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During the nation's worst co~iflicts, soldiers have wrestled wit{ the
morality of killing during combat. Pete Kilner argues that leaders have
a responsibility to train combat soldiers to kill during combat but lead-
ers also have an obligation to ~rpinin the moral justification for such kill-
ing. He further argues that leaders must explain the morality of kiltang
so soldiers can live with themselves in the years after combat

THE METHODS that the military_ currently
uses to train and execute combat opet-ations en-

able soldiers to kill the enemy, but they leave sol-
diers liable to postcombat psychological trauma
caused by guilt. This isa leadership issue. Combat
training should be augEnented vy esplainina to sol-gn
diers the moral justification for killin~'in combat.
to reduce postcombat guilt. Soldiers deserve to un-
derstand whom they cam kill moral ly and why those
actions are indeed moral

Military leaders are charged with two primary
tasks—to train and lead units to fight effectively in
combat in accordance with the wat convention and
to care for the soldiers tl~ev command. M i I it~iry pro-
fessionals generally hold these two tasks to be
complementary, accepting Field Marshal Erwin
Rommel's statement that the best form of welfare
for troops is first-class training.

American military leaders have been very suc-
cessful in creating, combat-effective units. In re-
sponse to the U.S. War Deparnnent's research in-
dicating that less than half of World WarII riflemen
fired their weapons at the enemy in combat, the
military instituted training techniques. These tech
piques—fire commands, battle drills, and realistic

marksmanship ranges—resulted in much-improved
combat firing rates. During the Vietnam war,.. simi-
lar research reveals combat firing rates of 90 per-
.cent.' Unfortunately, this improved' combat effec-
tiveness has come at a cost to soldiers" welfare. 7,he
training tec~niq~es leaders have employed to Ven-
erate tt~e advances is combat firing rates ha~~e re-
sulted in increased rates of postcombat psychologi-
cal h-aurna among combat. veterans.

Training That drills soldiers on how to kill with-
out explaining to them why it is morally permissible
to kill is harmful to them; yet. that is currently the
norm. Modern combattraining conditions soldiers
to act retle~ivel_y to stimuli.such as fire commands,
enemy contact, or the sudden appearance of a ̀`tar-
~et," that ma~imiaessoldieis' lethality, but it does
so by bypassing their moral autonomy. Soldiers are
conditioned to act without considerinb tha moral
repercussiof~s oftheir actions; they kill without mak-
ing the conscious decision to do so. In and of it-
self, such training is appropriate and morally per-
missible. Battles are won by killing the enemy, so
military leaders should strive to produce the most.
efficient killers. The problem, however, is that sol-
diers who kill reflexively in combat will likely one
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day reconsider their actions reflectively. If they are
unable to justify to th_emseiues that they billed an-
other h~iman being, tf~ey will likely, and understand
ably, suffer eno~nQUS guilt. This guilt manifests tY-'
self as posttraumatic s~ess disorder (PTSD), and it'
has da~nnaged the dives of thousands of men who
performed their dut~~ in cornbat.~
This article argues that military leaders' impo~-

tant and legitimate role tru~sfoiming civilians into
combat soldiers who kill to defend their country-
carries with it the obligation to help soldiers cope
kith the moral repercussions cif their actions_ Tf
militaryleaders train soldiers takill others in eom-
bat, th~~ should also educate soldiers to Iiv~ with
themselves in the ~ears after combat. Military lead-
ers should augment curreni training by morally
justifying killing in combat to soldiers.3 T~ s edt~-
cation would improve the U.S. Army's mission
effectiveness.

