ADT‘;*’%Z AR i 3
T

WA Ay e cen  eamaeer

Reproduced From
Best Available Copy
o=

I

’ Whpﬂ-
Dumuuuw

DEPARTMENT OF TrIE AIR FORCE
AIR UNIVERSITY

SR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

e p—
‘4
.

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio

92 1 9 004

T 40006 90r03t




el 6l s v A e i m e ame i s o . i e

AFIT/QGEM/LSR/91S8-9

A VALUE-BASED HIERARCHY OF OBJECTIVES
FOR MILITARY DECISION-MAKING

THESIS
Lowell A. Nelson, 1st Lieutenant, USAF

AFIT/QEM/LSR/91S-9

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

'
B e T




The views expressed in this thesis are those of the authors
and - do not reflect the official pclicy or position of the
Department of Defense or the U.S. Government.

5y

Accession Yor
NTIS GRARI

DTIC. TAB a
Unannounced a .
Justification
By. .
Distribution/

Availability Codes

Avail and/or
DPist Specinl




AFIT/GEM/LSR/91S8-3

A VALUE-BASED HIERARCHY OF. OBJECTIVES

FOR MILITARY DECISION-MAKING
THESIS

Presented to the Faculty of the School of Systems and Logistics
of the Air Force Institute of Technology
Air University |
Iin Partial Fu]fii]ment of the
Regquirements for the Degree of

Mezster of Science in Engineering “anagement

Lowell A. Nelson, 8.S.E.

First Liesutenant, USAF

September 1991




Acknowledgements

With the completion of this thesis comes an opportunity
to thank those who have aided me in various ways throughout
the brocess. ‘| owe a debt of gratitude to my adv{sor, Dr.
John Muller, for his patience and asgistance throughout the
thesis process. | also wish to'thank my girlfriend, Karman
vo'Kelley; and myvparents,-Ken and Anne Nelson, for their
ongoing support and toleration of my unpredictable work'”
habits. | give credit to my'good friend Laura Picon for
starting me in the path of decision analysis which became
the basis of my the;is. “

In writing aboﬁ£'the moral value of human activiﬁy, one
cannot avoid considering the source of good in the universe.
1 thank m9 Creator for giving me the ability to complete
‘this affort, andlhope that this work honsrs Him.

Lowell A. Nelson

i




TJable of Contents

Page
Acknowledgements.......;L.....;;... ................. i
List of Figures ........ v e te et ee e et ateaeea. v
Abstract....... s e eeeeacans Tt erecssiis et rersresennnun. vii
I. lntroduction.....;.....;;....... ..... ceraseeen 1
DefinitionS...ooveeennn. cereseene cee e evnan 2
Motivation for the Model.................. 5
Purpose of the Model........civevivevinnnnn 6
Problem Statement...... bt etetesesenvesaee 7
Outline........ N C ettt eee e 8
, SUMMArY ...ttt vreencnnoss s et et essaras o . 9
1. Literature Review........... @ttt 10
introduct1on....;. ...... '..... .......... .o 10
Decision Analysis Process. ceresseaeaaes 10
Hier-archy of Objectives....... ceseceaencan T2
Other Decision Model Terminology......ceov.. 15
Indifference Curves........ ceoreernen 17
Marginal Rate of Substitution......... 18
Acceptable Attribute Levels....... e e s 18
Application of the Hierarchy............ .o 19
The Ethical Threshold Mndel......ccvcvenn. 22
Original Model.........sevevvennsaces . 2
'Modal lnterpretat1on.......;......... 26
Ethical values......... cesesreseaisoaseenns 29
Just War Theory........ eeeeae eee e e 30
Jus gd bellum...... Gt s secseserre s mene 32
Jus in bello......iveiennnnne ceed e 33
Profess1onal Military Ethics...... ceaeeane - 35
'‘Professional Corpetence..... cesenneen 37
Normiiitary Values........ccccevevecn 38
Value Conflicts Explained..........c....... 39
Chapter SUMMArY.....cveeeeicscoscasnsaniocs | 42
"'- MOdO] D.V‘)bpmﬁnt;.f--...«....'-.A...‘..‘.A.--...... 43
'ntr‘oduction’v...;l'..0.‘.‘.'..!...'_’.,..“..Q..‘. ‘ 43
Assumptions of the Model.....:i..vevevevenn 43
 Dichotomy of values.......coivveevennnne. 44
LOy.lt) to thQ st.t°~oonooooo'-o‘oo-oo.o‘..o. 45
v.]u. confl‘cts...'..._.......".".lﬂ.. 47
Competence Specified.....ccieeeeeeenn 48
) fid




Page

Justice. h e sesesese e .. 48
Preservat1on of Just Social Order. 49
Preservation of Human Life........... 51
Explanation of Proportionality....... 54
- Explanation of Discrimination........ 58
Summary Hierarchy....,. .............. 56
The Crucial Tradeoff. s eeeesesnserennans 57
Value-Wise Dependence c e et essessessnane 89

Example of a Norma t1ve lnd1fference
Curve......ccv.n B ceeedene 60
Use of Utility Functions............. 62
Necessity for Tradeoffs............ . 63

The Effect of Individual Role on

Value-Wise Dependence.........cv. creseenne 64
Chapter SUMMArY.....ceceseooccesns e e 67
IV. Model Validation......iveeceneecsonns PR e €3
INEroductioN. oo eeeeroesosnncsssoassacassnse . 68
Historical Decision Introduced............ 68
Context of the Decision........ e teeneean 69
The DecisionN...c.veeeevoes ceecsesee cressnes 72
Decision Analysis......... ceeeena cesa e 13
The Real Decision......... ceeenene ceseee s 78
Conclusion....... ceesseseas ceceenn e ee e .o 80
V. - Conclusions and Recommendations........... 2
Introduction. . cvceeeevevrvsssarsooncsesne .o 82
summary..... cesreerens o cte st arecnsan e ae e , 82
Application....... ceeees s eos sttt n e s 83
Further Research........cociveeinccennoens 84
Bibliography....... et ecescecenesse sttt es et anan s 87
Vita. ... i eieeensertocnnan e esesesesesecesestranneas 89

1

Gk T i ARSI 472 # A5 7 bl spcpoler g = eaw e e . . . .




22.

List of Figures

Figure
1. Qeneral Indifference Curves........ Cheeaea e
f2. Marginal Pate of Substitution.......ccviveeu...
3. Minimum Acceptable Attribute Levels......... .o
4. Ethical Threshold Model.......'ivivieruinennnnn. .
5. Completed Ethical Threshold Model....... Cereee .
6. The Ethical Threshold as an- _'
indifference Curve...........oioivitiiinennnnns
7. Indifference Curve for Telling the Truth..}f...
é. Indifference Curve for Protection of
Human Life...... PN ceseeen .o
9. Dichotomy of Values....................; .......
10. Specification of Loyalty......... M eseeseceneas
11. Competence Specified...............ccovuvninnn
12. Specification of Justice..............c..unnn..
13. Preservation of Just Social Order Spacified....
14. Types uf Human Life.;.....;...;:. ....... ceerain
15. Proportionality Depicted................... cee
16, Specification of Noncomﬁatants...;....;..f...}.
7. Proportionality férrDiscrimination;.......;....
18. Completed Example Hierarchy...........,,.......
19. Crucial Tradeoff.:....;......;.....;.:;.......;
20. Normative Indifference cﬁrves.,....;;;.........
é1. Utility Function indifference Curve............
Re1a£iohsh1p of Moral Clarity to Decision

Situ.tion....-........-....o......gv-.....-.....

