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I-locne,mbmx JeleHvja TpaHcdopmaumja pata npeacTasiba jeaHo
0f BaXHWjUX MpobneMckvx nuTawa CTpaTewkux cTyauja, no-
cebHO y KOHTEKCTY NpOMeHe HauuHa Bohera pata. Kako 6u objacHunm
HacTane npomMeHe TEOPETMYAPU AUCLMNINHE YrNaBHOM KopucTe Knay-
3eBWLIEB KOHLIENT AyanHe npupoae pata kao aHanutuuku mogen. Osum
KOHLENTOM yKasyje Ce Ha CTanHy W HermpoOMEHbMBY Mpupody parta,
CBOjCTBEHY CBaKOM CyKOBY, @ MICTOBPEMEHO U Ha H-EroBy NPOMEHBUBY
npupogy, Koja ce HasuBa kapaktepoM parta. [NpunvkoM aHanuse Tpas-
chopmaLmje pata U paToBOACTBA, TeopeTuyapu Hajuelhe nocmatpajy
cTpaTerujy Kao NMPOMEHIBUBY KapakTEpPUCTUKY paTa, NOBe3aHy ca he-
roBMM KapakTepoM. [pu Tome HeonpaBAaHO 3anocTaBrbajy YnMHsEHNLY
[a je cTpaTervja yjeHO U [e0 HeroBe HenpoMeHIbMBe npupoge. Yak
W Kafa ce cTpaTervja pasmaTpa kao [eo kapakTepa paTa, YecTo W3o-
CTaje AeTarbHuje objallrberbe LWTa je YHU NPOMEHIBMBOM BEMUYNHOM,
O[HOCHO KOjW (hakTopy yTU4y Ha keHe npomeHe. CTora npegmeT mc-
TpaxwvBaksa y pagy npeacTaerba cTpateryja kao cactaBHW 4eo Npupo-
[le 1 KapakTepa paTta, AOK Hay4YHU LnIb YMHU AecKpunLumja enemeHara
YHYTpaLUke 1 Cnorballikbe CTPYKTYpe paTta, Kao M ekcnnaHaumja buxo-
BUX UHTEpaKUWja, jep ce wuma ogpefyje Mecto u ynora ctpatermje y
OKBWPY AyallHe Npupoae para.
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YBog

csoMm geny O pamy npycku reHepan u Teopetndap u3 goba HanoneoHa Kapn

¢doH Knaysesuy (Carl von Clausewitz), pa3suo je Teopujy AyanHe npupoge
paTta. OBOM TEOPUjOM YKa3ao je Ha CTarnHe W HEeNMpOMEHIbUBE KapakTepuUCTUKe paTa,
CBOjCTBEHE CBAKOM parTy, anv 1 Ha heroBe NPOMEHIBUBE KapaKTEPUCTUKE, KOje CBaKM
paT YMHE jeQWMHCTBEHWUM. Y NUTepaTypy CaBpeMeHMX CTpaTeLlkuxX CTyauja oBe ABe
pa3nuyuTe, anu 6nncko noBesaHe OAnVKe pata pasMaTpajy ce Kpo3 KOHLENT npupo-
[e 1 Kapaktepa pata. Mako je Knaysesuu, oBy Teopujy dhopmynuncao npe ckopo Aga
Beka, NuTarba NpUpoAe 1 kapakTepa pata NOHOBO Ce Hanase Yy (POoKyCy CTpaTeLLkux
cTyauja, npe ceera 360r HacTojakba Aa ce objacHe 3HavajHe NpoMeHe y Bohewy pa-
TOBa TOKOM MOCIEAHMX HEKONWKO AeLieHunja. Kako je naxta nctpaxvsada yrnaBHOM
yCMepeHa ka TpaHcdopmaumju HaunHa Bohera paTa, CBe je u3paxkeHuja notpebda
3a JeTarbHWjM pa3maTparmeM MecTa v yrore ctpaTeruje y okBupy AyarHe npupoge
pata. Ctora je noBpatak KnayseBuueBoMm TeopujckoM Hacnehy HemuHoBaH. Cucte-
MaTCKOM aHarnu3oM paTa OH je YCreo Aa UaeHTUdUKyje Hay4yHe 3akoHe Koju ogpenyjy
HEroBy CYLUTUHY, @ Ha KOjUMa je M3rpagmo CBOjy TEOpMWjy paTta u ctparterunje. Ynpa-
BO Ta HayyHa 3aCHOBAHOCT H-EroBe Teopuje MpyKa joj BAHBPEMEHCKY aHanmuTUYKy
BpeaHocT. Haume, oHa omoryhaBa pa3ymMeBate CTpaTeruje Kao yHMBep3arnHe oanmke
paTa, LWTO je YUHW AerOM HeroBe HENPOMEeHILMBE NPUPOAE, any UCTOBPEMEHO U Kao
KapaKTepUCTUKE HEroBOr KapakTepa, Koju Ce Mera ycrnes CrOXEHNUX YHYTpaLllHuX 1
Crorballkux npoeca.

KnayseBunueBO BOjJHOLIEHTPUYHO CXBaTaHe
cTparterunje

3a Knaysesuua je ,ctpaternja yyere 0 ynotpebu butaka 3a noctmsare paTHor
unrba” (Knayseswu, 1951: 92), Te OCHOBHM MOTO H-€roBe CTpaTeLLke MUCIW rmacu —
,N100eanTN NPOTUBHIMKA Y OMLKM, Ha GojHOM norby” (Bpavap, 2017: 297-298). Morno
Ou ce 3akrbyunTn Aa je KnayseBuueBa cTpaTellka Myucao no CBOjoj Npupoamn BOjHO-
LeHTpUYHa. Temerbu ce Ha pa3ymeBawy paTa Kao KpBABOr akTa Cure Koju ce oTe-
NOTBOpPYje KpO3 rpamaTuky 'MeTaka u yaypa' u KnayseBuueBOM yBepewy da BOjHa
Hagmoh npeadcTaBmba Npeum NpuHumn ctpatervje (Knayseswuu, 1951: 157).

Mpema KnayseBuLyy, Kiby4YHr NPEYCMOB 32 HAMETake MONUTUYKE BOSbE NPOTUB-
HUKY, LUTO OH CMaTpa CBPXOM pata, npeacTaBrba BojHa nobega. OcTapere Te CBpxe,
Kako nctuye, Moryhe je UCKIby4MBO YKOMMUKO je NPOTUBHWYKA [pXKaBa BOjHO nopaxe-
Ha, WTO NOApasyMeBa YHULUTEHE WUIIM OHECTOCOOIbaBame HEHNX OPYXKaHUX CHara
[0 Mepe Y KOjoj BULLE HUCY Y CTaky Aa HacTase 6opby. [MocebaH 3Hayaj Knaysesuu
npuaaje Teputopumju NPOTUBHUKA, Harnallasajyhv fa je HeHo 3ay3umarse NOXerbHo,
jep y cynpoTHOM nocToju MOryhHOCT fia ce Ha H0j (hopMupajy HOBE OpyXaHe cHare
cnocobHe 3a HacTaBak paTHux Aejctasa. C 0631poM Ha TO Aa opyxaHe cHare npea-
CTaBrbajy NpUMapHu UHCTPYMEHT oabpaHe apxase, Noruka paTHor npoueca AuKTH-
pa MpBO HWMXOBO HeyTpanucake, HaKOH Yera Crneau 3aysuMarbe Teputopuje. Mnak,
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Knay3eBuL, HanoMuke a ocBajakbe TEpUTOpPUje NPOTUBHUMKA, BUNO AENUMUYHO UMK
y NOTNYHOCTU, HWje YBEK HEOMXOAHO. YNpaBo 13 TOr pa3nora oHecrnocobrbaBame 1nm
YHULLITEHE NPOTUBHUYKUX OPYKaHWUX CHara 0CTaje MPUMAapPHK akT y NOCTU3aky BOjHE
nobeze, AOK Ce 3ay3nMatr-e TepUTopuje CNPOBOAM Y OHOj MepU Y Kojoj je NoTpebHO 3a
ocurypatbe Tor ycnexa. OctBapereM 0Ba ABa MefycoBHO noBe3aHa Lnrba, a HyXHo
MpBOr, CTBapajy ce YCroBW 3a NocTu3ake paTHor uurba. To nogpasymeBa npuxaa-
Take M1pa of Bnage NPOTUBHUYKE APXaBe U HeHUX CaBE3HVKA, Kao M NOTYMH-aBaH-e
HEHOr CTAHOBHWLLTBA MOMUTUYKO]j BOSbM CynpoTHe cTpaHe (Knaysesuy, 1951: 5-6,
42,57, 157).

MocTn3ame BojHe nobene, npema KnayseBuuy, octBapyje ce TpujymdgoMm y rnae-
HOj unn oanydyjyhoj 6uun. Ynpaeo Taj TpeHyTak NpeacTaBrba Kiby4Hy Tauky y TOKY
paTHOr mpoueca, Ka kojoj KOHBeprupajy cse nperxogHe OGuTke. Y rnaBHoOj 6uum csu
CMOPeaHN UUIbeBI pata MHTErpULLY ce Y rnaBHK Lnb, a 6opba 3a heroBo ocTBapeH-e
BOAM Ce Y3 NOTMNYHO Hampesake pacnonoxuemx cHara. KoHuent oanyyyjyhe nobene
Knay3eBuL TemMerbu Ha cxBaTaky paTta Kao KOHTMHyMpaHor npoueca. MNobeaa, npema
H-ETOBOj MHTEPNPETaLIMj1, He NPeACTaBba UCKIbYYMBO Pe3ynTarT jedHe Benuke butke,
Beh KymynaTuBHW edekat 6pojHnX MaHeBapa, ornepauuja 1 BOjHMX akLuja Koje nocTe-
NeHo Bode Ka Tpujymdy. ImaeHa GuTka, Kao TexuuTe pata, 03HayaBa Tauky y Kojoj
ce ocTBapyje ognyyyjyha nobega, a oHa ce NOCTVKE YHULITEHEM MM OHecnocobrba-
Bak-EM MaBHWHE OPYXXaHUX CHara NpoTUBHWKA. [TPOTUBHUK Ce, ycnea yHULWTERa U
OHecnocobrbaBaka CBOr kiby4HOr 60p6eHor noTeHumMjana, 4OBOAM Y CTake Ae30p-
raHusauuje, Yame ce ypyluaBa HeroB LIEMNOKYMHW BOjHO-NOMNUTMYKK cucteM. OCHOB-
HWU LEeHTap rpaBuTauuje NpOTUBHMKA, Kako KnayseBul nctuye, Hanasu ce ynpaso y
HErOBMM OpYXXaHUM CHarama, a HeroBo HeyTpanucamwe npeacraBiba Npegycrios 3a
KOHayaH ucxof pata. Taj npouec AoBoAM A0 MPOMEHEe NOMWUTUYKE BOSbe NMopaxeHe
CTpaHe v omoryhaBa HaMeTawe COMCTBEHMX ycnosa Mupa. [pyraunje peveHo, no-
Oena y rmaeHoj OMuK, Koja nogpas3yMeBa 3ay3nMarse UNn YHULLTEHE NPOTUBHUKOBOT
LleHTpa rpaBuTaLuje, OOHOCHO TEXWLLTA HEroBe CHare, pesyntupa KoHa4yHoM nobe-
[IOM y paTy, koja ce notephyje MupoBHuM cniopadymom (Knaysesuu, 1951: 204-208).

