, can it be understood and applied by people? To study the laws of war and the laws of war guidance, one must first get these two questions clear.

Some people hold that war has no laws. For example, the eighteenth-century French marshal Saxe said: “War is a science covered with shadows,” “its foundation is habit and prejudice,” “all sciences have principles, only war has none.” (The Art of War, Preface, p. 1) Germany’s Bismarck regarded the fate of war as decided by God. He said: “In matters of war, a person can never foresee with certainty how God has arranged things.” (On Bourgeois Military Science, Shanghai People’s Publishing House, 1960 edition, p. 75) These views are all incorrect. The several thousand years of human war history tell us that although the phenomena of war are tangled and complex, whether seen horizontally or vertically they have a marked repetitiveness and regularity. Seen horizontally, East and West, though in ancient times separated by mountains and rivers and cut off from information, nevertheless without having agreed upon it adopted the hand-to-hand tactics of cold weapons, and later, with the development of weapons, all abandoned cold weapons and replaced them with modern and contemporary weapons and new strategy and tactics. Seen vertically, the military development of the countries of the world has, sooner or later, earlier or later, gone through broadly the same road of development. In concrete operations, too, it has generally always been that the weak defend and the strong attack, the strong win and the weak lose. These phenomena have repeatedly appeared in different countries and in different wars. It can be seen that war has objective laws that do not shift according to people’s will. The development of social history has laws, and the development of war has laws too.

Some people hold that the laws of war cannot be known, and that people can only resolve the problems of war by guesswork or luck. Lloyd, an early representative of British bourgeois military theorists, held that people can at most grasp the rules of “preparing for war,” while as for the rules of “operations,” the so-called “art of war,” it depends entirely on genius, and “no matter how persistent the scientific research, and no matter how rich the experience, neither can enable us to understand this part of military science. It is only the product of genius, and genius is bestowed by nature.” (On Bourgeois Military Science, p. 17) This is agnosticism on the question of war.

The view that the movement of war has laws and that the laws of war can be known is the result of the long development of human understanding. The great ancient Chinese military man Sun Wu, with his simple materialist-dialectical viewpoint, explicitly affirmed that “victory can be known,” “victory can be made,” and “know the enemy and know yourself, and in a hundred battles you will not be imperiled.” The bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz, although he exaggerated the uncertainty of war, holding that “war, whether in its objective nature or in its subjective nature, resembles gambling,” and that in war “everything often appears as in a fog and under moonlight, the outlines greatly enlarged and the shapes becoming strange and peculiar” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 41, 121), nevertheless, by analyzing a large number of war events in the history of war, drew many conclusions of lawfulness about the contradictory movement of war and the methods of guiding war, and especially, on the question of the relation between war and politics, attained a cognition of lawfulness that his predecessors had not attained. It can be seen that the laws of war can be known.

Marxists inherited the tradition of materialism and the theory of knowability in the history of human military thought, were the first to use dialectical materialism and historical materialism to study the laws of war and the problems of war guidance, and began a new stage in which mankind consciously understands and applies the laws of war guidance, opening up for people a broader possibility and a more realistic road to mastering the fate of war. Mao Zedong made outstanding contributions to this.

Mao Zedong pointed out: war, like all things in the world, has objective laws, and these laws can be understood and applied by people. The reason why idealism and agnosticism in war have produced the above erroneous views on the problems of war is that, apart from the limitations of social history and class, the root of their cognition lies in exaggerating the side of contingency, fluidity, and uncertainty in war, and in being unable to understand materialistically and dialectically the relations between contingency and necessity, fluidity and fixity, certainty and uncertainty in war, and being bewildered by the complex phenomena of war.

Why is it said that the laws of war can be known?

First, behind the contingency in war there is an objective necessity that can be observed.

War, compared with other phenomena of human society, carries more contingency. For example, when fire is used to burn a mountain, a heavy rain suddenly falls; when two armies are arrayed against each other, a sandstorm suddenly springs up; in deep winter an east wind, rarely seen, also appears; it happened that Napoleon, this Corsican, became Emperor of France, and Hitler, this Austrian corporal, became head of state of the Third Reich; in the Battle of Verdun a stray French shell happened to hit the German ammunition depot, causing continuous explosions; a heavy rain turned victory into a bubble; and so on. But where contingency is at work, behind it there is always a certain necessity hidden. Contingency is the supplement and form of expression of necessity. That Napoleon’s coup succeeded was the political need of the bourgeoisie in the situation of internal troubles and external threats in France at that time. The fundamental reason for Napoleon’s defeat at Waterloo lay in the comparison of strength at that time. Even if it had not rained that day, in the face of the absolutely superior troop strength of the anti-French coalition, Napoleon would undoubtedly still have been defeated. In short, every contingency has its necessary factors. As Mao Zedong said: “We admit that the phenomena of war are harder to grasp and less certain than any other social phenomena, that is, they carry more of the so-called ‘probability.’ But war is not a supernatural thing; it is still a necessary movement in the world.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458) By seeing necessity through contingency, people can grasp its objective lawfulness.

Second, within the absolute fluidity of war there is a relative fixity to be found.

War changes in the twinkling of an eye, and its fluidity is especially great. The operational opponent suddenly gathers and suddenly scatters, the operational area suddenly shifts here and suddenly there, a painstakingly drawn plan is overturned in a single night and must be started over, victory already in hand is suddenly lost, and so on. But this change again has a relative fixity. Although changes in war are of a thousand differences and ten thousand kinds, in sum they come down to two kinds: one is change in quantity; the other is change in quality. These two kinds of change differ in form, but follow rules. When quantity changes and quality does not, the development of war presents a relative qualitative stability. And between these two kinds of fluid change, quantity and quality, there is also regularity to be observed. Fighting is always done battle by battle, accumulating small victories into a great victory, from local superiority turning into superiority in the whole situation, from exterior lines in campaigns turning into exterior lines in strategy; on reaching a certain nodal point, the fluidity of number turns into fluidity of quality. Therefore Mao Zedong said: “In the entire long river of war, with its absolute fluidity, there is a relative fixity at each of its specific stages.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 464)

Third, war has an uncertain side that is hard to understand, and also a certain side that can be grasped.

Mao Zedong pointed out: “War has no absolute certainty, but this does not mean it has no relative certainty of some degree. Our side is comparatively certain. The enemy’s side is very uncertain, but there are also omens to be found, hints to be observed, and phenomena before and after to be pondered.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 462) Although the enemy’s situation is kept secret, it too can be known. For any essence must always be manifested through certain phenomena; a false appearance is also a determination of the essence and can also reflect the essence in a roundabout way. However ingenious the disguise, it is never without a seam. For example, although Hitler adopted large-scale means of deception and strove to conceal his true intention of attacking the Soviet Union, the intelligence organs of certain countries, including the Soviet Union’s own organs abroad, nevertheless discovered Hitler’s intention beforehand and sent Stalin pre-war warnings bearing the exact time of the attack. In the Fourth Middle East War, Israel’s intelligence department “Mossad” had already discovered the Egyptian artillery and missiles entering their positions, and it was only because it was blocked by the lofty pavilions of the leaders concerned that the Bar-Lev line was breached so quickly. … In short, within the uncertainty of war there is certainty to be found; the “Sunday wars” and “Sabbath wars” of war history, using negotiations to benumb the opponent, sudden attack, and so on, have been repeated many times, and among them is contained a regularity: war is based on deception, coming out where the enemy does not expect it. The ancient Chinese saying goes: “When the moon has a halo, there will be wind; when the plinth is damp, there will be rain,” “one who is about to fly folds his wings, one who is about to strive bends his feet, one who is about to feed draws in his claws, one who is about to make a show crouches low to pounce.” As long as the guides of war are good at investigation and study, and can see the minute and know the evident, they will certainly be able to grasp the trend of development of war as a whole and guide war scientifically.

The lawfulness of the movement of war is the laws of war, and the knowability of the laws of the movement of war gives rise to the laws of war guidance. Having made clear this basic premise, we need next to discuss separately the main content of the laws of war and the laws of war guidance and their mutual relationship.



Section 2 The Laws of War and Their Basic Composition


I. The Meaning of the Laws of War

What are the laws of war? The laws of war are the objective, essential, necessary connections among the phenomena of war.

To grasp accurately the meaning of the laws of war, one must understand it from the following three aspects:


	The laws of war are connections inherent objectively in the phenomena of war themselves, and not connections subjectively imposed. Among the various levels and elements of war itself, among the various processes of development and various stages of development of war, and between war and the things around it, there exists a series of causal connections. A certain cause must produce a certain effect, and a certain effect must also have its root in a certain cause. This manifests the necessary trend of war’s development, that is, lawfulness. For example, war’s dependence on politics and the economy, the dependence of methods of war on weapons and equipment and on the composition of the soldiers, the dependence of the initiative in war on the art of command and superior troop strength, and so on—these are the connections inherent in war itself.



But in war there is also another kind of causal connection. People’s subjective thinking can link together, without basis, things that are as unrelated as a horse and a cow, forming a subjective chain of cause and effect. For example, the ancients often linked war with “Heaven’s will,” “divine will,” and so on, fabricating connections of the cycle of good and evil and of retribution of cause and effect, or regarded war as “the inspiration of divine spirits, the punishment of God,” or regarded war as a periodic historical cycle, and so on. Modern people too may fantasize connections that do not exist at all. In real struggle, owing to some political prejudice, people may also subjectively concoct certain connections. For example, when the Red Army was smashing the fifth “encirclement and suppression,” Peng Dehuai won a victory at Gaohunao, and the Left opportunists described it as the result of “short, swift thrusts.” This is a subjectively fabricated connection. Such a connection is by no means a law of war.

The fundamental characteristic by which the laws inherent in war itself differ from subjectively imagined connections is their compulsion. Whether or not people admit them, they force people to accept their effects. For example, there are objective connections between changes in military affairs and the invention of new-style weapons. In the Franco-Prussian War, however officers punished and strove to maintain fixed formations, soldiers under the dense fire of the enemy always spontaneously deployed in dispersed order and fought as scattered troops. The British navy once used the punishment of execution to maintain its traditional line-abreast tactics, but line-abreast tactics were nevertheless abandoned and replaced by column attack. The medieval church denounced the crossbow as a “weapon hated by God,” but the crossbow nevertheless replaced the knight’s sword and spear. The Japanese Kwantung Army had always stressed “hand-to-hand combat with cold steel,” but in the battle at the Khalkhin River it suffered heavily before the tanks of the Soviet army. As Engels said: “Once technical progress can be used for military purposes and has already been used for military purposes, they immediately, almost by compulsion, and often against the will of the commander, cause changes or even transformations in the mode of operations.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 211) This is the compulsion of the laws of war.


	The laws of war are the internal, essential connections among the phenomena of war, and not non-essential connections. Lenin said: “Law is relation. … The relation of essence or the relation between essences.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 38, p. 161) The connections among the phenomena of war are of many kinds. There are external ones and internal ones, there are relations of phenomena and relations of essence, and the connections of phenomena and the connections of essence are in turn interwoven. The laws of war refer to the internal, relatively stable, essential connections in the contradictory movement of war. For example, to make clear the nature of a war, “the main question is to make clear what caused this war, and which classes prepared and are conducting it.” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 3, p. 70) This principle was put forward on the basis of the most general law of war, that “war is the continuation of politics by violent means,” and so it concretely reveals the essential determination of the nature of war and belongs to the category of the laws of war.



Non-essential connections in war are not laws of war. The essential connections in war are stable and internal, whereas the non-essential connections in war are unstable and superficial; they frequently change their own form and therefore are not connections of lawfulness. For example, Lenin said that modern war arises from imperialism. This reveals the internal connection between imperialism and modern war. The First and Second World Wars fully proved the correctness of this assertion of Lenin’s. But under what pretext imperialism launches a war is a non-essential connection of the phenomena of war. The view which holds that once the “enlightened faction” of imperialism comes to power, there can be peace under heaven, is a muddled view in which a non-essential connection takes the place of the essential connection. Proceeding from such a view, one must end up on an evil road.


	The laws of war are the necessary connections of the phenomena of war, and not contingent connections. Connections in war divide into contingent and necessary. A contingent connection refers to a connection in the phenomena of war that under certain conditions may appear or may not appear, may appear in this way or may appear in that way; a necessary connection is a connection in the phenomena of war that is stable and must appear under certain conditions. Contingency and necessity in war interpenetrate and transform into each other, yet are distinct from each other. The laws of war are those things in war that belong to necessity. For example, “private ownership gave rise to war, and will always give rise to war.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 30, p. 360) This reveals the necessary connection between war and private ownership, and is a law. But what serves as the fuse of a war, what people launch it, what weapons are used to fight it, and to what scale it is fought carry contingent factors. The fuse of the ancient Trojan War was the abduction of the beautiful Helen; the prelude to the First World War was the murder of the Austrian crown prince. That the two world wars were both launched by Germany, and both happened to have Europe as the main theater, cannot be taken as the basis for holding that “women are the source of disaster in war,” that “assassination is the fuse of war,” that “Germany is the chief culprit of world wars,” that “Europe is always the main theater of world war,” and so on, as laws of war. For these are all contingent connections in war and not necessary connections. The eighteenth-century French materialist Holbach and others confused contingent connections in war with necessary connections, and therefore concluded that war originates from the greed and viciousness of some monarch, the strange notion of some woman, and so on; this, from failing to distinguish between contingency and necessity, falls into idealism in the view of war.



In sum, the laws of war are connections in the movement of war, but not general connections; they are connections in war that are objectively inherent and not subjectively fabricated, internal and essential and not external phenomena, necessary and not contingent. This is the basic viewpoint of Marxism on the laws of war.



II. The Basic Composition of the Laws of War

The laws of war are a system of laws constituted by the mutual interaction and mutual constraint of general laws and particular laws, fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws, and so on.


	The general laws and particular laws of war. The laws of war have general laws and particular laws. The so-called general laws of war refer to the common character of all wars, for example, know the enemy and know yourself and in a hundred battles you will not be imperiled, strive for the initiative and strive to avoid passivity, war is based on deception, and so on; these are universally applicable laws shared by any war. The so-called particular laws of war are the individual character of war, referring to the concrete laws of a particular war under particular conditions of time and place. For example, the laws of revolutionary war apply only to revolutionary war. The laws of China’s revolutionary war apply only to China’s revolutionary war. The armed uprising in the cities of the Soviet Union applied only to the concrete circumstances of the time of the October Revolution, and so on; these are all particular laws of war.



The distinction between the general laws and the particular laws of war is relative; the two interpenetrate and also transform into each other. The general laws of war reside in the particular laws of war and express themselves through the particular laws of war; and the particular laws of war are in turn connected with the general laws of war and constrained by the general laws of war; the two are inseparable. For example, offense and defense, as basic forms of war, are always manifested in the offense and defense of particular wars; conversely, where there is war there is offense and defense, without offense and defense there is no war, and all concrete offense and defense are in turn governed by the general laws of offense and defense. At the same time, with the development of war, or with differences in the scope in which problems are observed, the general laws and particular laws of war can also transform into each other. What is general here and now is particular there and then; what is general within a certain scope is particular from a larger scope. And vice versa. For example, protracted war divided into three stages is a general law for the War of Resistance against Japan, but a particular law for China’s revolutionary war; the laws of people’s war are particular for war in general, but general for China’s revolutionary war, and so on.

Grasping the mutual connection between the general laws and particular laws of war is the theoretical weapon for opposing metaphysics in war. Metaphysics in war is manifested in two extremes: one is the empiricist viewpoint that one-sidedly stresses the particular laws of war and negates the general laws, as the French marshal Foch held: “On the battlefield there are only particular situations. Once the various types of combat activity are over, they are not repeated.” (F. Foch: On the Principles of War, 1919 Russian edition, p. 15) Here the particularity of war is one-sidedly exaggerated and the commonality of war is negated; the other is the subjective viewpoint of military dogmatism that recognizes only the general laws of war and negates the particular laws. This is how some people were during China’s Agrarian Revolutionary War, who copied the general articles in military books without regard to the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war. Therefore, to oppose empiricism and dogmatism in war, one must adhere to the mutual connection between the general laws and the particular laws of war.


	The fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws of war. The laws of war divide into fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws. After analyzing the four characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong arrived at the law that China’s revolutionary war can be victorious yet must be protracted; this is the “fundamental law of China’s revolutionary war, from which many laws arise,” as determined by the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war. (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 175) The so-called fundamental laws of war are the principal, decisive laws among the various laws of war. And the non-fundamental laws of war are those among the various laws of war that are determined, derived, and influenced by the fundamental laws. For example, on the question of the cause of war, the politics of a certain class is the fundamental factor, while the national factor, religious factor, racial factor, personal factor, and so on of war are non-fundamental factors. On the purpose of war, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy is a fundamental law, whereas the strong attacks the weak and the weak defend, avoiding the substantial and striking the empty, attacking where he is unprepared and coming out where he does not expect it, and so on, are all non-fundamental laws derived from this fundamental law. On the question of victory or defeat in war, the human factor plays the decisive role, and this is a fundamental law. Terrain, weather, and weapons and equipment have a major influence on victory or defeat in war, and are non-fundamental laws.



But the distinction between the fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws of war is relative. Fundamental laws exist in comparison with non-fundamental laws. Fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws can also transform into each other under certain conditions. For example, weapons are an important factor in war but not the decisive factor; the decisive factor is people, not weapons, and this is beyond doubt. But under conditions in which the quality and quantity of people are roughly equal, the superiority or inferiority of weapons plays a fundamental role in victory or defeat. As Marx said, the producers of advanced weapons always defeat the producers of backward weapons. And in the military-technical domain, weapons determine technique and technique determines tactics, and here weapons are again the fundamental factor.

To make clear the mutual relationship between the fundamental laws and the non-fundamental laws of war is of important significance. To distinguish the fundamental laws of war from the non-fundamental laws can enable people to grasp, amid the complex phenomena of war, the most important, decisive relation, without losing their bearings. For example, in Hitler’s defeat in the Soviet Union, the anti-popular nature of the war played the decisive role, and the other factors were all non-fundamental and derived from this. Some scholars in the West exaggerate the role of certain non-fundamental factors and, shutting the door, do not speak of the fundamental factor that an anti-popular war is bound to fail; this is not objective. At the same time, to understand the relativity of the fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws can enlighten people not to absolutize the position of the laws of war, but to look at the laws of war comprehensively and developmentally, and, in different domains and under different conditions, to resolve different fundamental problems and non-fundamental problems.


	The laws of war are a contradictory system of mutual interaction. The various laws of war are not piled together unrelated to one another and in disorder, but are a system of laws that are interconnected, interacting, and mutually constraining. In this system of laws each law has a relative independence, with its own particular scope, position, and role, yet they are closely interwoven and act in the manner of a sum total.



Sun Tzu’s Art of War says: “If I know that my troops can attack, but do not know that the enemy cannot be attacked, my chance of victory is half; if I know that the enemy can be attacked, but do not know that my troops cannot attack, my chance of victory is half; if I know that the enemy can be attacked and know that my troops can attack, but do not know that the terrain is unfit for battle, my chance of victory is half. … Therefore it is said: know the enemy and know yourself, and victory will not be imperiled; know Heaven and know Earth, and victory can be complete.” Here, besides knowing the enemy and knowing oneself, a geographical conditioning factor, “knowing Heaven and knowing Earth,” is added, in which “victory can be complete” is the result of knowing the enemy and knowing oneself acting together with knowing Heaven and knowing Earth. (See Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Attack by Stratagem” and “Terrain”)

The nature of the interaction of the laws of war is rooted in the complexity of war situations. Lenin said: “Whether in nature or in society, ‘pure’ phenomena do not exist and cannot exist—this is what Marx’s dialectics teaches us.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 21, p. 212) War is more complex than other social and natural phenomena; every situation has laws suited to those conditions, and the objective organic combination of these situations and conditions creates the interweaving and mutual interaction of the various laws of war.

The overall structure of war makes the laws of war form a system of laws. War is a unity organically combining many aspects, many levels, and many elements; therefore the laws of war are also a system of laws in which the various laws of war interact and constrain one another. Each law in it plays its own role in the system and at the same time limits or promotes the exertion of the roles of other laws. In this system of laws, looking “vertically,” there are general laws applicable to all wars, and also particular laws applicable only to particular wars; looking “horizontally,” there are fundamental laws and non-fundamental laws. The sum total of the workings of these laws is mankind’s history of war.

The various laws of war are an interacting system. It requires that people not look in isolation at the particular role of some one law of war, but grasp the actual result of a given law amid the mutual constraint of the system of the laws of war. For example, we say “a just war will surely win” is a law of war, but in a certain concrete war, campaign, or battle, “of two armies fighting, the strong wins” is also a law; the interaction of these two laws determines that if the side of a just war is not strong (including strong in material strength and strong in spiritual strength), it has the possibility of temporary defeat. To win victory, it must change from weak to strong and cannot be content to be weak. Again, owing to the working of the law that “the justice of a war is favorable to causing the just side to change from weak to strong,” the weakness of the just side in war is temporary, and after long effort it will certainly change from weak to strong and win the final victory.