23
25

26

28

29
45
46
48
50
51
53
54
55
57
58

59
51'
63

65

e e st i bi oo o




Figure ' ‘ ' ' ~Page.
23. Decision Analysis in the Hierarchy........... . . 74

‘ 24. Possible Tradeoff Curves........ ot veeae 186

vi




AFIT/GEM/LSR/9158~9

"Abs ract

This study develops a rational model for the
incorporation of ethical values into military decision-
making. The values considefed include obedience to
superiors, professiona]vcompotence, and elements of just war
theory such as proportionality and discrimination. A review
of the relevant literature on just war theéry and
professional militury ethics g>ints to the science of
multiatﬁribute utiiity analysis as a means of representing
the complex value tradeoffs essential to military decisions.
The values and tradeoffs identified arelinterpreted in a
hierarchy of objectives model which is used to evsluate
value preferences between decision alternatives. With the
hierarchy constructed, tradeoffs between values such as
preservation of life and preservation of just social order
are explained graphically in tarms ‘f indifference curves
and utility functions. The effect'of organi;ationél rotes
on the svaluation of tradeoffs 1; also explored in the ' ' '
context of the moaol; The relevence of the aieruarchy is
examined by,.pplying it to a histprica] decision conéirning
the stratogic bombins of Schweinfurt in World war II. This
 model is useful as an aid to the understanding of eéthical

'djlemmas, and with littlo,furtﬁor development could be

vii
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integrated intc a decisirn support system to aid in ethizal

decision-making.
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A VALUE~BASED HIERARCHY OF OBJECTIVES FOR

MILITARY DECISION-MAKING

i, introduction

Military ethics forms the core for a profession
that is engaged in a very special task sometimes
requiring the sacrifice of human life as well as
the deliberate taking of human life. Given thae
role of the soldier, it is clear that some code of
values is necessary to give a huma.i and humane

. dimension to the soldier's awesome tasks and
responsibilities. (Jabriel, 1982: 23-34)

Richard Gabriel's justification for his extensive work

.on military ethics, To Serve with Honor, is also at the _

heart of thjs thesis. Evary decision made in the'military‘
should be mgde with a pro?ound respect for its moral
dimension. Indeed, such awareness not only givés the
military a "human‘and'humane dimension,” it is esseﬁtia] to

performance: the effactiveness and succéss,of a
military force rests far more on the méral quality of its‘
men than it does on technf;;i expertgso“ (Gabriel,1982: 7).
£ w@ accept the essential naturefof efhics in ﬁi]itary
- decisions, th§ qubstion ﬁatuéal]y aéiseg, "How do we
incorporate ethica}'valges into milftary-decisions?" The
multiple demandskof the military for.perfoﬁmancé, obedienca,

and effectiveness Qegh to leave no room for the miliiary

member to'contemplaté ethical 'values. This thesis develops

. .
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a rational model for the incorporation of all these values
into military décision#.

This chapter def}nes terms,_explains the purpose of
the model, introduces the mofivation for the model, presents

the problem statement, and‘outlines the remairnder of the .

thesis.

Definitions

The term ethics has been uéed already witﬁ the
assumption that the reader has a'geﬁeral uhderstanding of
the term, but a concise definition is necessary. A very
general definitiqn of ethics i#-"the systemic study of right
and wrong actions (Yezzi, 1986: 348).I This definition can
be expanded intd three elsments:

(1) Ethics deals with the dirééting of human actions

through the consideration of issues such as values,
’obligations, character, and responsibiiity;

(2) 1t is an intellectual inquiry into the best way of
directing human actions; and

(3) tt is systemic in that some hierarchical order.of
importance for directirg human actions emerges, the

establishment of principles of action usually a high
priority. (Yezzi, 1986: 348) .

Applying this definition to the military envir&nmqnt,

| Gabriel defines military ethics as "the art of observing
ghose moral 6b]fgations'and'precepts‘thnt afe'appnopriate‘to
a person's ﬁdie within the miliﬁgry profession” (Gabriol,-
1982: 29). These statements together reveal three salient

points: ethics is an "intellectual inquiry” which uses human

reason; ethics involves "principles of action,” rather then




theoreticél derivations; aﬁd ethical expectations are
related fo a person's role in an organization (or society).
This relation to role is an important concept w.:.ich will be
explored in Chapter (11 of this thesis.

This definition of ethics refers to values, which can
be separated into two types, extrinsic and intrinsic.
"lntrihsic values refer to what is good in itseif; extrinsic
‘values (also called instrumental values) refer to what is
good for the sake of some other purpose" (Yezzi, 1986: 349).
Military actions are often situations where an action ovaOW'
intrinsic value (killing a human being) has high extrinsic
.va]ue (ﬁrotecting freedom), This tension between extrinsic
and intrinsic values propides the impetus for a decision-
mak ing model.

One way to classify ethical value systems is to
reférence the sourca of their principles. If the value of
actions in an eth%cal syétem is based on the consequences of
the action, then the system is teleological. .Utifitarianism’
is an example of a teleological §ystem~which bases
obligation on "the greatest good on'balance'for all involved
" in the action(s)" (Yezzi, 1986: 349).v “1f coﬁsequences are
reject;d in'favér §f some other principle such as the
rightness of the act itself, or the duty to perform it".
(Yezzi, 1986; 349),'§n ethical system is considered
deontological. !t is beyond the scépe of this thesis to

' examine the source of the ethica].principles used in the




dec’-ion-making model, but the medel is useful regardless of
the types of values involved.
This thesis will use the terms values, goals, and

utilities interchangeably. Value islgenerally used for

purely szjective descriptions, while goals and utilities
are used when values are guantified for the purpose of
decision analysis. The use of the term utiliti does not
necessarily indicate ths use of utilitarian principlesu The
decision analysis paradigm can be used‘whethef,value; aré
deontological or teleological; it pnIy'nequires that the
decision-maker be able to state a value preference,
regardless of its origin.

Abfurther clarification of the definition or ethics
| used here fs necessary: the ethical princip!es in this
thesis are norinative, meaning "the process of evaluation in
order to arriye at the best principles for diﬁectinglhuman
actions" (Yezzi, 1986: 348) Thus, this tﬁpsis seeks to
define ethical principles that should be, not necessarily
those that are a:tually-obsehved. Howevef, décision mode}

itself is prescriptive; that is, "the'appqoach we take

greséribes how an individual who is faced with a problem of
choice under uncertainty should go Qbout c¢hoosing. a course
of acfidn that {s consistent with his personei'basic r
judgements and preferences” (Raiffa, 1968: x). fo-fq;tate,
thip:thesis will use normative ethical principles in the

créqt%on of .a prescriptive dacision-héking model,




Bacause ethical deci;ion-mdkinglis being prescribed,
the word expect will appear in the-discussion of the model,‘
and bear§ definition. Exéect reférs‘tq the way that people
desire others to act as they themselves would act, and or
hold the same values as they;do.' in the context of this
‘thesis, it is an implicit reference to the existence of a
normative consensus of'values. To the extent a person
K should (or could) judge the mora]ity of andther's'actions,

an immcral action would not meet normative expectations and

a moral one would.
These definitions provide the language for this
discussion of'eth{cs, and thé follbwing sections explain its_

, motiQation and purpose.