Ha Temerby BojHOLEHTpUYHOr padymeBana pata Knaysesul M3BOAM HU3 BOjHUX
NPMHUMNA paTtoBaka, Koju YKIbY4yjy fyKaBCTBO, CMENOCT, EKOHOMWM]y cHara, Hagmoh-
HOCT, MOpariHy BenuuuHy, n3HeHahewe v gpyre daktope. Mnak, Kao Krby4HM 3aKkiby-
yak u3gBaja yBepewe Aa je 3a nobeny Hag MPOTMBHUKOM HEOMXOAHA CHara Koja je
HagmohHuja of werose (Knaysesuu, 1951: 5-6, 41, 42, 157, 521). Nako Harnawa-
Ba 3Ha4aj TaneHTa BOjcKOBONe, paTHUYKMX BpnHa BOjCKe, HEHOr Haopyxaka, Mo-
pana, yBex6aHocTh W opraHusaumje, Knaysesuy cmatpa ga ce KibydHu daktop y
noctu3awy nobede y party Hanasu y BojHOj Haamohu. OH OBaj KOHUenT pa3marpa
MpeBacX04HO Kpo3 Npuamy bpojuyaHe JOMVHALMje Hag MPOTUBHUKOM, LUTO, NpeMa He-
roBOj aHanusun NPeTXo4HWUX paToBa, NpeacTaBrba NPBM NpUHUMN cTpaTtervje. MNpema
HETOBOM CTAHOBWLLTY, Y ,paT je HEOMXOAHO KPEHYTW ca LUTO GPOjHMjOM BOjCKOM, jep
Yak 1 HajoapoBUTWjU BOjCKOBONa MMa BeoMa Marne uarnege 3a nobeay Hag ABOCTPYKO
HagMohHujum Henpujaterbem” (Knaysesuu, 1951: 157).
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KnayseBuueB KOHUENT npupoae para

BojHoLeHTp1YHKM nornen Ha paT u cTpareryjy CyLUTUHCKM pa3nukyje Knaysesuua
of CyH Lya (Sun Tzu), 3a4eTHuKa Teopuje CTpaTeLLKMX MUCIK, Koju cMaTpa aa .,y
paTy Huje yBeK KOpUCHO BUTM jaun of NPOTMBHUKA, Kao 1 Aa ce Hajsehe ymehe cTpa-
Tera He Hanasw y gobujary 6utaka, Beh y nobeam 6e3 bopbe” (Cu, 2016: 44,121). Y
MOCTXI1aAHOPaTOBCKOM MepUody TakBO MULLIbEHE 3acTyna 3HayajaH 6poj TeopeTtu-
yapa cTpaTeLKux cTyamnja n ctyauja 6e3benHoctu, 360r Yera ocnopaeajy BanuagHoOCT
Knaysesuuese Teopuje y objalimery caBpemeHmx patosa (Lind, 1989). Mopepa Tora,
KnayseBwLy ce 3amepa LTO je, Nopes BOJHOLEHTPUYHE, Pa3Buo 1 APXKaBOLEHTPUYHY
Teopwjy pata, koja ce Takofe nokasyje HeBanmaHoMm. ,[lojeanHn ayTopu cmatpajy aa
XunBMMO Yy nocT-Knaysesuuesckom o6y, Te Aa paT BULLE HWje NOLYXBaT KOjW yrnas-
HOM CMpOBOAe Brage ca CBOjUM BOjcKama, 1 'y UMe CBOjUX ApyLUuTaBa. Ynora apxase,
KaKo Kaxy, mponasu Kpo3 nepvoza AeknuHauuje, Tako aa BehuHy caBpemMeHnx patosa
BOZE HedpXaBHW CybjeKkTy 3a CBPXe Koje HUCY NOrogHe 3a aHanway HauvoHamnHor 1H-
Tepeca” (Kreveld, 2010; Kaldor, 2005).

MefyTum, TpaguumMoHanucTm, nHaye BepHe anonorete Knaysesuuese Teopujcke
MUCNK, CMaTpajy [a je OH MoHajB1LIE NOMUHbaH, anv NnoHajMakwe cxBaheH TeopeTu-
yap pata. 3aTo HaBOAE Aa Cy HEeroBa pasMuLLIbara YeCTO NMOrPeLLHO UHTEpPNpeTy-
paHa. 3a pasnuky of HheroBux KpuTndapa, TpaguumoHanuctu nonyt MNutepa Mepeta
(Peter Paret) n PejmoHa ApoHa (Raymond Aron) cmatpajy aa je ,Knaysesuy, dpuno-
30(h paTa, a 4a HeroBa MUCao ofpaxasa CyLITUHCKY TeOpWjy O BaHBPEMEHCKVM ac-
nektuma pata” (Clausewitz, 1976: 4; Aron, 2022). HanpocTto Tpeba pasymetv ga y
BpemeHy HanoneoHoBwx paToBa, kafa je Knaysesuw pa3sujao CBOjy Teopujy, paT Huje
Mao CTeneH CMOXEeHOCTM Koju ra Kapaktepuile faHac. [dpxase cy yrnaBHom bune
npumapHmn aktepu cykoba, a 6opbe cy ce ofsujane Ha 60jHOM nosby, y3 jacHo aedu-
HUCaHe opyxaHe cHare. MNpuMeHa opyxaHe cue umana je HenpUKOCHOBEHMW ayTopW-
TeT y 0OHOCY Ha [pyra cpefcTBa Koja Cy ce KopucTuna y patoamy. CTora ymecrto da
ce KnaysesuueBa MUCao OLiekYje UCKIbYYMBO Ha OCHOBY OMMCa KapakTtepa patoBa
HeroBor oba unu paHuje, NoTpebHo je hoKycMpaTh ce Ha HErOB TEOPMjCKM OKBUP
koju objaluraBa AyanHy npupogy pata. Kao TakaB OH je BanuiaH He caMo 3a pasyme-
Bakse U TyMaveH-e TpaanLMoHanHux MefhyapxaBHux patoBa Beh ce MoXe NpUMeEHNTH
1 3a aHanm3y T3B. HOBWX pPaToOBa.

BaHBpeMmeHcka BanuaHocT KnaysesuLeBe Teopujcke MUCAK CagpxaHa je 3anpa-
BO Y TOMe LUTO Ce Temerbu Ha 3akoHuma pata. Hberoeo geno O pamy, HanucaHo
noyetkoM 19. Beka, cmatpa ce ,npaBoM PeHOMEHOSOrMjoM para, TEOpPUjCKOM CTy-
Anjom HacTanom npumeHom Beh pa3sujeHnx HayuHux metoga” (Echevarria, 2007: 22).
Kpo3 cuctemartcky aHanudy Knayseswuu, je gowwao 4O CNO3Haje HayyHKX 3aKoHa paTta
koju omoryhaBsajy pasymeBatse herose npupoge. MehyTum, BaxHo je pasymeTu, Tpa-
ram€ 3a Cno3Hajom 3akoHa paTa 3a Knaysesuua Huje 6uo uurb cam no cedu. OHum cy
My MOCNYXWUMN Kao Hay4YHO-TeopMjcka OCHOBA Ha KOjoj je M3rpagmo CBOjy CTpaTeLlky
Mncao, ogHOCHO Teopwjy nobene. Tume je Knaysesuw, Hanpaemo ,peBONyLMOHAPHM
OTKIOH Of} apUTMETUYKMX U FEOMETPUCKMX KOHLIENTyanu3auuja paTtoBoACTBa NpUCyT-
Hux y nenuma CebactujaHa BobaHa (Sébastien Le Prestre de Vauban), Qutpuxa coH
Bunosa (Heinrich Freiherr von Bilow) n XeHpuja Jlojaa (Henry H. E. Lloyd), kao un
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H-ErOBOI CaBPEMEHNKA, LUBAjLapCKor reHepana u Teopetnyapa AHTtoaHa >KomuHuja
(Antoine Henri de Jomini)” (Waldman, 2012: 345-374). YnpaBo Taj OTKNOH YnHu ,Kna-
Y3€BULIEBY CTpATELLKY MUCAO KNACMYHOM, @ Hera CYLUTUHCKW Apyradynjum TeopeTu-
vapem of apyrux” (Knaysesuu, 1951: 31-32). 3ato weroso geno O paty KonwuH lpej
(Colin S. Gray) onucyje ,TEOPMWJCKUM OKBMPOM NOrOAHWMM 3a pasymeBake CBUX CTpa-
TeLKnx peHOMEHa, cBe [0 AaHalumunx aaHa” (Gray, 2007: 15, 280-281).

[Jakne, krby4Hu acnekT KnayseBuueBor cxBaTara paTa, Kpo3 Koju casHaje Herose
3aKoHe, jecTe ayanHocT npupoge pata. OHa He nogpa3ymesa GuHapHy Knacudmka-
LMjy paTa Ha HeorpaHu4yeHe Unn orpaHuyeHe, ApXaBHe UNn yHyTpallke, Beh notude
13 Hemaudke hmnosodcke Tpaguumje Koja nojaBe cxBaTa kao ODjEKTUBHE W Cybjek-
TvBHe. Kako HaBoawu EyeBapuja (Antulio J. Echevarria), ,noactakHyT Xerenosom auja-
nekTukom, Knaysesuu, paamaTpa npupoay pata ynpaso Ha Taj HauuH, objallraBajyhn
je kao objekTuBHy n cybjektuBHy” (Echevarria, 2003: 7; Echevarria, 2009: 22-25). Y
CaBPEMEHO] NuTepaTypu CTpaTeLLkux CcTyanja oBe ABe pasnuuuTe, anu TeCHO nose-
3aHe U UHTepaKTUBHe NpUPOAE, AaHac ce TyMade Ha HeLTOo Apyradnjy HadyuH. KonuH
pej HaBoaM Oa ce ,00jeKTUMBHA NpUpoda paTta jeaHOCTaBHO CxBaTa Kao Heroea npu-
poaa, Aok ce cybjekTMBHa npupoda 0gHOCK Ha keroB kapaktep” (Gray, 2007: 25). Y
TOM KOHTEKCTY NoZ NpuMpOoAoOM paTa noapa3ymeBajy Ce CBE HEroBe HEeNpPOMEHIbUBE
1 TpajHE KapaKTEPUCTUKE, KOje Cy Kao TakBe yHUBEp3anHe 3a cee patose. Hacynpot
TOMeE, KapakTep paTa Y/He CBe OHe H-eroBe NPOMEHIBbUBE KapakTEPUCTUKE Koje CBakM
paT NoHaoco6 YMHE jeOMHCTBEHNM.

KoHuenT YyaHoBaTor TpojcTea

KnayseBuLeBO pa3ymMeBare NpUpoae pata 3acHuBa Ce Ha KOMMIIEKCHO] 1 BULLe-
CMNOjHOj KOHUeNTyanusaumju. Hamve, oH aHanuaupa npupoay parta Kpo3 pasnuyute
KOHLienTe, Kao LUTO Cy YyAHOBATO TPOJCTBO, KNMMa pata, Tpewe, Nloruka v rpaMaTuka
pata uta. MehyTum, Kriby4HO MECTO W3 KOora MpoW3nnasn HeroBo pasymeBarbe npu-
pOAE paTa Hanasu ce y KoHUenTy YyaHoBaTor TpojcTea. OBaj KOHLeNT, Koju ,noBesyje
CBe HEr0Be Maeje 0 paTy U cTpaTervnju y jegHy cmucneHy uenuHy” (Bassford, 2007:
75), Tomac Bangmax (Thomas Waldman) HasuBa ,anoteo3om Knaysesuuesor Teo-
petucara’ (Waldman, 2009: 9) — ,0H ce 3acHMBa Ha Knay3eBULEBOM YyBepewy Aa
pat nokpehy n obnukyjy Tpu JOMUHaHTHE TeXHe: MpXHa WU HenpujaTer-cTso, urpa
BepoBaTHoNe 1 LWaHce, Kao 1 Texka cybopanHauwmje pata nonmtudkoj cepeun” (Knay-
3esuy, 1951: 55).