Why Soldiers Deserve a
Moral Justification for Killing

Military leaders should be concerned with mor-
all~ justifying killing in combat; it stems fi~om their
duty to care for their troops. Soldiers are human.
beings who naturally feel it is morally wrong to Dili
other human beings. As a result, without training
thati overe~ornes ~~iat moral aversion, most soldiers
in combat ~~~ould choose not to kill the enern~. Mili-
tary leaders enable soldiers to kill by using trauiing
techniques,. such as popup marksmanship ranges,
fire commands, and battle drills,, that emphasize re-
flexive ratherthan reFlective action. Such techniques
create a bypass around an individual's normal moral
decisionrtialcll~~; process so that soldiers act without
deciding to do sa. While these techniques have
greatly increased combat effectiveness, they lave
ex~eted a psychological' cost on many soldiers..
Many soldiers who have killed in combat—het

are unable to justify to themselves w~iat they
did—suffer from PTSD. Finally, proactive leader-
ship car~so~ve this problem. Military leaders do not
need taa6andon proven training techniques. What
they must do, however, is to prepare their soldiers'
consciences for postbattle reflections.. Leaders must
help soldiers understand that what they learn to do
reflesiveLy would be the same choice they would
have made reflectively because. it is the morally right
choice. They must also enable soldiers to make
morally justitied decisions in morally ambiguous
cire~amstances. By doing so, military Leaders can em-
power their soldiers to live with clear consciences
after they have justifiably killed For their counUy.
Most soldiers do not want to kill. Soldiers, are

people. People are t~~u~It from their earliest days
that it is wrong to kill another human being.. "Thou

KILLING IN WAR

shalt. not murder" is arguably the cl'asest thing
there is t~ a universally accepted moral norm. Yet,
military leaders expect young soldiers to ignore

Soldiers are conditioned to act without
considering the moral repercussions of their

actions; they kill without making the
conscious decision to do so.... The problem,
however, is that soldiers who kill refleazvely in
combat will likely one day reconsider their
actions reflectively. If they are unable to

justify to themselves that they killed another
human being, .they will likely, and under-

standably, suffer enormous guilt.

wel I-learned moral codes and to kill whenever or-
dered to d~ so. Leaders should know better Re-
search conducted on U.S. soldiers in World W'ar II
suggests that most infantry soldiers chose not to en-
gage the enemy, ~~marily for moral reasons.

In Men Against Fire, Brigadier General S.L.A.
Marshall; the official historian of the Central Pacific
and ~~aropean theaters of operations, describes the
problem: ̀'[The American soldier} is what his home.
his religion, his schooling, and the moral code and
ideals of his society have made him. Tare Amy can-
not uniz~ake him. It must reckon with the fact that
he comes from a civilization in wtuch aggression,
connected with rile taking. of life,. is prohibited and
unacceptable.. 'The teaching and ideals of that civi-
lizationare against killing,. against taki~ig advantage.
The fear of aggression has been expressed to hint
so strongly and absorbed by him so deeply and
pervadingly—practically with his mother's milk—
that it is part of a normal man's emotional make-
up~ This is his great handicap when he enters com-
6at. Itstays his finger even though he is hardly
conscious that it is a constraint upon Tiim."~

Marshall claims that his extensive postcotnbat
interviews with combat soldiersxeveal that most of
them were unable to overcome their moraLreserva-
tions about killing. 5 Re asserts thatless than 2S per-
cent of the riflemen in EomFiat fired tlieirweapons,
and "that fear of killing,. gather than tee a~beiog
killed, was the most common cause of battle fail-
ure."'° Many subsequent researchers criticize
Marshall's research methods,anddispute his precise
claim, yet a(I serioUS shadents of World War [[ do
recogn~e that a si~ifi_cant number of World War
I[ soldiers were nonfirers.'
in The Amei~ica~ Soldier: Combat and fts .~Ifter-

math. the authoritative study of World W'ar II sol-
diers, Samr~eT Stouffer and his associates do nut di-
rectly address firing ratios, but they do make this
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understated observation about soldiers' moral res-
ervations about killing: "Combat required a sharp
break with many moral. prescriptions of peacetime
society. As easy as it seems to be for men to krlt
when their immediate'group sanctions it, and as
ambivalent as normal, people often are about kill-
ing, it is. still true tTiat to kill another human being
requires of most nlen from our culture an effort to
overcome an initial moral repugiaa~Ee. ~Tnder the
requirements of t}ie situation, men in eorr~bat were