Motivation for the Model

This thesis began with the 3oal of analyzing the ethics
of the d&ctr{ne of strateg{c bombardment. vwhile strategic
bombardment is a complex subjgct, itvwas assumed that a
rational method existed by which ta svaluate this military
action. | R | | L | ' ;
The.method initf&l]y proposed wasﬁa modoi devélbpedvby R . ' |
¢ap£ainjclark Bruce Kidd in his 1986 Master's ﬁﬁosis‘for the |
g'Air Force lnStitutp‘of Téchnology. Capt Kidd propose§ a
ghaphical'method for resolving the ton;ion befween'intrinﬁic
and extrinsic values in gvgluitihg the morality of a
milftary action. The modo] was a simpjo yet powerfully

effective way of depicting this value problem. Howéver, as




a method for decision-making, it did not fully represent all
of the values involved in a military decision. Capt Kidd
recognized the incomplete nature of the model in the final.
chapter of his thesis:

. the model has potential for expansion into
add1t1onal dimensions through the incorporation of
additional parameters such as management
effectiveness, probability of success, and
accountability or degree of responsibility for
act1ons
PECOMMEND: That future theoretical work be
pursued to incorpcrate one or several of the
potential additional parameters into a three’
dimensional model. (Kidd, 1986: 69)

This thesis'follows Capt Kidd's recommendation, except for
the‘development of a "three dimensional model;"” problems in
visualizing and constructing a three dimensional model were.
anticipated, so a two-dimensiona] hierarchy of objectives
was chosen. This hierarchy lends itself to the inclusion of

future parameters with minimal additional complexity.

Purpose of the Model

The ethical obJect1ves model developed in this thesis
creates a framework for intellectual 1nqu1ry, one wh1ch can.
lead'to a cl#arer understanding cf the principles of action
for the military. ward EQwards.describeS'tﬁe advantages of

the‘oiicitafion of utility (value) structures in social

decision-making:

Multiattribute utility measurement can spell out
explicitly what the values of each participant
(decision maker, expert, pressure group,
government, and so on) are and show how and how -
much they differ -- and, in the process, it can
frequently reduce the extent of such differences.
The exploitation of this technology permits . . ..




public decision-making organizations to shift
their attention from specific actions tc the
valuss these actions sarve and to the decision-
making mechanisms that 'implement these values.
(Edwards, 1977: 249)

This statement refers to "public decisioh-making

organizations,"” and the question arises if the military is

truly a "public” organization, subject to the same values as
other organizations. Gabrisl addresses this issue:

To say that the military must serve the larger
society is not the same thing as saying that the
profession must be complsetely of that society .
. «@iven the special nature of the military
profession and of its obligations and
responsibilities, it is clear that a whole range
of habits and values cannot be tolerated in the
military either because they do not work or
because they damage the nature of the profession
itself. Thus, the protection of the society by the
profession does not require that the profession
become like the society. (Qabriel, 1982: 88)

~

Cabriel discusseg the unique nature of the profession within
' the society at length, but the fundamental'boint is this:
‘although subject to some of the values of society, éhe
m%Titary has a unique set o? values wﬁich'may not coincide
with thos§ of the society at laf e,vhut ares necessary to’
successfully defend the'society Qabriel, 1982: . 88-92).
Hombe&s of the profgssion will certainly benefit from
~ts to clarify and define those values.
The probiem to be solved in this.thes{s can be stated

as follows: "ln'making an othi&a! military decision, what

factors must be considered, and how can thoy be combined in

a unifiqd,docision-making mddolﬁ" While it would be

7
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presumptuous to say‘this question has been definitively
answered here, the more realistic goal of prcviding a clear,
simple framework for discussion of this complex problem has

been accomplished.

Outline ,

The remainder of.the thesis will be divided into fhheé
main parts, with a cihiapter devoted to each baft.

. Chﬁpter Il is essentially a literature review,
beginning with an introduction to the development of a
multiple-value dacision model. |£ will continues by
describing Capt Kidd's thesis in more detail, and fina11§
identifies the major paramaters considered in 611itary
decision-making, to include § discussion of just war theory
and professional mi1it$ry values.

Chapter |11 describes the development of the value
hierarchy, incorporating the_parametersAidentified in
Chapter I1I. Parameters are ad¢§d'in a stepwise fashion fee
zlarity, and the strengthﬁ and wegknes;es cf the hierarchy
‘are discussed. |

chibtir 1V appiias the hierarchy to a<historiqg1
docfsion to evaluate its uéefu]noss ﬁs ‘ doéision-making
| tool and as a context for the discussion qf“othics.

Chapter vV discusses further rocmnnendation§ for

development and validation of the model.




Summary

fhis chapter has defined terms, explained the

~motivat.ion for the thesis, presented the problem statement,

and outlined the remaining chapters.




li. Literature Review

Introductipn
 Individuals and organizations make decisions in
arder to attain particular ends. So 1c¢c follows
that a decision maker should evaluate alternatives
in terms of the extent to which each alternative
will lead to the attainment of these ends. Such
ends, or 4goals, may be considered in terms of a
~ hierarchy °n which the goals at the top tend to be
- abstract . . . and the ones near the bottom tand
to be concrete . . . . (Macrimmon, 1977: 123}
Military decisions certainly'involve multiple ends that
" require evaluation. One task of'this thesis is to identify
and arrarge hierarchically those'values‘which are important
to the military organization. This chapter begins Qith a
review of the paradigm of decision analysis which forms the
basis of the hierarchy of objectives, then analyzes tha
previous work in this area from a cdscision analysis
perspective,'and finally identifies values which are morally

and professionally important in military decision-making.

b;cigjgg Analz;isttgcggg

| Creat;on'of a hierarchx of obﬁectivcs'isApart of a
paradigm of'docisfon an(lysiQ whfch,can be summarized in
five ;téps: | o |

PREANALYSIS. We assume that there is a unitary
decision maker who is undecided about the course
of action he or she should take in a particular
problem. The problem has been iderntified and the
"viable action alternatives are given.

- STRUCTURAL. ANALYSIS. The decision maker

~.structures the qualitative anatomy of his problem.
What choices can he make now? What choices can he

- defer? How can he make choices that are based on

10




information learned along the way? What
experiments can he perform? What information can
he gather purposefully and what can he learn
during the normal course of events without
intentional intervention? These questions are put
into an orderly package by a decision tree . . .
The decision tree has nodes that are under the
centrol of the decision maker . . . and ncdes that
are not under his full control . . . . We refer
to these two nodes as decision nodes and chance
nodes.

UNCERTAINTY ANALYSiS. The decision maker assigns
probabilities to the branches emanating from
chance nodes . . .

UTILITY OR VALUE ANALYS!S. The decision maksr
assigns utility values .. 'consequences associated
with paths through the tres . . . .in an actual
problem, there would be associated with this
[example] path various economic and psychologica!l
costs and benefits that affect the decision maker
and other's whom the decision maker considers as
part of his decision probliem. The' cognitive
impacts are conceptually captured by associating
with each path of the tree a consequence that
completely describes the implication of that path.
The decision maker should then encode his
preferences for these consequences in terms of
cardinal utility numbers . . . the assignment of
utility numbers to consequences must be such that
the maximization of expected utility becomes the
appropriate criterion for the decision maker's
optimal action.

OPTIMIZATION ANALYS!S. After the decision maker
structures his problem, assigns probabilities, and
assigns utilities, he calculates his optimal
strttogy--the strategy that maximizes expected
utility . . . . (Keeney, 1976: 5-6)

Bocnuso‘tho.subjoct of this thisis is the value

analysis in the fourth steb above, the othgr steps in the:
procobi will be de-emphasized. We assume 1nAtho proanalysis
that we ultim.toly have one decision-maker in the military,
und that only two action altornntivos exist: to porform the 

action or not.” This is certainly an ovor:implffication; but

n
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allows a more complete discussion of the value problem. The
structural analysis i§ also simp1ifia&'by specifying a
simple decision tree where one decision node exists for the
decision maker. This renders the uncertainty analysis
unnecessary, although it is rqccgnized that a military
decision might contain numerous chance nodes of uncertain

outcomes. Again, the emphasis of this thesis remains on the

'specificgtion of the value structure, which is adrdressed in

the utility or value analysis. To "encode his preferences"”
and provide for "naximization of expected utility,"” the
decision maker must establish a utility function which will
reflect his values. This involves the establishment of

objectives.