HaBefeHe Texwe YnMHe npuMapHO TPOjCTBO pata. [pyro TpojcTBO, Ha3BaHO M
LPYLITBEHUM, OLHOCK Ha Hapopd, Bnagy 1 BOjCKY, Kao APYLUTBEHMX cybjekaTta Kojuma
KnayseBuL, npunucyje cBaky of HaBefeHux TexwK. OH Harnawaea aa ,npea og Tpu
TEXHe Nnpunaga yrnaBHOM HapoAy, Apyra je NoHajBuULLE Be3aHa 3a BOjCKOBONY W He-
roBy BOjCKY, AOK Tpeha noHajsuie npunaga snagu. CtpacTtu koje ce pacnnamcasajy
y paty, npema Knaysesuuy, Mopajy Beh G1TW npucyTHe y camom Hapogy; 0bum Kkoju
he gobutn xpabpocT 1 TaneHat y LapcTey BepoBaTHONe 1 LiaHce 3aBucK og 0cobuHa
BOjCcKOBORe 1 Bojcke, AOK NONMTUYKE HaMepe npunagajy uckisyunso snagu” (Knayse-
Buu, 1951: 55).
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Texra MpXHe 1 HenpujateroCTBa TymMmayu ce Kao npaumoHanHa, jep npouctuye 3
CTpacTu u cnenor UHCTUHKTMBHOT HaroHa (Villacres et al., 1995: 13). 3aTo 0By TexHby
KnayseBuy, yrnaBHOM Aoferbyje Hapody, Uiu, JaHallibUM PeYHUKOM peyeHo, Halmju
n opywTey. OHa nMa KopeHe y BpPeQHOCTUMMA, emMoLiMjama, XTeknma, notpebama u
MOTVBMMA KOje ApYLUTBO UMW Hauuja ynaxe y pat. [Topea MpxHe 1 HenpujaterscTea,
koje je Knaysesuy nocebHO MCTUL@0, BPEAHOCTU U eMoLmnje Mory obyxBaTuTh xpa-
OpocT, naTprMoTM3am, aHKCUO3HOCT, CTpax, MOTOM NeCMMMU3aMm, ONTUMM3aM, Xerby 3a
OCBETOM, TYry, paBHOZAYLUHOCT, anv 1 emnaTujy Koja ce nckasyje npema npoTUBHMKY.
PesynTaHTa HaBegeHUX 1 Apyrx BpeAHOCTW 1 eMoLmMja jeaHor ApyLwTBa y paty obnu-
Kyje HeroBy Borby 3a 60pbom, 04HOCHO NoBehaga Mnn ymMakyje CpeMHOCT ApyLUTBa
[la nogHece XPTBY Y MMe NOCTaBIbeHOr NONUTUYKOr Lurba. Ctora, 13 nepcnekTmse
noapLUKe Unu NPOTUBIbEHA PATHUM LIMIbEBUMA [PXaBe, APYLUTBO CE CMaTpa OCHO-
BOM 3a ofpxaBatse parta. C 063MpoM Ha YMkEeHWLY Aa je noBe3aHa C BOrbOM 3a
6opbom, 0Ba TexHa ce MOXe CXBaTUTU W Kao MoparHa.

CYBOPJHHAITHITA / PA3TOI
(mommTHuka mogpeleHocT para)
ROTUMUARA MEHCIBA
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HAPOJ BOJCKA o

MPThA H HEITPHJATE/BCTBO BEPOBATHORA H IITAHCA
(IpHEpOIHE HATOH/HACHTBE) (kpeaTHBHH IyX cTparera)
MOPATHA MEHCTHA UHCHPDYMERMAIHA MENCTIHA

CPEIMHA OJIBUTAIBA PATA

Crnuka 1 — KnayseBuueBa gyarnHa npupoga para

Wrpa BepoBaTHOhe U LaHce je HajkoMnieKkcHuja Texra Knaysesuuesor YyaHOBa-
Tor TpojcTBa. C 063Mpom Ha TO Aa ce Beayje 3a nojase Koje HUCY NPOM3BOA MbYACKOr
pasmuLIbarba Unu Hamepe y paty, Tymauu ce kao HepauuoHanHa (Villacres et al.,
1995: 13). KnayseBuL, aHanuavpa oBe NnojaBe Kpo3 KOHLIENTe Tperba W KNMe pata,
HanoMukyhn enemMeHTe cpeauHe oaBujakba paTa Koju oTexasajy AenoBake BOjCKe,
anu 1 OHe eneMeHTe KOju MOry MOBOJSBHO YTULLATK Ha HeHy edhekTMBHOCT (Knaysesul,
1951: 55). MpucycTBO 0BMX eneMeHaTa 3axTeBa 0f BojckoBohe nocebHe KBanuTeTe
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3a yCneLHo Bofere paTa, HapounTO BELTUHY Aa n3berHe HeraTMBHe yTuLlaje Tpewa,
anu v fa UCKOPWUCTW MOBOSbHE MPUIMKE, TO jeCT LaHce, Koje ce jaBrbajy y AvHa-
MWYHO] 1 CMOXXEHO] CpeanHu OBMjakba paTta. Y ToM koHTekcTy Knaysesuu, objalurasa
BELUTWHY BOjCKOBONE kao kpeaTuBHOCT unu crioboay Aenosarba ayxa. 3aTo HaBeaeHy
TEeXHY YrMaBHOM NPUNKCYje BOjCLIM, OQHOCHO CTpaTery Kora HasuBea paTHUM reHujem
(Knaysesuu, 1951: 66—80). C 063vpom Ha To Aa je Be3aHa 3a BOjCKY, heHa CPeAcTBa,
Kao ¥ 3a NpOMULLIbake CTpaTera 0 HauMHy HIX0BE NMPUMEHE Y YCIIOBUMA NOBOIbHUX
1 HEMOBOJSBHUX MPUNKMKa, OBa TEXHa Ce MOXe TyMauuTV U Kao MHCTPYMEHTAarHa.

Texra cybopavHaumje NOMPUIMYHO je jedHOCTaBHa 3a pasymeBare. OHa ce
TyMayn Kao paumoHasnHa jep npouctnye u3 nogpeheHocTn pata nonmnTUYKOj CBPCH.
PaunoHanHoCT 0Be TeXhe orneda ce y ToMe LITO paT Huje HacymuyHa, cebu fo-
BOrbHa aKTMBHOCT, BEN CBPCUCXOAHA OeNnaTHOCT, MpW YeMy ce cBpxa pata yTephyje
nonutunikum pasnorom (Villacres et al., 1995: 13). Ctora oBy TeXty, koja ce 4ecTo
Ha3vBa ¥ pasnorom parta, KnayseBul noHajBuLLE NPUMKCYje MONMTUYKOM PYKOBOZ-
cTBy apxase, oaHocHo Bnaau (Villacres et al., 1995: 9-19). Kpo3 wy ce pasmatpajy
MOMUTWYKM LMIBEBW KOje [pXaBa, Ha OCHOBY COMCTBEHWX WHTEpeca, AeduHuLE Y
party. MonMTuykmn UnMrbeBu apxase, OQHOCHO HeHW MHTepecK, ogpefyjy HauYMH Ha Koju
ce pat Boau. Tako oBa TeXta y 4YyaHOBATOM TPOjCTBY Mrpa ynory ycMmepasajyher un
koHTponuwyher enemeHta. C 0631MpoM Ha TO [a je yCMepeHa Ha MOMTUYKY CBPXY
paTa, OHa Ce MOXe OnMmMcaTh Kao MonmTuyKa.

Kako cam KnayseBuL ucTtuye, HujeaHa of TEXHM Y TPOJCTBY HE MOXe Ce NOTMNyHO
npunucaTu jenHoM of cybjekara ApyLwTBa. Mako noHajsuLle npunaga Hapoay, Mopar-
Ha TeXxHa NPUCYTHa je 1 y NONUTUYKOM PYKOBOACTBY, KAO W KoL BOjCKe, FAe Ce HeHa
MOTUBaLMja pa3maTpa kao 6opbeHn mopan. MHCTpyMeHTanHa Texta, Koja ykasyje
NPOMULLIbae Kako KOPUCTUTK BOjCKY Y paTy, HajBuLLE je Be3aHa 3a BOjCKOBORY K
HEroBy BeLUTUHY. MefyTum, kao TakBa, OBa TeXHa je CHaXXHO NPUCYTHA U Y NOMNTUY-
KOM PYKOBOZCTBY, jep OHO yraxxe UHTEeMeKTyarnHy Hanop 3a ynpaerbare LEnoKynHUM
paTHUM npouecoM. MNonuTUYKa TexHa, Mako NOoHajBULLE Be3aHa 3a MOMUTUYKO pyKo-
BOZCTBO, MICTOBPEMEHO NpeacTaBiba Kiby4Hy CMEPHUMLY KOjOM ce BojckoBoNa, To jecT
cTparter, KopucTy TokoM ynotpebe Bojcke Ha 60jHOM Nosby.

WNako je Knaysesuu, 3a onuc TpojcTBa KOpMCTUO ped vyaHoBato’ (winderliche), y
TEopwju CTpaTELLKMX CTyamMja MHOTV ayTOpW KOpUCTe pey ‘'napagokcanHo’. Ty pey, 6e3
HEHOr JodaTtHor objalukerba, y ynotpeby cy ysenu Majkn Xayapg (Michael Howard)
u Mutep MapeT (Clausewitz, 1976: 89). AyTopu Koju Cy nokyLanu aa objacHe HeHo
3HaYeHe cMaTpanu cy Aa ce napagoKcarnHoCT TPOjCTBa Hanasm y TEH3Wju Koja Bnaja
Y MHTEPAKLMjW HETOBMUX KOMMOHEHTU, a Koja paT YMHWU KOHTPAAUKTOPHUM W Henpesa-
BUAMBUM. Hanume, nako NonuTUYKa cBpxa HacToju fa KOHTPOMWLLE paT, Henpeasuau-
Ba NpUPOAa BOJHOr aHraxxmaHa 1 emMoLMoHanHa KOMMOHEHTa Hapoaa Mory oMeTaTut
MONMTUYKY CBPXY paTta. To 4OBOAM [0 cUTyauuje Y KOjoj paT, Kao paLmoHanHa Texma,
nocTaje upaumoHanaH u HekOHTponucaH. Y Tom koHTekcTy bpajaH Kon (Brayan Cole)
Harnawaea Aa ,MapafoKCcarnHoCcT TPojcTBa NpoManasn U3 YukbeHule Ja par, kao pa-
LIMOHAIHY TeXHy, MCTOBPEMEHO mokpehy 1 0brukyjy u ocTane [Be Texte, Te -
XOBWM [€rnoBareM npuMat nonutike Moxe butu npesasufeH, Yume TPOjCTBO paTa
nocrtaje napagokcanHo” (Cole, 2020: 43).
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NHTepakumnja TexHun YyygHoBaTor TpojcTBa

Wako ctanHo npucyTHe y paty, Knaysesul ncTuye fa Cy TEXHE BEMUYMHE CKI0-
HE NMPOMEeHN UHTeH3uTeTa. Pa3nor Tome mMoxe ce npoHahn y HWMXOBOj UHTEPAKLM|W.
Kpo3 nHTEpakumMjy NONUTAYKE Y UHCTPYMEHTASTHE TEXHE MOXE Ce Pa3MOTPUTH Kako
MonMTUYKa CBpXa yTUYe Ha [enoBawe Bojcke U obpaTHo. Haume, paTHa fellaBatba
oABvjajy ce npeMa oapeheHnM Haqenmma u NPUHLMNMMA KOjy Ce MOTY MOAENUTA Y ABe
kaTeropmje: NOrMKy 1 rpamaTtuky pata. ,Jloruka ykasyje Ha OCHOBHW pasnor Bohera
pata, npeacrtasrbajyhiv Ckyn NOMUTUYKMX MMMNepaTBa U NPUHUMNA KOjU yeMepaBsajy
oAHoce u3mehy 3apaheHnx cTpaHa, kao M OJHOC U3MeRy MOMUTUYKe CBpXe U BOj-
HUX OejcTaBa. Bojcka Takohe genyje u y cknagy ca BOjHUM, OGHOCHO OmnepaTuBHUM
MPUHLMNMMA, KOjW YMHE rpamaTuKy paTta v OOHOCE Ce Ha NPaKTUYHM acnekT HEeroBor
n3Bohewa Ha 6ojHoM norby” (Echevarria, 2011: 4-5).

Penauwja norvike v rpamaTuke pata 3acHOBaHa je Ha AMHaMWUYHOj MHTepaKLUmju no-
AUTUYKMX W BOJHUX NPUHLMNA paToBOACTBA. Jloruka, y 0BOM KOHTEKCTY, yTWYe Ha rpa-
MaTVKy paTa Tako WTO AedWHULLIE KOHLENTyanHa orpaHnyera y AenoBarby BOjCKe.
OHa je apTukynncaHa Kpo3 paTHU Linrb, Ynja BENUYMHA 1 3Ha4aj Mory OrpaHuymnTy Unm
NPOLUMPUTU HAYMHE AenoBatba BOjCKe Y CKnagy ca BojHUM npuHuunuma. To nogpasy-
MEeBa W NPOMEHY WHTEH3UTETa MPUMEHE Cune, jep NogpefeHOCT cune NonMTUYKOM
unrby oapehyje cteneH weHe npumere, npunarohasajyhu ra BeNMUYMHM TOr UMsba.
LLTo je nomuTMYKM unrb 3HavajHuju, Behu hie BT Hanopu BOjCke U UHTEH3UTET yno-
Tpebe Hacurba. C apyre cTpaHe, rpaMaTvka pata yTude Ha NOruky Tako LWTO mpyxa
jacHy npefcTaBsy O TOMe LUTa Ce y CKMagy ca NOnMUTUYKAM LIIbEM MOXE OCTBapUTH
MPUMEHOM CWrle U MO KOjy LeHy. MOonMTUYKM Mnn patHu Lurb, Aakne, He cme Butn
OrpaHu4eH camo Ha ancTpakTHe MonMTUYKe NpuHLUMNe, Beh ce Mopa npunaroguTy yc-
nosuma BojuLuTa Koju 0bnuKyjy BojHe npuHumne. Ha Taj HauuH rpamatvka pata Moxe
KOpWroBaTy fMoruky parta u U3MeHWUTU NOMUTUYKA Lnrb.