Marshall claims that his erterrsive
postcombat intervierus with combat soldiers
reveal that most of them were unable to
overcome their moral reservations about

killing. He asserts that less than 25 percent
of the riflemen in combat fired their

weapons.... Many subsequent researchers
criticize Marshall's research methods and
dispute his precise claim, yet all serious

students of World War II do recognize that
a significant number of World War II

soldiers were nonfirers.

carefurt to hide t1~is feeling, and it was not a subject
of much discussion among soldiers. Killing is the
business ofthe combat soldier, and it he is tofunc-
tion at alI he must accept its necessity. Yet the so-
ceptance of kilLin~ did not prevent the ambivalence
revealedby s2ich comments as that of aveteran rifle-
man who said, ̀1'll telYyou aman sure feels funny
inside the first dine he squeezes down on a Kraut."'s
Lest eve think that people are someho~~ fi~nda-

mentall}+ dififerent today than they were during
World' War II. consider the experience of this U.S.
Army officer during the G~rlf war: "Well;. Iatex that
evening, tT~e~battalion that T vas supporting (as En-
gineers)hit four T-7?s and a multit~ide ofdismounts
in trenches. The action lasted approximately 1/2`
hour. Take note of this. The only soldiers who~fired
during that entire period were the tankers. They fired
both main gun and eoai. Not even [the engineer
unit's] .50 cats engaged the enemy. 1 have since
often wondered what Tt would take to get a U.S.
soldier to tire in combat. Although we had rounds
flying by our heads, eve tai led to engage the enem~~.
l think it merits mentioning that the plain Qun rounds
were fired using thermal sights and you know how
a coos works [again, thermal sights]. Did the gun-
ner ever really see the people he was shooting at?
Vl~hy didn't my soldiers fire? Did they not see en-
emy whom they could engage? f doubt that [could
seethem from my track without the use of NVGs
[night-vision goggles]. Were we confident that the

tanks could take out all resistiance? A possibility,:
but shouldn't we have returned ~~re when fired
upon? Hard to say what gent through our minds.
I'm not so sn~e that I would have the courage to fire.
a round if ~ l~e~v that it was going. to result in the
death. of anther human being. Sure, I can fire on a
range and score expert. I can fire a round blindly.:
T~en7 can jListif~~ to rrsy~self that I wasn't respon-
Bible for anv deaths that occar~ed. I would say that
long distance killing is easier than facing an enemy
face fo faee. They say fllat artillery is the King of
Battle:. I>To doubt considering; that they don't actu-
a~Ty see who they are killing:'°
While some may find the idea of military~pro~es-

sionals being unwilling to k~Il during battle a bit
embarrassing, we should instead think of it as en-
couraging. We want soldiers who choose to dowhat
is morally right,. who kil l enemy combatants yet pro-
tect all noncombatants, who reinterate into civ~l~~'
society after a wa~~. What military leaders have to
do, then, is to explain to their soldiers why what they
expect them to do is morally right.

Military leaders train soldiers to kill reflex-~
ively. Despite this Gulfwarplatoon's ~glwillingness
to fiire in combat, themilitary hasmadegreat strides
in improving its soldiers' firing rates since ~~Vorld
War II.1° Whether. or not Marshall's researcfi was
rigorous, the AF~y responded to it as if it were.
MaFShalPs claim abQUt nonfirinQ rtes ~~fted the ta-
boo surrounding the issue, and the Army took ac-
tion to increase firing rates. By adopting Marshall's
reco~rvnendations and incorporatin` lessons fi-om
psychological research, the American military im-
proved its riflemen's firing rates to 55 percent dur-
ing the Korean war and to 90 percent during the
Vietnam war.l'