Hierarchy of Objectives

A rudimentary example in Keeney demonstrates the
termino!ogy,usgd in identifying objectivas.  The example
conce#ns,a‘city where the qié'contajns excessive levels of
po]lutién. An area of concern for authorjties would be "the

threatened Qoll-being bf‘the residents of the city.” An

.overalll objective related to thib'aroa would be to "improve

fho well-being of the rosidehts." Tno‘"mbro detailed
objectives” or lower-level objectives might be to‘"roduéo
the emissions of pollutants from sources withfn tho,cify"
and "1mprov; the citizens' att.tude toward air quality.”
The "smissions” objective might be further brokon down into

three more lower-level objectivas: “raduce sulfuf'dioxjde'

12




emissions,” “reduce emission of nitrogen oxides,"” and
"reduce the particulate emissions.” An attribute such as
“"tons of sulfur dioxide emitted per yeak" would indicate the
"degree to which alternpative poliéies meet" the objective of
"reduce sulfur dioxide'emissibhs." The poliution example'
illustrates the progression from areas of cor.cern to
attributes {(Keeney, 1976: 32-33).

This progressioh suggests the hierarchy mentioned.at
the beginning of this chaptef. i1anheim and Hall call the

hierarchy a "goal fabric,"” and suggest four types of
relations that are identified in the formation of the
hier;rchy:‘“specificatiqn, heanc-end; value-wise dependence,
and value-wise independence” (Manheim, 1968: 733).
5pecificati9n and means-ﬁnd are a way to “clarify the
vague, general statements that usually constitute éoais"
(Haﬁﬁeim, 1968: 733). Specification simply means
"explaining in more detail what we mean by the gereral goal”
(Hanhoim; 1968: 733). In the example above,‘"noducihgl

‘ omissions" and improving attitddps* ;ggcifz " improving the

well-being of the residonts{" The means-end relation
answers the "how question:

The monns-ond relation describes how a goal can be
accomplished . . . . In this case the means goal
is important only because jt is instrumental to
achieving the end. This end can in turn be a
means to another goal, forming a means-ends chain
up to the intrinsic goa]:, the ones 1mportant to
themeselves. (Manheim, 1968: 733) :

'COntinuing the exampie abovo. "reducing sulfur emissions” is’

a means of achiovihg tho. end of "roquciqé'pmisaions." The

13




difference betweén specification and means-end relations is
subtl?, and even blurred by Keeney in his'discﬁssion
(Xeeney, 1976: 41), so “specifipation":will beJused
exclusivel in this the;is to describe the gereral-to-
specific relation.

| The Femaining relations of value-wise dependedée and
value-wise independence are c]early_opposites; |

Value-wise dependent goals are those that can be

evaluated only in conjunction with other goals

.+ Value-wise independent goals, cn the other

hand, can be evaluated on their own, without

regard to any other goals. (Manheim, 1968: 733}

In the traditional terminoldg; of ethic#, we could
refer to these value-wise dependencies aslconSiderations of
extrinsic and intrinsic value. An actioh has a valus as an
end in itself, cf intrinsic value, but it also has va]ue>to
the extent that it serves other ends, called extrinsic
value. The intrinsic value of an agtioh does not define it
coﬁpletely; its extrinsic value must also be con;idered,

For example, killing sola{ers on the battlefiéld; when
evalu;teq solely‘with respect to the ygiue of human life;
might not be considered an acceptable alternative. However,
if killing accomplishes a military opjective which may leaa
to the pfeserQntion of the state (a désfrable’cpndiﬁion,
presumably) then 1t‘might bi considérﬁd lnviccapthble -
alternative. . | |

This hiefarchy-description suggests multiple layers of .

objictivos cuiminating in very specific attributes. This

~thesis will be limited to a gonorilAstitimont of 6bjoctives'

14 ' o \\ I




with limited specification§ because lower-level attributes
will aepend on the particular decisions being made.

| MacCrimmon suggests three basic techniques for
genefating cbjectives: "examination of the relevant
. literature, analytical study,'and casual empiricism™.
(MacCrimmon, 1969: 7). Relevant literature will be the
grincipal method of cobjective generation inﬂthis thesis, but
casual‘empiricﬁsm, or "observing people to.see how, in fact,
fhgy are presently makihg decisions relevent to the probiem”
(Keeney; 1976: 35), will also play an important part.
Anecdotal evidence will be sprinkled throughout thfs thesis
to encourage the reader to compare the.conclusjons reached

to his own experience.

Other Decision Model Terminology

. This is a philosophical rather than mathematical study,
but the understanding of some mathematical principles is
‘neéessary to appreciate the model gnd its ramifications. |In
vaddition. part of this thesis is a critique cf Kidd's model,
and its graphical c§nception-shgge;ts mathematical decision
'gna!ysis‘principles.which he did not fu11y>address.
Mathematical proofs'aﬁd complex notation will be avoided
.whﬁn possib!g, and only the salient ﬁoints 6? the theory
will be presented;. | |

Keeney summarizes the central issue o1 multivalue

decision analysis under cartainty,,value'wise»dgpendoncyi

'0ur problem 15 one of value tradeoffs. i~ this
chapter we see what can be ¢ono’abou:

15
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systematically structuring such tradeoffs. In

essence, the decision maker is faced with a

problem of trading off the achievement of one

objective against another objective. I|f there is

no uncertainty in the problem, if we know the

muitiattribute consequence of each alternative,

the essence of the issue is, "How much achievement

on objective 1 is the decision maker willing to

give uc in order to improve achievement on

objective 2 by some fixed amount?” (Keeney, 1976:

6€6).
Some explanation of the notation used in fhis discussion %s
necessary. To begin, we designate a for each individual
feasible alternative and A for the set of feasible '
alternatives. Each alternative a has a known outcome
(because of our assumption of certainty) in the consequence
space defined by attributes X1, X2, . . . Xn, where the n
attributes have been identified previous?y’in the hierarchy
of objectives. Because these attributes are generally not
in the same_units, we cannot simply add them together. We
need a scalar value function v defined in the consequence
space which will combine the attributes X1(a) . . . gg(g)

into a "scalar index of preferability.” With this function

defined, we can choose the alternative in A which maximizes.

v and thus maximizes the preferability of the decision

(Keeney, 1976: 67-68).

Numerical definition of this functionlfor‘thg

- attributes of a military decision is beyond the scope;of'

this thesis. However, three important cohcepts about the.

attributes used in the function ars essential for the reader

‘to understand the remainder of this discussion:
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indifference ~urves, marginal rate of substitution, and

acceptable attribute values.

indifference Curves. .\n indifference curve (shown in

Figure 1) is simply a curve on the graph of two value-wise

dependent attributes along which the decision-maker has no

52 Indifference Curves

Direction
of Increasing
Preference

Figure 1. General Indifference Curves (Keeney, 1976: 79)

pref&ronce. Another way of,statiag this is to reference the
initial qUotatibn'above: iha ind}fference curve defines

oxactly how much the‘decigion maker 1; wiiling to give up in
the achievement of one obsectiye to obtain ;n.imprévemsnt in
anothof. ImprovemaAt in both obJeqtives m&vas the decision

to a different, more prefefred, indifference curve. Thus .

17
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any point on a given curve is equally preferable

(indifferent) to any other, and any point on a higher curve
(curve 4 compared to curve 2, for example) is preferable to
eny point on ; lower curve. These points efe illustrated in

figure 1. Points A' and A'' are equally preferable to the
decision maker; Point ,\''' is preferred to both A' and A''
(Keeney, 1976:79).