[enoBake MoparnHe Ha MoNUTUYKY TEXHY MOXE Ce aHanm3upaTtit Kpo3 NnoapLUKy
ApyLWwTBa paTHOj HaMepW NOMUTUYKOT PYKOBOACTBA. EMoumje, Kao n BpeaHOCTM Koje
npeosnanyjy yHyTap jegHor ApywTea, nonyt onTuMM3ma, NaTpuoTu3Ma, cBakako u
HenpujaTerbCTBa, MpXHe UK Xerbe 3a 0CBETOM, MOry NpeacTaBrbaTyt OCHOBY Behoj
NOAPLULM paTHOj HAMepW NOAMTUYKOr pykoBoacTBa. C apyre cTpaHe, emoumje nonyT
aHKCMO3HOCTH, CTpaxa Mu emnatuje npeMa NpoTUBHKKY MOry NocTuhiu NOTAYHO Cy-
npotaH edekat. [lenoBawemM Ha UHCTPYMEHTAsHy TeXHyY, HaBedeHe emoumje mory
[OBECTN [0 MOTPELLHUX MOMMUTUYKMX M BOJHUX OZNYKa, LUTO Y KpajreM MOXe yTuLaTy
Ha yMatberbe ePeKTUBHOCTM NPUMEHe OpyXKaHe cune.

Y ekCTpeMHUM CryyajeBrMa npeHarnalleHe eMoLmnje MpXXie 1 HenpujaterocTea
Mory npubnmxuTi pat cBoM anconyTHom obnuky. Kako Knaysesuy uctuye, ,anconyt-
HW paT NpeacTaBrba ToTanHy 6opby y kojoj 0be cTpaHe KOPUCTE CBE PacnofioXuBe
pecypce Kako 6u yHULWITUNE NPOTMBHMKA, 6e3 063npa Ha LieHy. Y TakBOM paTty He
nocToju npuHumn ymeperoct. Cykob cunma y anconyTHOM paTy npenyLwiTeH je cam
cebu, 1 oHe ce ynuky A0 cBoje kpajHocT” (Knaysesuu, 1951: 42, 44—-45, 500). Kna-
Y3€eBWL, Mnak cMaTpa fa anconyTHU paT Huje peanHo 13BoAbLMB ¢ 063MpoM Ha To da
je orpaHuyeH efnieMeHTMa Tpeka M NOMUTUYKOM CBPXOM. Y CTBApHOM party monu-
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TUYKM MOTMBW He [O3BOSbaBajy Aa Hacuibe JOCTUrHe CBOje Kpajibe rpaHuue, Beh ra
ycMepaBajy y OkBMpe Koju cy oapefeHn nonnTuykom cepxoM. CTora nonuTika, kao
pauyoHariHa Texta, AenoBakbeM Ha MopasiHy U UHCTPYMEHTAlHy TeXHy crpevasa
ecKkanauyjy parta y CBOj anconyTHU obnukK.

YTuuaj enemeHaTa onwTer Tpewa Ha TeXHe
YyaHOBaTOr TPOjCTBa

WNHTEeH3WTET TeXHW napagoKkcasiHor TpojcTBa No4sioxXaH je NpoMeHama He camo
ycnen uHTepakumje wbux camux Beh v 36or Tora WTO Cy OHe NOAMOXHe yTuuajuma
cpeavHe y kojoj ce pat oasuja. OBaj heHomeH KnayseBu, objalltaBa Kpo3 KOHLenTe
KnuMe pata u Tperba, Koje noBesyje Kpo3 nojam onwter Tpewa. log TuM nojMom oH
noapasyMeBa CBe €MEMEHTE CpeanHe Koju OTexaBajy, OQHOCHO OorpaHuyaBajy Aeno-
Bak-e BOjCKe Y party, yTuuyhu Ha pruanyke, KOrHUTUBHE 1 MOpasiHe acnekTe paTtoBatba
(Knaysesuu, 1951: 86).

KoHuenT onwiter Tpeka Npegoyasa cBe (hakTope CPeanHE Koju CTBAapHU paT YuHe
pa3nuYUTAM Of uAeanu3oBaHor pata Ha nanupy. Knuma parta obyxearta OKOMHOCTU
kKoje rpage cneumdnyHy atmocdepy y kojoj ce Bojcka aHraxyje. OHa ykrbydyje dak-
TOPE Kao LUTO Cy OMacHOCT, HEU3BECHOCT, Hamop v cnyyajHocT. Knaysesuu Harnalasa
[a je y paTy u3y3eTHO TeLKO JOOUTW TauyHe U NOTNyHe WHGopMaLuje O NPOTUBHIKY,
TEPEHY, Ma Yak 1 0 COMNCTBEHNM CHarama. Hem3BeCHOCT, CTora, MPeACTaBba Kiby4Hu
ernemMeHT paTHe KnuMe, jep cTBapa marfy paTa koja oHemoryhasa jacHO cxBaTawe
cuTyauuje, WTO 3a nocrneguuy MMa 3HayajaH yTuuaj Ha paunoHanHoOCT MOMUTUYKMX 1
BOjHUX OAryKa, Koje Cy Be3aHe 3a NONUTUYKY U UHCTPYMEHTaITHY TEXHY.

[lo ymamersa Mopana 1 KOrHUTUBHUX CMOCOBHOCTM BOjHMKA M BOjckoBONE MOXe
Johwu ycnea Hamnopa, a koju HacTaje ycneq AenoBaka Bojcke Y hM3NYKOM MPOCTOpY.
To cBakako MOXe HeraTMBHO yTWLATK Ha TOK onepauuja. Ha mopan v KOrHuTUBHE
CMoCOBHOCTM yTUYE W CTPax, Kora reHepuile CTanHo NpucyTHa onacHocT. M3HeHaa-
HW gorafaju, To jecT cnyyajHoCTH, Takohe Mory yTuuaTi Ha ToK OUTKe 1 LENOKYNHO
oaBujarwe pata. OBe nojaBe 0byxBatajy rpeLuke NpOTUBHUKA, NMPOMEHE BPEMEHCKUX
yCcrnoBa unu nojaesy HeoYeknBaHmx pecypca. CrnydajHe nojase MOry UMaTit M NOBOSbHE
1 HENOBOJSbHE Mocneauue. Hamme, OHO WITO 3a jedHy 3apaheHy CTpaHy nNpeacTaBiba
Tperbe, 3a Apyry Moxe outu WwaHca. Laxca ce, y TOM KOHTEKCTY, TyMayu Kao NoBOSb-
Ha NpunyKa Koja Npousnasu U3 cneumdruyHMX OKONHOCTY paTHOT OKpyKeka. Ctparer
KOju Npeno3Ha Takee Cny4ajHOCTU M 3Ha Ja UX UCKOPWUCTU, MOXE WX NPETBOPUTK Y
cTpaTeLuKy NpeaHoCT.

3a pasnuky of koHuenTta knume pata, Knaysesuy KOHLENTOM Tperba ykasyje Ha
onunrbmee r3NYKE eNeMEHTE OKPYXKeHa Koju OTexaBajy AenoBame Bojcke. To ¢y
rnojaBse Koje YKIby4yjy BpeMeHCKe NpoMeHe y BUay AaHa unu Hohu, npoMeHe knumar-
CKWX YCIOBa, MOMYT KWLLE, CHera, BeTpa, CyHua, (PU3NYKMX KapakTepucTuka TepeHa
uta. (Knaysesuu, 1951: 80-88). CBe oHe MOry HeraT“BHO UM NO3UTUBHO YTULLATU Ha
WHCTPYMEHTamHy TEXHY.
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CTparervja kao UHTerpanHu aeo
Npupoae n KapakTepa paTta

Krby4Hn koHUeNT 3a objalmerse AyarnHe NpUMpoAe pata HECYMHMBO YMHM Yya-
HOBATO TPOjCTBO, KOjW, Y Ty CBPXY, Knay3eBuL, KOpUCTM y3 NOAPLLKY ApYrMX KoHLUena-
Ta, NONyT KNUMe paTta, Tpeka, Nor1ke U rpamatuke pata. TeLko je He NPUMEeTUTH Ja
je KnaysesuueBo objalurberse Npupoae paTta 4ocTa ancTpakTHO, LTO OTexaBa He-
roBO pasymeBare W objallraBare. MehyTuM, NaxrbMBOM aHanmM3om yHyTpaLlHux
1 CorballbMX MHTEPaKLMja TeXHM YyAHOBATOr TPOjCTBA MOXeE ce AoOUTM casHarke
0 YHYTpaLUH0j U CNOrballks0j CTPYKTYPU paTta, HEeroBUM AUMEH3WjaMa, Te yHUBep-
3aHAM ¥ NPOMEHIBLMBUM KapakTepucTMkaMa paTa, TO jeCT O HeroBoj Mpupoamn u
kapaktepy. OBa aHanu3a Takohe npyxa MOryhHOCT feTarbHujer pasymeBara LieH-
TpanHor MecTa u yrnore cTpaTeruje yHytap gyanHe npupoae parta. TauyHuje, oHa OMo-
ryhaea casHara O TOME Kako cTpaTteruja MHTerpule CBe eneMeHTe YHyTpallkbe U
crosballke CTPYKType pata Aa bu ycknagwna nonuTuyKe LUurbeBe v BOjHY AenaTHOCT.

Monasehn og Knay3eswuuesor Tymayera npupoge parta, ENeMeHTH ONLITEr Tpeka
YMHe crosballikby CTPYKTYPY paTa, Koju, y 3aBUCHOCTM 0of cuTyauuje, Mory umaru no-
3UTMBaH UMW HeraTWBaH yTuuaj Ha genoBate Bojcke. C apyre cTpaHe, CTanHo npu-
CyTHE TeXHe YyQHOBATOr TPOjCTBA NpeaACTaBrbajy OCHOBHE eneMeHTe YHyTpallke
CTPYKType pata. HepeTko ce OCHOBHM enemeHTU yHyTpallke CTPYKType paTa pas-
maTpajy Kpo3 OKBUP CEeKyHApPHOr TPOojCcTBa — Hapod, Bojcka M Brada. To je Joseno
[0 MOrpeLUHOr 3aKibyyka Hekux aytopa, nonyT MapTuHa BaH Kpesenga (Martin van
Creveld) n Mepu Kangop (Mary Kaldor), aa je Knaysesuu pa3suo gpKaBOLEHTPUYHY
Teopujy paTta koja ce He MOXe KOPUCTUTU Yy objallrberby ,Manux patoBa” y Kojuma
yyecTByjy HeapxasHu aktepu (van Kreveld, 2010; Kaldor, 2005). MehyTtnm, oBakas
3aKkrbyyak je norpelaH, jep Knaysesuu Hukada Huje AedrHMCao OCHOBHE efleMeHTe
paTa Kpo3 CeKyHaapHO TPOjCTBO, Beh Kpo3 TeXHe YyaHOBATOr TpojcTaa. I lonuTtnuka,
MoparHa W MHCTPYMEHTarnHa Texra Mory ce NpunucaTtv U HefpXKaBHUM akTepuma,
KOju, Kao W ApxaBe, MMajy NOMMTUYKO PYKOBOACTBO, BOjHY OpraHu3aumjy U CTaHoB-
HULLTBO KOje, Make WUIn BULUe, NoapXKaBa HUX0BE NONUTUYKE HAMEpPEe U OenoBak-e.
Tako ce kpo3 okBup Knay3eBuLeBor TpojcTBa, CacBUM OrnpaBaHo, MOry pasmarpatu
1 HegpxaBHW akTepu” (de Landmeter, 2018: 391-399).