Section 3 The Characteristics of the Laws of War Guidance and Their Basic Requirements

The laws of war guidance are a military-science concept first put forward and explained by Mao Zedong, and contain rich theoretical and practical content.


I. What Are the Laws of War Guidance

The so-called laws of war guidance are the laws of war that have been correctly understood and applied by people; they include the scientific theories, lines of war guidance, and strategy and tactics used, in China and abroad, ancient and modern, to understand and guide war.

To understand completely and accurately the scientific meaning of the laws of war guidance, one must comprehend the characteristics and basic requirements of the laws of war guidance from the dialectical process by which people understand and apply the laws of war.


	The basic characteristics of the laws of war guidance. What are the basic characteristics of the laws of war guidance?



First, the laws of war guidance have truth. The laws of war are an objective existence; people’s cognition of the laws of war has both correct and mistaken parts. In correct cognition there are again the perceptual and the rational. It is not the case that any cognition of war is a law of war guidance. Only on the basis of correct rational cognition of the laws of war can the laws of war guidance be formulated.

Second, the laws of war guidance have feasibility. The laws of war guidance include a series of strategy and tactics formulated according to the laws of war for guiding war practice. These strategies and tactics are the art of swimming in the sea of war. They are not only abstract theory; at the same time they have the characteristic of being practical and feasible.

Third, the laws of war guidance have systematicness. Strategy and tactics, as the laws of war guidance, are no longer fragmentary cognition of some one aspect or some one link of war, but contain a series of interconnected content. For example, in the early period of the founding of our army, the various guerrilla base areas each had some scattered cognition of the laws of guerrilla war, but it was not until Mao Zedong summed up the sixteen-character formula “the enemy advances, we retreat; the enemy halts, we harass; the enemy tires, we strike; the enemy retreats, we pursue” that the laws of guidance of guerrilla war were grasped.



II. The Principles to Be Followed in Formulating and Applying the Laws of War Guidance

In formulating and applying the laws of war guidance, the following principles must be followed:

First, formulate correct strategy and tactics on the basis of the situation of the enemy and ourselves in all aspects. The laws of war guidance must be built on the foundation of the laws of war, and the laws of war change as the situations of enemy and ourselves in all aspects change. In order to formulate correct strategy and tactics, one must not only know the enemy but also know oneself; one must study not only the general laws of war but also the particular laws of war; one must be familiar not only with the fundamental laws of war but also with the non-fundamental laws of war; one must understand not only one or several laws but also the interaction of the various laws of war. This is necessary for constituting strategy and tactics.

To know only oneself and not know the enemy cannot form correct war guidance. Because the laws of war are the result of the interaction of the two sides in war, if one understands only one side, one falls into one-sidedness. For example, before the Second World War, the Soviet army, according to the situation on its own side, held that when the enemy invaded, the Soviet army should counterattack at once on the border and push the war onto the other side’s territory. This guiding policy, because it was divorced from the actual situation of the German army, went bankrupt before the first wave of attack of Hitler’s army invading the Soviet Union.

To understand only the general laws of war and not understand the particular laws of war likewise cannot form correct war guidance. For example, the dogmatists in China’s revolutionary war only knew how to copy general laws and did not make concrete analysis of the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, and therefore suffered defeat in the fifth counter-“encirclement and suppression.” And Mao Zedong’s “surrounding the cities from the countryside” revealed the particular laws of China’s revolutionary war, and therefore became the laws of guidance of China’s revolutionary war.

The laws of war guidance should be a synthesis of the laws of all aspects of war. The theory of protracted war put forward by Mao Zedong during the War of Resistance against Japan was a synthesis of the characteristics of all aspects of both China and Japan. In concrete war styles, the war-guidance principles put forward by Mao Zedong, “protracted defensive war on interior lines” in strategy and “quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines” in campaigns and battles, are a typical example. This law of war guidance synthesizes the laws of the following three aspects: first, in space, the law that our army must carry out operations on interior lines in strategy and on exterior lines in campaigns and battles; second, in time, the law that our army must carry out protracted war in strategy and quick-decision war in campaigns and battles; third, in forms of operations, the law that our army must carry out defensive war in strategy and offensive war in campaigns and battles. Synthesizing these three aspects, it is to use the means of “exterior-line quick-decision offense” in campaigns and battles to reach the strategic goal of “interior-line protracted defense,” and to prepare conditions for counterattack and offense. It can be seen that formulating the laws of war guidance must, according to concrete circumstances, organically combine the laws of all aspects.

Second, overall planning of the whole situation and the implementation of firm and powerful war command can make the laws of war guidance take effect. Taking care of the whole situation of war is the fundamental task of strategy. The interests of the whole situation are where the fundamental interests of war lie. Therefore, having correct strategy and tactics, one must also hold the whole situation in one’s breast, plan overall and take all into account, implement firm and powerful war command, and put strategy and tactics into practice. In wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, there are those that failed for lack of good strategy and tactics, and also those that, though having good strategy and tactics, failed because organization and command were not firm and powerful enough. These all speak of the importance of the problem of war command.

To stand on the whole situation, grasp the key links bearing on the whole campaign situation, and coordinate the actions of the various parts is an important principle of organization and command. To plan overall for the whole situation and strive for the best of the whole, so as to achieve the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, is the starting point and the footing of war command.

Third, mobility and flexibility, giving full play to conscious initiative on the basis of objective conditions. On the basis of certain objective conditions, to turn the possibility of victory into the reality of victory, the key lies in carrying out correct war guidance and giving full play to people’s conscious initiative. Initiative, planning, and flexibility in war guidance are important manifestations of conscious initiative in war.

Initiative in war guidance is striving for the army’s freedom of action. Planning in war guidance is making advance preparation and deployment for action in war. Flexibility in war guidance is, according to actual circumstances, flexibly using troop strength, and flexibly determining and changing strategy and tactics.

Mao Zedong pointed out: “Those who guide war cannot seek victory in war beyond the limits permitted by the objective conditions, but they can and must, within the limits of the objective conditions, actively strive for victory in war. The stage on which the commanders of war act must be built upon the permission of the objective conditions, but on this stage they can direct many dramatic performances, full of sound and color, majestic and powerful.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 446) This is a brilliant explanation of the mutual relationship between objective conditions and conscious initiative in war.




Section 4 The Mutual Relationship between the Laws of War and the Laws of War Guidance

Above, we have examined separately the respective content of the laws of war and the laws of war guidance; on this basis, we must go further to study their mutual relationship.

Since the laws of war guidance are the correct understanding and application of the laws of war, it is obvious that the relationship between the two is the relationship between the subjective and the objective. Marxism holds that subjective dialectics is a reflection of objective dialectics. If the laws of war are the objective dialectics of war, then the laws of war guidance are the subjective dialectics of war which reflect, in theoretical form, the objective dialectics of war.


I. The Laws of War and the Laws of War Guidance Are Both Consistent and Distinct

Looking from the side of consistency:

First, the subjective expression of the laws of war is directly identical with the laws of war guidance. The laws of war are the objective content of the laws of war guidance, and the laws of war guidance are the subjective form of expression of the laws of war. The subjective expression of the laws of war is the laws of war guidance, and in this sense the two are directly identical. For example, “war is the continuation of politics,” “war depends on economic conditions,” “the secret of victory in battle lies in concentrating the use of troop strength,” and so on—these are at once laws of war and at the same time laws of war guidance; here they are one that is two and two that is one.

Second, the content of the laws of war guidance basically accords with the laws of war. Although the laws of war will always be richer and more complex in content than strategy and tactics as the laws of war guidance, the two are nevertheless broadly consistent in content; otherwise it would not be laws of war guidance.

The distinction between the laws of war and the laws of war guidance lies in the following:

First, the laws of war and the laws of war guidance differ in position. The two are in the relation of the objective and the subjective, the reflected and the reflector, the source and the derivative; one is the object of cognition, and one is cognition.

Second, the laws of war and the laws of war guidance differ in form of manifestation. The laws of war act spontaneously and compulsorily in war, while the laws of war guidance act consciously and actively. The results of the working of the laws of war are often perceived by people only after the event, while the laws of war guidance can broadly predict beforehand the results of war or of campaigns and battles.

Third, the laws of war guidance and the laws of war can only continually approach each other and cannot be absolutely identical. Some differences will always exist between the two. As Lenin said, thinking is an eternal, endless approach to the object.



II. The Laws of War and the Laws of War Guidance Interact with Each Other

First, the laws of war determine the laws of war guidance. This is manifested mainly in that the laws of war determine the content of the laws of war guidance: whatever laws of war there are, such will be the laws of war guidance. The laws of guerrilla war determine that the laws of guidance of guerrilla war are the “sixteen-character formula.” The laws of the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea determined that the Chinese People’s Volunteers must adopt the method of “nibbling away at ox-hide taffy piece by piece” to destroy the enemy. Next, changes in the laws of war determine changes in the laws of war guidance. The changes in the several stages of the Chinese People’s Revolutionary War all brought corresponding changes in the strategy and tactics of our army.

Second, the laws of war guidance react upon the laws of war. This is manifested mainly in: using the effect of some laws to weaken or cancel the effect of other laws; bringing into play the favorable side of a certain law while avoiding its unfavorable side; promoting the extinction of some laws and the birth of new laws; and combining the effects of the various laws of war according to the aim of war, on the principles of “resultant force” and “optimization,” to solve the problems of war.



III. From the Laws of War Guidance to the Laws of War Is a Process of Repeated Practice and Constant Approach

The contradiction between the laws of war guidance and the laws of war is the embodiment in war of the basic contradiction of the epistemological question of the subjective and the objective; therefore the contradiction between the laws of war and the laws of war guidance is the basic contradiction in war cognition, and to grasp and understand the laws of war and form the laws of war guidance is the main task of war cognition.

In this pair of contradictions of the laws of war and the laws of war guidance, the laws of war are the principal aspect of the contradiction. The laws of war guidance depend on the laws of war; they can only continually approach the laws of war, but will never reach a complete cognition of the laws of war. Only by continual repeated cognition can the laws of war be reflected more and more accurately.

The reflection and application of the laws of war are realized through active, creative activity. Therefore, it must pass not only through the process from the perceptual to the rational, from the abstract rising to the concrete, but also return from theory to practice, change from general viewpoints into actual plans, expand from the cognition of a few people into the cognition of the great majority, and, in implementation, continually test, correct, and perfect the laws of war guidance. The laws of guidance of China’s revolutionary war passed through difficulties and twists and turns, and not until the Zunyi Conference in 1935 were they accepted by the whole Party, and in the Yan’an period and the period of the nationwide War of Liberation they were further developed. As Mao Zedong said: “All laws of war guidance develop with the development of history and with the development of war; nothing is unchanging once and for all.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 157–158)

The foundation and driving force by which the laws of war guidance continually develop forward is war practice. War practice is the actual bearer of the laws of war and is the bond and bridge linking the laws of war and the laws of war guidance. The production, application, and development of the laws of war guidance cannot at any moment be separated from war practice. Once separated from war practice, the laws of war guidance will become water without a source and a tree without roots.

People’s study and application of the laws of war guidance is likewise a process of constant repetition in war practice. The Chinese people’s revolutionary war, after ten years of Agrarian Revolutionary War, eight years of the War of Resistance against Japan, and the War of Liberation, accumulated practical experience on both the positive and the negative sides and produced the “ten military principles.” The forms of operations of our army also developed from defense in strategy and counterattack in strategy to offense in strategy and strategic decisive battle, and further to pursuit in strategy. But the laws of war guidance of our army have still developed with practice. The war history of our army fully shows that for the laws of war guidance one must be rooted in practice, and constantly enrich and develop them. To be rooted in practice and change according to circumstances is where the vitality of the laws of war guidance lies.






Chapter 28 War Practice and War Cognition

How do people engaged in war come to know the laws of war? How do they form the laws of war guidance and obtain freedom in war? None of these can be separated from war practice. Military dialectics must examine war practice and war cognition and their mutual relationship, guiding people to understand necessity in war and to obtain freedom of military action.


Section 1 War Practice

War practice is a kind of objective material activity by which people transform society; it is a part of the practice of class struggle within the practice of human society.

War practice, as a part of the practice of class struggle, has both points in common with, and points of difference from, the practice of class struggle and even the other forms of human practical activity. These differences derive from its particular purpose, particular organization, particular methods, and particular process of activity. In examining war practice, we must see both its points in common with other forms of human practical activity, and still more its points of difference.

What are the characteristics by which war practice differs from other practical activities? Clausewitz, in On War, once described it thus: war is a strange trinity. The three aspects are: the original violence of the elements of war; the activity of probability and contingency; and subordination as an instrument of politics. (See On War, vol. 1, p. 46) This exposition is enlightening for our understanding of the characteristics of war practice. We hold that war practice has the following three characteristics:

First, violence. This is spoken of relative to the peaceful forms of class struggle. In class society, politics is the struggle among classes. Class struggle has various forms, but they come down to two kinds, peaceful forms and forms of violence. That war is the continuation of politics shows its consistency with the other forms of class struggle. Yet war is not equal to ordinary politics; it is politics “with the sword in place of the pen,” politics with bloodshed. It has its particular purpose, namely preserving oneself and destroying the enemy; it has a particular set of organization, namely the army and everything attached to it; it has a particular set of methods, namely the strategy and tactics of commanding war; it has a particular process, namely the activity of offense and defense in which the armies of the two adversaries engage. War is the confrontation of violence with violence, a kind of violent external conflict. This is where it differs from the peaceful forms of class struggle.

In class society, class contradictions exist at all times, but people do not carry on war at all times. Mao Zedong pointed out: “In human history there exists antagonism between classes, which is a special manifestation of the struggle of contradictions. The contradiction between the exploiting class and the exploited class—whether in slave society, feudal society, or capitalist society—the two mutually contradictory classes coexist for a long time in one society and struggle against each other, but only when the contradiction between the two classes has developed to a certain stage do the two sides take the form of external antagonism.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 308) This form of external antagonism is war. It can be seen that in class society war occurs only when class contradictions cannot be reconciled; war is a special manifestation of class struggle under certain conditions, and the highest form of class struggle.

Second, cruelty. The violence of war practice necessarily brings cruelty. Human social practice is “first of all a process between man and nature, a process in which man, through his own activity, initiates, regulates, and controls the material exchange between himself and nature.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 23, pp. 201–202) In this process, man in practice of course has to change his own nature, and uses and expends his own natural powers to obtain material results and take possession of the object of practice. But the subject of practice is generally not harmed, so it is not yet cruel. War practice is not so. It takes the sword in place of the pen, the gun and cannon in place of the declaration, and the criticism of weapons in place of the weapon of criticism. The means of war practice are weapons that cause death, and the result of confrontation using weapons is bloodshed and sacrifice. In war, the hostile feelings of both sides reach an extreme degree, and both hope to preserve themselves and destroy the enemy through violent conflict. Toward the enemy there is no benevolence or mercy, and one must necessarily put him in a place of death before one is satisfied. It can be seen that war practice is cruel. The two world wars, still fresh in people’s memory, caused a total of 183,000,000 dead and wounded. The obvious fact is that “violence arms itself with the inventions of technology and science to counter violence,” (On War, vol. 1, p. 23) which leads to the continual development of the means of war and to the day-by-day raising of the level of weapons, from cannon and aircraft to missiles and atomic bombs; new means have greater lethal power and make war ever more fierce and cruel. In August 1945, the United States used aircraft to drop two atomic bombs on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, causing the deaths of about 100,000 people and injuring more than 130,000. Future war will put still more advanced electronic weapons, chemical weapons, biological weapons, and others onto the battlefield, and its cruelty will be even greater.

Third, greater uncertainty. This is spoken of relative to the other forms of human practical activity. Other human practical activities, although they also have uncertainty, are not as great in uncertainty as war practice. Clausewitz pointed out: “War is the realm of uncertainty. Three-quarters of the things on which action in war is based lie hidden in the fog of greater or lesser uncertainty.” “All action is, as it were, carried out in a kind of twilight.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 68, 121) Mao Zedong said: “The phenomena of war are harder to grasp and less certain than any other social phenomena; that is, they carry more of the so-called ‘probability.’” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 458)

War is the clash of two living forces, living reactions and the mutual action produced from them. The two sides in war are living people armed in groups, each attempting in war to “remake” the other while keeping itself from being “remade.” Thus they keep secrets from each other, deceive each other, and do their utmost to confuse the other, so as to fight and defeat him. In order to create misperception and unpreparedness on the other side, in concrete means, diplomatic means and military means can be used together, using “peace” to cover up war and passing off the unjust as just. Hitler’s attack on Poland was exactly so. Or, in the course of war, one may deceive the heavens and cross the sea, make a sound in the east and strike in the west, advance by retreating, defend by attacking, besiege a city to strike the relief force, and even use the beauty trick, the trick of self-inflicted injury, the trick of sowing discord, and so on; it may be said that no means is not chosen and no resort is not exhausted. All this makes the phenomena of war shifting between emptiness and substance, true and false, presenting a complex picture, brilliantly colored and ever-changing. As Clausewitz said, war is a true chameleon. This is the reason why war practice has greater uncertainty than other practical activities.

The uncertainty of war practice is also manifested in the fact that war activity is greatly affected by contingency; war is often influenced by conditions such as weather and terrain. For example, a sudden change in the weather, a problem in supply, the theft of secrets, the sudden death of a commander, and so on—many circumstances that are hard to foresee may affect changes in the war situation. War is a realm full of contingency; no human activity, as war does, leaves such a broad field of activity to this uninvited guest, contingency. Contingency adds uncertainty to all kinds of circumstances and disturbs the normal course of events.

In sum, violence, cruelty, and greater uncertainty are what distinguish war practice from other practical activities. In examining war practice, attention must be paid to grasping these three characteristics.



Section 2 War Cognition


I. The Characteristics of War Cognition

War cognition is people’s cognition of war and its laws.

Mao Zedong pointed out: “The laws of military affairs, like the laws of other things, are the reflection of objective reality in our heads; apart from our heads, everything is objective reality.” The task of war cognition lies in “being familiar with the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves in all aspects, finding out the laws of their action, and applying these laws to our own action.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 165–166, 162) This is a scientific exposition of the question of war cognition.

In examining war cognition, we must see both its points in common with other human cognition, and still more its points of difference, that is, its particularity. Generally speaking, war cognition has the following three characteristics:

First, the importance of reconnaissance. Using this special means of reconnaissance to understand the objective object is a notable characteristic by which war cognition differs from other human cognition. The reason this means must be adopted is determined by the characteristics of the enemy, who is among the objects of war cognition. People’s cognition of other social phenomena can be carried out by methods such as visiting and calling investigation meetings, but in war it will not do to use the above methods to understand the enemy. The struggle between the two sides in war is “you die, I live,” which makes it impossible to understand the enemy by the methods of visiting and holding investigation meetings. People’s cognition of natural phenomena and certain social phenomena, by using the method of observation, can obtain a fairly clear impression; this cannot be done in war. Because the enemy keeps secrets from us, he not only conceals the true picture but also deliberately creates false appearances to deceive our side. The above circumstances show that to understand the enemy in war, one can only adopt this special means of war cognition, reconnaissance.

Second, the difficulty of judgment. This too is determined by the characteristics of the enemy, who is among the objects of war cognition. In people’s cognition of other things, the false components in the material obtained through observation, investigation, and other means are not many, and therefore forming a correct judgment is generally not very difficult. War cognition is not so. Because the enemy creates false appearances, various illusory misperceptions may be created in our side, so that it is hard to determine the enemy’s true intention. In war, although one can learn the other side’s situation through the means of reconnaissance, yet however careful the reconnaissance, the intelligence obtained can only be a mixture of true and false; direct and at the same time true intelligence is extremely hard to obtain, or even cannot be obtained at all. Such intelligence in which true and false are mixed, material that is hard to distinguish, brings special difficulties to people in understanding the essence of things, and the slightest negligence may lead to error in judging the enemy situation. Matters in which errors of judgment are caused by the untruthfulness of the situation are common in war. For example, in July 1943, in order to land successfully on the island of Sicily, the Anglo-American allied forces created a false appearance: they threw the corpse of an officer into the Mediterranean and had the corpse carry a false intelligence document, while at the same time feigning the crash of an aircraft into the sea, deliberately letting the German army obtain this false intelligence, so that it would think that the Allied forces were not landing in Sicily. The German army was indeed taken in and transferred away the troops there, so that the Anglo-American allied forces landed successfully. It can be seen that on a battlefield of confusion and bewilderment, it is very difficult to form a correct judgment.

Third, the severity of testing. Cognition must pass the test of practice before its correctness or error can be determined, and war cognition is likewise so. What differs is that, because war practice has the characteristic of cruelty, when it serves as a yardstick it is rather special in testing war cognition compared with the testing of cognition by other practice. If it is said that the testing of cognition by human practice is always serious, then the testing of war cognition by war practice has, in addition to seriousness, a cruelty: seriousness plus cruelty, and so it is called severity.