'Marginal Rate of Substituti~zii. Assume we are given an

indifference curve, two specified desirable attributes X1
and X2, and point (x1,x2) on the curve (figure 2). At each
point (x1,x2) we can ask, if x2 is inEreesed by an
incremental amount L, how much of x1 (dL) must we give 'ip to
remain indifferedt? The marginal rate of subetitution is
defined as L over di.. The simplest case of this rate is a
gloee] rate, where the marginal rate does not depend on the
values of &l and X2, end‘the indifferencevcurve is linear.
Although linear indifference curves are not generally
eealistic, indifference curves {n this thesis will be linear
for the sake of graphical sfmplicity (Keeney, 1976: 82-85).

Acceptable Attribute Lev§1§; Accepteble ettfibute,
,levele'ere levels of a perticqlar attfibute,beyond which the
value is preferentieily unacceptable. If,enlelternetive
exceeds the ﬁeximum of does not meet the minimum acceptable
ettribute level, it is no longer'viable'(MeeCrimmon; 1969:
‘10). Minimum attribute 1evels are shown on Figure 3~forlthe
attributes on both exes;v Note that the area of

coneideratjon is emeller with theee‘restrictions.
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> X1

. .Figure 2. Marginal Rate of Substitution.
Keeney, 1976: 83.

Application of the Hierarchy

Although construction of a utility function would be
the'logical neaxt step after érsating a hierarchy of '
objectives, a utility function is boyoﬁd'that Qcopo of this
fhésis, ﬂowever. Chapter iv will apply the hiorgrchy‘using.
a aimpli?iod decision ovgluation'tochniquo,'pnoposed by, |
Manheim and Hall, which'allows the dgcisionQﬁaker to
logically consider his preferences without rosoftihg to the
'comb!ox mathematics of a utility fuﬁctiqn,(nanhoim, 1968:
' 733). |
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Figure 3. Minimum Acceptable Attribute Levels

This method, after establishing the “goal fabric” as
introduced previocusly, uses this fabric to rank
alternatives:

This [procedure] entails mapping each new ,

alternative onto the goal fabric (i.a., predicting

-the performance of the alternative with respect to
some of the goals) and then, using this mapped
information and the structure of the goal fabric,
comparing the new alternative with one previously

ranked, to fit the new one into the ’
- ranking.(Manheim, 1968: 733)

As'appropfiate'to our purpose of analyzing a simplo
decision, this method “opiratos on oniy two alternatives at
a time” (Manheim 1968: 733). Manheim and Hall describe this

proccduro'in more detail as follows:
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The third step [after eviablishing the goal
fabric] is to determine which goals can be
predicted and measured with some accuracy and to
obtain the predictions. These will not always be
the lowast-level goals, but there must be a
predictable goal in every branch of the tree -- if
there is one st a high level none are necessary
below it . . . . The last part of this step is to
convert the predicted data into preference
information on each goal. This entails deciding
which alternative is preferred on that goal and,
if possible, the degree to which it is prsferred,
‘measured in any of several possible ways . . . .

‘The fourth step uses this information to move up
one jevel in the goal fabric, from the predictable
goals to the naext level of goals. There are '
roughly five techniques that can be used to
condense the data. All the techn jues operate to
give information on .one higher-level goal at a
time, working with those goals which comprise the
higher one . . . . (Manheim, 1968: 736-737)

This thesis will use the two simpler of these five
techniques:
(1) Dominance: the same alternative is preferred

on all the goals comprising the new one; hence
‘that same zlternative is preferred on the new goal

'(2) Explicit choice by bM [dﬁcision-maker}:,f&ced

with a small subset of goals, the DM is usually

able to evaluate trade-offs and choices mentally,

gnq give an answer. (Manheim, 1968: 736-737)
Further explanation of this method appears in Chapter iV,
"where it is actually applied to a histofical-doc{sion, but
it is introduced here to reference the source.

'vWith thesa decisiqn'unalysis concepts undorstood, we
are prepared to discuss the model developed in The Limits of
Moral Principle: An Ends, Means. and Role Spheres Model of
the Sthical Threshold by Captain Clark Bruce Kidd.
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The Ethical Threshold Model

The model will'bo introduced with a description in its
own terms, then analyzed from the pefspactive of multiple-~

value decision-making principles.

Ooriginal Model. Kidd's ﬁodel. to bes referred to as the ' -

“ethical threshold"” mocdel, is a description of tne tradeoffs
necessary when intrinsic ahd extrinsic values conflict:
Moral dilemmas arise where behavior that would
otherwise be considered bad (lying. killing, etc.)
is justified by the moral ends it is intended to

‘accomplish. Stated more simply, “the ends justify
the means.” (Kidd, 1986:7)

These moral dilemmas can be described as a conflict
between intrinsic value and extrinsic’(or instrumental)
value:

[Clases of moral goodness can be relatively

classified as either intrinsically good (as an

end), or as instrumentaliy good (as a means to an

end). The classification is relative because any

end that is considered intrinsically good in one

light can also be considered as instrumentally

good in attaining a higher moral principle. This

imp)ios the existence of an snds/means chain of

moral relationships. (Kidd, 1986: 39)

Kidd's discussion of means and ends should not be
confused with Haﬁheim's "means-ends” relation. Manheim's "
“means” are specific representations of general values,
while "means” in the ethical threshold are behaviors which
may hi?o'c hieh value towards one end but a low Qaluo‘in
tcrmt of another, conflicting end.

The ethical throshold mode (figuro 4) places actions
(of any sort. not only military) onto an "ethical value

rogponso ourfaco . :Tho action of concern s plotted by
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Ends
Quadrant 2 Positi:e Quadrant 1
‘ Action 1
[ J
v°\'6
&
W R
g}‘ Action 2
®
< —>
Preferred Means ~ . Severe Means
Quadrant 3 \/ Quadrant ;
Negative Ends

Figure 4. Ethical Thresho}d Model (Kidd, 1986: 53)

two coordinates, the "means” coordinate and the "ends”
coordinete. This moddl_aésumes that every means can be
placed somewhere along a range from "profqrrod means” to

“severe moans,” and that ovori .nd'can'ba~positionad along

the posiﬁivo-nognt{Qo range. ,Tha "othicul_throshold“ is| a
separation boundary between where it is dnethié.l to use too
‘severe means to accomplish too botii an objective, and whers
it is acceptable to Qeo soyorovmcin: to a;complish a worthy
end . . ." (Kidd, 1986=.45). An action in war can be
pldtﬁod if its coordinates can be dof{noé, and the action

will fall either cbove or below this thrqshold I{nc. An
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action above the threshcld line is considefed gthical;'and'
below the threshold line is considered unethical.

Figure 4 shows examples of both types of actions.
Action 1, for example, could be the dso of espionage to he1p'
donat Germany in World War 11, which would seem ;o:bQ‘
easily justifiable, considering the ends of ensuring the
freedom of Western Europe. Action 2, on thelother hand,
wculd be the Qse of a nucliear weapon to take over'tho 5sland
of Grenada, in which the ends of socuring'the fre?dbm of a
small island nation would not seem to justif§ the soverity
of the woapon‘usod. .