Texre 4yoHOBATOr TPOjCTBA, KOje YMHE YHYTpallky CTPYKTYpy pata, npeacra-
BIbajy OCHOBY pasymMeBawa AuMeH3unja pata. [Nonasehu og Knaysesuuese Teopuje,
npe roToBO je4HOr Beka oBe AMMeH3uje paspaawo je Llon ®. dynep (J. F. C. Fuller)
(Fuller, 1925: 93-173), onucyjyhn mopanHy, u3nyKy 1 KOTHUTUBHY OUMEH3Ujy paTa.
Haunme, MmoparnHa Texma, koja ce 0gHOCK Ha 0bracT emouuja y paty, HeaBocMuUcHe-
HO yKa3yje Ha MoparnHy AMMmeH3ujy pata. IHCTpyMeHTanHa Texma, koja je nosesaHa
ca cnocobHoLwhy BojckoBONE Aa CTpaTeLLKM pasmaTpa HauuH ynoTpebe CBojux cHara
Y KOHTEKCTY CTanHO NpUCYTHe aTMocdepe Tperba W LWaHCK, yKasyje Ha KOTHUTUBHY
anveHsunjy pata. OHa ykasyje n Ha u3ndKy AMMEH3Njy pata ¢ 063MpoM Ha TO Aa
BOjcKOBOfa KOpUCTM CBOje cHare y huanykom npoctopy. MNonuTnuka Texwa Takohe
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yKa3yje Ha KOTHUTUBHY AUMEH3Ujy paTa, ¢ 063MpoM Ha TO Ja 0fpaxasa MHTENneKTyan-
He Harnope MoNUTUYKOr PYKOBOACTBA Y YrpaBrbakby paToMm.

Mpema Knay3esuuy, Morno 6u ce 3akrby4uTit, NpUpoay pata YnHe enemMeHT Kako
YHyTpallke, Tako U Crorballke CTPYKTYpe paTta, anu W npouecy Koju ce oasujajy
KpO3 H1X0BE MHTEpaKLmje. [pUCycTBO 1 AenoBare TeXHU YyaHOBATOr TPOjCTBA, Kao
W yTULaj enemMeHara OrLuTer Tpewa Ha HUX, OH BUAM Kao YHUBEP3ArlHO 3aKOHOAaB-
CTBO, OAHOCHO HELLTO LUTO je CBOjCTBEHO CBAKOM paTy. YNpaBo TO 3aKOHOAABCTBO,
npemMa HEeroBOM MULLIbEHY, NPeAcTaBrba Npupoay pata. 3ato Knaysesuu kaxe aa
cy ,CBW paToBW CTBapW jedHe Te UCTe BPCTe, U Aa paT, MaKo YCIOBIbEH NOCEOHUM Ka-
paKTepUCTMKaMa ApxaBa U hUXOBUX OPYXKaHKX CHara, Mopa a CapXu HEKM ONLUTH,
yHuBep3anHu enemeHt” (Knaysesuy, 1951: 511, 522). Ha Temerby 0BOr MULLIbEHA
3akrbyyyje ce Aa npupoga pata obyxBaTa CBe OHE KapakTepUCTUKe Koje Cy Hempo-
MeHIbMBE ¥ TpajHe, OpYruM peyrma yHuBep3anHe 3a CBe paToBe. Tako je CBakoM
paTy CBOjCTBEHa MOMMTUYKA CBpXa, Hacurbe, emoLuje, 3aTUM NOBOSbHE MPUIUKE U
oTexaBajyhe OKOMHOCTW yHyTap cpeavHe odBujakba pata. [loped Tora, CBakoM paty
CBOJCTBEH je 1 UHTENEeKTyarnHu Hanop, OQHOCHO CTPaTeLIKO NPOMULLIbake NONUTNY-
kor 1 BojHor pykoBogcTBa. CTora je 'CTpaTelLko’ CyLUTUHCKA U YHMBep3anHa KapakTte-
puUcTMKa pata. 13 Tora npoucTnye aa je ctpatervja uHTerpanHa KOMnoHeHTa npupoae
paTa, Yvje U3BOpULLTE MEXKM Y YHYTPaLLH0j CTPYKTYpU paTa. [ocmartpaHo w3 yrma
OUMeH3mnja paTa, cTpaTervja npyunaga KorHUTUBHOj AMMEH3MjU Y KOjoj Ce ynaxe UHTe-
NeKTyanHu Hanop, passujajy naeje v JOHOCE MONMWUTUYKE W BOjHE oAnyke, oK ce U3
yrna 4ygHoBaTor TPOjCTBa OHA Beayje 3a UHCTPYMEHTAmHY TEXHY.

KapakTtep cBakor pata obnuKyje pesynTaHTa npoLeca Koju ce ofsujajy uamehy
eremMeHata yHyTpallke W cnosballkbe CTPyKType pata. Mako cTanHo npucyTHe,
TEeXHe YyQHOBATOr TPOJCTBA CYy NPOMEHIBbUBE BENUYMHE, 8 HUXOB MHTEH3UTET 3aBU-
CY KaKo Of} HUXOBE UHTEPaKLMje, Tako 1 Of yTulaja CpeavHe y Kojoj ce paT oasuja,
O[JHOCHO Ofl enemMeHaTa Tpeka 1 LiaHcK. Tako KapakTep pata obyxeara NpOMeHbUBE
KapaKTepuCTUKe Kako caMuX TEXHM YyaHOBATOr TPOjCTBa, Tako U enemeHaTa cpeau-
He Y KO0joj ce paT oaBuja, YmHehu cBaku paT jeauHcTBeHuM. 36or Tora Knaysesuu, pat
HasuBa ,npaBnM KameneoHoM”, uctniyhu ga ceako foba Mma cBojy BpCTy paTta, 6e3
0031pa Ha TO LUTO Ce CBaku paT 0fBMja Ha YHMBEP3anHUM NpuHumnuma (Knaysesud,
1951: 55, 511).

MpoMeHIbMBE KapakTEPUCTUKE KOje Cy CBOJCTBEHE CPEAMHU OfBMWjaba paTa yoda-
Bajy Ce KpO3 pasnmymTe NPOCTOPHE, BPEMEHCKE W KNMATCKe yCroBe patoBaka. OHe
ce Takofe yoyasajy y ApYLITBEHUM U NCUXONOLLIKUM PEHOMEHKMA NPUCYTHUM YHYTap
cpeavHe odBuWjarba parta, Kao LUTO CY TEXHUYKO-TEXHOSOLLKM, MONUTUYKM, EKOHOMCKM,
KynTYpHU ¥ couujanHu. Nopen Tora LWTO Ce Camu MeHsajy, OHW YTUYY Ha NPOMEHyY
BESIMYMHE TEXHW YyAHOBATOr TPOjCTBA, @ CaMiM TUM U Ha TOK ofBujara parta. [1po-
MEHIbMBE KapaKTepUCTUKE KO MOMWUTUYKOr PYKOBOACTBA Npeno3Hajy ce y pasnuyu-
TUM UMIBbEBMMA paTa, Ko APYLUTBA Y NPOMEHIbMBIM BPeAHOCTMMA, emMoLmjama, LWTo
MMNAMLMPa NPOMEHIBUBOCT HeroBe Borbe 3a 60pboM, a Kof, BOjcke Y pasHOMUKOCTH
Haopyxarba Koje kopucti, y 6op6eHoM mopany, JoKTpuHama u cTpatermjama. Ctpa-
Ternja, cTtora, He caMo Ja NpeacTaBrba Aeo Npupoae pata, Beh YnHM BaxaH 4eo U
HErOBOI KapakTepa.
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KoHuenT TpojcTBeHor pata, koju je Knaysesuw passuo, HeABOCMUCIEHO ykasyje
Ha LieHTpanHo MecTo cTpaTteruje y paty. YygHoBaTo TpojCTBO He camo Aa objaluaBa
CyWTWHY paTa Beh M nocTaerba OCHOBY 3a pasdymMeBawe yriore crpateruje kao no-
Besyjyher mexaHuama uamelly pasnuuntux enemeHarta pata. C o63vpom Ha Taksy
yrory, MecTo ctpareruje y party npeactaBrba YHUBEP3arHO 3aKOHOLABCTBO, YMHENK
j& Heu3beXxXxHUM iernom Npupoae paTta, OAHOCHO HErOBOM YHUMBEP3aNHOM KapaKkTepuc-
TukoMm. Mpema KnaysesuLy, unrbeBe pata ogpehyje nonutuka, 4OK UX BOjcka OCTBa-
pyje npumeHom cune. CTtpatervja, npema wemy, Tpeba aa NnpeTBopu NOUTAYKE Ha-
Mepe y 13BOAMbMBE BOjHE NnaHoBe, ocurypasajyhu ycknaheHocT namehy oHora wrto
je noxersHo 1 oHora wTo je moryhe. Kao cpeacTtBo koje 06e3behyje xapMoHujy 13-
Mehy emoumja Hapoaa, BOjHE CHare v NONUTUYKUX LMSbesa, cTpaTtervja ocurypasa aa
Te BENMYMHE Aenyjy Y KOOpAUHaLMjU U CUHXPOHM3aumju. Jpyrum peuuma, cTpaternja
npeacTaBiba MexaHu3am Koju ycknafhyje unm 6anaHcvpa TexHe YyaHoBaTor TpojcT-
Ba Y KOHTEKCTY yTuLaja enemeHaTa cpeauHe odBujakba pata Ha HMXOBY BEMUYMHY.
Cspxa ycknafvBarba TexHW Hanasuw ce y NocTu3ary epekTUBHOCTW U ONTUMaNHOCTK
HauMHa npumeHe opyxaHe cune. Kako ce BennyuHe Textsi YyaoHOBaTOr TPOjCTBaA U
eriemMeHarta cpeguHe ofBujakba pata Meajy, Tako Ce MeHa M caM KapakTep parta,
4nHehu cTparernjy NnpOMEHBUBOM BENUYMHOM U eNOM KapakTepa para.

3aKkrbyyak

PasymeBame Knaysesuuesux naeja y geny O paTy HECYMHMBO OTEXaBa H-EroB
ancTpakTaH 1 ¢uno3odckn cTun nucara, oboraheH metacopama n aHanorvjama
Npey3eTMM 13 pasnuynTUX Hay4HWUX Teopuja, MOMNyT rpamaTtuke, Noruke Unm LeHTpa
rpasuTauuje. looaTHy CrOXEHOCT y UHTEPNpeTaLmj HeroBUX MUCIM CTBapajy U He-
CUCTEMATUYHOCT, Kao ¥ HEQOBPLUEHOCT camor aena. Ocum Tora, orpaHuyeHa HayyHa
gocturHyha BpeMeHa y koMe je cTBapao CBOjy Teopujy oHemoryhuna cy Knaysesuuy
[a 3aKoHe paTa 0bjacHM y WMPEM KOHTEKCTY CIOXEHWUX APYLUTBEHUX W MOMUTUYKMX
npoueca. YnpaBo Cy TO pasfnosn 300r KOjux Ce HeroBa Teopujcka MUcao v gaHac
Hanasu Ha yaapy OpojHuX KpuTWKa. Minak, naxrsnBuM MLLIYUTaBakeM pegosa Knay-
3eBULEBOT yTULAjHOT Aena Moryhe je younTu fa weroBa Teopuja nocegyje yHvMBep-
3anHy BpefHocTt. KoHuenTom fyarnHe npupoge pata Knaysesuu je npefouno 3ako-
He CTPYKType W Besa y paTy, yka3yjyhu Ha teroBe CTanHo NpPUCYyTHE enemMeHTe U
HMXOBE MHTEPaKTUBHE odHOCe, Kako u3mMefy cebe, Tako 1 ca cpeauMHOM ofBuWjaba
paTa. YnpaBo Kpo3 aHanu3y TUX enemeHata 1 bUX0oBUX MHTEpaKLMja OH je yka3ao fa
je cTpateruja cactaBHW 4eo Npupoge pata, OAHOCHO HeroBa CyLITUHCKA U YHUBEpP-
3ariHa kapaktepucTuka. lNocmarpaHa Ha Taj HauuH, cTpaTtervja npeacTaBmba CTanHo
MpUCyTaH MexaHu3am koju ycknahyje unu 6anaHcmpa Texke YyaHoBaTor TpojcTea Y
KOHTEKCTY yTuLaja eneMeHara CpeaunHe OfBujara paTta Ha HbUXoBy BeENUUKHy. CBpxa
TOr ycknahuBawa Hanasu ce y noctusarby eEKTUBHOCTM U ONTUMASHOCTU HauMHa
npUMeHe opyxaHe cune. Kako ce BenuuvMHa Texwun Merba ycnen ytuuaja cpeguHe
ofBujarba paTa, Tako Ce Mea 1 cama cTpateruja. 3aTo, Nopes Tora LWTO YMHU Heoa-
BOjWBW €0 NpMpoae paTta, cTpaTtervja yjeaHo YMHU U 4e0 HErOBOr KapakTepa.
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Pesume

3Haqaj Knay3seBuLeBe Teopujcke MUCAM capxaHa je y TOMe LUTO ce TeMebM Ha
3akoHuMa pata. Hberoso geno O party, HanucaHo novetkom 19. Beka, cmatpa
ce nNpaBoM (PEHOMEHOMOrMjOM paTa, TEOPUjCKOM CTYAUOM HAacTanoM nNpuMeHoM Beh
pa3BujeHMX Hay4yHux mMeToaa. [pumeHom cuctematcke aHanu3e parta Knaysesuy je
[0Lao [0 Crno3Haje HayYyHWX 3akoHa koju omoryhaBajy pasymeBare Heroee npupo-
ae. MehyTum, BaxHo je pasymeTy, Tparake 3a Crno3Hajom 3akoHa paTta 3a Knaysesu-
Lia Huje 61o umrb cam no cebu. OHKM Cy My MOCNYXWIW Kao HayYHO-TeopMjcka OCHOBA
Ha KOjOj je M3rpagmo CBOjy CTpaTeLlky Mucao. TMe je HanpaBMO PEBOMYLMOHAPHM
OTKITOH Of} CBOjMX MPETXOQHMKA U CaBpeEMEHMKA KOju Cy CTpaTerujy pasmarpanm Kpo3
apUTMETUYKY M reOMETPUjCKY KOHLeNTyanusauujy. Ynpaeo Taj OTKIOH YuHK Knayse-
BMLIEBY CTpaTELLKy MUCA0 KMacu4yHOM, a Hera CYLUTUHCKM ApyraqujuM TeopeTndapem
o apyrux”. 3ato weroso geno O paty MHOMM ayTopy cMaTpajy TEOPUjCKMM OKBUPOM
MOro4HMM 3a pasymeBake CBMX CTpaTeLKMX (heHOMEHa, CBe 40 AaHalltbMX AaHa.