On the stage of war, everyone wants to obtain success. Yet the basis of success lies in cognition having to reach agreement of the subjective with the objective. Whether people’s cognition of war has reached agreement of the subjective and the objective cannot be determined by the subject himself; it needs to accept the test of blood and fire of war practice. This test is severe. War history shows that the agreement of the subjective and the objective in people’s war cognition is relative, that errors are unavoidable, and that there has never been an ever-victorious general who wins every battle. In war, disagreement of the subjective and the objective must be paid for at the price of blood, and some even cause the loss of everything for want of a basket of earth, hatred lasting a lifetime. For example, the Polish government in the Second World War, believing Hitler’s peace deception, had not the slightest mental preparation for the armed invasion the German army was about to launch. It did not fortify well the German–Polish border, which it should have fortified well, but stationed its main force for a long time on the Soviet–Polish border, always fantasizing that it would join Britain, France, and Germany in attacking the Soviet Union. This erroneous cognition, in which the subjective and the objective were seriously divorced, led Poland, in the face of Germany’s sudden attack, to pay the heavy price of the ruin of the country and the death of its people in only one month. The severity of the testing of war cognition by war practice can be seen here in one spot.

In sum, the importance of reconnaissance, the difficulty of judgment, and the severity of testing are the different characteristics by which war cognition differs from other human cognition. In examining war cognition, attention must be paid to grasping these three characteristics.



II. The Dialectical Process of War Cognition

Human cognition is a dialectical process of development. Its manifestation is: on the basis of practice, rising from perceptual cognition to rational cognition, and then returning from rational cognition to practice. This is what people often call the “two leaps.” War cognition is a part of human cognition, and its process of development is also a process of two leaps.

Ancient military thinkers described the process of war cognition to varying degrees, among whom the best exposition was Sun Wu’s. His thousand-year-old saying “know yourself and know the enemy, and in a hundred battles you will not be imperiled” is not only an important operational experience but also a brief description of the general process of war cognition. Mao Zedong held that the study of war must attach importance to this thought of Sun Tzu’s and called it scientific truth. But Sun Wu’s exposition of the process of war cognition was still naive and empirical, and had not yet risen to the form of systematic theory. In the history of military thought, the one who truly systematically and scientifically expounded this problem was Mao Zedong. In his glorious essay “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” applying the viewpoint of materialist dialectics, he gave a masterly description of the process of war cognition. He held that the process of war cognition includes two interconnected stages: the first stage is collecting material, thinking, forming a judgment, making up one’s mind, and making a plan; the second stage is putting the plan into practice, and testing, correcting, and developing cognition in practice. Mao Zedong’s exposition of the process of war cognition is an outstanding contribution to the development of human military thought and even philosophical thought. Below, we shall take Mao Zedong’s exposition as the basis and set out the dialectical process of war cognition.


	The first stage of war cognition. Regarding this stage, Mao Zedong pointed out: “The correct deployments of the commander come from correct resolutions, correct resolutions come from correct judgments, and correct judgments come from thorough and necessary reconnaissance and from coherent thinking on the various materials of reconnaissance. The commander uses all possible and necessary means of reconnaissance and, with the various materials on the enemy situation obtained by reconnaissance, discards the coarse and selects the fine, eliminates the false and retains the true, thinks from this to that and from the outside to the inside; then adds the circumstances on his own side, studies the contrast between the two sides and their mutual relations, and thereby forms a judgment, makes up his mind, and makes a plan—this is the entire process of cognition of the situation that a military man goes through before making each strategic, campaign, or battle plan.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 163–164) From this exposition it can be seen that the first stage of the process of war cognition is organically constituted of such concrete steps as collecting material, thinking, forming a judgment, making up one’s mind, and making a plan, and these steps constitute a rigorous logical ladder from low to high. The five steps can in turn be roughly reduced to the three links of reconnaissance, judgment, and decision-making. Below we shall make some analysis of these links.



Reconnaissance—It is the starting point of the process of war cognition and the premise on which a series of later links of cognition can unfold. The importance of reconnaissance in war cognition has been described above. Sun Wu held that “foreknowledge” is one of the conditions for overcoming the enemy and winning victory. “Foreknowledge” refers to carrying out reconnaissance beforehand and understanding the enemy situation. Jomini pointed out: “To enable war to obtain victory, the safest and most reliable way is certainly to wait until one has completely accurate intelligence about the enemy and then take action.” (The Art of War, p. 198) In war, because of the enemy’s secrecy and disguise, reconnoitering the enemy situation has become a most difficult task. Yet however cunning the enemy and however ingenious his disguise, there are always omens to be found and hints to be observed, which makes understanding the enemy situation through reconnaissance not only necessary but also possible. In war commanders must attach great importance to the reconnaissance of the enemy situation, because only through reconnaissance can abundant perceptual material about the enemy situation be obtained, thereby providing the premise for later judgment and decision-making. If there were no step of reconnaissance, then operational guidance would be like “a blind man riding a blind horse, at midnight approaching a deep pool.”

Military reconnaissance differs considerably from observation in other domains. Besides the commander relying on his own eyes to observe the battlefield situation in person, it also includes such forms as sending spies to infiltrate the other side, interrogating prisoners of war, and using troops and weapons to carry out reconnaissance. Military men through the ages have all advocated using many means together and carrying out reconnaissance of the enemy as thoroughly as possible. The ancient Chinese books of war advocated adopting these several means—“tong” (using persons who have dealings with the enemy side), “die” (sending spies), “zhen” (organizing scouting), and “xiang” (using local guides)—to understand the enemy from many sides. The “Employment of Spies” chapter of Sun Tzu’s Art of War speaks specially of five methods. Only by using many means together can it be guaranteed that the situation obtained by reconnaissance is as thorough and concrete as possible. In modern times, with the development of science and technology, the means used for military reconnaissance are more and more numerous; besides the ancient methods of reconnaissance, radar, sonar, aircraft, and satellites can be used for reconnaissance, and such means as thermal reconnaissance, magnetic reconnaissance, and laser reconnaissance are also widely used in military affairs. Not only have the means increased, but their precision has also reached a fairly high degree. For example, a satellite at an altitude of 150 kilometers has an ultimate resolution of ten to fifteen centimeters. It can be seen that military reconnaissance, whether in content or in form, is much more complex than ordinary observation.

Judgment—It is the reflection of the connections and relations among things, and is the activity of thought that makes determinations and assertions as to whether a thing has a certain attribute. Military judgment is the process of thinking carried out on the basis of understanding the situation; it is the deepening of reconnaissance and also the premise of forming a decision. The ancients said: “When two generals face each other, there must be something to be fathomed (that is, judged).” (Bingjing Baipian, “Fathoming”) It advocates that in operations one must first “estimate the posture” (study the posture of the whole situation) and “estimate the circumstances” (study the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves), and then make up one’s mind. Jomini pointed out: “A highly capable general, after using various methods to collect the enemy’s intelligence, can also use the means of reasoning to fill in the gaps in it and then establish a very reliable hypothesis.” (The Art of War, p. 201) This is precisely speaking of the necessity of judgment.

The reason that thinking about and judging the situation appear necessary is that the situation obtained by reconnaissance is mostly things at the level of phenomena, and mixed true and false, while the essence and laws of things are hidden within these phenomena; people cannot grope at them through the senses, and can understand them only by applying their minds to think. Precisely for this reason, Mao Zedong stressed coherent thinking on the material obtained by reconnaissance. Here, thinking is the premise of judgment, and judgment is the conclusion of thinking; apart from thinking there cannot be correct judgment.

To make judgments about the enemy situation in war is extremely difficult, and to form a correct judgment one must follow scientific methods of thinking. Regarding methods of thinking, Mao Zedong stressed the sixteen characters “discard the coarse and select the fine, eliminate the false and retain the true, from this to that, from the outside to the inside”; the “sixteen-character formula” is a scientific method of thinking that includes analysis, synthesis, induction, and deduction. To discard the coarse and select the fine is to throw away the irrelevant material that may be had or not, and grasp the most typical and main things that best express the essence of things; to eliminate the false and retain the true is to strip away the false things and discover the true appearance of things; from this to that is to link up scattered, isolated material; from the outside to the inside is to discover the internal essence of things through their external connections. Of the sixteen characters, discarding the coarse and selecting the fine and eliminating the false and retaining the true resolve the question of the truthfulness of the enemy situation, that is, appraising and “screening” a situation in which truth and falsehood are mixed, in order to understand the true picture; from this to that and from the outside to the inside are carrying out a comprehensive analysis of the enemy situation in order to determine its essence and laws of action.

On a complex and changeable battlefield, whether one can think rapidly and judge accurately about the various situations is a severe test of a commander’s intelligence. For a commander to be able to deal with situations with ease, he must possess the ability of penetrating insight. And this ability cannot be separated from a fairly comprehensive foundation of knowledge, nor from frequent training, which must be resolved through ordinary times. Practice shows that penetrating insight is of great significance for forming accurate and timely judgments on the battlefield. In the First World War, in an engagement between the German and French armies, just when the German army was bewildered and at a loss because a French brigade had skillfully worked the “invisibility trick,” a German army officer one day suddenly discovered a valuable golden-haired cat darting out from the French position, and at once determined that only a commander at the brigade level or above in the French army would have such a cat, and from this inferred that a French high command post might be hidden there, and immediately shelled it, and indeed destroyed the command post of a French brigade. It can be seen how important insight is for a commander to form correct judgments.

Decision-making—It includes the two levels of resolution and plan, and the two are one continuous process. Resolution is the embryonic form of the plan, and the plan is the concretization of resolution. Decision-making is the process of drawing up strategy and tactics and concrete operational plans on the premise of grasping the situation of enemy and ourselves; that is, the process of determining the ideal intention and preparing action. It is both the destination of reconnaissance and judgment and the planning and scheming of the second stage of the process of cognition.

Decision-making, as the intermediate link of the two stages of the process of war cognition, plays the important role of a central hub. Decision-making is to “plan strategies within the command tent and decide victory beyond a thousand li”; here, “he who calculates more wins, he who calculates less does not win.” It can be seen that it is a link that bears directly on the key of victory or defeat in operations. War is fluid; how can decision-making be made to adapt to the changes of the battlefield and the operational needs of the troops? The key to the question is that decision-making must meet the following three basic requirements:

First, decision-making must be thorough. This is spoken of mainly with regard to the plan. The resolution cannot be very thorough, but the plan must be thorough. Thoroughness means taking into account all kinds of circumstances and looking after all sides; there must be not only the basic operational plan, but also several reserve plans, in order to cope with changes that may occur. Fighting is work that calls for great boldness and fine care; one must be bold and one’s mind must be fine—this is so in reconnoitering and judging, and still more so in drawing up the plan. Because of the uncertainty peculiar to war, to realize planning in war is much more difficult than to realize planning in other undertakings. But difficulty does not equal absolute impossibility. It is possible for a commander, on the basis of reconnaissance and judgment, to make a relatively thorough plan with which to command war. How can the plan be made comparatively thorough? On the one hand, the plan must accord with reality. The so-called reality mainly includes five aspects: task, enemy situation, our situation, place, and time; the plan must accord with the circumstances of these five aspects in order to be thorough. Marshal Liu Bocheng vividly called these five aspects the “five-element technique” of commanding battle. He said that if the “five elements” are not settled, one will lose completely. On the other hand, in making the plan one must be good at “taking advantage of the wisdom of the multitude.” Because the wisdom of one person is limited and the wisdom of the multitude is unlimited; “the wise, in a thousand considerations, will have one lapse; the foolish, in a thousand considerations, will have one gain.” In drawing up the plan, only by taking good counsel with those above and below and left and right can the plan achieve thoroughness.

Second, decision-making must be resolute. This is an expression of people’s strength of will and is also what is necessary when making operational decisions. Hesitation and indecision have always been the great taboo of military men. The ancients said: “Of the harms in employing troops, hesitation is the greatest; the disasters of the three armies are born of suspicion and doubt.” (Wuzi’s Art of War, “Governing the Army,” No. 3) To regard hesitation as the foremost harm in employing troops seems not at all excessive. Because war is a struggle of “you die, I live,” not a moment of hesitation can be allowed. Only by being resolute can one seize opportunities for battle and take the initiative to control the enemy. If a commander is indecisive and, among the various plans of action, looks left and right, that can only delay the opportunity for battle and bring the “calamity of losing one’s life.”

Third, decision-making must be quick. The ceaseless changes of war make time of special importance to the army’s action. The famous Russian military leader Suvorov described the army’s rapid maneuver and lightning-like blows as the true soul of war. Engels held: “If it is said that in trade time is money, then in war time is victory.” (Complete Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 11, p. 406) A notable characteristic of modern war is speed. Because the suddenness of war has greatly increased, the maneuver capability of troops has been raised, and situations change sharply, this puts extremely high demands on the quick reaction ability of the army, and especially on the quick decision-making ability of the commander. The significance of time for operations requires that decision-making must be speeded up; slow will not do. Today, the key to realizing the speeding-up of decision-making lies in breaking through the traditional manual mode of work of command posts and establishing automated command systems as soon as possible, applying advanced science and technology such as computers and other highly efficient technical equipment to the military command process, so that the collection, processing, analysis, and transmission of information are all automated. At present, the army command automation systems of the United States, the Soviet Union, and other countries have reached a fairly perfect degree, creating conditions for highly efficient and rapid decision-making. Now the President of the United States, through his global operational command system, can transmit an order to the front-line troops in as little as three to six minutes, and an order from the supreme commander skipping levels to the front-line troops can be shortened again to one to three minutes. It can be seen that with the development of war, the requirement for rapidity of military decision-making is higher and higher.

In the first stage of the process of war cognition, cognition passes through development from reconnaissance to judgment to decision-making, and a complete operational plan is formed. The formation of the operational plan both marks the completion of the first stage of war cognition and marks that the second stage of war cognition is about to begin.


	The second stage of war cognition. This stage is the stage of carrying out war, that is, the process of using the operational plan to guide war practice and achieve the operational aim; at the same time it is also the process of continuing to understand the situation. Regarding this stage, Mao Zedong pointed out: “The process of cognition of the situation exists not only before the establishment of the military plan but also after the establishment of the military plan. When a certain plan is carried out, from the beginning of its execution to the end of the war situation, there is yet another process of cognition of the situation, namely the process of execution.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 164) All the efforts of the first stage of war cognition are for the sake of carrying out war and overcoming the enemy directly in front, and this aim must be completed through the second stage of war cognition. It can be seen that the first stage of war cognition is the preparation for the second stage, and the second stage of war cognition is the unfolding and realization of the first stage. Comparing the two, the significance of the second stage is greater. The reason is simple: if the resolution formed in the first stage is not used to be put into action, then however good the plan and scheme, it is no more than a sheet of empty paper, without any meaning.



The second stage of war cognition can be roughly divided into three interconnected links: first, deploying troop strength, which is the beginning of using the plan to guide operations; second, direct confrontation, which is the actual operational process; third, examining the effect, which is using war practice to test war cognition. In the actual process these three levels are manifested as the two sides combining two into one: on the one hand, war cognition guides war practice; on the other hand, war practice is used to test and develop war cognition. This shows that in the stage of carrying out war, the task of cognition is still to resolve the problem of agreement of the subjective and the objective, making cognition conform to the changed new situation. To achieve this aim, this stage requires, both in cognition and in action, that one carefully gauge the posture and change in accordance with change; one must not be afraid of repetition, and must be flexible and mobile. Below we shall set out these two aspects.

First, one must not be afraid of repetition. Mao Zedong pointed out: in the second stage of war cognition, “whether the things in the first process accord with the actual situation needs to be examined anew. If the plan and the situation do not accord, or do not wholly accord, then, according to the new cognition, one must form new judgments, make new resolutions, and change the established plan to adapt it to the new situation. Partial changes are made in almost every operation, and wholesale changes are also occasionally made. A reckless man who does not know how to change, or is unwilling to change, and only blindly goes ahead, will in the end hit a wall.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 164) This points out that in cognition in the stage of carrying out war one must not be afraid of repetition, and must be good at correcting and supplementing the original cognition according to the actual situation.

The reason that cognition in the stage of carrying out war has repetition is that in the first stage of war cognition people’s cognition is limited by various subjective and objective conditions; for example, the enemy’s secrecy and one’s own negligence may all cause errors in cognition, so that the operational plan is not entirely consistent with objective reality. Moreover, the situation on the battlefield is ever-changing, which makes it impossible for even the most thorough plan to become a “panacea that cures a hundred ills.” As Jomini said: “There has never been a plan that is absolutely reliable, because, congenitally, it always has unreliable factors.” (The Art of War, p. 238) That the plan and reality are not consistent requires that the commander must, according to the changed situation, revise and perfect the originally determined operational plan in good time, so that subjective guidance closely follows the change of objective circumstances, and only then can one firmly hold the initiative on the battlefield.

Sun Wu pointed out: “Follow the line and adapt to the enemy, to decide the matter of battle.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Nine Terrains”) This is an important thought of operational guidance. Mao Zedong, in guiding China’s revolutionary war, always advocated paying attention to the characteristics and development of war. He himself was a master in this respect. Taking the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea as an example, before the Volunteers entered Korea, Mao Zedong had determined that “in the first period only a defensive war will be fought, annihilating small bodies of the enemy and getting clear on the circumstances in all aspects,” and afterward would coordinate with the Korean People’s Army in a counteroffensive. This was entirely correct at the time. But when our Volunteers went abroad, because the enemy was advancing recklessly in divided columns and the war situation took a sharp turn, the objective circumstances changed, and the originally determined operational plan had to be changed accordingly. Mao Zedong again seized the moment and immediately put forward: “First plant our feet in some part of northern Korea that has not yet been lost, and seek opportunities to fight mobile war.” Because operational guidance could change with changes in the situation, our army won the initiative on the battlefield.

Second, one must be flexible and mobile. Flexibility is the concentrated manifestation of the art of war command and also the fundamental requirement of operational guidance. War is the confrontation between living people, and circumstances are changing at all times. Whether operational guidance can achieve “the enemy changes, we change,” flexibly commanding troops and skillfully applying strategy and tactics, is a key link in whether the enemy can be defeated. Military men through the ages have all stressed that operational guidance must be flexible and mobile. Sun Wu said: “Military posture has no constant form, as water has no constant shape; one who can win by changing in accordance with the enemy is called divine.” (Sun Tzu’s Art of War, “Emptiness and Substance”) Jomini pointed out that the application of the principles of operations should “adapt to the occasion and change according to circumstances.” He said: “The conduct of war should as far as possible follow the great principles of the art of war, but in actual action it should also, according to the needs of the environment, apply them with the greatest freedom.” (The Art of War, p. 3) Mao Zedong still more advocated implementing flexible and mobile strategy and tactics in operational guidance, which was especially clearly embodied in his practice. In China’s revolutionary war, the first, second, and third counter-“encirclement and suppression” campaigns of the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army under Mao Zedong’s command, the battles of the “four crossings of the Chishui” on the Long March, and the three battles and three victories in northern Shaanxi, and so on, were all his well-pleased masterpieces of flexible employment of troops. Precisely because of this, people said: “Chairman Mao employs troops truly as if by divine power.”

“The marvel of application lies in one’s mind alone.” Flexible and mobile operational guidance is an expression of the commander’s ability to respond rapidly to changes on the battlefield. Every commander in the stage of carrying out war must grasp in good time the changes of the battlefield situation, seize the three key points of opportunity, place, and troops, and achieve getting the right time, getting the right place, and getting the right circumstances of troops, carrying out flexible command. In the War of Resistance against Japan, Liu Bocheng set ambushes against the Japanese army in layers, and the successive victories thus obtained are a successful battle example in this respect. On October 26, 1937, Liu Bocheng commanded a part of the Eighth Route Army to set an ambush at Qigen Village in Pingding County, Shanxi, and dealt a heavy blow to a part of the Japanese troops transporting military supplies through this place toward Pingding. Liu Bocheng analyzed the enemy’s psychology: after being struck, the Japanese might think that our army would not again set an ambush at Qigen Village, and would again transport supplies forward through this place. Thereupon, he had a part of our troops feign withdrawal and create a false appearance for the enemy who came to collect the corpses, and after the enemy had left, again laid an ambush in the hills south of Qigen Village. On the twenty-eighth, unexpectedly, four hundred Japanese troops covering their supply train again passed westward through here and again suffered our sudden blow, leaving behind more than a hundred corpses and several tens of mules and horses, and fled in disarray. After the battle, Wei Lihuang, Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the Kuomintang Second War Zone, was full of admiration and praised the “layered ambush” at Qigen Village as a miracle, a bold and ingenious employment of troops.




Section 3 The Dialectical Relationship between War Practice and War Cognition

War practice and war cognition are the two basic aspects of people’s conscious initiative in war. These two aspects are both opposed and unified, and develop forward in the infinite chain of “practice—cognition—practice.”


I. War Practice Is the Foundation of War Cognition


	War practice is the source of war cognition. War and its laws can be known, because war is not a supernatural thing but a necessary movement in the world. How can people obtain cognition of war and its laws? The correct answer is: to know through war practice. The reason is simple: whatever a person wants to know about any thing, apart from coming into contact with that thing, that is, practicing in the environment of that thing, there is no way to resolve it. Cognition of war certainly cannot be an exception.