Kidd also included a third pafameﬁer in his ﬁodel to
further explicate the oth%ca% complexities of vidlent

action. This is the "role sphera’ parnmetgr (addqd in
Figure 5), which considers that "societies, in order to
promote more orderly functioning lnd thereby better prcnﬁte
the gqnorni welfare of all, assign different lovqls of moral
responsibility to different individuals” (Kidd, 1986:48).
An individual must be within thq bounds of rdsponiiﬁility
vassignod to him to be able to funé;ion othica\ly;.'For
exampls, society expects a’pplicqmnﬁ to use violent moun;.x
{1 necessary, to &q,ﬁit job, but.it does not Fondoﬁo the
average citizen onfbrcin9 tho law, as in vigilantiam’(Ki&d,
1986:49). . - .
Figqro 5 {1lustrates the Ipcation of the role iphorQa

parameter as it reletes to the overall model. 'Tho’thvy

black line shows how the role sphéﬁoivparamotor fufthpr
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' Pogitive Bnds
Quadrant 2 ,f\ ‘role s%he:e
: parameter
A

ends/means
ndifference cuxrve

< >

Preferred Mearns | Severe Means

Quadrant 1

Quadrant 3 2 ~ Quadrant 4
Negative Ends

Figure 5. Complotéd Ethical Threshold Model.
' (Kidd, 1986: 53)

‘limits the ethical region of action;. if a person is
operating beyond his role sphere, he is in the unethical
fegion. ' | | |

The examples presented domonitrlto tﬁat the first
quadrant of tﬁe model is the most useful ip‘difficult'moral
dilemmas: ‘ |

The question [sic] of ethics in quadrants 2, 3,
and 4 are fairly straight forward. {in quadrant 2,
good means pursuing good ends proscnt: an ethical
moral situation. In quadrants 3 and 4, pursuit of
bad ends is always an unethical moral situation.
The tough morai decisions are the ones that full
in quadrant 1. (Kidd 1986:53-54)
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Quadrant one is the focus of the reintérpretation of the
mode! from a decision-making perspective.

Model Interpretation. B8ased on the previous review of

decision analysis literature, the ethical thrishold model
can be seen as a g;noral description of an indifference
curve. In fact, it is described 2s an "ends-means
indifference curve"” (Kidd, 1986: 48) at several points in
the text cf the thesis. This resembliance iﬁ clarified in
Figurs 6 by comparing figurs 1 and th§ first qui&rant of the
. ethical threshold modsl. it cﬁn be seen that the model

.follows the general! form of indifference curve between

r ‘ Positive Ends
. . A

Figure 6. The Etnical Threshold as an Indifference Gurve

. .26

e, s tine o e a e et St o e - -




attributes, except for the reversed orientation of the
horizontal axis, and the inclusion of the role sphere
parameter. The principal difference is the labeling of the
axes; the oihical threshold places different ethical values
'(or attributes), ranked in importance, along each axis,
while a conventional 1ndiffgrencg curve piacos various
levels of two specific attributes along each axis. The
ethical threshold model is more compiex than it appears;
sach value placed along the axis ha; a range of values
itself. Thus each ethical valus has an indifforence curve
witﬁ respect to the ends, and the ranking of values is
really a description of varyinglindifforenco curves,

This roalizatfon can be demonstra’.ed Qith two ethical
values, piacod along the horizontal axis; as examples:
“protection of human life,” and "telling tﬁo truth” (in
espionage, forvin:tnnco). A hypothetical indifference
curve is shown for'olch value with respect to a potential
end, placed on the vortical axis, which we will term
“preservation of just social order"” (figuroavf and-&).‘Thgso
twoihypothoticil curvoé show a small increase in
“preservation of Jjust social.ordor" can yield a large
roduction in;tho value of “tollina'tho tfuth," whiio "
large incroago in "prosorv.tibh of 3us§ .bci.l‘ordor" is
required to ro&hco the value of "protogtion of human life."”
Note that the marginal rate of substifution has boon shown
on caéh indifference curve, -ﬁowing how much the #oci.ion'

maker is willing to ff.do off (dL) for an 1ncrot§6 in L.
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Presexrvation of Just_Social Order

N\
Max

Ve

) Telling
dr — N, the
. =~ Truth
| Minimum Madmum

Figure 7. Indifference Curve for Telling the Truth.

Because “protection of human 1ife” is a higher principle, it .
requires a groateé increase in the "preservation of just
sécinl brdor“ before it is "traded-off.” The ﬁéociso nature .
of thoco t'ldooffs is boyond the scopo of this thesis, but
their oxistonco is an intogral part of the hierarcny of
objectives.

To summarize, the ethical threshold modal graphically

.captdroo the foilowing Concopté ethical activn often

involves a tradeoff of values, and the willingness of the

decision-maker to trndo off depends on the relative

{mportance of .the principles involved. With this concept
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Preservation of Just Social Order

AN

Protection
, of Human
= Life

Figure 8. Indifference Curve for Protection of Human Life

understbod. the identification of the values involvéd in a

miljtaryvdecision can continue.

thical Values
The values involved in a military decision will be

“divided_ingo two areas: Jtho ﬁornl v;lues of man, and the

prpfossianul ethics 6f the soldier in his rb1e,1n the |

military. Stnt;d another way, thoere arse two adpeéts of any '

docision:' an ethical ovqiuation of the action 1tseif. apart

from the decision-maker; and an ethical evaluation of theo

action considering the roles and obligations of the

decision-maker. The first lspoctyis generally called just

29
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war theory, and tha complementary aspect is known as

professional ethics.

Just War Theory ‘
Just war thecry, or bellum justum, is a classical

theory to "distinguish'justifiable wars from unjustifiable
wars, using a sei of consistent and consistertly applied |
rules” (Lackey, iSBS: 28). The'current formal nature of
juet war thec:ry i; generally tra;ed to the early medieval
christigﬁ philosopher Augustine, who devblcped his ideas
while Bishop of Hippo from 396~430: Prior to this period,
the Christian church had'gainéd consjderable po]iiica! power
“during the reign of the Emperor Constantine (306-337). As
the influence of the church continued, Augustine attempted
to resolve early Christian pacifism with the realities of
church involvement in political entities»(Phillips, 1984:
5-9). His ideas were further refined by other Christian
philosophers such as Thomas Aquinas (1225-1254), gnd the
ideas ofljust war have continued even,gﬁough th§ church's
direct politicallpoweﬁ'faded'ﬁith the rise of European
nationalism (Phillips, 1984: 9)

This area of study is general]y ¢1§ided into two
. elements: "fuleslghat determine when it is pér@issiblo or
obligatory to commence violént hostilities (jgg ad paligm)}
and‘"rulos that determine how a war should be fought once it
‘has begun (jus in bello)" (Lackey, 1989: 29). Although it

would seem that beginning a war is principally a pplitical
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decision, there ars cases where jﬁs ad bellum may be
important for the military decision-maker as well:

Jus ad bellum rules apply principally to political
jeaders; jus in bello rules appiy principally to
soldiers and their officers. The distinction is
nct ironclad, since there may be situations in
which there is no morally permissible way to wage
war, in which case it follows that the war should
not be waged in the first place. (Lackey, 1989:
29) _

Thus jus ad be]lum has been 1nc1uded as part of the values
to be cons1dered in m1l1tary dec1s1ons.

The trans\at1on of bellum justum as "just war" is
somewhat miéléading, according to Robert Philfips.
"Justified war"” woﬁjd be a better term, because certainfy
war by itself cannot be considered intrinsically just:

On the traditional view, war is always an evil
insofar as it involves a physical attack upon
another person. There may, however, be situations
vhere fighting is the lesser of evils, but in such
cases the use of force must he justified. Prima
facie, attacking another perscon is evil and,
indeed, can never be anything else qua attack.

But we may upon occasion find that it is the only
means of avoiding an even greater evil.

(Phillips, 1984: 14)

For this reason, thgs-text will use the term "justified wa"

'when roferring to just war"” prihciplos.