Knay3eBuLeBO pa3yMeBare NPUPOAE paTa 3acHMBa Ce Ha KOMMIIEKCHO] U BULLe-
CINOjHOj KOHLEeNTyanusaumju. Hamve, oH aHanuaupa npupoay parta Kpo3 pasnuyute
KOHLLeNnTe, Kao LUTO Cy YyAHOBATO TPOjCTBO, KNMMa pata, Tpewe, Noruka v rpaMaTuka
pata utd. MehyTum, Kiby4HO MECTO M3 Kora Npousnnasn CBO HEroBO pasyMeBarbe
NpMpoae paTta Hanasu ce y KOHUenTy YyaHosaTor TpojcTBa. OBaj KOHLENT, koju no-
Be3yje CBe HEroBe uaeje 0 paTy W cTpaternju y jedHy CMUCNEHyY LENuHy, Hasuea ce
anoteo3om KnaysesuueBor Teopetucara. KoHuenT ce 3acHuBa Ha Knaysesuuesom
yBepewy fa pat nokpehy v obnuKkyjy Tpu OOMUHAHTHE TEXHEe: MpXHa U Henpuja-
TerbCTBO, Urpa BepoBaTHONE U LIaHCe, Kao 1 TexHa cybopanHaLmje pata nonuTUYKoj
capcu. [pBa TexHa Tymauu ce Kao MoparHa, jep je BesaHa 3a CTpacTyu Koje Bnagajy
y Hapoay, TO jecT APYLUTBY, 1 KOje YMHe NoTnopy 3a Bofere paTta y Bay NOAPLLKE No-
nUTUYKOM pyKkosoacTay. [ipyra TexHa Tymauu ce Kao MHCTPYMEHTarnHa, jep ce Besyje
3a BOjCKY, HbeHa CPeacTBa, Kao M 3a NPOMULLIbake CTpaTtera 0 HauMHy NpUMeHe THX
CPEOCTBa Y KOHTEKCTY MOBOSbHUX U HEMOBOSLHUX NPUNMKa CpeauHe oaBuWjakba para.
Tpeha TexHa ce TymMayum Kao NonmnTUYKa, jep ce Besyje 3a NonuMTUYKK pasnor Bohewa
paTa, Koju AeduHuMLLIE NONUTUYKO PYKOBOACTBO.

Mpema Knaysesuuy, Npupoay paTta YWHWU CTanHO MPUCYCTBO TEXHW YyOHOBa-
TOr TPOJCTBA, KAao M CTanHO NMPUCYCTBO enemMeHarta Tpewa W WaHCK yHyTap cpeau-
He ofBujara paTa. Kako ce cTtpaTervja Besyje 3a MHCTPYMEHTASHY TEXHY TPOjCTBa,
OHZa Cce OHa CMaTpa yHMBEP3alHOM KapaKTepPUCTUKOM paTa, TO jeCT AenOoM Herose
npupoge. Y npouecy ofBujaksa paTHOr cykoba 3apatak ctpatera je Aa ycknaau WH-
CTPYMEHTanHy TexHy Kako ca ocTtasne [Be TeXHe Yy4HOBAaTor TPojcTBa, MOparHoM
¥ NOMMTUYKOM, TaKO W Ca eNeMeHTMa CpeanHe odBujarba parta, TO jecT Tperem U
MOBOSbHUM Mpuinkama. Kako ce BEnuUMHA TeXHN Mersa yeren yTuuaja enemeHara
CpeavHe ofBMjaka pata, Tako ce Meka 1 cama ctpateruja. Ctora, cTparteruja, nopea
TOra LITO NpeacTaBrba 4e0 NpUpoae paTta, OHa je yjeHO U Ae0 HEeroBor kapakrepa.

KrbyuHe peun: Knaysesuu, pam, cmpameauja, npupoda pama, Kapakmep pama.
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n recent decades, the transformation of war has become one of the
most important issues in strategic studies, especially in the context
of changes in the way wars are conducted. To explain these changes,
theorists in the field most often rely on Clausewitz's concept of the dual
nature of war as an analytical model. This concept highlights the con-
stant and unchanging essence of war, present in every conflict, while
also emphasizing its evolving aspect, referred to as the character of
war. When analyzing the transformation of war and warfare, theorists
frequently view strategy as a variable feature of war, associated with its
character. In doing so, they unjustifiably overlook the fact that strategy is
also part of its unchanging nature. Even when strategy is viewed as part
of the character of war, a more detailed explanation of what makes it
variable, specifically, which factors drive its changes, is frequently miss-
ing. Therefore, the subject of research in this paper is strategy as an
integral part of the nature and character of war, while the scientific goal
is the description of the elements of the internal and external structure
of war, as well as the explanation of their interactions, since it is through
them that the place and role of strategy within the dual nature of war is
determined.
Keywords: Clausewitz, War, Strategy, Nature of War, Character of
War.
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Introduction

n his work On War, the Prussian general and Napoleonic-era theorist Carl von

Clausewitz developed the theory of the dual nature of war. Through this theory,
he highlighted the constant and unchanging characteristics of war, those inherent to
every conflict, as well as its variable features, which render each war unique. In con-
temporary strategic studies literature, these two distinct yet closely related aspects of
war are examined through the concept of the nature and character of war. Although
Clausewitz formulated this theory nearly two centuries ago, the questions of war’s
nature and character have once again become central to strategic studies, primarily
as a result of efforts to explain the significant changes in the conduct of warfare in
recent decades. As scholarly attention is largely focused on the transformation of how
wars are fought, there is an increasing need to more closely examine the position and
role of strategy within the dual nature of war. Thus, a return to Clausewitz’s theoretical
legacy is both necessary and timely. Through a systematic analysis of war, Clausewitz
succeeded in identifying the underlying principles that define its essence, forming the
foundation of his theory of war and strategy. It is precisely this scientific foundation
that gives his theory its timeless analytical value. Namely, it allows for an understand-
ing of strategy as a universal feature of war, placing it within its unchanging nature,
while also recognizing it as part of war’s evolving character, shaped by complex inter-
nal and external processes.

Clausewitz’s Military-Centric Understanding of
Strategy

For Clausewitz, “strategy is the use of engagements for the purpose of war” (Knay-
3eBuu, 1951: 92), and the central tenet of his strategic thought is: “to defeat the enemy
in battle, on the battlefield” (Bpavap, 2017: 297-298). It can thus be concluded that
Clausewitz’s strategic thinking is inherently military-centric. It is rooted in his under-
standing of war as a violent act of force (bloodshed), expressed through the grammar
of ‘bullets and shells’, and in his conviction that military superiority constitutes the
foremost principle of strategy (Knaysesuw, 1951: 157).

According to Clausewitz, the key precondition for imposing political will on the
enemy, which he considers the purpose of war, is military victory. The achievement of
this goal, he emphasizes, is only possible if the enemy state is militarily defeated, that
is, if its armed forces are destroyed or disarmed to the point where they can no longer
continue the fight. Clausewitz places particular importance on the enemy’s territory,
emphasizing that its occupation is favorable, as failing to do so leaves open the possi-
bility of new armed forces being formed there, capable of continuing hostilities. Given
that the armed forces represent the primary instrument of state defense, the logic of
the war process dictates that they be neutralized first, followed by the occupation of
territory. Nevertheless, Clausewitz notes that the conquest of enemy territory, whether
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partial or complete, is not always necessary. For this reason, the disarming or destruc-
tion of enemy armed forces remains the primary action in achieving military victory,
while the occupation of territory is carried out only to the extent necessary to secure
that success. By achieving these two interrelated objectives, primarily the first, the
conditions are created for accomplishing the goal of war. This entails the acceptance
of peace by the enemy state’s government and its allies, as well as the subjugation
of its population to the political will of the opposing side (Knaysesuu, 1951: 5-6, 42,
57, 157).

According to Clausewitz, military victory is achieved through triumph in the main
or decisive battle. That moment represents the key point in the course of the war
process, toward which all previous battles converge. In the main battle, all secondary
aims of the war are integrated into the primary goal, and the effort to achieve it is
pursued with the full exertion of available forces. Clausewitz bases his concept of de-
cisive victory on the understanding of war as a continuous process. Victory, in his in-
terpretation, is not solely the result of a single major battle but the cumulative effect of
numerous maneuvers, operations, and military actions that gradually lead to triumph.
The main battle, as the center of gravity of the war, represents the point at which de-
cisive victory is achieved, and it is realized through the destruction or incapacitation of
the bulk of the enemy’s armed forces. As a result of the destruction or incapacitation of
its key combat potential, the enemy is driven into a state of disorganization, leading to
the collapse of its entire military-political system. The enemy’s primary center of grav-
ity, as Clausewitz emphasizes, lies precisely in its armed forces, and neutralizing this
center is a prerequisite for the final outcome of the war. This process leads to a shift
in the political will of the defeated side and enables the imposition of one’s own terms
of peace. In other words, victory in the main battle, which involves the capture or de-
struction of the enemy’s center of gravity, the core of its strength, results in final victory
in the war, which is solidified by a peace agreement. (Knaysesuu, 1951: 204-208).

Based on his military-centric understanding of war, Clausewitz derives a number
of military principles of warfare, which include cunning, boldness, economy of force,
superiority, moral strength, surprise, and other factors. However, his key conclusion
is the belief that in order to defeat an opponent, one must possess a force superior to
theirs (Knaysesuu, 1951: 5-6, 41, 42, 157, 521). While he emphasizes the importance
of a commander’s talent, the virtues of the army, its weaponry, morale, training, and
organization, Clausewitz argues that the decisive factor in achieving victory in war
lies in military superiority. He examines this concept primarily through the lens of nu-
merical superiority over the enemy, which, based on his analysis of previous wars, he
identifies as the first principle of strategy. From his perspective, “one must enter war
with as large an army as possible, because even the most gifted commander has very
little chance of defeating an enemy that is twice as strong” (Knaysesuu, 1951: 157).
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Clausewitz’s Concept of the Nature of War

Clausewitz’s military-centric view of war and strategy fundamentally distinguishes
him from Sun Tzu, the founder of strategic theory, who argues that ‘in war, it is not al-
ways advantageous to be stronger than the opponent, and the greatest skill of a strat-
egist lies not in winning battles, but in winning without fighting’ (Cu, 2016: 44, 121). In
the post-Cold War period, this perspective has been upheld by a significant number
of scholars in strategic and security studies, who question the validity of Clausewitz’s
theory in explaining contemporary warfare. Additionally, Clausewitz is criticized not
only for developing a military-centric theory, but also for formulating a state-centric
theory of war, which has also been deemed invalid. “ Some authors argue that we
are living in a post-Clausewitzian era, in which war is no longer primarily waged by
governments using their armies on behalf of their societies. They contend that the role
of the state is in decline, and that most modern wars are fought by non-state actors
pursuing aims that cannot be easily analyzed in terms of national interest” (Kreveld,
2010; Kaldor, 2005).