Marshall noes that "at the vital moment. [the
rifleman] becomes a conscientious objector."',To
help soldiers overcome their aversion to killing.
Marshall offers several recommendations. two of
~Ilich are that military leaders give dire commands
andthat they train on more realistic~marksmauship
ranges.''~Marshall also notes that soldiers who oth-
erwise would not fire their weapons did so when
'their offices were watchin~~ them and when they
fired crew-served weapons.' He tkerefore. recoin-
mends that junior leaders give Specific firing orders
to their troQps's Subsequent civilian research on
obedience and age ession demonstrates that people
are much more capable of aggression when ardered'
by an autti~~ity figure.' As the military ~ZStituted
the doctrinal use of tire commands down to squad
level, tiring rates increased. In fact in a 1973 study,
Vietnam war combat veterans listed "being told to
fire" as the most critical factor in making them tire,
even more important than ̀ `being famed upon.""
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Honest reflection on the
moral demands of military
service should play a part

in theArnry's transformation.
Soldiers who are empowered
to make well-reasoned moral
decisions would more likely
exercise proper initiative a~td
less likely err by commission
or omission. Rules of engage-
mentare by nature static; the
battlefields of the future will
be fluid The Army must

grow soldiers who can think
for themselves

ti9~irsl~alI further notes that soldiers have Beat
difficulty shooting at another human being, so he
recommends that they be trained to fire at Locations
xather than at persons: "We need to freethe ritle-
man's ii~ind with respect to the. nature of targets... .
The proper ediicatin~of ~noup fire requires constant.
insistence on the principle of spontaneous action d~
veloping out of a fresh and unexpected situations"t~
The modern-dad transitional (popup-targe~~

marksmanship ranges follo~~v Marshall's advice_
They enable soldiers to overcome their aversion to
killing by conditioning them to act spontaneously
to conditions that are co~►bat-like, yet morally be-
nign. In his book, Chi killing.• T ie Psychological
Cost of Learning to Kill rn 6~ar artd Society, psy-
chologist Dave Grossman explains the process:
``Vb'hat is being taught in this environn~~nt is the
ability to shoot re~leYively and instantl~~ and a Izre-
cise mimicry ofthe aet of killing on the tr►odern
battlefield. [n behavioral terms, the man shapepop-
pin~ up [E-type~siihouette] in the soldier's field of
fire is the 'conditioned stimulus,' the immediate
engaging of the target is'the ̀ target beha~~or.' ̀ Posi-
tive reinforc~men~' is gi~~n. in the form of ~mmedi-
ate feedback when the target drops if it is hit. In the
form of ̀token economy' these hits are then e~-
changed for marksmanship badges that usually lave
some form of privilege or reward (praise, public
reco~itio~, three-day passes, and so on) associated
with there."19

This conditioning, training on popupmarksman-
ship ranges, enables soldiers to kill onthebattlefield,
and the 199 battle at Mogadishu provides evidence:.

~ t~~ . 
~W

s. x _fie

ofthat. In that 17-hour fight a few hundred soldiers
from Task Force Ranger and the lath Mountain
Division battled thousands of Somalis in fierce, ur-
ban combat. Tie United States suffered only 19
dead while they killed an estimated 3~0 to ],000
Somalis. They achieved this extraordinary casualty
ratio by being well trained. Based on extensive in-
tei-~iews with the soldiers involved, journalist Mark
Bowden wrote abest-selling account of the battle,
BlnckHawkDo~~~r, which states: "[Ramer Sergeant
Scott] Galentine just pointed his 1~i16 at someone
do~~~l the street; awned at center mass,. atld squeezed
oil rounds. The man would. drop. Just like target
practice, only cooler."~°
Bowden continues: "[Specialist John] Waddel

shot the n~a~~. In books and movies when a soldier
shot a man for the tirst time he went through a mo-
ment of soul searching. I Ie didn't give it a second
thor~ght. He just reacted."'~' During an inte~wiew with
~~V~l%'Frontlzne, Ranger Private First Class Cason
Moore described his willingness to kill: "I just.
started pickingfhem out as they were ~~nning across
the intersectiontwo blocks away, and it was~veird
because it was so much easier than you would think.
You hear all these stories about 'the first time you
kill somebody is very hard_' And it was so much
like basic framing, they mere just targets out there,
and I don`t know if i~ was the ttait~ii~g that w~e had
ingrained in us, but itseemed to me itwas just like
a Moving target range, and you could just hit the
target and watch it fatI and hit the:target and watch
it fail, and it wasn't real. They were farenou;h away
so that you didn't see, or l didn`t see, all the huts
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.and the gore and things like that,. but ~-ou would
just see this target running across in ~orar sight.
pictur.~, you putl the trigger and the target would
fall, so it was a lot easier then 'than it is now,. as
far as that goes,"ZZ