Bellum jus;un is not a ocilect1on of moral princ1ples,,
but rather a concise‘way Qf applying moral principles to the

decision to use force:

e o o bellum justum also constltutes an effort to
make statecraft competible with the moral
principle forbidding murder, as well as sundry
other prohibitions against doing violence to
others . . . . bellum justum is essentially a
moral tool or device whose purpose is to allow us
to sort out or anatomize a situation to which two
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prima facie conflicting sets of principles.are

‘said to apply, namely, principles of statecraft

and morality. (Phillips, 1984: 15)
Hence bellum justum principles may not translate directly
into our hierarchy of objectives (though they may be
attributes), but they indi?ate the values which are l
considered important in justified wirfara. The individual
cohponents of'jus ad_bellum and Jus in bello will be
§xplained in the fol]owing sections. i

Jus ad bellum. Tolbo justified in entering into a war,
th; followiﬁg criteria are generally required to be
satisfied to some degree:

1. Last resort: war should be initiatea "only
after it is clear that other means are not
adequate to resolve the issue.” (Phill{ps,.1984:
14) ‘

2. Declared by legitimate authority: w;E must
involve "the controlled uss of force for poliﬁica!
purboges"' This limits‘tha.use of war as a means

of personal vengeance. (Lackey, 1989: 50)

3. Just ;aUse:.‘tho-definitiéns of a just reaéoﬁ
to go to waf are various and debatable, but |
usually 1nclude_roasonslsuch.as aeif-defenso and
cor?qction of‘an iﬁjuatico which a legitimate
av_hority has failed to correct (Philljps; 1984:
18-20)

4. Right intention: the just cnuso must'not be a

pretext for'aomo other reason (Wakin, 1986: 220).

32




principles follows:

_the task at hand:

A justified war should be "a war for the right,
fought for the sake of the right™ (Lackey, 1989:
31). | |
5. Reasonable chance of success: "it would be
irrational to erigage in war if there were
absolutcly no possibility of widning” '(W&kfn,
1986: 220). -
6. Proportionslity: a war cannot do more harm
than goéd; "a war cannot be just unless the evil
that' can reasonably be expected to ensue from the
war is less than the evil than can reasonably be
expected to ensue if the war is not fought
(Lgckey, 1989: 40).

These six principles, with some variations, are generally -

considered to be a "moral checklist” for the evaiuation of

commencement of hostilities.

lgg_in bello. Once in engaged in hostilities, the
principles of jus in bello define the moral chubactar of

actions on the battlefield. A brief sumnary of these two

Pro na y. Although this rule is similar to
that used Jus ad bellum, | the formulation is more specific to

.« « . the amount of | destruction. permitted in
pursuit of a military objective must be
proportionate to the importance. of the objective .
.- It follows fr the military principle of
proportionality that certain objectives should be
ruled out of consideration on the grounds that too




 much destruction would be caused in obtaining
them. (Lackey, 1989: 59)

Each destructive action in war, then, must be “3ustified" by
the importance of the objective; The parallel to jus ad
bellum is clear: both the amount of destrucﬁ{on in the
entire war, and each fhdividual action fn the war, must be
"justified” by the respeztive goals.

Discrimination. 'This is'a1§o_known as the

" principle of noncombatant immunity: “civilian life and
property should not be subjected to militiry force:
military force must be directed only at military
objectives.” (Lackey, 1989: 59). Lackey descriSQs two
possible versions of the principle of aiscrimination:
The objective version holds that it civilians are
killed as a result of military operations, the

principle is violated. The subjective version
holds that if civilians are intentionally killed

as a result of military uperations, the principle

is violated. (Lackey, 1989: 60)
The objective version is more restrictive, but even the
subjective version is subject to the limitations of
proportionality. In other words, if there are ciyilipns
:unihtentionnliy (not'as a'tar§ot) killed by an act 6f war,
the amount‘should be prbportionate.to the objective
attained. (Lackey, 1989: 60). |

Paul Ramsey explains the relationship bstween the two
concepts of proportiondlity and discrimination:

. . . the ends Justify the means, since ﬁothing-

else can; but they do not justify any means. The

means which no ends carn justify have to be

determined by the principle of discrimination.
The statement that only the erds justify the means

34




is a statement falling under the principle of
proportion; so understood, it is unquestionably
correct. The statement that the ends do not
Justify the means (or are not capable of
justifying any and all means) is a statement
falling under the principle of discrimination; so
understood, it too is unquestionably correct.
{Ramsey, 1983: 430)

This concludes the discussion of the moral value of an

act of war. An explanation of professional military ethics

follows.

Professional Military Ethics
in his landmark Qork The Soldier and the State Samuel

P. Huntington uses the concept of the "military mind” to
encompaés the range of military ;aiuas:

The military mind . . . corisists of the values,
attitudes, and perspectives vwhiu inhe e in the
performance of the profsssi_nal n:iitary function
and which are deducibie from t..&6 r«ture of that
function. The military Tfunctio 1is pcrformed by a
public, bureaucratized profess o1 .exper* in the
management of violence and responaibie for the
military security of the sta“e. a value ..
attitude is pa~t of the profasciona’! ailitary
ethic if it is implied by or det.ved fron the
peculiar expertise, responsiLility, and
organization of the military ptofrssion.
(Huntington, 1951 61)

Huntington'begins hio description of professionaf
Qaluos with a general overview of the military’'s purpose:

The responsibility of the military profession is
to enhance the military security of the state.
The discharge of this responsibility requires .
cooperation, organization, and discipline. Both
because it is his duty to serve society as a whotle
and because of the nature of the means which he
employs to carry out this duty, the military man
emphasizes the subordination of the will of the
individual to the will of the group. Tradition,
esprit, unity, community--these rate high in the
military value system. (Muntington, 1957: 63)
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'The assumption here is that the security of the state is

important. Although thi; is apparently self-evidgnt, this

- quotation from Thomas Hobbes dascribing the world without

‘organized gévohnment provides some justification for the

6ontinuation of the state:

in such condition [without government], there is
no place for industry; because the fruit thereof
'is uncertain: and consequently no culture of the
earth; no navigation, nor use of the conmodities
that may be imported by sea; no commodious
building; no instruments of moving, and removing,
such things as require much force; no knowledge of
the face of the esarth, no account of time; no
arts; no letters; no society; and which is worst
of all, continual fear, and danger of violent
death; and the l1ife of man, solitary. pocr, nasty,
brutish, and short. (Yezzi, 1388: 1C€)

" This thesis does not intend to prove fho necessity of the

state, but this stagemont is included to emphasize an

important assumption: the continuation of the state is a

preferred condition.

Raturning to Huntington, hs continues ih the vein of a

disciplined force serving the state, and derives the value

..of obedienco:

To render the highest possible service the entire
profession and the military force which it leads
‘must be constituted as an effective instrument of
state policy. Since political direction comes
only from the top, this means that the profession
has to be organized into a hiersrchy of obediences.
For the profession to perform its function, each
level within it must be able to command the

" instantanecus and loyal obedience of subordinate
levels. Without these relationships military
professionalism is impossible. Consequently, .
loyalty and obecdience are the highest military
virtues . . . . When the military man receives a
legal order from an authorized superior, he doeg
not argue, he does not hesitate, he does not
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substitute his own view; he obeys
instantly.(Huntington, 1957: 73)

Although obedience is the "supreme military value,”
ﬂuntington does allow that there are other values which
define the "limits of obedience.” The two areas idenfified
are professional competence and nomnmilitary values
(Huntington, 1957: 74). |

' ?rofessional Competence. The instances where thg value
of profesSipna{ compefonce may outweigh the value of ,I |
Iobodipnce can be summarized into two typos: operational and
doctrinal conflict.

Operational Conflict. Operational conflict

concerns "the execution by a subordinate of a military order
which in his judgement will result in military disaster.”
Considering that "The purpose of obedience is to further the

objective of the superior,” disobedience in this casé may be

Justified, but usually is not: ". . . the disruption of the

military ongnniza;iohs caused by disobedience to operational
‘ordorg will outweigh the benefits gained by such obedience"”
(Huntington, 1957: 75). | ,

Poctrinal Conflict,  Doctrinal conflict ia a
.pituation‘whoro superiors stifle now.idois-in “tactics and
.tochnology;" and Aiiobodionco_by a Junio; officer ﬁny
“advance profasiional knowledge.” Again, the price of
¢1aobod10nco must be considered: ". . . the subordinate

must consider whether thq introduction of the new tocﬁnique,

’ ascuming he is successful in his athqgglo, will so increase
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military efficiency as to offset the impairment of that
efficiency caused by the disruption of the chain of command”

(Huntington, 1957: 15-78).