However, traditionalists, loyal defenders of Clausewitz's theoretical legacy, argue
that he is the most frequently cited yet least understood theorist of war. Therefore,
they argue that his thoughts are often misinterpreted. Unlike his critics, traditionalists
like Peter Paret and Raymond Aron consider that “Clausewitz is a philosopher of war,
and his thought reflects an essential theory of the timeless aspects of war” (Clause-
witz, 1976: 4; Aron, 2022). One simply needs to understand that during the time of the
Napoleonic Wars, when Clausewitz developed his theory, war did not have the level
of complexity that characterizes it today. States were the primary actors in conflicts,
and battles were fought on the battlefield with clearly defined armed forces. The use
of military force held unquestioned authority over other methods employed in warfare.
Therefore, instead of evaluating Clausewitz’s thought exclusively based on the de-
scription of the character of wars from his era or earlier, it is necessary to focus on his
theoretical framework that explains the dual nature of war. As such, it is valid not only
for understanding and interpreting traditional interstate wars but can also be applied
to the analysis of so-called new wars.

The timeless validity of Clausewitz’s theoretical thought is actually contained in
the fact that it is based on the laws of war. His work On War, written in the early 19th
century, is considered “the true phenomenology of war, a theoretical study resulting
from the application of already developed scientific methods” (Echevarria, 2007: 22).
Through systematic analysis, Clausewitz came to recognize the scientific laws of war
that help explain its nature. However, it is important to understand that, for Clausewitz,
the search for knowledge of the laws of war was not an end in itself. They served
as the scientific and theoretical foundation upon which he built his strategic thought,
or rather, his theory of victory. In this way, Clausewitz made a “revolutionary depar-
ture from the arithmetic and geometric conceptualizations of warfare present in the
works of Sébastien Le Prestre de Vauban, Heinrich Freiherr von Bllow, and Henry
H. E. Lloyd, as well as his contemporary, Swiss general and theorist Antoine Henri de
Jomini” (Waldman, 2012: 345-374). It is precisely this departure that makes “Clause-
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witz’s strategic thought classical, and him fundamentally a different theorist from the
others” (Clausewitz, 1951: 31-32). Therefore, his work On War is described by Colin
Gray (Colin S. Gray) as “a theoretical framework suitable for understanding all strate-
gic phenomena, even to this day” (Gray, 2007: 15, 280-281).

Thus, the key aspect of Clausewitz's understanding of war, through which he dis-
covers its laws, is the dual nature of war. This does not imply a binary classification of
war as either unlimited or limited, state or internal, but rather stems from the German
philosophical tradition, which views phenomena as both objective and subjective. As
Antulio J. Echevarria notes, ‘Stimulated by Hegel's dialectic, Clausewitz examines
the nature of war precisely in this way, explaining it as both objective and subjective’
(Echevarria, 2003: 7; Echevarria, 2009: 22-25). In contemporary strategic studies lit-
erature, these two different but closely related and interactive natures are interpreted
in a somewhat different way. Colin Gray notes that “the objective nature of war is sim-
ply understood as its nature, while the subjective nature refers to its character” (Gray,
2007: 25). In this context, the nature of war refers to all its unchanging and permanent
characteristics, which are universal for all wars. In contrast, the character of war con-
sists of all its changing characteristics that make each war unique.

The Concept of the Wondrous Trinity

Clausewitz’s understanding of the nature of war is based on a complex and mul-
ti-layered conceptualization. Namely, he analyzes the nature of war through various
concepts, such as the wondrous (remarkable) trinity, the climate of war, friction in
war, the logic and grammar of war, etc. However, the key element from which his
understanding of the nature of war arises is the concept of the wondrous trinity. This
concept, which “connects all his ideas about war and strategy into a coherent whole”
(Bassford, 2007: 75), is called “the apotheosis of Clausewitz’s theorizing” by Thomas
Waldman (Waldman, 2009: 9), “it is based on Clausewitz’s belief that war is driven and
shaped by three dominant tendencies: hatred and animosity, the play of probability
and chance, and the tendency to subordinate war to political purposes” (Knaysesu,
1951: 55).

These forces form the primary trinity of war. The second trinity, also known as the
social trinity, refers to the people as a whole, the government, and the military, so-
cial entities to which Clausewitz assigns each of the aforementioned tendencies. He
emphasizes that ‘the first of the three tendencies primarily belongs to the population;
the second is mainly associated with the commander and his troops; and the third
pertains chiefly to the government. The forces ignited in war, according to Clausewitz,
must already reside within the population (society); the degree to which courage and
talent manifest in the realm of probability and chance depends on the peculiarities of
the commander and the army, while political intentions belong exclusively to the gov-
ernment. (Knay3esuu, 1951: 55).

The tendency toward hatred and hostility is considered irrational because it arises
from passion and blind natural force (Villacres et al., 1995: 13). Therefore, Clausewitz
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primarily assigns this tendency to the people as a whole, or, in modern terms, the na-
tion and society. It has its roots in the values, emotions, desires, needs, and motives
that society or the nation invests in the war. In addition to hatred and hostility, which
Clausewitz particularly emphasized, values and emotions can include courage, patri-
otism, anxiety, fear, pessimism, optimism, a desire for revenge, sorrow, indifference,
and even empathy toward the enemy. The combination of these and other values
and emotions within a society at war shapes its will to fight, influencing the extent to
which it is willing to endure sacrifice in pursuit of a political aim. From the perspective
of supporting or opposing the state’s war aims, society serves as the foundation for
sustaining war. Since it is intrinsically tied to the collective will to fight, it can also be
interpreted as a moral tendency.

SUBORDINATION / REASON
(political subordination of war)
Political Objective

GOVERNMENT

& ~ EY
/ THEIMPACTOF - .. THEIMPACTOF %
GeneraL % 42 GenemaL
FRICTION ® K FRICTION
PEOPLE ARMY
HATRED AND HOSTILITY PROBABILITY AND CHANCE
(the natural instinct/violence) (the creative spirit of a strategist)

Movral Tendencies Instrumental Tendencies

ENVIRONMENT OF WAR
Figure 1 — Clausewitz’s Dual Nature of War

The game of probability and chance represents the most complex aspect of
Clausewitz’s concept of the ‘wondrous trinity.” Because it involves phenomena that
are not driven by human reasoning or intentions in war, it is often viewed as irrational
(Villacres et al., 1995: 13). Clausewitz examines these phenomena through the con-
cepts of friction and the climate of war, highlighting the various factors that can impede
military operations as well as those that may enhance their effectiveness (Knayseswu,
1951: 55). The presence of these elements demands certain peculiarities from the
commander for effective war leadership, especially the ability to overcome the nega-
tive effects of friction and to take advantage of favorable opportunities that arise in the
dynamic and complex nature of warfare. In this context, Clausewitz explains the skill
of the commander as creativity or the freedom of the spirit to act. Therefore, this trait is
mostly attributed to the army, or to the strategist, whom he calls a military genius (Kna-
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y3esuu, 1951: 66-80). Since it is related to the army, its resources, and the strategist’s
reflection on the way those resources are applied under favorable and unfavorable
conditions, this principle can also be interpreted as instrumental.

The principle of subordination is quite simple to understand. It is interpreted as
rational because it stems from the subordination of war to political purpose. The ra-
tionality of this tendency lies in the fact that war is not a random, self-sufficient activity,
but a purposeful endeavor, with the aim of war being determined by a political reason
(Villacres et al., 1995: 13). Therefore, Clausewitz mostly attributes this principle, often
called the reason for war, to the political leadership of the state, that is, the govern-
ment (Villacres et al., 1995: 9-19). This aspect examines the political intentions the
state defines in war, based on its own interests. These political aims shape how the
war is conducted. As such, this component within the wondrous (remarkable) trinity
functions as a guiding and controlling element. Since it is oriented toward the political
purpose of war, it can be characterized as political in nature.

As Clausewitz himself emphasizes, none of the elements within the trinity can be
exclusively attributed to a single societal actor. While the moral element is primarily
associated with the people, it is also present in political leadership and the military,
where it manifests as combat morale. The instrumental dimension, which reflects the
reasoning behind how to employ the army in war, is most closely linked to the com-
mander and their skill. However, this dimension is also strongly expressed in politi-
cal leadership, as it involves the intellectual effort to oversee the overall conduct of
war. Although most closely associated with political leaders, the political element also
serves as a key guiding principle for the commander or strategist in directing military
operations on the battlefield.

Although Clausewitz used the term “wunderliche” (wondrous/remarkable) to de-
scribe the trinity, many authors in strategic studies use the term “paradoxical.” This
term was introduced without further explanation by Michael Howard and Peter Parret
(Clausewitz, 1976: 89). Authors who have sought to explain its meaning argue that
the paradoxical nature of the trinity lies in the tension between its components, which
makes war inherently contradictory and unpredictable. Although the political purpose
seeks to direct and control war, the unpredictable nature of military engagement and
the emotional force of the people can undermine that political intent. This leads to a
situation where war, as a rational tendency, becomes irrational and uncontrollable. In
this context, Brian Cole emphasizes that “the paradox of the trinity arises from the fact
that war, as a rational tendency, is simultaneously shaped and driven by the other two
tendencies, and through their actions, the primacy of politics can be overridden, thus
making the trinity of war paradoxical” (Cole, 2020: 43).
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The Interaction Among the Elements of the
Wondrous Trinity

Although always present in war, Clausewitz emphasizes that the elements of the
trinity vary in intensity, much like the effects of friction. The reason for this can be
found in their interaction. Through the interaction between the political and instrumen-
tal tendencies, it is possible to examine how political objectives shape military actions,
and how military realities, in turn, influence political decision-making. The conduct of
war follows certain principles and guidelines, which can be broadly categorized into
two dimensions: the logic and the grammar of war. “Logic refers to the fundamental
reason for waging war, representing a set of political imperatives and principles that
guide relations between the warring sides, as well as the relationship between the
political purpose and military actions. The army also acts according to military, or op-
erational, principles, which constitute the grammar of war and pertain to the practical
aspect of its execution on the battlefield” (Echevarria, 2011: 4-5).

The relationship between the logic and grammar of war is based on the dynamic
interaction of political and military principles of warfare. Logic, in this context, influ-
ences the grammar of war by defining the conceptual limitations in the actions of the
military. It is articulated through the war objective, the magnitude and significance of
which can either limit or expand the ways the military operates in accordance with
military principles. This also implies a change in the intensity of force applied, as its
subordination to the political aim determines the extent and scale of its use. The more
significant the political aim, the greater the military effort and the intensity of the use
of violence. On the other hand, the grammar of war influences its logic by clarifying
what can be achieved through the application of force in line with the political objective
and at what cost. Therefore, the political or war objective should not be limited only
to abstract political principles, but must be adapted to the conditions on the battlefield
that shape military principles. In this way, the grammar of war can correct the logic of
war and alter the political aim.

The interaction of moral and political tendencies can be analyzed through the sup-
port of society for the war intentions of political leadership. Emotions and values that
prevail within a society, such as optimism, patriotism, and certainly enmity, hatred, or
the desire for revenge, can form the basis for greater support for the war objectives
of the political leadership. On the other hand, emotions like anxiety, fear, or empathy
toward the enemy can have the completely opposite effect. By influencing the instru-
mental tendency, these emotions can lead to incorrect political and military decisions,
which in the end can impact the reduced effectiveness of the application of armed
force.

In extreme cases, exaggerated emotions of hatred and enmity can bring war clos-
er to its absolute form. As Clausewitz points out, “absolute war represents a total
struggle in which both sides use all available resources to destroy the enemy, regard-
less of the cost. In such a war, there is no principle of moderation. The clash of forces
in absolute war is left to itself, and they strive to their utmost limits” (Knayseswu, 1951:
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42, 44-45, 500). However, Clausewitz considers absolute war to be unrealistically
achievable due to the constraints of friction and the political purpose. In actual war,
political motives prevent violence from reaching its extreme limits, instead directing
it within the confines defined by political aims. Therefore, politics, as the rational ele-
ment, restrains the escalation of war into its absolute form by shaping both the moral
and instrumental tendencies.

The Influence of General Friction on the
Elements of the Wondrous Trinity

The intensity of the tendencies within the wondrous (paradoxical) trinity is subject
to change not only due to their interaction, but also as a result of the conditions under
which war is waged. Clausewitz explains this phenomenon through the concepts of
the climate of war and friction, which he connects through the concept of general fric-
tion. By this term, he refers to all elements of the environment that hinder or limit the
army’s actions in war, affecting the physical, cognitive, and moral aspects of warfare
(Knaysesuu, 1951: 86).