Clearly, modern military leaders are doing. half
their duty—they are training soldiers to fight. effec-
tively on the battlefield. They are doing sa using
techniques that allow soldiers ~o fire their weapons
at the enemy despite the natural moral`reservations

We wantsoldiers who choose to
do what is morally right, who kill enemy

combatants yet protect all noncombatants,
who reintegrate into civil society after a war.
What military leaders have to do, then, is to

c~plain to their soldiers why what they effect
them to do is morally right.

they rna~ harbor. By conditioning combat soldizrs
to reFlesivel~ engage targets and giving them lead:`
ers who issue fire commands, military leaders
greatly reduce r~aral deliberation for soldiers in
combat.
At one level. this tr-ainin~ accomplishes both as-

pects of military leaders' duty—it accomplishes the
mission,. and it takes care o~ soldiers by keeping -
them alive. At a deeper level, however, this ap-
proach is inadequate. It makes soldiers a61e to kill
even if they are not w i Ming to kill. Conditioning sal=
Biers to reflexively engage targets prepares them-to
deal with the enemy, but it does not prepare them
to deal with their o~vn conscience.
Reflexive killing training may be harmful.

'T'raining soldiers to kill efficiently is good for them
because it helps them survive on the battlefield.
Ffowever, training soldiers to kill without esplain-
ing to them why it is morall}~ permissible to kill in
combat is haimhil because it ean lead to psycho-
lo~ical trauma. When soldiers kill reflexively—
when military training has effectively undermined
Their moral autonomy-they morally deliberate
their actions only after the fact. If they are unable
to j ustify what they have done, they often suffer guilt
and psychological trauma.
Many combat soldiers experience feelings of guilt

in the months and years following their wartime
actions. The following are reflections frost combat
veterans wlio pecfonned their wartime duties as their
1'eaders ~ai~ed them to do. A young soldier who
fought in Somalia shares his experience: "Well, that
day, 1 had absolutely no ethical or moral problems
with pulling the trigger and taking out as many
people as 1 could. And being back here. years later,
[ think that they had wives, children, mothers, sons,

just tike I have a mother and a dog, and' all these
things. Our government sent us there to do a mis-
sion and I'm sure somebody was paying him to do
a mission. [~ just] realized] that he was another
human being, just like T am, And so that''s hard to
deal'. with, but. that. day it was toa easy. That upsets
me more than. anything else,.. how easy it was to pull
the trigger over and Qve~- again.... It took a bong
time to wear off, areallong time, because we mere
st~l there: for a little while. and then «he~i we came
back you were still sort of riding the waves of wliat
happened.. And l` know for me, the hardest thing;to
live with is knowing that you took another human
life, far no other reason than your government told
you to. That's hard. I mean, I'm sure it's been said
before but k~ere 1 would have [gone] to jail for ex-
actly what Idid over there and Qot medals foc''~'
At least one senior enlisted soldier who killed