Clausewitz once made this comparison: experience is like the soil, and theory is like the fruit of a plant; the fruit of theory should grow up on the soil of experience. He correctly pointed out that knowledge “cannot be obtained by scientific formulas and mechanical methods, but can be obtained only through correct judgment, relying on the ability to understand things in the examination of things and in actual life.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 17, 130–131) Mao Zedong pointed out: “All military laws or military theories having the character of principles are the summing-up of past war experience made by people of former times or of the present day.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 165)

Military theories of all kinds, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, are without exception generalizations and summings-up of the experience of long-term war practice. The reason the great ancient Chinese military man Sun Wu could write the immortal work Sun Tzu’s Art of War was, besides being inseparable from the social background of the great transformation of that age in which he lived, from slave system to feudal system, with frequent wars and ever-expanding scale of war, still more the result of his directly engaging in war practice. His thought of “follow the line and adapt to the enemy” is precisely an epistemological summing-up of his own military career. The reason Clausewitz could write the famous work On War was inseparable from his lifelong engagement in military activity. At twelve he was already an ensign in an infantry regiment at Potsdam, and later took part many times in operations against France, and collated the experience of several wars he had personally gone through, and analyzed more than 130 war examples. On War is the crystallization of the experience of his lifelong military activity.

The emergence and development of Mao Zedong’s military thought also vividly illustrates the simple truth that war practice is the source of war cognition. Mao Zedong’s military thought has a vivid practicality; it was not deduced in an academy but was born amid the forest of guns and rain of bullets of revolutionary war. China’s revolutionary war practice is the deepest soil of Mao Zedong’s military thought, and every thesis and every principle of Mao Zedong’s military thought grew out of this soil. For example, in the early period of the founding of our army, after eight months of operational practice, the operational principle of the “sixteen-character formula” of guerrilla war emerged; after ten months of practice in the War of Resistance against Japan, the complete guiding theory of the War of Resistance against Japan was put forward; after a little over two months of the War of Liberation, the principle of “concentrate forces and destroy the enemy one by one” was put forward, and after a year and a half the “ten great military principles” were summed up and put forward; after half a year of the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, the operational principles against the U.S. and British forces were put forward; all these vividly illustrate this point. Again, from “the enemy advances, we retreat” in tactics, developing into “luring the enemy deep” in campaigns, and developing further into “active defense” in strategy; from choosing positions in campaigns and tactics, developing into “treating the creation of the battlefield as a strategic task”; these are all military principles of unique character gradually summed up through long-term revolutionary war practice. Just as a foreign commentator said: Mao Zedong was “the one among all strategists who was most practical and effective and who most advocated critically accepting experience.” (Philip Davidson, Mao Zedong’s Strategy) Mao Zedong himself also said: “Learning war from war—this is our main method. People who have no chance to enter a school can still learn war; this is learning from war.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 165) This passage is both a profound yet simple expression of war practice being the source of war cognition and a summing-up of his own experience in military activity.

To stress that war practice is the source of war cognition—does this mean one attaches importance only to direct experience and neglects indirect experience? No. A person’s life is limited, and his ability and energy are limited too; to want to practice everything in person is something that cannot be done. Still more, the form of war is so complex and so ceaselessly changing that it is not something which anyone can get done as he wishes just by wanting to practice it. This makes learning indirect experience necessary. Learning indirect experience is also not disrespect for war practice; on the contrary, it is a manifestation of respect for war practice. Because indirect experience is indirect experience for me, but for others it is direct experience and is likewise a product of war practice. Mao Zedong pointed out: the experience of predecessors and of other people is the bloody lessons left to us by past wars, and we should study it carefully; to refuse to accept indirect experience is mistaken and is thoroughgoing narrow empiricism. Looking over history, there is hardly a great commander who did not seriously read the books of war and strategies of predecessors, and those legendary figures who showed their talent for governing an army as soon as they came out of the thatched hut also built their own golden pyramids of the art of war because they were good at making use of the cornerstone of indirect experience. Take Mao Zedong’s military thought: although it has China’s revolutionary war practice as its solid foundation, it is also closely linked with its inheritance of Marxist-Leninist military thought and China’s ancient military heritage. In Mao Zedong’s military writings we can see both the new fruits that came from the combination of Marxist-Leninist military thought with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, and the new radiance flashed forth by our country’s ancient art of war after being transformed. With the continuous development of science and technology and the day-by-day renewal of the means of war, the mode of commanding war relying solely on personal experience and talent has become a thing of the past. “Taking advantage of the wisdom of the multitude,” adopting the newest scientific theories, scientific methods, and scientific means to carry out the demonstration, assessment, and optimal selection of war plans, has opened up a brand-new era of war guidance. Under the new conditions, there are many new theories that we need to learn and study and many precious items of indirect experience that we need to draw upon. If one stubbornly holds to one’s own narrow view and does not learn, or clings to the old rules and does not accept new things, one will fail to keep up with the pace of the development of war.

However, to accept indirect experience is one thing, and whether one can digest it and turn it into one’s own, and apply it in practice, is another. Here, opposing dogmatism is also necessary. Clausewitz once put forward a theory of criticism. What he called criticism is testing, that is, applying theory to actual events and testing it. He held that conclusions in theory cannot become the laws and standards by which everything is measured; “whatever cannot be determined by the intellect of man must be judged by results.” He put forward a resounding slogan: “Knowledge must become ability.” He advocated making knowledge “completely fused into one with thought and practice,” so that it becomes one’s own. (See On War, vol. 1, pp. 144–166, 131–132) These expositions are extremely profound. In the years of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong seriously criticized the so-called “one-hundred-percent Bolsheviks” and the dogmatism that copied foreign and foreign-army military regulations, and put forward the glorious thought of verifying existing war theory in war practice. He said that we respect both the experience of others’ bloodshed and the experience of our own bloodshed, and must verify existing conclusions in our own experience, “absorbing what can be used, rejecting what cannot be used, and adding what is peculiarly our own.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 156, 165) Fundamentally speaking, the reason one must oppose dogmatism in military affairs is that only war practice is the never-ending fountainhead of war cognition; war cognition comes from war practice, and it must again pass the test of war practice before it can become objectively valid truth.

To adhere to the viewpoint that war practice is the source of war cognition, one must oppose the various manifestations of idealism in war cognition. The “fatalism” in the view of war holds that victory or defeat in operations is decided by the will of Heaven and that man is powerless in war. This view denies that people understand the laws of war through war practice and seize the possibility of victory in war through the exercise of their own conscious initiative, and is extremely absurd. Voluntarism in war guidance denies the dependence of war cognition on war practice and advocates winning victory by will. For example, it is put forward that: “In war, a hundred kinds of knowledge are indeed not equal to one conviction,” “victory in battle is due to the commander himself believing that he can win, and defeat is due to the commander himself determining that he must lose,” “the pivot of success or failure lies only in a turn of our thought.” (Quoted from the article “The Scientific Methodology of Studying and Guiding War,” Philosophical Research, 1983, no. 5) This voluntarism is the manifestation in war of the idealist “theory of genius” and is an erroneous viewpoint proved so by war practice. Idealism in military affairs is erroneous; only war practice is the sole source of war cognition.


	War practice is the motive force of the development of war cognition. War practice is not only the source of war cognition but also the motive force of the development of war cognition. People’s cognition of war and its laws is continually developing, and people of every historical era add their own cognition of war to the treasury of war theory. The reason war cognition can develop is that its driving force is still war practice. War history shows that a given war cognition is a reflection of the war practice of the time and cannot lack historical limitations. With the development of productive forces and the transformation of weapons and equipment, the modes of operations necessarily change. New war practice puts forward new subjects to people, demanding new military theories and military principles to replace outdated military theories and military principles, and so new war cognition arises in response. With the development of war practice, new war cognition will in turn be replaced by newer war cognition. Mankind’s cognition of war is a process that develops with the development of war practice.



That war cognition develops with the development of war practice shows that any military theory has relativity. Not only is the military theory of the landlord class so, and the military theory of the bourgeoisie so, but Marxist-Leninist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought are likewise so. As Mao Zedong said: “All laws of war guidance develop with the development of history and with the development of war; nothing is unchanging once and for all.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 157–158) Although Marxist-Leninist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought are founded on the basis of dialectical materialism, and their basic principles will not become outdated and will remain our guide in studying and guiding war in the future, these basic principles too must be supplemented and developed according to new cognition of modern war. And certain individual conclusions have, owing to changes in conditions, already ceased to apply. For example, “the source of our army’s manpower and material resources lies mainly at the front”; this was correct in the circumstances before the founding of the state, but in the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, in self-defense and fighting on the China–Vietnam border, it cannot be done thus. This shows that it will not do not to study new situations and not to enrich and develop military theory along with the development of war practice. Future wars against aggression will have greater changes than past wars, and their degree of complexity and cruelty will exceed that of any past war. For example, in the past war was fought without a rear, but in the future it will be fought relying on a rear; in the past one did not count the gain or loss of a city or a piece of ground, but in the future one must resolutely hold strategic key points and political and economic centers; in the past operations were by a single arm, but in the future they will be joint operations of the various services and arms; in the past war was fought with conventional weapons, but in the future one must prepare to fight under conditions of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. These new circumstances put forward new subjects for the study of military theory and require putting forward new theories, principles, and policies corresponding to them. Otherwise it will not be possible to adapt to the requirements of future operations.

The military domain is a domain full of revolutionary spirit. Because of the severity with which war practice tests war cognition, people are required to regard existing theory with a critical eye, and it also forces people to abandon old viewpoints and replace them with new cognition. Only dialectical thinking can adapt to the development of war, while metaphysics will have difficulty finding a place to stand. Clausewitz said it well: theory should not be dead and rigid; it should be consistent with people’s intellectual activity; it should only be for people “the meeting point that makes clear many clues, and not for prescribing a set of algebraic formulas for use on the battlefield.” (On War, vol. 1, pp. 122–124) We face new wars that may occur, and we should meet them with new eyes. Only by letting war cognition develop with the development of war practice can it have the vitality it should have.

In sum, war practice is both the source of war cognition and the motive force of the development of war cognition, which shows its foundational position and decisive role with respect to war cognition.



II. War Theory Is the Guide of War Practice

War practice plays a decisive role in the formation and development of war cognition, but war cognition, especially war theory, which exists in rational form, in turn has a guiding role with respect to war practice. This guiding role is both necessary to war practice and the purpose of war cognition.

The reason war theory can play a guiding role with respect to war practice is precisely that it is a reflection of war practice and a generalization of a great quantity of war experience. The more profoundly and correctly war theory reflects the laws of war, the greater its guiding role with respect to war practice. War theory has correct and mistaken kinds, and its guiding role likewise goes toward two poles according to its correctness or error.

Correct war theory is cognition in which the subjective and the objective agree; applied to war practice it can enable the army to win more battles. In history, Sun Bin skillfully applied the stratagem of “besieging Wei to rescue Zhao,” a cut above Pang Juan; Zhuge Liang won by many calculations—both because their strategy and tactics were comparatively in accord with reality. Napoleon’s military thought, because it was comparatively correct, successfully guided the French bourgeois revolutionary wars. Mao Zedong’s military thought, because of its correctness, successfully guided China’s revolutionary war, and so on.

Mistaken war theory is cognition in which the subjective and the objective are divorced, and applied to war it necessarily brings the consequence of failure. For example, Duke Xiang of Song in China’s Spring and Autumn period advocated that in fighting one should speak of benevolence, righteousness, and morality even toward the enemy, and followed the military thought of “not beating the drum until the array is formed.” This cognition was far removed from the war reality of “war is based on deception,” and its result could not but be mocked by history. It needs to be pointed out that wars of imperialist aggression can also obtain “victories” in certain concrete campaigns and battles, but this can only prove that their cognition of certain concrete campaigns and battles was comparatively in accord with reality, and cannot prove the correctness of their whole military theory. Fundamentally speaking, their military theory is mistaken. For example, the German fascists’ “blitzkrieg” theory, which once had its heyday at the beginning of the Second World War, did not mean for that reason that it was correct. Not to speak of its political injustice and its economic overstepping of what national strength could bear, in military terms, the “blitzkrieg,” attempting to decide the victory or defeat of war through a single blow, had the nature of a desperate gamble and was hard to accord with actual circumstances; the “blitzkrieg” overestimated the role of aircraft and tanks, belittled the role of artillery and infantry and the significance of coordination among the various arms of the army, and this made it inevitably a venture theory that lost coordination and relied on a few arms fighting a lone-army war. Therefore the “blitzkrieg” could gain the advantage for a time but could not hold the advantage forever, and in the end could not escape the fate of destruction.

Since war theory has a guiding role with respect to war practice, we should attach importance to the study of war theory and raise experience to the level of theory. Because experience resolves only questions of phenomena, while theory resolves questions of essence. One must dare to cast aside outdated experience and accept new theory with great enthusiasm. Otherwise thinking will lag behind the development of war and may lead to failure. In war history there are no few experiences and lessons in this respect. Before the Second World War, the French generals were immersed in the experience of defensive war in the First World War and did not see the new changes brought to military science and the mode of operations by the emergence of new-type weapons such as aircraft and tanks; as a result they were defeated at one blow by the German army in the Second World War, and the winners of that year became the prisoners of Hitler. The famous generals of the period of the Soviet civil war, Voroshilov, Budyonny, Timoshenko, and others, because their military thought was outdated, were unequal to their ambitions in the face of the fascist German blitzkrieg tactics; on the contrary, the new men trained by military academies, such as Zhukov, displayed outstanding talent in the anti-fascist war. In the naval battle of the Malvinas, which caused a sensation a few years ago, the commander of the British task force, Woodward, who before the war had never smelled the gunpowder of war, nevertheless successfully commanded the British naval fleet because his military theory and professional knowledge were comparatively rich. All this shows that experience is of course precious, but it has very great limitations, and only by striving to master military theory can one master war.

With the development of war practice and the continual renewal of military science arising from it, the guiding role of war theory with respect to war practice is growing day by day. In particular, the new technological revolution will inevitably cause great changes in army building and in modes of operations. Therefore, studying the influence of the new technological revolution on military affairs and renewing military thought have already been placed on the agenda as important matters. Facing the new situation, our knowledge already appears very inadequate. If we are immersed in the once-successful experience of learning war from war, one-sidedly absolutizing it, and not paying attention to accepting new thought and studying new problems, it will lead to the backwardness of military thought, and the backward get beaten.

War theory can guide war practice not only macroscopically but also microscopically in the concrete aspects of war practice. For example, the science of campaigns reveals the laws of campaigns and introduces the basic theories and principles of action for guiding campaign action; when commanders organize campaign action, they can, according to the basic theories of the science of campaigns, grasp the laws of campaign action and, combining the actual circumstances of enemy and ourselves, carry out concrete campaign planning and guidance. Likewise, the science of tactics reveals the laws by which units and subunits engage in combat action and introduces the methods and principles of engaging in combat action; when commanders organize combat action, they can, according to the basic theories of the science of tactics, carry out the guidance of combat.

In sum, war cognition built on the basis of war practice has an enormous guiding role with respect to war practice. To give full play to this guiding role is the concentrated expression of subjective initiative in war, and an important guarantee for seizing victory in war.

War practice determines war cognition, and war cognition has a reactive effect on war practice; this is the dialectical relationship between the two. Mao Zedong once pointed out: “In military affairs, we demand relatively many victories and, conversely, demand relatively few defeats. The key here lies in making the subjective and the objective agree well.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 163) Our understanding of the dialectical relationship between war practice and war cognition is precisely in order to adhere in war to the basic viewpoint that war practice plays the decisive role with respect to war cognition, while also paying attention to giving full play to the guiding role of war cognition, so that the subjective and the objective agree very well. However, this is not something that can be done easily and lightly, but is a long process of gradual approach. “Practice, cognition, again practice, again cognition; this form repeats in endless cycles, and the content of each cycle of practice and cognition rises to a higher level.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 273) This exquisite exposition of Mao Zedong’s applies not only to the general process of cognition but equally to the process of war cognition. Like the process of cognition of other things, the process of war cognition is also a process of spiral rising and wave-like development. Only by adhering to the dialectics of war practice and war cognition can we gradually achieve, in war practice, the concrete unity of the subjective and the objective historical, and obtain freedom of military action.






Chapter 29 Know the Other and Know Oneself, and You Will Not Be Imperiled in a Hundred Battles

To observe and analyze the contradictory movement of things, and from it to find methods of resolving contradictions, is a basic requirement that must be strictly followed in understanding war and guiding war. Only by conscientiously and prudently observing and analyzing the contradictions of enemy and ourselves, and achieving “knowing the enemy and knowing yourself,” can one correctly guide war and win victory in war.


Section 1 The Importance of Knowing the Other and Knowing Oneself

Since ancient times, all military men have stressed the extreme importance of being thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves. The great master of ancient Chinese military affairs, Sun Wu, in the chapter “Attack by Stratagem,” put forward the famous law of war, “know the enemy and know yourself, and you will not be imperiled in a hundred battles,” an important guiding principle of universal significance, pointing out: “He who knows the enemy and knows himself will not be imperiled in a hundred battles; he who does not know the enemy but knows himself will win one and lose one; he who knows neither the enemy nor himself will be imperiled in every battle.” This law not only points out the dialectical relationship between the war guide’s understanding of the circumstances of the enemy and of himself and the victory or defeat of war, but also points out the important significance of finding out, on the basis of being thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of enemy and ourselves, the law of action of the two sides, and of determining one’s own operational action according to this law so as to defeat the enemy. In this way, Sun Tzu closely combined “knowing” with “fighting,” and “victory can be known” with “victory can be made.” This is the view of the unity of knowing and acting in war guidance. Any war guide, ancient or modern, Chinese or foreign, must follow this principle; whoever violates this principle cannot, in peacetime, make good preparations for war, and in wartime will inevitably lose battles. Therefore, in understanding and guiding war, the principle of “know the enemy and know yourself” must be strictly followed.


I. Knowing the Enemy and Knowing Yourself Is the Key to Correctly Estimating the Strength of Enemy and Ourselves

Knowing the enemy and knowing yourself is the key to correctly estimating the strength of the two sides. Every commander who leads troops into battle, plans and deploys the array, whether on offense or defense, cannot do without a correct estimate of the strength of enemy and ourselves. “Knowing the enemy and knowing yourself” enables us to see clearly the emptiness and substance, the strong points and weak points of the enemy, neither overestimating the enemy and underestimating ourselves, nor overestimating ourselves and underestimating the enemy. However, because commanders do not know the enemy deeply and do not know themselves thoroughly, in estimating the strength of enemy and ourselves they are often either too high or too low. Whichever of these two situations occurs, errors will arise and heavy losses will be invited. Overestimating oneself and underestimating the enemy produces arrogance, complacency, and adventurism. Lenin pointed out: “In war … the most dangerous thing is to underestimate the enemy and to be at ease that we are stronger than the enemy. This is the most dangerous, for it will bring about the failure of war.” (Complete Works of Lenin, vol. 31, p. 151) Conversely, underestimating one’s own strength and overestimating the enemy’s strength is likewise very dangerous: it produces defeatist sentiment, builds up the enemy’s prestige and destroys one’s own soldiers’ morale, and shakes the confidence in certain victory and the will to fight. In the war history of China and abroad, examples of failure invited by overestimating or underestimating the strength of enemy and ourselves are common. In 1812, when Napoleon led a great army to attack Russia, he predicted: “Within two months, Russia will sue for peace.” The result was a great defeat and a return. Someone remarked that a genius should know where to stop, and Napoleon did not reach this kind of genius; after he had swept over many countries of Europe, he underestimated the enemy too much, which not only caused the near annihilation of the whole army in Russia but also set him from then on on the road to final defeat at Waterloo. In the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–1905, before the war the Russian official view was that “one Russian soldier can stand for three Japanese soldiers.” After Russia’s defeat, the first Commander-in-Chief of the Russian army directing this operation, Kuropatkin, admitted: “Before the war we underestimated Japan’s material and especially spiritual strength.” (Kuropatkin: The Russian Army and the War against Japan, pp. 123, 127) Before the Second World War, the military leaders of France, relying on the Maginot Line, relaxed the various preparations for war, and Marshal Ironside in particular was still more contemptuous of the enemy; he said that all the German generals “had not in the First World War held any post higher than lieutenant, which is a great weakness of the German army,” (Liddell Hart: Strategy, p. 227) with the result that the French army was utterly defeated. In the Second World War, the Soviet Union too had a lesson of underestimating the enemy in preparing for war, manifested in its strategic policy of “underestimating the enemy’s strength and overestimating one’s own strength,” (Sokolovsky: Military Strategy, vol. 1, p. 344) and thereby stipulating “the basic point of strategy, namely, to carry out a powerful counterblow and swift strategic offensive, to smash the aggressor, and to push operational action onto the enemy’s territory.” (Turchenko: Trends in the Development of the Theory and Practice of Strategic Defense, p. 9) When war broke out, with the Soviet army retreating step by step, the General Headquarters still ordered “turn to counterattack, smash the enemy in the main directions, and push forward into enemy territory.” (Zhukov, Memoirs and Reflections, vol. 1, p. 416) This strategic plan, which did not fit reality, aggravated the extent of losses in the early period of the war. In the history of armed struggle led by our Party, there was also a lesson of underestimating the enemy in strategy: for example, in June 1932, when Chiang Kai-shek launched the fourth “encirclement and suppression” against the E-Yu-Wan base area with heavy troops, Zhang Guotao actually held that the Kuomintang army was then a “lopsided force,” and therefore put forward the adventurist strategic policy of “radically wiping out the ‘encirclement and suppression,’” attacking the Beijing–Hankou line and threatening Wuhan, with the result of failure. Therefore, to achieve neither overestimating nor underestimating the strength of enemy and ourselves, one must put in effort, strength, and money on knowing the enemy and knowing yourself.