The concept of general friction illustrates all the environmental factors (circum-
stances) that make real war different from the idealized war on paper. The climate
of war encompasses the circumstances that create the specific atmosphere in which
the military operates. It includes factors such as danger, uncertainty, exertion, and
chance. Clausewitz emphasizes that in war it is extremely difficult to obtain accurate
and complete information about the enemy, the terrain, or even one’s own forces. Un-
certainty, therefore, represents a key element of the war’s climate, as it creates the fog
of war that prevents a clear understanding of the situation, which in turn significantly
impacts the rationality of political and military decisions related to the political and
instrumental tendencies.

A decline in the morale and cognitive abilities of soldiers and commanders can
result from exhaustion caused by operations conducted in the physical domain. This
can certainly have a negative impact on the course of operations. Morale and cogni-
tive capacity are also affected by fear, generated by the constant presence of danger.
Sudden events, or chance occurrences, can likewise influence the course of a battle
and the overall conduct of war. These phenomena include enemy mistakes, chang-
es in weather conditions, or the emergence of unexpected resources. Such random
occurrences may have both favorable and unfavorable consequences. Namely, what
constitutes friction for one warring party may represent an opportunity for the other. In
this context, opportunity is interpreted as a favorable moment arising from the specific
circumstances of the war environment. A strategist who can recognize such chance
events and knows how to exploit them may turn them into a strategic advantage.

Unlike the concept of the climate of war, Clausewitz uses the concept of friction
to refer to tangible physical elements of the environment that hinder the army’s oper-
ations. These include phenomena such as changes in time of day, shifts in weather
conditions like rain, snow, wind, or sunshine, as well as the physical characteristics of
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the terrain, and so on (Knaysesuu, 1951: 80-88). All of these factors may influence the
instrumental tendency either negatively or positively.

Strategy as an Integral Part of the Nature and
Character of War

The key concept for explaining the dual nature of war is undoubtedly the won-
drous trinity, which Clausewitz uses for this purpose alongside other notions such as
the climate of war, friction, and the logic and grammar of war. It is hard not to notice
that Clausewitz’s explanation of the nature of war is quite abstract, which makes it
difficult to understand and interpret. However, a careful analysis of the internal and
external interactions among the tendencies within the wondrous trinity offers insight
into the structure of war (both internal and external) its dimensions, and its universal
and variable features, namely its nature and character. This analysis also provides
an opportunity for a more detailed understanding of the central role and function of
strategy within the dual nature of war. More precisely, it enables an understanding of
how strategy integrates all the elements of the internal and external structure of war in
order to align political aims with military activity.

Based on Clausewitz’s interpretation of the nature of war, the elements of general
friction constitute the external structure of war, which, depending on the situation, can
have either a positive or negative impact on military operations. On the other hand,
the ever-present tendencies of the wondrous trinity represent the core elements of
the internal structure of war. The fundamental elements of this internal structure are
often interpreted through the framework of a secondary trinity (the people, the military,
and the government). This has led some authors, such as Martin van Creveld and
Mary Kaldor, to the erroneous conclusion that Clausewitz developed a state-centric
theory of war that cannot be applied to the explanation of “small wars” involving non-
state actors (van Creveld, 2010; Kaldor, 2005). However, this conclusion is incorrect,
as Clausewitz never defined the essential elements of war through the secondary
trinity, but rather through the tendencies of the remarkable trinity. “Political, moral,
and instrumental tendencies can be attributed to non-state actors as well, who, like
states, possess political leadership, military organization, and a population that, to
varying degrees, supports their political intentions and actions. Thus, Clausewitz’s
trinity framework can legitimately be used to examine non-state actors as well” (de
Landmeter, 2018: 391-399).

The tendencies of the wondrous trinity, which constitute the internal structure of
war, represent the foundation for understanding the dimensions of war. Starting from
Clausewitz’s theory, these dimensions were elaborated almost a century ago by J. F.
C. Fuller (Fuller, 1925: 93-173), who described the moral, physical, and cognitive di-
mensions of war. Namely, the moral tendency, which refers to the domain of emotions
in war, unequivocally points to the moral dimension of war. The instrumental tendency,
which is connected to the commander’s ability to strategically consider the use of his
forces within the ever-present atmosphere of friction and chance, points to the cogni-
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tive dimension of war. It also points to the physical dimension of war, considering that
the commander employs his forces in physical domain. The political tendency likewise
points to the cognitive dimension of war, as it reflects the intellectual efforts of the po-
litical leadership in managing the war.

According to Clausewitz, it could be concluded that the nature of war is com-
posed of elements from both the internal and external structures of war, as well as the
processes that unfold through their interactions. The presence and influence of the
tendencies of the wondrous trinity, as well as the impact of the elements of general
friction on them, are seen as universal laws, or something inherent to every war. It is
this legislation, in his opinion, that represents the nature of war. Therefore, Clausewitz
states that “all wars are of the same kind, and although conditioned by the specif-
ic characteristics of states and their armed forces, war must contain some general,
universal element” (Knaysesuu, 1951: 511, 522). Based on this view, it is concluded
that the nature of war encompasses all those characteristics that are unchanging and
permanent, in other words, universal to all wars. Thus, every war is characterized by
a political purpose, violence, emotions, favorable opportunities, and hindering circum-
stances within the environment in which the war takes place. In addition, every war is
marked by intellectual effort, or strategic thinking of political and military leadership.
Therefore, ‘strategy’ is an essential and universal characteristic of war. From this, it
follows that strategy is an integral part of the nature of war, rooted in its internal struc-
ture. Viewed through the lens of war’s dimensions, strategy belongs to the cognitive
dimension, where intellectual effort is applied, ideas are developed, and political and
military decisions are made. In the context of the paradoxical trinity, it is most closely
associated with the instrumental tendency.

The nature of every war is shaped by the resultant of processes that occur be-
tween the elements of the internal and external structures of war. Although always
present, the tendencies of the wondrous trinity are variable in magnitude, and their
intensity depends on both their interaction and the influence of the environment in
which the war takes place, i.e., the elements of friction and opportunity. Thus, the
character of war encompasses the changing characteristics of both the tendencies
of the wondrous trinity and the elements of the environment in which the war unfolds,
making each war unique. This is why Clausewitz refers to war as the “true chame-
leon,” emphasizing that each era has its own type of war, even though every war is
based on universal principles (Knaysesuu, 1951: 55, 511).

The changing characteristics inherent in the environment of war are observed
through various spatial, temporal, and climatic conditions of warfare. They are also ev-
ident in the social and psychological phenomena present within the war environment,
such as technological, political, economic, cultural, and social factors. In addition to
their own changes, these elements influence the variation in the magnitude of the ten-
dencies of the wondrous trinity, thereby affecting the course of the war. The changing
characteristics of political leadership are recognized in the varying objectives of the
war, in society through shifting values and emotions, which imply the variability of its
will to fight, and in the military through the diversity of weaponry used, combat morale,
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doctrines, and strategies. Therefore, strategy not only represents a part of the nature
of war but also constitutes an important component of its character.

The concept of the “Trinitarian” war, developed by Clausewitz, unequivocally high-
lights the central role of strategy in war. The wondrous trinity not only explains the
essence of war but also forms the foundation for understanding the role of strategy
as a connecting mechanism between different elements of war. Given this role, the
place of strategy in war represents a universal law, making it an inevitable part of the
nature of war, or its universal characteristic. Clausewitz asserts that the goals of war
are determined by political aims, while it is the military’s role to realize them through
the application of force. Strategy, in his view, should transform political intentions into
feasible military plans, ensuring alignment between what is favorable and what is
possible. As a means to ensure harmony between the emotions of the people, military
forces, and political aims, strategy ensures that these elements operate in coordina-
tion and synchronization. In other words, strategy serves as a mechanism that aligns
or balances the tendencies of the wondrous trinity in the context of the influence of
environmental elements (circumstances) on their magnitude. The purpose of aligning
these tendencies lies in achieving the effectiveness and optimality of the application
of armed force. As the intensity of the tendencies within the wondrous trinity and the
conditions of the war context shift, so too does the character of war, making strategy
a variable element and a defining part of its character.

Conclusion

Understanding Clausewitz’s ideas in On War is undoubtedly complicated by his
abstract and philosophical writing style, enriched with metaphors and analogies drawn
from various scientific theories, such as grammar, logic, or the center of gravity. The
additional complexity in interpreting his thoughts arises from the lack of systematic
structure and the unfinished nature of the work itself. Furthermore, the limited scien-
tific achievements of the time in which he developed his theory prevented Clausewitz
from explaining the laws of war within the broader context of complex social and
political processes. These are precisely the reasons why his theoretical ideas are still
subject to criticism today. However, through careful reading of the lines in Clausewitz’s
influential work, it is possible to discern that his theory possesses universal value.

Through the concept of the dual nature of war, Clausewitz outlined the laws of
war’s structure and relationships, highlighting its constant elements and their inter-
active relations, both with each other and with the context in which war unfolds. By
analyzing these elements and their interactions, he emphasized that strategy is an
integral part of the nature of war, or its essential and universal characteristic. Viewed
this way, strategy serves as a constant mechanism that aligns or balances the tenden-
cies of the wondrous trinity, considering the influence of environmental factors on their
magnitude. The purpose of this alignment is to achieve the effectiveness and optimal
use of armed force. As the magnitude of the tendencies shifts due to the influence of

11/74



The position and role of strategy in clausewitz's concept of the dual nature of war

the war environment, so too does the strategy. Thus, in addition to being an insepara-
ble part of the nature of war, strategy also shapes its character.
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Summary

he significance of Clausewitz’s theoretical thought lies in its foundation upon

the laws of war. “His work On War, written in the early 19th century, is re-
garded as a true phenomenology of war, a theoretical study developed through the
application of already advanced scientific methods. Through a systematic analysis
of war, Clausewitz arrived at an understanding of the scientific laws that enable a
deeper comprehension of its nature. However, it is important to note that the pursuit of
these laws was not an end in itself for Clausewitz. Rather, they served as a scientific
and theoretical foundation upon which he built his strategic thought.” In doing so, he
introduced a revolutionary divergence from his predecessors and contemporaries,
who approached strategy through arithmetical and geometrical conceptualizations.
It is precisely this divergence that renders Clausewitz’s strategic thought classical
and sets him fundamentally apart from other theorists. For this reason, many authors
regard his work On War as a theoretical framework well-suited to understanding stra-
tegic phenomena, even to this day.

Clausewitz’s understanding of the nature of war is based on a complex and mul-
ti-layered conceptualization. He examines war through various concepts, such as the
wondrous (remarkable) trinity, the climate of war, friction, and the logic and grammar
of war, among others. However, the key element that underpins his entire understand-
ing of the nature of war is the concept of the wondrous trinity. This concept, which ties
together all of his ideas on war and strategy into a cohesive whole, is considered the
pinnacle of Clausewitz’s theorizing. The concept is based on Clausewitz’s belief that
war is driven and shaped by three dominant tendencies: hatred and hostility, the game
of probabilities and chance, and the tendency to subordinate war to political purpose.
The first tendency is understood as moral, as it is linked to the passions that prevail in
the people or society, which in turn provide support for conducting war through public
backing of the political leadership. The second tendency is viewed as instrumental,
as it relates to the military, its resources, and the strategist’s consideration of how to
apply these resources in the context of favorable and unfavorable circumstances in
the conduct of war. The third tendency is seen as political, as it is connected to the
political reason for war, which is defined by the political leadership.

According to Clausewitz, the nature of war is shaped by the constant presence of
the tendencies of the wondrous (remarkable) trinity, as well as by the ongoing influ-
ence of friction and chance within the environment of war. Since strategy is linked to
the instrumental tendency of the trinity, it is considered a universal characteristic of
war, or a part of its nature. During a conflict, the strategist’s task is to balance the in-
strumental tendency with the other two tendencies of the remarkable trinity (the moral

11/76



The position and role of strategy in clausewitz's concept of the dual nature of war

and the political) while also accounting for the elements of the war environment, such
as friction and favorable circumstances. As the strength of the tendencies changes
due to the influence of the war environment, the strategy itself evolves. Therefore,
strategy, while a part of the nature of war, is also an integral aspect of its character.
Keywords: Clausewitz, War, Strategy, Nature of War, Character of War.
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