during the ~ulf~warmay~ have found his actions
to le too much to live with. An officer in his unit
describes the situation: "Let me dive vo~i the
results Qf one person who did kill ~Ve will call
him 1 SG [First Sergeant] Doe. He was,a 12B, com-
bat engineer first sergeant. Known as hard charg-
ing and didn't put tip with much bullshit. While in
Desert Storm, he was assigned to my unit. He vol-
anteered Por abunker-searching mission. Upon
coming to one particular- bunker, he heard move-
ment~nside. Withoutbo~heringtoclearthebunker,
he velLed at the people nlsideto come out. When
they tailed to respond; rSG Doe fired three rounds
from leis .4~ pistol into the bunker. The noises
ceased. They then entered the bunker. 1SG Doe
seemed okay wit11 the fact that Yee had killed two
Iraqis at the time, It was a very distlu~bing;e~eri-
ence for everyone e1se.Note this. I Ie is now [ 1999 J
at the psychiatric ward at V~alter Reed [Army Medi-
cal Center]. T}~e presswes of his actions during
Desert Storm. and Somalia tedhim to two suicide
attempts in the past dew months. He is a -eat guy
and I consider him a good fi-iend. However, I be-
lieve that in the heat of battle he did something con-
trary~ to his (and possibly human) nature. I don't
believe that there really is a moral justiticat~on to
killing in combat."'-~

In Orz Killing, Grossman writes about ~ soldier
who struggles to justify his combat actions: Ray, a
veteran of close combat in the 1989~T.S. invasion
of Panama, told [Grossman] of a recurring dream
in which he would talk with the young Panamanian
soldier he lead killed in close combat. ̀'Why didyou~
kill me`?"' asked the soldier each time. end' in: his
dreams Rav~ would attempt to explain to hisvictirn,
but in reality he was e~pLaining and rationalizing the
act ~f killing to himself: "Well. if you were in my
place, wouldn't you have done the same? ... It was
either you or us."='
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An 83d Infantry Divisionsoldier stops to load a
clip near Houffa[ize, Belgium, 1!5 January 1945.
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Soldiers who are morally aware of their actions, after alb may
be less willing to respond immediately to orders to ki1~ Such delay
coup in turn, cost them their lives and compromise the mission... .
Soldiefs who are confident that killing in war is justified and that
their leaders are morally informed would be more likely to respond
quickly to orders and combat stimuli Akin to religious crusaders,

they would fight with the assurance of moral rightness

These soldiers were good soldiers who effectively
killed t1~e enemy when their nation and its leaders
as~Ced them to do so, only to later suffer guilt. Their
e~~eriences are-not eXeeptional. In fact, one senior
noncommissioned officer who fought in the battle
at Mogadishucommented that many of the veter-
ans of Mogadishu suffer from PTSD. The senior
noncommissioned officer explains, "i have come to
terrns with what i dic~.1 talked to my priest. ]have
relic ous faith and a supportive family. The ~~ivs that
don't have these [tools] are pretty torn up."~° The
psychological toll of the battle fell most heavily on
the junior enlisted Rangers. Nearly all of them left
the military at the first apportunit_y, and at least one
committed suicide ~'

'his is a leadership issue. It is not surprising
that soldiers, suchas 1 SG Doe, stit~er debilitating
Quilt over killing in combat when even their own
leaders believe tkat their actions were unjustified.
Soldiers who perform their duty in combat deserve
better from their leaders. If leilling in combat was
not morally justitied, then the military profession
would be an evil one. Because, however, at least
some killing in war is morally justifable, military
leaders must understa~~d that justification—train
soldiers to kill only when justified, and explain to
soldiers why it is justified. Military~Ieaders~who train
soldiers to kill in combat without justiif~ing that kill-
ing are treating their soldiers as commodities, not
as persons. Avaries-based Army can and must du
better than that_

Refuting a Concern Abaut
Offering a Moral Argument
Teaching soldiers the moralityof hillin~ would

actually harm them by fostering hesitancy on the
battlefield. Soldiers who are morally aware of their
actions, after all, may be less willing to respond im-
mediately to orders to kill Such delay could, in loin,
cost them their lives and compromise the mission.
In fact dle opposite is more likely true. Soldiers who
are confiident that killing in war is justified and that
their leaders are morally informed would be more
likely to respond quickly to orders and combat
stimuli. Akin to religious cnisaders, they would tight
with the assurance of moral rightness. Moreover,
warfare is becoming increasingly decentralized and
ambisuous, so military leaders mustmove beyond
reflexive training. The U.S. Atmy requires soldiers
to make life-or-death decisions ul the absence of fu-e
commands or obvious stimuli. In operations other
than war, soldiers must make judgment calls that
cannot be trained in the traditional sense. To ma~i-
mize military effectiveness, leaders must empower
soldiers to make morally informed decisions about
when and whom to kill
The words of an infantry battalion commander