II. Knowing the Enemy and Knowing Yourself Is the Foundation of Exploring the Objective Laws of War

Knowing the enemy and knowing yourself is the foundation of exploring the objective laws of war. To explore the objective laws of war, one must start from the actual circumstances of both enemy and ourselves; both aspects should be our objects of study. Openly knowing yourself while secretly not knowing the enemy, or openly knowing the enemy while secretly not knowing yourself, cannot explore the objective laws of war. To study war and guide war entirely starting from the actual circumstances of the two sides is the scientific attitude of materialism and is an important factor for obtaining victory; on the contrary, it is the unscientific attitude of idealism. Therefore, in war, to resolve the contradiction between the subjective and the objective, so that subjective guidance accords with the objective reality of war, is a most important aspect of war guidance. And knowing the enemy and knowing yourself is the best key to resolving this contradiction. Because as long as there is war, there always exists the contradiction of how the war guide subjectively reflects correctly the objective reality of war, and of how the subjective intention accords with the objective reality of war. The history of countless victories and defeats in war shows that whoever’s subjective guidance accords with the objective reality of war wins, and whoever’s subjective guidance is divorced from the objective reality of war fails. This has become a settled law. This law is merciless and treats every commander equally. Whether your operational guiding thought, theoretical principles, operational plan, deployments, and resolution are correct or mistaken, appropriate or inappropriate, must all be subjected to merciless testing in the face of this law. The so-called objective reality of war refers to the circumstances in all aspects of the enemy and ourselves in war, or called the various contradictions. The various contradictions of enemy and ourselves in war depend on each other, interpenetrate, struggle with each other, and transform into each other, constituting the whole of war. Therefore, to reflect the reality of war and understand the various contradictions in war, one must achieve “knowing the enemy and knowing yourself.” That is, to analyze comprehensively the various factors of enemy and ourselves that oppose, constrain, and transform into each other and constitute the movement of the contradictions of war, and their laws of development, and to take this as the basis for considering one’s own action. Only thus can one combine resolute action with thorough deployment. Only thus can one truly make subjective cognition accord with objective reality and turn the possibility of victory into reality.



III. Knowing the Enemy and Knowing Yourself Is the Main Basis for Formulating the Principles of Strategy, Campaigns, and Tactics

Knowing the enemy and knowing yourself is the main basis for formulating correct principles of strategy, campaigns, and tactics. The several thousand years of war history prove eloquently: all correct strategic policies and operational guiding principles are products of knowing the enemy and knowing yourself. Sun Wu, two thousand years ago, used the military law he had summed up, “know the enemy and know yourself, and in a hundred battles you will not be imperiled,” and on the basis of understanding the circumstances of the various feudal states of the time, put forward from war practice many operational guiding principles of scientific value. For example, “first win, then seek battle,” “showing a form,” “moving the enemy,” “I am concentrated while the enemy is divided,” “avoiding the substantial and striking the empty,” “gaining victory by adapting to the enemy,” and so on. For more than two thousand years, although wars ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign, have been of a thousand changes and ten thousand kinds, these principles still glitter with their luster, and they are jewels in the arsenal of military theory. Viewing the whole course of the revolutionary war led by the Chinese Communist Party, at every major historical turning point, the major strategic decisions and important operational guiding principles put forward by the Party Central Committee and Mao Zedong were all founded on the basis of being thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of enemy and ourselves in all aspects. In the Second Revolutionary Civil War period, Mao Zedong, after in-depth investigation and study, and according to the different characteristics of enemy and ourselves, formulated for the Red Army the strategic policy of establishing rural base areas and, in the face of a strong enemy, carrying out luring the enemy deep and active defense, and at the same time put forward the “sixteen-character formula”; in the period of the War of Resistance against Japan, Mao Zedong again, according to the situation of superiority and inferiority of enemy and ourselves, correctly put forward the strategic policy of protracted war; in the War of Liberation, Mao Zedong again analyzed the enemy situation precisely and correctly estimated our own situation, and according to the changes in the strength of enemy and ourselves, while carrying out the strategic policy of active defense, put forward the famous “ten great military principles.” The reason the Red Army, the Eighth Route Army, and the Liberation Army repeatedly fought and repeatedly won was, for a very long period, not reliance on the strength of the whole situation, but reliance on the superiority of strategy and tactics.




Section 2 How to Know the Other

Knowing the enemy is the basis and premise of all operational action, and is also one of the objective foundations for determining policies to control the enemy. War guides, in drawing up plans of military action, deploying troop strength, and planning major battles, always put the study of the enemy situation in first place. Countless war practices show that being thoroughly familiar with the opponent’s strengths and weaknesses, emptiness and substance, strength and weakness, and so on, has, in a certain sense, a decisive influence on victory or defeat in war. Only by truly achieving knowing the enemy can one correctly use troops and weapons, ingeniously employ various operational means, appropriately organize offensive and defensive battles, use our strengths to strike the enemy’s shortcomings, and gain victory by surprise. In the case of a weak army fighting a strong enemy, knowing the enemy has a particularly important significance.

Knowing the enemy is valued by military men of all ages, Chinese and foreign. Our country’s Sun Tzu long ago stated explicitly: “The enlightened ruler and the worthy general, by which they move and conquer others, and their achievements surpass the multitude, is foreknowledge. … It is to know the enemy’s circumstances.” (the chapter “Employment of Spies”) Jomini said: “To enable war to obtain victory, the safest and most reliable way is certainly to wait until one has completely accurate intelligence about the enemy and then take action.” (The Art of War, p. 198) In his long military practice Mao Zedong attached the greatest importance to knowing the enemy. Before every operation he first organized powerful reconnaissance, and for every operational deployment he first spoke of the judgment of the enemy situation. The “four crossings of the Chishui,” the Liaoshen, Huaihai, and Pingjin campaigns, and others which he personally commanded are all models of accurately understanding the enemy situation. Mao Zedong said: “The correct deployments of the commander come from correct resolutions, correct resolutions come from correct judgments, and correct judgments come from thorough and necessary reconnaissance and from coherent thinking on the various materials of reconnaissance.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 163) The famous eighteenth-century Western general Frederick the Great of Prussia, in talking about the reason he could successfully defeat his opponent, the French commander Soubise, said: General Soubise usually has a hundred cooks following behind him, whereas I usually have a hundred spies in front of me.


I. The Content of Knowing the Enemy

Knowing the enemy is to carry out a comprehensive understanding of the enemy side’s operational strength, that is, the various factors, material and spiritual, and to analyze correctly and objectively, recognizing the essential, internal connections among them. Therefore, the scope and content of knowing the enemy are extremely broad. But because of differing eras and differing styles of war, the concrete content of knowing the enemy also differs somewhat: Sun Tzu in his day stressed that in knowing the enemy there are “five matters,” “first the Way, second Heaven, third Earth, fourth the General, fifth Method.” (the chapter “Laying Plans”) The so-called Way is spoken of in terms of politics; Heaven refers to the seasons, nature, and meteorological conditions; Earth refers to geographical conditions; the General refers to the wisdom and talent of marshals and generals; Method refers to the organization and establishment of the army and the system of army management. The famous bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz grouped the elements that frequently play a role in combat into five categories as the content of knowing the enemy: the first category is spiritual elements, including the will of the government, the intentions of the commander-in-chief, the morale of the army, and the emotions of the people, etc.; the second category is material elements, including the quantity and organization of the army and the proportions of the various arms; the third category is mathematical elements, including the angle of formation of the lines of operations, centripetal movement and centrifugal movement, and so on; the fourth category is geographical elements, including terrain conditions such as commanding heights, mountain ranges, rivers, forests, and roads; the fifth category is statistical elements, referring to lines of communication, bases, supplies, and so on. He called the former one of these five categories spiritual strength and the latter four collectively material strength. Mao Zedong taught commanders of all levels to be thoroughly familiar with the enemy’s politics, economy, military affairs, diplomacy, geography, and other aspects. In the period of the War of Resistance against Japan, in examining the circumstances of China and Japan, he carried out analysis and study precisely from these aspects. Future war will be different from any past war; it will be a completely modernized war. Therefore, the content of knowing the enemy is broader than ever before. But whether in the past or the present, in the question of knowing the enemy there is again a common character. Concretely speaking: first, knowing his politics. That is, the political line of his government, the prestige of the national leaders, the orientation of people’s hearts and the political and ideological state of the inhabitants, the attitude toward war, foreign policy, and so on, from which to judge the nature of the war; second, knowing his economy. This includes economic policy, the level of industrial and agricultural production, economic potential, especially the application of modern science and technology and the state of the information system, the strength of the national-defense economy, and so on; third, knowing his army. This includes the level of development of the country’s military science and military academic thought and its trend, the quality of the commanders in all respects, the quantity and organization of the army, the level of science and culture, the level of training and management, deployments, methods of operations, combat power, the reserves of reserve manpower, the application and mastery of modern science and technology in military affairs, the research and manufacture, quantity, quality, and prospects for development of new-type weapons, the degree of material reserves and capacity for guarantee, and so on; fourth, the natural geographic conditions of the theater of war. This includes human geography, economic geography, cultural geography, ethnic geography, strategic-point topography, terrain features, engineering structures, natural obstacles, hydrology, meteorology and radiation, the army’s protective conditions against weapons of mass killing and destruction, and so on; fifth, the nationwide cultural and educational undertakings, the degree of development of science and technology, and so on. If the various factors of the other side that are closely related to the above operational strength can be objectively and accurately grasped, then knowing the enemy can be reached in a fairly broad scope macroscopically. This provides the basic objective premise for determining correct operational guiding principles.



II. The Methods and Ways of Knowing the Enemy

Having insight into past and present, the methods of knowing the enemy are broadly the following:


	Using spies. Using spies is a very ancient method of obtaining intelligence about the enemy. In Sun Tzu’s Art of War of more than two thousand years ago there is a special chapter on using spies. He held that this is one of the important matters in employing troops and conducting war, and rebuked those who, unwilling to part with “a hundred pieces of gold in rank and emolument,” did not attach importance to using spies to reconnoiter the enemy situation as “not benevolent to the utmost, not a general of men, not an assistant of the ruler, not a master of victory.” (the chapter “Employment of Spies”) On this basis he also put forward the view that “when the five kinds of spies (that is, ‘native spies,’ ‘inside spies,’ ‘double spies,’ ‘doomed spies,’ and ‘living spies’) are all active, no one knows the Way,” stressing the use of various spies in order to broaden the sources of intelligence and put the enemy into a plight where he cannot cope. Whether in ancient or modern times, using spies to know the enemy has been universally applied by the countries of the world, and the scale is ever greater, the manner ever more concealed, and the variety ever richer. Some combine the use of diplomatic personnel, open and secret, legal and illegal; some use doing business, disguised as scholars, merchants, and so on, to engage in various spy activities. In 1941, in order to attack the American Pearl Harbor, the Japanese army successively sent more than two hundred spies into Oahu island to collect various kinds of intelligence, many times sent submarines to slip into the vicinity of Pearl Harbor to scout on the spot, and organized military officers disguised as merchants, seamen, and scholars to make detailed surveys of the hydrology and terrain features of Honolulu and the planned route of the surprise attack; on the basis of the intelligence material supplied by many routes of spies, the Japanese army drew up the plan for the attack on Pearl Harbor and obtained success. Today both the United States and the Soviet Union have extremely huge spy organizations, and the amount of money spent on intelligence is also quite astonishing. Taking only the United States as an example, a general in charge of intelligence in the United States said that since the Second World War, the United States, in building intelligence organs, has spent a huge sum of 50 billion to 75 billion U.S. dollars. “Even so, our situation today is not much better than that of the Pearl Harbor incident of those years.” (See People’s Daily, February 20, 1977, p. 6) This was said in the seventies; what degree of hugeness it has reached by now one does not know.


	Reconnaissance. Of course, using spies is also a form of reconnaissance, but the reconnaissance spoken of here refers to the collection and study of various kinds of intelligence on the enemy country and army with which one is actually in battle. According to the scope and task of military action, it divides into three great categories: strategic reconnaissance, campaign reconnaissance, and tactical reconnaissance. The reconnaissance of the enemy situation must not only be stepped up before the establishment of the military plan, but also be carried out without interruption after the establishment of the military plan, or in the course of the carrying out of the plan. Reconnaissance should run through the whole course of the whole war. The development of means of reconnaissance has a close connection with changes in the means of war and the methods of operations. In ancient times, battle was fought within a limited area and usually on comparatively open ground, and the military chiefs of the time could directly observe the battlefield and judge the enemy situation simply by their own sight; this was the stage of visual reconnaissance. Later it developed into infantry and cavalry patrols carrying out activities against the enemy’s front and rear on the line of contact of the armies. This was organized reconnaissance. By the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth, armies of large numbers and advanced weapons and equipment were used on the battlefield, and the scope of military action expanded, which led to the aggravation of the task of reconnaissance and the increase in the quantity of troops and weapons used for reconnaissance, which tended more and more toward modernization. At present, owing to the rapid development of modern science and technology and its extensive use in the military domain, especially the development and application of thermonuclear weapons, long-range weapons, precision-guided weapons, high-speed means of maneuver, modern electronic technology, information, and systems engineering, the suddenness of war has increased and the situation has become more complex and changing sharply, which has brought many new characteristics to the work of reconnaissance: the requirements on timeliness, accuracy, and continuity of reconnaissance intelligence are higher; the scope of reconnaissance has been enlarged and the content increased; in the sky, on the ground, on the sea, and under the sea, it has become a three-dimensional reconnaissance system; the struggle between reconnaissance and counter-reconnaissance is increasingly sharp, the difficulty of obtaining intelligence is greatly increased, and organizing and carrying out reconnaissance is more complex and arduous.


	Collecting material in peacetime. Modern war’s demand for intelligence information is quite huge and its content quite broad. To grasp and understand accurately the circumstances of the enemy in all aspects, one cannot rely solely on wartime reconnaissance; one must, from ordinary times, keep eyes on six directions and ears on eight quarters and attach importance to the collection, accumulation, analysis, and synthesis of material on the future operational opponent. The sources of material can be the open and semi-open relevant material, figures, speeches of leaders, official books, periodicals, and articles of the enemy side collected from newspapers and magazines and foreign-army documents in various quarters. But some people say: this kind of work is the business of the intelligence departments, or that when the war is fought the intelligence will naturally be there. Therefore, to lack a sense of responsibility and urgency in the study of the operational opponent is very dangerous. In fact, studying the enemy situation is an important job that is onerous, arduous, and concerns the whole situation. It cannot be done by relying on a few units and a few people; it must be completed by the efforts of upper and lower together. If in ordinary times the whole army attaches importance to collecting enemy material through many channels and at many levels, conditions will be created for accurately judging the enemy situation in wartime. Therefore, commanders at all levels need to devote themselves to studying the enemy situation and attach importance to the accumulation of enemy-situation material.






III. Several Problems to Which Attention Should Be Paid in Knowing the Enemy

The history of victory and defeat in war over several thousand years has again and again proved that, to achieve truly knowing the enemy and knowing yourself, one must oppose the tendencies of idealism and mechanism on the questions of war. The tendencies commonly seen in war are the following seven: openly knowing yourself while secretly knowing the enemy, or openly knowing the enemy while secretly knowing yourself, this is the first; disregarding objective conditions and, relying only on subjective imagination, building operational action on a basis of wishful thinking and acting rashly and blindly, this is the second; being lured or deceived by the enemy, taking the part for the whole, taking the surface appearance of one aspect for the whole and for the essence, this is the third; being incited by one’s own subordinates’ irresponsible and ignorant views, blind optimism, exaggerating one’s own victories and the enemy’s reverses and acting rashly, this is the fourth; being half-clear and half-dim about the circumstances of both enemy and ourselves, exaggerating difficulties and the enemy situation, not seeing the influence and favorable conditions of one’s own victories, ignoring the influence of the enemy’s internal contradictions, difficulties, and defeats on his morale, and sinking in spirit along with it, this is the fifth; after the objective circumstances of war have changed, subjective guidance being unable to change resolution, plan, and tactics according to the changed situation, still stubbornly conservative and blindly obstinate, this is the sixth; looking only to copying foreign regulations and past experience, cutting the foot to fit the shoe, this is the seventh. If these tendencies are not overcome, the guidance of war will inevitably fail.

To achieve knowing the enemy, one must overcome subjective arbitrariness, respect objective reality, and reflect the enemy situation as it truly is. The enemy situation, like everything else in the world, exists objectively. To things that exist objectively one must never add any subjective ingredient; one must have one if it is one and two if it is two, and reflect their original face truly. Any neglect and denial, exaggeration or belittling, overestimation or underestimation of the enemy situation not only cannot change in the slightest the original face of this objective thing, the enemy situation, but instead can only lead to many errors in judging the enemy situation. Therefore, people who guide war can only, by reflecting it and understanding it in a practical and realistic way, estimate the enemy exactly as he is and measure the enemy in using troops. Reflecting the enemy situation truthfully requires grasping two points: one must not regard the enemy as cleverer than oneself; nor can one regard the enemy as too stupid. One should reckon that the actions adopted by the enemy, compared with the actions we would adopt in the same circumstances, are not without reason. Only by standing on this point can one take the enemy seriously and guard against trouble before it occurs.

The static viewpoint is also a major obstacle affecting knowing the enemy and must likewise be overcome with effort. Because no thing is dead and static and unchanging, but develops and changes continuously under certain internal and external conditions. War develops, and the situation on the battlefield is intricate and complex and changes in the twinkling of an eye; therefore, in knowing the enemy one cannot look at problems from a static viewpoint. In regard to the circumstances of the enemy in many aspects, one cannot be satisfied with knowing breadth only; one must also know depth. The so-called depth is, on the basis of its breadth, to study and grasp the waxing and waning, and the transformation of strength and weakness, of the enemy side’s operational strength. Because among the various elements of operational strength there is both their side of independent existence and their side of mutual dependence and mutual transformation; there is development in the direction of strength under certain conditions and transformation in the direction of weakness constrained by certain conditions; there is relative implicitness of quality under certain conditions and changeability under certain conditions. For example, people generally think that the Soviet army in operations dies by mechanically applying regulations and its tactics are rigid. But looking at it from the Afghan battlefield, this is not wholly so. The Soviet army, against the ambush warfare of the Afghan guerrillas, adopted new tactics of “first reconnoiter, second counter, third suppress”; after encountering many raids by the Afghan guerrillas, the Soviet army again adopted a new pattern of “armored-style bivouac deployment”; the Soviet army also adopted three-dimensional sweeping tactics of “ground search combined with air interdiction” to deal with the scattered guerrillas of Afghanistan. Therefore, knowing the enemy cannot be knowing the surface without knowing the inside; knowing the past and the present without knowing its development and changes; knowing the parts without knowing the whole; knowing the quantitative material without knowing the qualitative material; knowing what has been fixed in regulations and articles without knowing what is newly produced. Such knowing is not true knowing. Not knowing the enemy deeply is just as harmful as knowing nothing at all. Only when knowing the enemy has achieved a unity of breadth and depth is it true knowing the enemy.




Section 3 How to Know Oneself


I. The Importance of Knowing Yourself

Knowing the enemy and knowing yourself are both very important. Knowing the enemy, apart from knowing yourself, loses its meaning of existence; conversely, knowing yourself, apart from knowing the enemy, also loses its purposiveness. Therefore, in reality there is no question at all of knowing the enemy being important and knowing yourself being secondary. In the face of war, knowing the enemy and knowing yourself are equally important. Sun Tzu said that if one understands both the enemy and oneself, one will not be imperiled in a hundred battles; if one does not understand the enemy but understands oneself, the chance of victory is half and half; if one understands neither the enemy nor oneself, one will be imperiled in every battle. Sun Wu also put forward, on the matter of knowing yourself, the thoughts of “upper and lower share the same desires,” “knowing how to use the many and the few,” “the prepared await the unprepared,” and “knowing that my troops can attack” and “cannot be attacked.” War experience shows that a commander can, only by grasping fairly comprehensively and accurately the circumstances of his own units in all aspects, estimate his own combat capability in a practical and realistic way, and correctly organize and command the troops, “moving without being confused,” “raising without being exhausted,” and “victory can be complete.” If one is not thoroughly familiar with one’s own circumstances, or is half-clear and half-dim, then not only will ordinary training be badly done, but more important, on the battlefield one will suffer a great loss. For example, if one is not thoroughly familiar with the technical performance, combat performance, and principles of use of the weapons of the various arms related to oneself, it is hard to organize joint operations of the various arms and coordinated action; if one does not understand the characteristics, morale, quality, and strength of the units under one, then however clearly one understands the enemy situation, it is hard to make a correct resolution, and even if one has a correct resolution, it is hard to put it into effect. In actual combat, there are commanders who underestimate or overestimate their own strength and thereby invite lessons of operational disadvantage, and this is also not rare. Therefore, as war guides, one must be clear that while attaching importance to “knowing the enemy,” one must by all means also put effort into “knowing yourself.” This is an important condition for standing on the ground of not being defeated.