during Operation Just Cause in Panama should serve
as a wakeup call to improve the moral element of
combat training. He recob ized that the nature of
the battlefield—urban, full of civilians, with enemy
soldiers of uncertain loyalties—could lead to mor-
ally ambiguous situations, and he gave these final
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instructions to his combat troops before Iauncliing
an attack: "L~t me tell you the bottom Tine on our
rules of engagement, your conscience .. ~ your
moral conscience. is going to carry it. I' don't want
you shot; I don't. want your buddies shot ...you
don't have time to call me to clear fires.. Make your

One senior noncommissioned
officer who fought in the battle at Mogadishu
commented that many of the veterans of
Mogadishu sufferfrom PTSD. The senior
noncommissioned officer explains, "I have

come to terms with wh at I dick I talked to my
priest I have religious faith and a supportive

family. The guys that don't have these
[tools) are pretty torn up. "The psychological

toll of the battle fell most heavily on the
junior enlisted Rangers.

best call."2%`'That was an enormous burden to place
on soldiers whose "moral consciences" i~ad not been
prepared for the moral complexities of combat. Sol-
diers who cannot morally justify killing would be
mire likel~to hesitate on the modern, low-intensity,
make-your-best-calf battlefield_

Justified l~llingn self-defense. The moral jus-
tification for killing in combat is based on elements
that pravidelegal andxnora] justification for killing
in self-defense in civilian eircumstances.Z~ This jus-
tificationpresumes a rights-based moralin~ that is
consistent with Judeo-Christian and Kantian moral
thought.
It is morafl~? permissible to kill another person

under certain con~i tions~ that another person has
consciously deGid'edtotlireaten your life or liberty,
that thafperson is imminently executing that d~reat,
and that you have no other reasonable way to avoid
the threat.'" Moreover, it is morally obligatory to use
the force necessary to protect an innocent person
h-om such an attacl~er as ~on~ as you have the means
to do so, especially when you have volunteered to
protect that persc~n~ Por example, if a person inten-
t~onally attacks you with a Lethal weapon and you
have no reasonable way to escape, you are justified
in usinglethal force to protect yoursel~~ Likewise,
if you are a police officer, you are morally obligated
to ~~se force to defend an innocent person's life
a~ain5~t an attacker.

All four of these conditions—a conscious choice,
a threat to-human life or a comparable value, an im-
minent threat, and no lifesaving option—must be
met to ensure that the killing is morally justified by
self-defense. For eYampLe, if the attacker were a 2-
year-old child or a sleepwalker, then the attacker
probably would not have chosen to cause the threat

and thus would not be morally responsible for it, so
killingthe attacker in self-defense~would notbejus-
tied; although it might be excusable. The "corr-
seious choice" condition would not have been nlet.
If, likewise, tl~e~ attactcer were arobber who only
wanted someone's wallet; the value at stake wo~ild
not justify killing him. Tlie ̀ 'value comparabl'e~ to
human life" condition would not have been met. A
human being, should not be killed to prevent mere
monetary~inconvenience and loss.
If someone were to threaEen to kill yo~'nea~t weet~,

yQUwould not b~justified in killing I~mtoday; the
threat must be imminent. The choice to kll in se~f-
defense must be in response to the attacker's actions,
not merely his intentions. Fulally, if the attacker-
were wielding a knife but confined to a wheelchair
and you were filly mobile with access to a stair-
case, you wQUld not be~us~itied in killiig him. ]n-
stead, you shoulcY simply escape up ehe~ stairs. There
must be a forced choice bet~~een fundamental val-
ues. If there is a way to escape the situation wit11-
out compromising life or liberty, you are obligated
to choose that lifesati~i~rg optionand are prohibited
from using lethal force in self-defense.