II. Knowing Yourself Is Also Not Easy

On the question of knowing yourself, blind self-confident subjectivism is very harmful. As soon as knowing yourself is mentioned, some consider that they live in the unit, and whatever the condition of the unit is, they know it with their eyes shut, and that knowing yourself is not a problem. Some are satisfied with counting heads, comparing numbers with the enemy; some take the local situation as the situation of the whole; some take their own past situation as the actual situation and understand it, seeming to think that knowing these amounts to knowing themselves. It is precisely this blind self-confidence that has led some commanders to know the surface of their own situation without knowing its substance, often in a state of obscurity. This blindness in knowing yourself will bring serious consequences.

It is true that, compared with knowing yourself, knowing the enemy is the more difficult. But to reach true knowing yourself is also not that easy. This is because:

First, the content of knowing yourself is by no means single, momentary, local, and simple, but broad, overall, and complex. From the strategic standpoint, the content of knowing the enemy, namely such factors as politics, economy, military affairs, and geography, is also the content of knowing yourself. Because the enemy and we are mutually opposed factors, the enemy side’s action necessarily provokes counteraction on our side; the content we reconnoiter in the enemy is necessarily also the content the enemy reconnoiters in us. So understanding the content of the enemy should also be understanding the content of oneself. As for the campaign and battle commander, he must also achieve knowing above, knowing below, knowing left and right, and knowing Heaven and Earth. Knowing above means knowing the strategic policy and operational principles, the operational intention of higher authority, and one’s own strategic position in the whole situation; knowing below means the political and military quality and the operational style of the troops belonging to oneself, the commanding characteristics of the cadres, namely whether they are good at attacking or good at defending, good at threading through or good at racing to reinforce, the ideological state of officers and soldiers, the performance and principles of use of the weapons and equipment belonging to the unit, and so on; knowing left and right means understanding the quality, tasks, operational characteristics, and battlefield posture of friendly neighboring units, and so on; knowing Heaven and Earth means understanding the political geography, cultural geography, economic geography, social conditions, terrain features, meteorology, hydrology, and so on of the war zone concerned with one’s unit’s execution of its tasks. It can be seen that knowing yourself, in both breadth and depth, is not something that can be reached lightly and easily.

Second, one’s own side’s circumstances are also continually developing and changing. With the development of the national economy, not only do weapons and equipment change and thereby give rise to great transformations in strategy and tactics, but the members of the army are also continually changing. With the raising of the level of science and culture, the political and military quality of the troops will also change. Therefore, commanders cannot be satisfied merely with the circumstances of knowing themselves in the past, but should, as the situation changes, understand in good time the present situation and the unknown circumstances; to know the new will be extremely difficult.

Third, owing to one-sidedness in methods of thinking, people are often unable to adhere to looking at their own strong points and shortcomings in a practical and realistic way. Either they exaggerate their own strong points, or over-believe in past successful experience, or see only some of their own conditions for victory while not seeing or not willing to explore deeply their own shortcomings, defects, and weak points; or they exaggerate their own weak points and wantonly belittle themselves, which will not do either; thinking that all is not as good as others, they ignore their own strong points and favorable conditions and thereby lose confidence in victory. These two kinds of one-sidedness will both affect in-depth knowing of oneself.



III. The Methods and Ways of Knowing Yourself

Knowing yourself is difficult, but not unknowable. The ways and methods of knowing yourself are various. One should mainly grasp the following several points: (1) Strengthen study. One should, from a large amount of documentary material, understand one’s own military history, war history, and history of academic thought, and be thoroughly versed in one’s own traditions. At the same time, one should also strive to comprehend strategic policy, operational principles, knowledge of the various services and arms, and the performance and principles of use of many kinds of weapons and technical equipment, so as to know oneself in theory; (2) One must frequently go deep into the troops and carry out solid and down-to-earth investigation and study. Attention should be paid to understanding the political and military quality of the troops and the new situations, new problems, and new experiences that appear in the troops. And the situation of the troops’ training over the years should be compiled, so as to understand from it the laws of change of the quality of the troops, and to reach knowing oneself from quality; (3) Organize the troops to carry out exercises of various scales; through the exercises, on the one hand, to understand the geographic factors such as the people’s conditions, social conditions, terrain, and meteorology of the battlefield, and on the other hand to find out clearly the troops’ commanding ability, operational ability, coordination ability, rapid reaction ability, and field survival ability under the new situation, and to understand further one’s own strengths and shortcomings; (4) Establish information centers crossing vertically and horizontally, with upper and lower, left and right exchanging in good time information on the troops in all aspects, so as to reach knowing oneself in its details, in its newness, in its truth, and in its accuracy. Only by being willing to put effort into knowing yourself in ordinary times, and having new breakthroughs, can conditions be created for victory in wartime.




Section 4 Linking Together the Situations of Both Enemy and Ourselves for Scientific Analysis

War is an extremely complex aggregate of contradictions. We stress knowing the enemy and knowing yourself, the fundamental aim of which is to draw out what has lawfulness from all the factors in which enemy and ourselves are mutually opposed, and to apply these laws to guide one’s own action and formulate strategy and tactics suited to them.

How is this aim to be achieved? Mao Zedong pointed out in “On Contradiction”: “We who are engaged in China’s revolution must not only understand the particularity of contradictions in their totality, that is, in their mutual connection, but must also begin the study from the various aspects of the contradictions, and only then is it possible to understand the totality. The so-called understanding of the various aspects of a contradiction means understanding what particular position each of them occupies, in what concrete forms they enter into the relation of interdependence and mutual contradiction with their opposite, and, in the interdependence and mutual contradiction, as well as after the interdependence breaks up, by what concrete methods they struggle against their opposite.” In linking together the situations of the enemy and of ourselves in war, this method should also be used.

How in practice to apply these principles, analyze scientifically the enemy and ourselves, and find the laws of action? This process of thinking can broadly be divided into four stages:


I. Examine Comprehensively the Various Contradictions in Which Enemy and Ourselves Oppose Each Other, and Grasp Their Basic Aspects and Characteristics

War is a contradictory totality constituted by many aspects. To grasp such a contradictory totality in essence, one must put effort into examining and understanding the various aspects of the contradiction. By examining the many aspects of these various contradictions, one grasps their basic elements and characteristics. Of course, an absolutely comprehensive examination of war is hard to achieve, while a relatively comprehensive one is entirely possible.



II. Compare Vertically and Horizontally, Analyze Concretely, and Grasp the Mutual Connection and Interaction of the Mutual Contradictions of Enemy and Ourselves

The various parts, aspects, characteristics, factors, and stages of the objective thing that is war are, in reality, inseparably linked together. But to understand a thing and grasp it, one must, on the basis of comprehensive examination, break apart those parts, aspects, factors, and stages that are actually linked together and study them. The war guide must attend to analyzing the four situations of contradiction: the concrete conditions in which the concrete contradiction exists, the concrete internal and external connections of the contradiction, the position that the various aspects of the contradiction occupy in its totality and its particularity, and the particularity of the various aspects of the various contradictions at the various stages of development. To carry out concrete analysis, one must carry out comparison. Comparison is a tool and way of concretely analyzing and understanding things. Only through comparative analysis of the various aspects of the contradiction can one understand more deeply the essential attributes and basic characteristics of the contradiction and the connections and distinctions among various things, and understand more profoundly the above four situations of the contradiction. Comparison must be vertical and horizontal comparison. The so-called horizontal comparison is to link the various elements of war together in a spatial sense and consider them; that is, to compare one by one the political, economic, military, diplomatic, geographic, and other factors of the countries of enemy and ourselves, which is also a static examination. The so-called vertical comparison is to link them together in a temporal sense and consider them, that is, to examine the changes in quantity and quality of the various factors of war under different conditions, which is also analysis and study from action; from it one finds the enemy’s strong points, our shortcomings, the enemy’s shortcomings, our strong points, and then compares the enemy’s strong points with our strong points, the enemy’s shortcomings with our shortcomings, our strong points with the enemy’s shortcomings, and our shortcomings with the enemy’s strong points. Through this comparison, one studies how they depend on each other, link with each other, struggle with each other, and transform into each other, and how the strong points and shortcomings of both sides wax and wane. Through vertical and horizontal comparison one grasps the internal and external connections and the trend of development of the various contradictions of war.



III. On the Basis of Analysis, Synthesize, and Grasp the Characteristics and Laws of Enemy and Ourselves

The movement of dialectical thinking requires people, in understanding things, to adhere to the dialectical unity of both analysis and synthesis. To reach cognition of lawfulness, one must synthesize. To synthesize one must first analyze; without analysis as premise, synthesis has no foundation. The end point of analysis is the starting point of synthesis, and synthesis in turn is manifested as the result of analysis. Without analysis there is no synthesis, and without synthesis, analysis loses its meaning. The so-called synthesis is the summing-up of the various parts and various aspects of the contradiction, that is, linking up the various parts and aspects of the contradiction “from this to that” and “from the outside to the inside,” not only attending to examining the particularity of the various aspects of the contradiction, but still more attending to examining the particularity of the contradiction in its totality and in its mutual connections, finding the essential and necessary connections of things, and reaching the aim of grasping the characteristics and general laws of things from the whole. And from this to draw a general conclusion reflecting the whole of war, that is, cognition of lawfulness.



IV. Foresee the Course of War and Formulate Correct Strategy and Tactics

The above process of thinking about the various contradictions of enemy and ourselves is not isolated from each other but is an inseparable organic whole. If one divides them apart and looks at and applies them in isolation, errors of one kind or another will arise.

Mao Zedong, in guiding China’s revolutionary war, was a model of applying this scientific method of thinking. The immortal work On Protracted War adopted the method of objectively and comprehensively analyzing contradictions, the method of analysis and synthesis, the method from the concrete to the abstract and then from the abstract to the concrete.

The Sino-Japanese War was the “perceptual concrete” that people then faced; to understand the particular laws of the Sino-Japanese War, one must comprehensively and objectively observe the various factors of China and Japan. Therefore Mao Zedong, after making a comprehensive examination of the objectively existing, mutually opposed factors of China and Japan in politics, economy, military affairs, diplomacy, geography, and so on, pointed out: “These characteristics exist in fact; they are not fabricated to deceive; they are all the basic elements of the war, not incomplete fragments; they run through all the problems, great and small, of the two sides and all stages of operations, and are not something that may or may not be there.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 418)

In order to understand the totality of the contradiction of the Sino-Japanese War, Mao Zedong began the study from the various aspects of the contradiction and analyzed concretely the particularity of the various aspects of the contradiction in the Sino-Japanese War. He first divided China and Japan into two and examined them separately. He again divided Japan into two and examined its strong points and shortcomings. Japan’s strong points are: strong military power, economic power, and political organizational power. Its shortcomings are: its war is unjust, barbaric, retrogressive, and it is a small country with insufficient manpower and material resources; internationally it has lost the way and is short of support. China’s strong points are: its war is just and progressive, it is a big country with a large population and vast territory, and internationally it has gained the Way and has much support. Its shortcomings are: weak military, economic, and political organizational power.

On the basis of concrete analysis, Mao Zedong again carried out synthesis, understanding further what particular position the various aspects of the contradiction occupy and in what concrete forms they enter into the relation of interdependence and struggle with each other. He first linked together China’s strong points and shortcomings and pointed out: our strong points reduce our weakness, making it not absolutely weak but relatively weak, temporarily weak. Then he linked together Japan’s strong points and shortcomings and pointed out: Japan’s shortcomings reduce its strength, making it only relatively strong, temporarily strong. Then he again linked and compared the strong points and shortcomings of China and Japan. Comparing Japan’s strong points with our country’s shortcomings, he saw that the enemy is strong and we are weak and China cannot win quickly and must carry on a protracted war. Then comparing Japan’s shortcomings with China’s strong points, he saw that we advance and the enemy retreats, our country is big and the enemy’s country small, we have much assistance and the enemy little, and the conclusion was that Japan would in the end be defeated and China would surely win. Through such analysis step by step and synthesis step by step, with synthesis within analysis and analysis within synthesis, and vertical and horizontal comparison, the internal connections of the Sino-Japanese War were revealed. From the “perceptual concrete” he abstracted one most basic, most general determination. He pointed out: “The Sino-Japanese war is not any other war, but a war to the death waged in the 1930s of the twentieth century between semi-colonial and semi-feudal China and imperialist Japan. The basis of the whole problem lies here.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 415) The “basis” spoken of here is the internal contradiction. And thereby he grasped the characteristics and general law of the Sino-Japanese War, namely, protracted war, and our certain victory. This was the general conclusion.

Mao Zedong did not stop there. He again used the method of rising from the abstract to the concrete and made a scientific forecast of the concrete course of the Sino-Japanese War. According to the fact that the comparison of the strength of enemy and ourselves would, in the course of the war, change by its own nature, he foresaw, from the order of development of the Sino-Japanese War, that the Sino-Japanese War would pass through three stages: namely, the enemy’s strategic offensive and our strategic defensive stage; the enemy’s strategic holding and our stage of preparation for counteroffensive (that is, the stage of stalemate); the enemy’s strategic retreat and our stage of strategic counteroffensive. At the same time, he concretely deduced the interlocking, tooth-and-fang state of the War of Resistance against Japan: that is, interior lines and exterior lines, having a rear and having no rear, encirclement and counter-encirclement, large pieces and small pieces coexisting, being opposite and complementing each other, each transforming toward its opposite under certain conditions. Then from “what” the War of Resistance against Japan is, he analyzed to how we should “do,” from “the political mobilization for the War of Resistance against Japan” to “the army and the people are the foundation of victory.” Thus, step by step, the objective dialectics of the War of Resistance against Japan was again concretely reproduced logically. That is to say, through the process from the abstract to the concrete, the outline and trend of development of the Sino-Japanese War was reproduced concretely in thought. In this way, not only was the dialectical unity of all objective factors, and the unity of the historical and the logical, achieved, but also the unity of the subjective and the objective. Therefore, Mao Zedong’s practice, in guiding war, of using the method of contradiction analysis and scientifically analyzing the enemy and ourselves is something that we should all pay attention to learning when analyzing other wars or any problem.






Chapter 30 The Overall Situation and the Local Situation in War

Where there is war there is the overall situation and the local situation of war. To handle well the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation of war and to master the art of guiding the whole war is, at the highest level, the way of command for mastering war and winning final victory. It requires people to unify war with politics and the economy, to unify the building of war-fighting strength with the employment of war-fighting strength, to unify the laws of war with the laws of war guidance, to use war-fighting strength as a whole and to apply comprehensively the various operational principles, and thereby to strive for initiative and superiority in the overall situation, and finally to achieve the aim of resolving the basic contradiction of war.


Section 1 The Distinction between the Overall Situation of War and the Local Situation of War

The overall situation of war and the local situation of war are a pair of categories that mark the relationship between the whole of war and its parts. War is an extremely complex social phenomenon, which, in its real unfolding, presents itself as a dynamic system of many levels of structure.


I. The Meaning and Forms of Manifestation of the Overall Situation and the Local Situation of War

The so-called overall situation of war refers to the totality of war, that is, the sum of the various aspects or various stages of war. The local situation of war refers to a certain part of the totality of war or a certain stage in the course of war. Each of the two takes the other as its premise, and each has its own determinate meaning and stipulation, showing clear distinction and opposition.

Looked at from the totality of war, the so-called overall situation is the sum of the political aims, economic strength, strategic resources, war guarantees, mobilization capacity, quantity of troops, organization and equipment, operational capability, operational characteristics, military thought, and other aspects of the two sides in war; each factor within it is a local situation of it.

Looked at from the living force of war, the overall force formed by the army, navy, air force, missile forces, artillery, armored troops, engineer troops, signal troops, field armies, local armies, militia, front armies, group armies, the various detachments, our army, friendly armies, allied armies, and so on, is the overall situation; and each army and each arm, the strength in each aspect, is a local situation.

Looked at from the spatial form of war, the overall situation is the unity of the front line and the rear, the various strategic and campaign directions, the various lines of battle, and the various battlefields; any space within it is a local situation.

Looked at from the temporal constitution of war, the whole process of the outbreak, progress, and outcome of war, of the connection and transformation of the stages of the various military activities, is the overall situation of war; each concrete constituent stage or link of development is a local situation.

In sum, the overall situation of war is manifested as the integral unity of the content of war in time and space, whereas the local situation of war is the relatively independent part within the total constitution.



II. The General Characteristics of the Overall Situation and the Local Situation of War


	The general characteristics of the overall situation of war. The overall situation of war has the following general characteristics:



Overall functionality. Complex war affairs are a system structure. As a whole, as the overall situation, its function depends on the strength of the constituent elements and the degree of perfection of the form of combination. The exertion of the roles of the various factors and various forces in war does not exist in isolated, scattered form but is coordinated and unified within a whole. The whole is the internal connection among the elements, and the overall situation is the organic combination of the local situations. Therefore, the overall function is not the simple sum of the functions of the elements but a new quality produced in the mutual interaction of the elements. If the mode of combination among the local situations is perfect and rational, then the function of the overall situation is greater than the sum of the functions of the local situations; conversely, the functions of the local situations will be restricted and weakened, and the function of the overall situation will be less than the sum of the local situations. For example, the use of weapons and equipment in combat produces different effects owing to differences in the mode of their allocation. If performances are coordinated (some against tanks, some against aircraft, some against infantry, some against exposed targets, some against concealed targets), kinds are complete (light and heavy, long and short range), and allocation is rational (high and low, frontal and flanking, in the air and on the ground), then a comprehensive balance within the weapons-and-equipment system can be reached and the overall might given full play. Conversely, if performances are single, kinds incomplete, and allocation improper, the overall effectiveness will be greatly reduced.

Unified purposiveness. The overall situation of war is an objective existence, but it differs from a system in nature in that its moving subject is armed living people, and the composition and changes of the overall situation of the two sides are built on the foundation of a certain operational intention. Any overall situation of war has a unified purpose; otherwise it is not an overall situation. The direct manifestation of the unity of purpose of the overall situation is the overall intention that military activity in a certain scope and at a certain stage is to realize. For example, in wartime, logistical work, guaranteeing rear-area supply, is a unified purpose of it as an overall situation. Such local work as the guarantee of materiel, communications and transport, and emergency repair on the battlefield all obey this unified purpose. Again, the reason the Pingjin Campaign is, as a campaign, an overall situation of war is that it has its own unified operational purpose, namely to hold the enemy in North China and annihilate him on the spot. Under the command of this purpose there was the concrete policy of “encircling without attacking” the enemy on the western line and “separating without encircling” the enemy on the eastern line, completing the enveloping of the enemy from west to east; and there were the measures of the Northeast Field Army secretly entering the pass, withdrawing to Suiyuan, and slowly attacking Taiyuan. If the unity of purpose were lost, we would have no way to understand these local activities, and they would no longer be a tightly connected organic whole.

Unified purposiveness, as an essential determination of the overall situation of war, is an important basis of the integral constitution, the starting point and destination of the process of overall activity; at the same time, it is precisely through its differences that we can distinguish the overall situation from the local situation, and this overall situation from that one.

Orderliness of development. The overall situation of war, as a dynamic system, has relations of constitution among the different stages, and the objective process of development of these relations manifests its orderliness. Any war, any campaign, any battle is not completed in an instant but is always manifested as the sum of different processes and different stages. The First World War was fought for four years and three and a half months; China’s War of Resistance against Japan divided into three stages of development; the Normandy landing campaign had different temporal links such as pre-war preparation, crossing the sea, landing, consolidating the beachhead, and expanding results. Analyzing carefully, we shall find that the combination and passage of the various stages in war is not accidental connection or blind extension, but has a certain mode of constitution and order of before and after. Thereby an inner stipulation is presented in the temporal unfolding of the overall situation. This stipulation, in the form of vertical structure and the mutual effect among the stages, influences the systemic function of the overall situation. The general requirement of orderliness is to treat the various stages as organic constituent parts in the whole course of the war; what action should come first and what action later; how the previous stage creates conditions for the next stage; at what time the transformation of stage or process is to be realized; and so on.

Existential antagonism. This characteristic of the overall situation is manifested in the connection between enemy and ourselves. When the war activities of enemy and ourselves are taken as the overall situation, its antagonism is very evident. If subdivided further, taking our side as one overall situation and the enemy side as another overall situation, the overall situation of each side stipulates itself by the overall situation of the other, and has the aim of destroying the stability and balance of the other’s system. Therefore we say the overall situation has existential antagonism.

This is manifested in combat in that our combat system is entirely for the purpose of dealing with the enemy’s combat system. Attack is to destroy the enemy’s defensive balance, and defense is to smash the stability of the enemy’s attack. The characteristic of the antagonism of the existence of the overall situation requires that our overall situation be constituted and perfected against the enemy’s overall situation. Therefore, finding out before the war the disposition of the enemy’s troops and weapons, the mode of connection among his detachments, his main and secondary directions, and his operational intention is an important basis for our formulating correct operational policy and forming the optimal system. At the same time, special attention must be paid to concealing the true face of our own overall situation, so that the enemy’s combat constitution loses its pertinence.


	The general characteristics of the local situation of war. Subordination and differentiation are the general characteristics of the local situation of war.



The so-called subordination of the local situation of war means that a local situation of war is itself only in connection with the overall situation of war; otherwise it loses its direction of action and its meaning of existence. As Clausewitz said: “War is an indivisible whole, and its parts (the individual results) have value only in connection with the whole.” (On War, vol. 3, p. 859) Reconnaissance, as a constituent part of the offensive overall situation, apart from the links of judgment, planning, operations, and so on built on that basis, we cannot see its value. As for operations’ dependence on the links of reconnaissance, judgment, and so on, that goes without saying. Any local situation is an organic part of the overall situation, but generally speaking the local situation does not possess the overall attributes of the overall situation. The exertion of its role and its value of existence can be realized only within the overall connection and in interaction with other local situations. For example, at the beginning of modern war, it is first necessary to carry out firm defense relying on positions in the main strategic direction of the enemy’s assault. This local situation has many-sided relations of dependence on the overall situation, such as the replenishment of personnel, the guarantee of materiel, the coordination of other directions, and the support of long-range firepower from the rear. At the same time, the completion of its tasks also shows great significance in connection with the overall situation: delaying the enemy’s action, covering the strategic deployment of the main force, realizing the transition from the peacetime system to the wartime system, and so on. Likewise, the desperate fighting of certain local situations in campaigns and battles, and even considerable sacrifices made, if truly necessary for the overall situation, are worthwhile.

The subordination of the local situation requires that any work and any constituent part in war obey the overall intention and proceed from the larger situation.

The so-called differentiation of the local situation of war means that the various local situations constituting the overall situation of war each have their own position, function, and characteristics. Engineer troops are not the same as artillery, the air force is not the same as the ground army, military work is not the same as logistical work, the main direction is not the same as the secondary direction, the defensive stage is not the same as the counteroffensive stage, the early period of war is not the same as the middle period of war, … The differentiation of local situations is the particularity of contradiction; it distinguishes this local situation from that one. The overall situation is the unity of different local situations, and the art of war guidance is manifested as harmony of differences. If there were no distinctions among the local situations constituting the overall situation, then there would be no local situations at all, and the commander would be unable to play a majestic and powerful movement of war. It can be seen that differentiation is stipulated by the overall situation and is necessary to the overall situation.

The war machine has main shafts and gears, and also screws and nails. They have primary and secondary distinctions in position and greater and lesser differences in role. But no part can be lacking, and they cannot replace one another. The differentiation of local situations is caused by such reasons as different tasks undertaken in operations and different kinds and performances of weapons and equipment, and is in essence the different division of labor in war practice. Therefore each local situation must respect its own characteristics and see the significance of the work of its own local situation; at the same time, respect the role of other local situations and actively give coordination and support.

For a military commander, to see clearly in war practice which is the overall situation and which is the local situation, and what position oneself is in, is especially important. But this is not something that can be done lightly and easily. Because the essence of this pair of categories is the internal connection of the affairs of war, it is concrete and not abstract; it develops and changes and is not static; and in the actual practice of war it presents extremely complex situations. Only by grasping their essence and common characteristics, and analyzing them concretely and historically, can they be grasped.



III. The Relativity of the Distinction between the Overall Situation and the Local Situation of War

The differences and opposition between the overall situation and the local situation are absolute only within a specific scope and process of war; with changes in the methods and angles from which people study and understand problems, their distinction shows a relative meaning, and they can transform into each other. For example, the Soviet–German theater, the Yugoslav theater, the Chinese theater, and the Pacific theater in the Second World War are, relative to the whole global battlefield against fascism, all local situations of war; whereas relative to the various aspects within this theater itself, they are again all overall situations of war. Looked at from space it is so, and looked at from time it is so as well. The first counter-“encirclement and suppression” struggle of the Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army was a stage of the Second Revolutionary Civil War; looked at from the overall situation of the ten years of civil war, it is a local situation. But for the battles of attacking Zhang Huizan and Tan Daoyuan, it again carries the character of an overall situation.

Any operational situation is a local situation relative to the larger level to which it belongs, and is an overall situation relative to the smaller levels subordinate to it. Therefore, in war it is often the case that the same level of commander is in both the position of the local situation and the position of the overall situation, holding two posts in one person.




Section 2 The Mutual Interaction between the Overall Situation of War and the Local Situation of War

The overall situation is not equal to the local situation, and the local situation is not equal to the overall situation; this is only one aspect of the problem. At the same time one must also see that the overall situation is the overall situation of the local situations, and the local situation is the local situation of the overall situation. Between the two there is again mutual dependence, mutual influence, and mutual interaction. This point is the key by which military commanders correctly resolve the contradiction between the overall situation and the local situation of war and raise their ability to master war.


I. The Overall Situation of War Determines the Local Situation of War and Commands the Local Situation of War

That the overall situation of war determines the local situation of war is not only because it is something at a higher level than the local situation of war, but still more because it dominates and constrains the local situation, exerts a decisive influence on the local situation, and is in the position of commander.

The determining role of the overall situation on the local situation is manifested in:


	The overall situation stipulates the position and role of the local situations. What position each local situation of war occupies in war and what role it has cannot be self-determined or exerted arbitrarily. Starting from the needs of overall functionality, to determine the position of each part and stipulate its role, so that an organic whole is formed in the mutual connection of the various local situations, is a common requirement for the existence of systems. The war system is no exception. Which direction, which position, which unit is in the primary or secondary position in the overall situation? Whether it is for guaranteeing and serving operations, or for tying down and striking the enemy—all are stipulated by the overall situation and arranged by higher authority.


	The overall situation stipulates the tasks and actions of the local situations. Only under the overall operational intention are there the tasks and actions of the local situations, and the local situations serve the overall situation by their own mode of activity and the effects they achieve. In an operation to attack a city, who is the assault team and who the reserve; who is the main attack and who the supporting attack; who goes to block the relief force and who covers the flank—are all determined by the command post that commands the overall situation. A local situation cannot bargain and change on its own the task it bears. Likewise, for a blocking unit, where it blocks, for how long, and when it withdraws from combat are all closely related to the other local situations, are important conditions for guaranteeing the balance of the system of the overall situation of war, and must be carried out as stipulated by higher authority, without acting on its own authority. For subordinates to obey superiors, resolutely carry out operational orders, and strictly observe military discipline is a common requirement of armies, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign; and disobeying command and violating military orders to act on one’s own is intolerable to any army.


	The initiative or passivity of the overall situation fundamentally determines the initiative or passivity of the local situations. The initiative or passivity of the overall situation of war and the initiative or passivity of the local situations of war are not always directly unified; sometimes they are manifested as being opposite and complementing each other. But this does not negate the decisive position of the overall situation in striving for the initiative. Looked at from the height of strategy, to obtain victory in a war (especially a large-scale war), it is absolutely impossible without initiative in the overall situation. On the battlefield, if one obtains initiative in the overall situation, the local situations are correspondingly controlled by the enemy to a much lesser degree; conversely, if one is passive in the overall situation, although one can strive for the initiative in some local situations, it is always hard to obtain freedom fundamentally. Before the spring of 1943, the whole anti-fascist front was in a passive position, and correspondingly China’s anti-Japanese battlefield was also in an extremely difficult period. The victory of the defense of Stalingrad changed the posture of enemy and ourselves of the whole world war situation; the forces of the people’s revolution turned from the overall situation to the initiative, and the battlefield of our country also took on a new look, and our army began to carry out offensive operations and gradually gained the initiative.






II. The Local Situation of War Reacts upon the Overall Situation of War

The local situation is dominated by the overall situation, but it itself is not entirely passive and negative. On the contrary, it always strives, by its own mode of activity and effects, to influence and react upon the overall situation actively, and thereby to propel the movement, change, and development of the overall situation. This reactive effect is manifested mainly in the following aspects:


	The strength or weakness of the function of the local situation influences the strength or weakness of the function of the overall situation. The strength or weakness of the overall function of the overall situation of war is determined by two kinds of factors: first, the strength of the functions of the constituent parts; second, the degree of perfection of the mode of constitution. Therefore, what the functions of the local situations are directly influences the functions of the overall situation. If the troops are strong, the horses sturdy, the grain and fodder plentiful, and the commanders brave and resourceful, then the whole constituted by these factors has the basic conditions for forming a fairly strong function of the overall situation; conversely, if the various local situations themselves are of poor quality and defective in function, then however perfect and rational the mode of combination, there will not be a strong overall function. Therefore, to form a strong and powerful overall function in the overall situation, it is necessary to strengthen the building of the local situations. When we say that building powerful national-defense strength cannot do without raising the political and military quality of commanders and combatants, without renewing weapons and equipment, without strengthening the study of military science, and so on, it is from the angle of the local situations reacting upon the overall situation that we recognize the significance of strengthening the functions of the local situations. The victory of a campaign depends on fighting well most of the battles that constitute this campaign; this is also the same principle.


	Key local situations have a decisive influence on the overall situation. The decisive influence of key local situations on the overall situation is an important manifestation of the reactive effect of the local situation.




The positions and roles of the war’s local situations in the overall situation of war have notable differences, and their weight and magnitude are not the same. Among them there must be a certain local situation or certain local situations that are the key of the overall situation, manifested as the principal contradiction in the overall situation, playing a decisive role. The development and change of a local situation in an important position can not only cause the development and change of the overall situation but can even fundamentally transform the overall situation. For example, the main direction in offensive operations, the main supporting points in positional defensive war, one or two campaigns of decisive-battle nature, the rear supply line in deep operations, the command of the sea and command of the air in landing operations, and so on, are generally speaking key local situations as distinct from the overall situation. The gain or loss of these local situations has a bearing on life and death for the victory or defeat of the overall situation.

“One move well made, the whole game is alive; one move carelessly made, the whole board is lost.” The “move” here refers to the action of a key local situation. Turning over the war history of China and abroad, ancient and modern, we can cite many examples of key local situations having a major influence on the overall situation of war: for example, the Battle of Stalingrad in the Soviet Patriotic War, the Battle of Midway in the Pacific theater, Cao Cao’s raid on Wuchao in the Battle of Guandu, the three great campaigns in the War of Liberation, and so on, all played a decisive role in the overall situation of war. Again, in the First World War, the German and French armies fought a ten-month attrition battle for the fortified area of Verdun, and the continual commitment of fresh troops and the supply of guarantee materiel became a key problem in the overall situation. The French army, within ten days, along the Bar-le-Duc–Verdun road (called in war history the “Sacred Way”), used 3,900 motor vehicles to transport 190,000 soldiers and more than 25,000 tons of military supplies to the defensive positions, finally smashed the German offensive, and won victory in the campaign.


	A change in the local situation beyond a certain limit will cause the overall situation to change its look. This is the most common route by which the local situation influences the overall situation. The overall situation of war is also a unity of quality and quantity. The qualitative change of a local situation, seen from the overall situation, is a quantitative change in a certain direction. Only when such change is kept within a certain scope is there qualitative stability of the overall situation; otherwise, if the overwhelming majority of the local situations of war constituting the overall situation of war undergo change in the same direction (for example, successive victories in battle, or successive defeats in battle), the overall situation will undergo qualitative change.



In commanding war, Mao Zedong attached great importance to the accumulation of qualitative changes in local situations to bring about qualitative change in the overall situation. His thought of making quantitative analysis of changes in local situations is extremely brilliant. For example, in the article “Summing Up Three Months” he wrote: from July to September 1946 our army annihilated twenty-five brigades of the Chiang army, “the task for the next period is to again annihilate about twenty-five brigades of the enemy army. Once this task is completed, it will be possible to halt the Chiang army’s offensive and possibly to recover some of the lost ground. It can be predicted that when the task of annihilating the second twenty-five brigades is completed, our army will certainly be able to seize the strategic initiative and turn from defense to offense.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 1102) In war, without the accumulation of the quantity of change in local situations, qualitative change in the overall situation will not be realized. Many famous military men have advocated that a weak and small army should concentrate its forces, and by its own local superiority and initiative, against the enemy’s local inferiority and passivity, win in one battle and then deal with the rest, accumulating small victories into a great victory, thereby changing the balance of strength between enemy and ourselves in the overall situation, turning weakness into strength and passivity into initiative. This embodies, in essence, the military-dialectical thought that on the question of the overall situation and the local situation quantitative change causes qualitative change.



III. The Forms of Mutual Interaction between the Overall Situation and the Local Situation of War

Above we have analyzed separately the influence and role of the overall situation of war on the local situation of war, and of the local situation of war on the overall situation of war. In the real movement of war, the two are closely linked, mutually constraining, opposed and unified. This unified process of action is manifested in the following two ways:

First, complementing each other and bringing about success together. The so-called complementing each other and bringing about success together refers to the role of the overall situation and the role of the local situation moving in the same direction and being directly unified. For example, if the overall situation is active, the local situation is also active; if the overall situation is on the offensive, the local situation is also on the offensive; if most local situations win battles, the overall situation also wins the battle; if most local situations lose, the overall situation also loses to the other side; … At this time the movement of the two is in the same direction, and the result of the role is either mutual strengthening or mutual weakening. Generally speaking, the mutual interaction of the overall situation of war and the local situation of war, in most circumstances, is manifested in this way.

Second, being opposite and complementing each other. This is the movement of the role of the overall situation and the role of the local situation in different directions, indirectly unified. It more vividly embodies the dialectical nature of the mutual interaction between the overall situation and the local situation. In this mode, on the surface the overall situation and the local situation are completely opposed and positively mutually exclusive, but in essence they achieve the same effect by different means and bring about success through being opposite. For example: the retreat of a local situation is for the advance of the overall situation, the defense of a local situation is for the offense of the overall situation; the loss of a local situation is for the gain of the overall situation; the quick decision of a local situation is favorable to the protractedness of the overall situation; … At this time the action of the local situation and the action of the overall situation take opposite directions, yet the effect of the role on the whole is more evident than with movement in the same direction. This mode of action of the overall situation and the local situation requires that war guides, in handling the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation of war, must have a dialectical mind and be good at grasping unity in opposition.

Speaking of the overall situation and the local situation being opposite and complementing each other, there is one point especially worth mentioning, namely that the interests of the overall situation and the interests of the local situation are often not unified; sometimes, for the sake of the interests of the overall situation, the interests of a local situation must be sacrificed. A campaign or a battle, viewed from the angle of the local situation, ought to be fought and there is assurance of victory, yet considered from the overall situation it ought not to be fought; then one should give up this interest and resolutely not fight it; conversely, sometimes, viewed from the local situation, it ought not to be fought and cannot be fought, but for the sake of the interests of the overall situation it must be fought, and must be fought even at heavy cost. What is a “gain” in the local sense, if the result is unfavorable to the development of the overall situation, is not a true gain but a small gain and a great loss; what is a “loss” in the local sense, if the result is favorable to the development of the overall situation, is not a true loss but a small loss and a great gain.

The two modes of action, complementing each other and bringing about success together and being opposite and complementing each other, often coexist in the temporal and spatial form of the same overall situation—some local situations complement the overall situation in the same direction, and some local situations are opposite to the overall situation and complement it. Their difference lies in the difference of the mode of action; what they have in common is “bringing about success,” that is, both must be manifested in the unified effect of the whole.




Section 3 In Guiding War, the Overall Situation Must Be Held in One’s Breast, with Overall Planning and Attention to All Sides

To understand war is for the sake of guiding war. War guides should be good at applying the dialectics of the overall situation and the local situation to war practice, and from the macroscopic level to obtain freedom in guiding war.


I. Handle Well the Mutual Relationship among Strategy, Campaigns, and Tactics

In the activity of war, the pair of contradictions, overall situation and local situation, corresponds to the relationship between strategy and campaigns and tactics, and between campaigns and tactics. “To study the laws of war guidance that have the character of the overall situation is the task of the science of strategy. To study the laws of war guidance that have the character of local situations is the task of the science of campaigns and the science of tactics.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 159) Therefore, to formulate a correct strategic policy is the first task in resolving the contradiction of the overall situation and the local situation. Only if one is correct in strategy can one win the initiative in the overall situation and correspondingly stipulate correct principles of campaigns and tactics.

In formulating strategic policy, the military supreme command should comprehensively consider such macroscopic factors as the nature of the war, historical conditions, international politics, the mass base, economy, and military strength. The commanders of the various theaters and the major operational directions, in the guidance of advance and retreat, must place their own local situation within the whole overall situation of the war for consideration.

In the relationship between strategy and campaigns, strategy is the overall situation, campaigns are the local situation; strategy determines campaigns, and campaigns obey strategy. Campaigns should be deployed around the realization of strategic aims, so that campaign action becomes an organic part of attaining the strategic objective. In the period of the War of Resistance against Japan, our strategic policy was to develop independent and autonomous mountain-area guerrilla war, not relaxing mobile war under favorable conditions. This determined that our army’s campaign deployments should not engage the enemy’s large troop groups in frontal combat. Conversely, when the War of Liberation reached 1947, our strategic policy was to launch the strategic offensive and annihilate the enemy’s living force. The campaign action serving this objective had to be attacking large cities solidly fortified by the enemy, had to be fighting against the enemy’s powerful mobile troop groups, and had to dare to fight great annihilation battles that had never been fought before.

In the relationship between strategy and tactics, strategy is the overall situation, tactics the local situation. The formulation of tactical principles must be under the guidance of strategic policy, and the application of tactical principles must serve the strategic aim to be achieved. If this relationship is inverted, then, in the lighter case, it causes failure in campaigns and battles, and in the graver case it will lead to the failure of the whole war.

The Chinese Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army led by the Chinese Communist Party developed gradually in rural guerrilla warfare. The enemies of the Red Army were strong, with comparatively good weapons and equipment; for the weak and small Red Army to avoid being annihilated and to strive for victory and development, it had to formulate correct strategy and tactics according to the situation of enemy and ourselves. In the spring of 1929, Mao Zedong, according to the strategic policy that in the early period of operations the Red Army could only make full use of the political, economic, and geographical conditions of the countryside, seek advantage and avoid harm, and obtain the effective preservation of itself and destruction of the enemy, formulated the tactical principle of “the enemy advances, we retreat; the enemy halts, we harass; the enemy tires, we strike; the enemy retreats, we pursue,” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 100–101) which laid the foundation for the strategic and tactical principles of our army’s guerrilla war.

In war, according to actual circumstances and the needs of war, to raise operational methods in good time to the height of strategy is also an important problem to which attention must be paid in correctly handling the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation.

In war, especially in comparatively complex wars, what kind of operational method is carried out is not fixed and unchanging and in many cases is not single. Within a certain period and stage, there must be one operational method that is primary. In the War of Resistance against Japan, the Red Army’s raising guerrilla war to the height of strategy vividly embodied this.

The relationship between campaigns and tactics is also the relationship between the overall situation and the local situation. Campaigns are the overall situation, tactics the local situation. The application of tactical principles must obey the requirements of campaigns. In the War of Liberation, in order to adapt to the needs of offensive campaigns, our army concentrated all its efforts on resolving problems of demolition technique, which played an important role in seizing the enemy’s strongpoints and smashing the enemy’s solid defenses. In the operations in Korea, because the enemy had a clear superiority in the air, most of our army’s campaigns were carried out at night. To adapt to this characteristic, the troops spent a month on night small-group action training, cultivating the spirit of lone-handed night operations and tactical coordination capability.



II. Achieve the Optimal Constitution of the Overall Situation

Those who guide war must hold the whole situation in their breast and keep the center of their attention always on looking after the overall situation of war. Changes in the overall situation of war are directly linked to victory or defeat in war. If one errs in the overall situation, however the local situations strive, one will still lose the battle.

The main skill of looking after the overall situation is to handle well the internal relations among the local situations, to find the optimal mode of constitution of the overall situation, and to form an operational system that is perfect, balanced, and able to adapt to change. The ancient Chinese military men had this admonition: “If there is no harmony in the army, one cannot take the field; if there is no harmony in the array, one cannot advance to battle; if there is no harmony in the battle, one cannot decide victory.” (Wuzi’s Art of War, “Planning for the State,” No. 1) It means that if there is internal disharmony and action is not coordinated, battles cannot be won.