These conditio~is alsa apply to justify killing. an
attacker's accompIiae. For exarr~ple, if a gang mem-
ber were ehasingyou with a knife intending to kill
you and you had to escape from the room but an-
other (warmed) gang member' consciously blocked
your escape, you wo~tic] be justitied in using lethal
force against your attacker's unarmed accomplice.
In legal terms, tharperson would be a conspirator
to attempted rn~irder. Morally, that accourpiice
would have chosen to threaten your life, and you
would have had no other way to avoid the imnii-
Went threat These conditions are more stringent than
those required for legally justifiedhomicid'~ in self-
defense,het they are met wk~en aoldiers kill enemy
soldiers in combat.

Justified Idling applied to war. When soldiers
kill enemies in way-, they meet the conditions of jus-
tified killing in self-defense_ Enemy soldiers are
morally responsible for the threat they pcls~. At
some time, they chose to be soldiers. and they must
know they are at war against ather people. Fully
informed volunteers, ofco~~rse, are more responsible
than poorly informed conscripts, yet even eonscript~
chose to become soldiers. They had other options.
however unpleasant they may lave been. Human
beings, after all. are not responsible for eircuin-
stances beyond their control such as whether their
nation does to war. They are, however, responsible
for the choices they make within those circum-
stances. People who choose to besot`dier~ in war
are morally responsible for the threat ttaey pose
to their enemy.

Soldiers tight to defend varies that are worth
killing and dying for.'' At least, they hope so. [n
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a just war, that is the case. Because the amoral re-
sponsibility for going to war kies~~vith political au-
thorities and because the palitzcal authorities' in-
tentions are often Qpaque; soYdiers should be
Iargely immune t om judgments. about the. just
ends of a war. Therefore, unless soldiers have
strong reason to believe that guar is being fought for
values other than defending life and liberty, ~iey pan
assume they are fighting to defend those fundan en-
tal values.

Soldiers do dace are unminent threat from tie en-
emv. All` enemies are either direct threats or accot~
plices to direct threats. They all act for the sane
end-to dent/ the target a~~y right to life acrd lib-
erty~. Sordiers have no recourse to a higher author-
ity~ to defend them; they must fight, or they wi11 lose
those rights.

Finally, soldiers do not have a nonlethal option.
If they flee before the enemy, the enemy will fol-
lovu them. Again, there is no higher authority to ps
tect them or those ~vho depend on theme to defend
f~eir lives and freedom. Therefiore, got only is it
morally permissible for soldiers to kill enemy sol-
diers in combat, but they are also morally obliged
to use the force necessary to defend those who de-~
pend on them. Soldiers are the last line of defense
for tl~e rights of life and liberty.

KILLIN6IN` WAR

Honest reflection on the moral demands of mili-
tary service should play a part in the Army's trans-
formation. Soldiers: who are empowered to make
well-reasoned moral. decisions: would more Iikely
exercise proper initiative and less likely err by eom-
misson or omission. Rules of engagement are by
nature- static;. the battlefields of the future will be
fluid. The Army must. grow soldiers who can think
for themselves.

Tfie Army should`include the amoral just cation
for killing in combat in training not only because it
would enhance the Army's effectiveness but also
because it is the .right. thing to do. The profession
of arn~s is a noble calling and military leaders per-
form their duties honorably. Thee devote their li~ies
to preparing soldiers-mentally, physically, and
materially-for the rigors of eombaY. They; conduct
demanding, realistic training; they keep them pliysi-
call~ fit; and they equip them with the best weap-
ons. Unfortunately, they fait to prepare them ~nar-
ally, and in doing so, they fail t~a care for soldiers'
welfare. They lease soldiers unprepared to deal with
tI~eir postcom~at consciences and unprepared to
make morally right decisions about ~~~ho to kill in
morally ambiguous circumstances. This is a lead-
ershi~ problem that. is soluble, and it demands Anil i-
tary leaders' attention. MR
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