	To achieve the optimal constitution one must give full play to the strengths and special skills of the local situations. The function of each local situation in the overall situation is not single; among the various functions there are always strengths and shortcomings, strengths and weaknesses. For example, armored troops have such strengths as fast maneuver, strong shock power, fierce firepower, and good self-protection, and also such shortcomings as great dependence on logistical support, restriction by terrain conditions, and ease of exposure. Therefore, in using this local situation one should as far as possible make the most of its strengths and avoid its shortcomings and give full play to its advantages. In addition, which units are good at assaulting strongpoints, which units are good at defense, which units are good at night fighting, and which units are good at threading through, should all be given full attention in the constitution of the overall situation and as far as possible be used to the best of their abilities. In this way the overall function of the overall situation will be greatly strengthened and raised.


	To achieve the optimal constitution one must pay attention to the organic matching of the strengths of the local situations. As war has developed to the present day, the kinds of technical detachments are numerous and the performances of weapons and equipment differ. In constituting the overall situation, one should scientifically organize the different services and arms and different technical detachments so that they produce a whole effect in mutual interaction. In ancient Chinese books of war there is: “If the arms are not mixed, it is not advantageous; long arms are used to guard, short arms are used to defend.” (The Methods of the Sima, “The Meaning of the Son of Heaven,” No. 2) It means that if the various weapons do not coordinate with each other, it is not advantageous to combat. Long weapons are used to cover short weapons, and short weapons are used to assist long weapons; only thus can they make up for each other and form an integral momentum. That war under modern conditions especially stresses joint operations is, fundamentally speaking, also this principle. Joint operations are also coordinated operations.


	To achieve the optimal constitution one must aim at the enemy’s posture. The antagonism of the overall situation requires that our combat constitution take the enemy’s posture as its basis, find out the enemy’s strong points, weak points, main and secondary directions, intention of action, and so on, and then, according to our own situation, put forward operational deployments with pertinence. Only a plan for the overall situation that can control the enemy can be regarded as the optimal form of constitution. At the same time, the constitution of the overall situation must change with changes in the form of war and have flexible ability to respond to change. Because only by seeking the optimum in change can synchronous movement of superiority with the development of war be guaranteed and the initiative always be grasped. To achieve this, in drawing up operational plans, one must consider several possibilities for the development of war and have corresponding countermeasures and measures prepared. And, according to changes in the situation on the battlefield, adjust the deployments in good time to maintain the dynamic balance of the system of the overall situation. War is a game played in blood. Without long-term calculation, not seeing a few more moves ahead, one is bound to become a general who is defeated.






III. Grasp the Key Parts and Key Links

Key parts and key links have decisive significance for victory or defeat in war. If war guides grasp the important parts and key links in the overall situation while at the same time looking after other aspects, they can make the whole situation come alive.


	Grasp the key parts. Key parts refer to the principal contradiction in the horizontal connections of the overall situation. They can be the main theater, the main direction, and also the main campaign and the main battle.



Mao Zedong said that one must be good at grasping the strategic hubs to deploy campaigns, and grasping the campaign hubs to deploy battles. A hub is the local situation in a vital position in the overall situation. In July 1947, the Central Military Commission, in view of the “dumbbell” posture of Chiang Kai-shek’s attack on us (that is, Chiang Kai-shek’s deployed troop strength in Shandong and in northern Shaanxi was mostly at these two ends, with weak strength in the middle), directed the Liu–Deng army to thrust into the Central Plains. This action not only dissolved the enemy’s key-point offensive but also led the war into the Chiang-controlled area, bringing about a strategic change in the overall situation favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy. Besides, the capture of Jinzhou in the Liaoshen Campaign and the first annihilation of the Huang Baitao army group in the Huaihai Campaign were both grasping the vital point of the campaign.

Key local situations exist not only in the direct confrontation of enemy and ourselves in campaigns and battles but sometimes also in other aspects. For example, the Ho Chi Minh Trail in the Vietnam War and guaranteeing the smoothness of our rear transport line in the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea were both key points in the overall situation.

What is worth noting is that in the overall situation the key parts are not fixed and unchanging; with changes in the situation of enemy and ourselves, the key point can shift and primary and secondary can exchange positions. A supporting-attack direction in offense, if it progresses smoothly, can become the main attack direction; a secondary direction in defense, because of the shifting or strengthening of the enemy’s offensive strength, can also become the main defensive direction. At this time, the commander should correspondingly adjust his deployments and shift his center of attention. In war, however the key point of the overall situation shifts, one must make the various local situations in the overall situation revolve around the key point and carry out coordinated operations well.


	Grasp the key links. The so-called grasping the key links is to work on the local situations in vital positions in the longitudinal development of the overall situation. The first battle in strategy and campaigns is the starting point of the longitudinal overall situation and is in a position that cannot be ignored. “The victory or defeat of the first battle has an extremely great influence on the overall situation, even to the very last battle.” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, p. 204) In August 1937, the Eighth Route Army set out to resist Japan. Our 115th Division fought its first battle at Pingxingguan, annihilated 3,000 Japanese troops, and destroyed more than one hundred motor vehicles. This battle struck at the arrogance of the Japanese bandits, inspired the morale of the people of the whole country, and also raised the prestige of our Party and army. The victory of the first battle had a profound influence.



Mao Zedong explicitly put forward three principles that the first battle should follow: first, it must be won. One should make full preparations, have real assurance before acting, and seize the initiative from the very first step. If the situation is unfavorable, it is better to wait than to rashly accept battle regardless of consequences; second, the first battle should be an organic prelude to the strategic and campaign plan. The first battle should be considered within the whole overall situation of the course of the war, so that its victorious outcome becomes a good beginning of the process and is favorable to the smooth development of the overall situation. Otherwise, a battle won has no meaning, and may even be said to be a “lost battle”; third, think of the next stage’s article. If won, how to proceed next; if defeated, how to act—one must hold the whole situation in one’s breast and have the calculation in advance. Improvising at the moment will put oneself into passivity.

To resolve well the connection and transformation among the stages of the development of war is also an important content of grasping the key links. The development of war is a unity of discontinuity and continuity. The various stages are like a chain, link linked to link; a break at any link will cause loss to the overall situation of war. War guides must have the vision of surveying the whole situation, see the necessary connections among the various stages of development, create, in completing the present task, the conditions for later action, and realize the stage transformations in war in good time.

In war practice, it is easy for people to complete the concrete tasks of a given stage, whereas to be able to link two stages together is much harder than the former. To achieve this one must have: the ability to foresee the direction of the development of war; a clear count in one’s heart of the developments and changes of enemy and ourselves in war; clarity on the position and role of the current task in the process; and clarity on the strategic mission that the next stage bears in the overall situation. Only when war guides have an overall scientific design of the whole process of war can the different stages of development such as defense and counterattack, operations and rest and reorganization be well linked.



IV. Correctly Handle the Relationship between the Unity of the Overall Situation and the Independence of the Local Situations of War

The contradictory relationship between the overall situation and the local situation requires war guides to see both the unity of the overall situation and to respect the independence of the local situations. One must not use the method of metaphysical thinking to set the two against each other or to obliterate the distinction between them.

First, one must pay high attention to the unity of the overall situation of war, so that the overall situation becomes an organic whole with coordinated action, “though the troops number a hundred myriad, one directs them as with a single command,” (Selections of Ancient Chinese Books of War, p. 116) and not each doing its own thing, a sheet of loose sand. Therefore the overall situation of different levels must all have a unified will and centralized command. “If the general’s authority is not unified, he will lose,” (Selections of Ancient Chinese Books of War, p. 117) as the ancient military men already taught. In particular, the supreme high command of the whole army must centralize the great power of command, take charge of strategic policy, plan and deploy the major campaigns, and command and coordinate the major actions of the various theaters and strategic directions. Every local situation must make clear its relations of subordination, obey orders, and regulate its own action according to the unified operational plan. On this question bearing on the success or failure of the overall situation, any decentralism is absolutely harmful.

Second, one must respect the independence of the local situations. The various local situations in the overall situation are relatively independent small systems, each with its own particular circumstances. In carrying out the unified intention of the overall situation, one must act appropriately according to time, place, and circumstances. Relatively decentralized command and the centralized leadership of the overall situation are opposites that complement each other. The higher commanding organs must give the lower commanding organs a certain authority of acting at their own discretion, so that they may deal at their discretion with the complex and changing concrete situations in war. Lower commanders also must not mechanically carry out the instructions of higher authority, and, on the general premise of obeying the overall situation, should give play to their own role flexibly and mobilely.

In the second campaign of the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, the 113th Division of a certain army of the Chinese People’s Volunteers was ordered to make a roundabout thrust to Samsori, cutting the enemy’s line of retreat and blocking the enemy’s reinforcement northward. They arrived at the designated position on time, and after thoroughly smashing the enemy’s attempt to flee south through Samsori, found that Ryongwonri was also a retreat road for the enemy’s flight south. Without waiting for instructions from higher authority, they actively shifted troops and ordered the 337th Regiment to quickly seize the Ryongwonri area, cutting off yet another retreat of the enemy, and thereby rendered meritorious service in annihilating large numbers of the enemy for our troops on the western line. Conversely, in war history one can also see examples of mechanically carrying out higher instructions and endangering the overall situation: the day before the Battle of Waterloo, Napoleon detached one-third of his troop strength, commanded by Marshal Grouchy, to pursue the Prussian army. The next day, the main French force and the British army engaged in a life-and-death struggle, both sides hoping for reinforcements. As a result, Grouchy was weak in resolve and decisive action, unable to act at his own discretion, and even on hearing the gunfire did not quickly turn back to help, so that Napoleon, in front of the reinforced British army, suffered a disastrous defeat.

In different overall situations, the degree of independence of the local situations is different. Generally speaking, the independence of guerrilla units is somewhat greater, and the independence of regular army units is relatively somewhat smaller, but it too must exist; as for detachments and allied armies that independently complete tasks, the independence is greater still.

The independence of the local situations of war requires “when the general is in the field, there are commands of the sovereign that he does not accept.” Not accepting some does not mean not accepting all. When the order of higher authority both fails to accord with the concrete circumstances of that time and place and is certain to be harmful to the overall situation, the lower level may propose to the higher level changing the original order. The relative autonomy of the lower level in acting at its own discretion should be limited to what is favorable to the overall situation, or at least not harmful to the overall situation. In sum, one must closely combine the unity of the overall situation with the independence of the local situations. If they are split apart and one side is stressed or the other negated, both are mistaken. “What should be concentrated but is not concentrated, in the higher level is called dereliction of duty, and in the lower level is called arrogation of authority, … what should be dispersed but is not dispersed, in the higher level is called doing everything oneself, and in the lower level is called lack of initiative,” (Selected Works of Mao Zedong, combined edition, pp. 405–406) both situations are impermissible in any relationship between higher and lower levels, especially in military relationships. Only by keeping firm control of the big things and giving free rein on the small things is it the only correct principle for handling the unity of the overall situation of war and the independence of the local situations of war.



V. To Handle Well the Relationship between the Overall Situation and the Local Situations of War under Modern Conditions, One Must Apply Modern Science and Technology

The relationship between the overall situation and the local situations of war has both constancy and changeability. As long as there is war, the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations must be handled. However, with the development of science and technology and the renewal of weapons and equipment, the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations is tending toward complexity, and, whether in time or in space, puts forward new requirements on war guides. War under modern conditions is mostly joined in by the various services and arms together, using modernized weapons, long-range strike weapons, and modern tanks, artillery, and armed helicopters, and so on, waged in different patterns from the front and the flanks, in front and rear, on the ground and in the air (outer space). Suddenness, destructiveness, and the scope of operations are all raised to unprecedented degrees. Therefore, in operational command, to shorten the command cycle, to make the choice of methods of action more appropriate, and to make the organization of coordinated action more thorough has become a first-rank problem. To handle well the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations of war under modern conditions requires new scientific methods. It requires that commanders must rise from experience management to scientific management, and from handicraft-style command to automated command. The fundamental way out for realizing this transformation lies in applying the theory of military systems engineering.

The application of systems theory in military affairs has produced military systems engineering. Military systems engineering is an applied discipline which, relying on such theoretical disciplines reflecting the characteristics of modern war as the science of strategy, the science of campaigns, the science of tactics, the science of military organization, military topography, and military meteorology, adopts operations research and modern mathematical methods, and employs such means as electronic computers and information technology, to study and resolve systematically and as a whole the problems of the army’s organization and command, operational action, development of weapons and equipment, logistical support, and so on, and to put forward the optimal plan of implementation, striving to obtain the most effective result with the lowest consumption.

To use the method of systems theory to handle the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations is in essence a question of decision-making in command. The so-called decision-making is, in order to achieve a certain objective, under established conditions, to select among several plans of action to be prepared, and then put into effect, so as to achieve the optimal effect. To handle well with systems methods the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations in war is to form a dynamic decision-making system. This requires: first, using information theory to grasp the situation. All decision-making must start from reality and seek truth from facts. Grasping the situation is the starting point of leadership decision-making. In war, the information content is especially great as to the enemy situation, the situation of the troops under one’s command, the military intelligence and material collected from all quarters at home and abroad, the situation of the area where war will occur, the forecasting of problems that will occur in the future, and so on. Therefore, a modernized information network and information base must be established, and the management of information systems and the training of information personnel accelerated.

Second, using operations research to formulate decision-making plans. Under the conditions of modern science and technology, one of the contributions of systems theory is to provide a set of mathematical theory for quantitatively handling the connections among the constituent parts of the system. Operations research is a science that uses many mathematical tools to achieve the optimization of the planning and application of systems. It provides the basis of decision-making for systems theory. Operations research, by carrying out quantitative analysis of the various parts in war, can find the optimal plan so that success can be obtained as soon as possible in implementation.

To determine the objective is an important step of scientific decision-making. According to actual circumstances, one determines the objective that war must achieve and the objective that one hopes to achieve. According to the highest objective (that which one hopes to achieve) and the lowest objective (that which must be achieved), one seeks the ways to achieve the objective and draws up the various plans for selection. After the plans have been drawn up, one must carry out whole-system synthesis of all the candidate plans that may enable the objective to be realized, and use operations research to make a scientific and quantified evaluation and demonstration of each plan. On the basis of comprehensive analysis, one weighs from the whole and makes decisions resolutely. For complex major decisions bearing on the overall situation, one must rely on specialized decision-making organs and on a brain trust to select the best plan.

Third, using electronic computers to calculate and carry out good simulation. Under modern conditions, in handling the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations, in making decisions, one must process a large quantity of information and carry out complex and precise calculation, which can be done only by electronic computers. The combination of computer science and military science has formed “computer military science,” which takes modern science as its theoretical basis and electronic computers as its tool, and studies and resolves military problems quantitatively from the angle of mathematics and physics. It uses electronic computers to link together the various subsystems of command, control, communications, intelligence, and so on, making command automated.

The application of electronic computers provides powerful computing tools for solving problems by the thinking methods of systems theory. Because the problems handled by systems methods are generally complex systems, with many variables and strong randomness, especially in seeking the optimized decision plans of large systems with multiple objectives, electronic computers are still more needed to solve the problems.

The testing of plans of war cannot be carried out on the spot; one can only use the method of functional simulation. Under modern conditions testing can be done by electronic computers. The Kiev Higher Tank Engineering School of the Soviet Union has developed a set of trainer systems with electronic computers, which can set up practice conditions close to actual combat. The U.S. army has widely applied simulated training equipment, which can simulate the firing of rifles, machine guns, air-to-ground missiles, antitank missiles, tank guns, and other weapons, and simulate the implementation of war plans. Using electronic computers to carry out simulated trials, once successful, one can proceed to full implementation; if the effect is poor, the plan can be revised and perfected.

Fourth, using the principles of cybernetics to track decisions in the implementation of war plans. War under modern conditions is changeable, and every step in the implementation of an operational plan will give rise to many new situations and bring up some problems that were not anticipated. This requires that, in the course of implementing the war plan, effective control be exercised over phenomena that deviate from the objective, or corresponding measures be taken in good time, adjusting the plan and carrying out tracking decisions, so that every local situation in implementation obeys the unified purpose of the overall situation and always moves toward a common objective.

In sum, the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations in war runs through the whole process of war and is manifested in any war. The handling of any problem in war is permeated with the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations. Only when the commanders of war consciously handle well the relationship between the overall situation and the local situations can they command war with ease, seize victory, and realize the fundamental aim of war, destroying the enemy and preserving oneself.






Concluding Remarks

Above, starting from the analysis of combat, we have studied the basic contradiction of war, preserving oneself and destroying the enemy, and, taking this basic contradiction as the thread, have explored and introduced the various aspects of military dialectics. We first examined the internal connections between war and politics, the economy, the masses, and peace, revealing the special essence of war and its social role. Next, we examined the mutual relationships among the factors of war-fighting strength and their influence on victory or defeat in war; examined several pairs of important contradictions that should be handled well in the building of war-fighting strength; and examined the general laws of the employment of war-fighting strength. Finally, we came to rest on war practice: knowing the enemy and knowing yourself, correctly understanding the laws of war, formulating correct strategy and tactics, so as to grasp well the guidance of war from the overall situation and seize victory in war. The basic principles narrated in the chapters of this book are all general laws of the contradictory movement in the different aspects of the military domain. The organic combination of these laws constitutes the theoretical system of military dialectics. This theoretical system of military dialectics spoken of here, although incomplete and inexact relative to the objective dialectics of military affairs, is nevertheless, we believe, a copy of the objective dialectics of military affairs, and contains grains of absolute truth.

Theory serves practice. The basic principles of military dialectics should be used to resolve the military problems in actual life.

According to the estimate in the United Nations Report on the World Social Situation, 1985, in 1984 world military expenditure exceeded 800 billion U.S. dollars. As many as 50,000,000 people in the world serve the armed forces, among them 500,000 scientists and engineers. The report also pointed out: since the end of the Second World War, 150 military conflicts have occurred in the world, causing 1,600,000 military and civilian deaths. (See People’s Daily, February 17, 1985, p. 6) Military conflicts on the earth have not yet ceased, and U.S. President Reagan has already put forward a plan to prepare to fight a “star war.” This is the reality before us.

At present, the danger of war still exists. The main forces threatening the peaceful coexistence of the countries of the world are imperialism, hegemonism, and colonialism. Superpowers, for the purpose of seeking to dominate the globe, with very great military strength, are carrying out contention on a world scale; this is the main root of the world’s turbulence and unrest. Therefore, to oppose hegemonism and safeguard world peace is the most important task of the people of the world today. If the people of the whole world are truly united and carry on resolute struggle against all manifestations of hegemonism and expansionism, it will be possible to safeguard world peace. To this end, in the era of peace, we must apply the basic principles of military dialectics to strengthen the modernized building of national defense, and with powerful strength defend peace, “subduing the enemy’s troops without fighting.” Once the enemy imposes war upon us, we shall apply the basic principles of military dialectics to guide the war and seize victory.

The key here is to closely combine the general principles of military dialectics with the concrete realities of national-defense building under modern conditions and of future war.

To do well in this combination, first of all one must study military dialectics and learn military dialectics. We advocate having an arrow to shoot at a target, but one that has a target must have an arrow in hand, and without an arrow there is nothing to shoot. The theory of military dialectics can enable people to have insight into the essence of war, foresee the development of war, consciously carry out the building of war-fighting strength, and employ war-fighting strength with outstanding effect, so as to realize the aim of preserving oneself and destroying the enemy. Without studying military theory, and in particular without studying military dialectics, the essence of military theory, one cannot become an outstanding builder and commander of war-fighting strength in war under modern conditions. To this end one must overcome the empiricist tendency of not attaching importance to theoretical study. Engels said it well: “If a nation wants to stand at the summit of science, it cannot be without theoretical thinking for a single moment.” (Selected Works of Marx and Engels, vol. 3, p. 467)

To do well in this combination, one must still more study concrete actual circumstances. War and the laws of war are developing. Military dialectics is also developing. One must by no means think that merely by remembering several basic principles of military dialectics one can win battles. Every concrete manifestation of the basic principles of military dialectics is particular, and it manifests different characteristics according to the differences in the time, place, and nature of war. “‘Our doctrine is not a dogma, but a guide to action.’” (Selected Works of Lenin, vol. 3, p. 24) Military dialectics must never provide a concrete way of fighting for any one concrete war. What it provides is only a guide to action. Whoever does not proceed from concrete reality and does not apply it flexibly in connection with concrete circumstances will certainly sink in the great sea of war. Zhao Kuo and Ma Su and their like in ancient China were so, and the military dogmatists in modern China’s revolutionary wars were so too. Therefore, the tendency of dogmatism must also be resolutely guarded against and overcome. A very important reason why Yue Fei of the Southern Song could often win battles was that he could proceed from reality and apply military principles flexibly. When the old general Zong Ze gave him a battle-array diagram and asked him to fight according to it, Yue Fei said: “Forming the array and then fighting is the constant rule of the art of war. The marvel of application lies in one’s mind alone.” This “marvel of application” lies precisely in being good at combining general principles with actual circumstances. In the process of closely combining with reality, studying new situations, and resolving new problems, military dialectics too will obtain new enrichment and development.

As long as we combine the basic principles of military dialectics with the concrete reality of the modernization of our country’s national defense, we shall surely be able to build well a regularized revolutionary army, with Chinese characteristics and centered on modernization, and we shall surely be able to win great victory in the future war to defend the motherland.
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