Nonmilitary Values. Nonmilitary values may conflict
with the value of obedience in four areas: political
wisdom, political threat fo ﬁilitary ccmpetence, legality,
and basic morality. |

Political Wisdom. A milftary leader may consider
disobedience to a political order wheh he feels that a
'particular policy is politically unwise. However, ﬁccording
to Huntington, disobedience in this case is oﬁt of place;
the military officer must not forget that "it is not the
funct“on of military officers to‘qecida questigns of war and

peace” (Huntington, 1857: 76-77).

Political Threat to Military Competence. When a
political leader attemptis to make decisions about purely
! mjlitar} issues, he is committing a ;c!ear invasion of the
pro?essional'realm by ;xtranﬁous censiderations.”
Discbedience in this case may be 3ustif{ed: "Thq statesman
has no business déciding-{ o whether’battalions‘in combat
should advance or retreat” (Hthingion,,?Sé?; 17) |
_ nggli;xb fhe third arasa considérs sifuation§
where a political leader gives an order thaﬁ he does not
have legal authority to issus. in the casas where "the
statesman in ordering his action ta¢¢gn§zes himaself that hq‘
is acting 11legally, then the military officer is justified
1n.disoboyihg." If the ﬁolitica!;]eadﬁr thinkathe is acting
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legally and the officer thinks he is not, then the issue is
"the relative competence of the officer and the statesman to
Judge what is lagal aﬁd illegal.” Thus the justification of
disobedience in this case may not b; so clear (Huntington,
195?: 78). - |

8aric Morality. The fourth case is the most

difficul; fo resolve. Huntington summarizes it eloquently,
when he describes the situation where obedience to an order
may violate the officer's personal moral principles:

For the officer this comes down to a choice

between his own conscience on the one hand, and

the good of the state, plus the professional

virtue of obedience, upon the other. As a

soldier, he owes obedience; as a man, he owes

disobedience.
His conscience will rule in only a few instances, because
"rarely will the military man be justified in following thg
dictates of priv.té‘conscieﬁco against the dual demand of

military obedience and state welfare” (Huntington, 1957:

78).J
value Conflicts Explained

In reviewing Huntipgton's id;as, Matham Wakin describes
more fully the nature of these types of conflicts:

Obedience to orders is not in itself either a.
legal or a moral claim of right action although it
is certainly a mitigating circumstance. Military -
leaders cannot be merely instrumental to the
state. They are instrumental, yes; but they must
at the same time accept a portion of the
responsibility for the uses of the military
instrument. (wakin, 1986: 188) '
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Wakin also adds to Huntington's view of professional
competence as a potentially conflwcting value.

W1th respect to the development of tactlcs,
weaponry, long-rangs strategy, and the conditions
for employing those weapons systems which pose
serious threats to noncombatants, the military
leader’'s competence is a crucial issue.
Literally, he has a moral obligation to be
competent in these areas.(Wakin, 1986: 211)

Michael Walzer, in his discussion of the relation of

obedience to moral values for the se]dfer in Just and Unjust

Wars, gives the moral independence of the soldier in a value

conflict more weight then Huntington does:

~SO1d1ers are conscripted and forced to fight, but
conscription by itself does not force them tc killi
innocent people. Soldiers are attacked and forced
to fight, but neither aggression nor enemy
onslaught forces them to kill innocent people.
Conscription and attack bring them up against
serious riask and hard choices. But constricted
and frightening as their situation is, we stiill
say that they choose freely and are responsible
for what they do. Only a man with a gun at his
hecd is not responsible. (Nalzer, 1977: 314) |

Walzer guggests also thet obed1ence is not an on-offv
ﬂh=*acnaristic, but a continuum.

e e there are ways of responding to an order
short of obeying it: postponement, evasion,
dslibarate misunderstanding, loose construction,
~overiy literal construction, and so on. One can,
ignore an immoral command or answer it with
aqueations or protests; and sometimes even an overt
rafuaal only invites reprimand,. demotion,'or
datantion; there is no risk of death. Whenever
thezo pessibilities are open, moral men will eeize
upcn them., (w.lzer, 1977: 314)

#alzar doas recognize that we cennog sxpect the'eeldier in

the ranks to be capable of making the same moral judgements

ay thair isadsrs:
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From his narrow and confined vantage point, sven

direct violations of human rights--as in the

conduct of a siege, for example, or in the

strategy of an anti-guerilla campaign--may be

unseen anug unsez2able. Nor is bhe bound to seek out

information; the moral life of a combat soldier is

not a research assignment. (Welzer, 1977: 313)
walzer continues this id@a by suggesting that officers carry
a heavy burden of moral responsibility because of their rank
and position. An officer must "fight with restraint,
Scceptiﬁg risks, mindful of the righfs of the innocent”
(Walzer, 1977: 317). An officer is morally responsible for
eh;uring the principle of discrimination is observed in his
campaigns, und also is responsible for the tfaining.and
discipline of the men in his command in this principle‘
(Walzer, 1977: 317). |

Telford Taylor also describes the effects of rank on
moral responsibility in his.ddscriptfon of the po;sib1e
defenses for a soldier accused of a war crime. He cites two
main factors which must bo éonsidérod in assigning
responsibility: knowledge and fear. MHis discus#ion of
knowledge echoes Walzer's:

. +. . ospecially in combat situations, there are bound

to be many orders the legitimacy of which depends on

the prevailing circumstances, the existeonce and

sufficiency of which will be beyond the reach of the

subordinate’'s observation or judgement . . . :

Especially in the lower ranks, virtually unquostioning '

obedience to orders, other than those that are pnlpably

vicious, is a necessary feature of military life.

(Taylor, 1970: 49-50)

Walzer and Taylor also agree on the "man with a gun at his

_head,” obeying out of fear:
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tt is one thing to reguire men at war to risk
their lives against the enemy, but quite another
to expect tnem to face severe or even capital
penalties on the basis of their own determination
that their superior's command is unlawful.
{Taylor, 1970: 50)

Thus the choice between obedience to conscience or  to

superiors may be complicated by other factors.

Chapter Summary

This chapter aécomp]ished three purposes. The first
sections outlined the gggeral'proceduro for multiyalue
decision uni]ysis and dptailed £he parts of this science
crucial to the thesis. The middle sections analyzsd the
ethical threshold model from the decision analysis
porépective. clarifying its meaning for the reader. The
final sections introduced the moral and professional values
which are parameters in military decisions. With these

parameﬁurs defined, de?elopment of an orderly hierarchy can

continue.

42




Lil. Model Dexgjépment

introduction

The hisrarchy of objectives which describes the values
important ir. a military decision will be constructed
progressively, adding parameters and justifying their
inclusion in a stepwisa fashion. This chapter will bggin
with a description of the assumptions‘of the hierarchy and
then proceed with a section devoted to each high-level
objeétive. The final sectioﬁ will discuss.the effeét of

»

roles on the interpretation of the hierarchy.

Assumptions of the Model

1. Miiitary members are moral agents; that is,
membership and action in the military does not relieve
a man of his moral obligations as a human being.
2. Militar} decision-makers are rational actors who
seek to act so their moral objectives are achieved to
the maximum extent possible.

- 3. Hiiitary deciéiona involve complex value judgements
requiring tradeoffs between confl{cting ydlues.
4. Membership in the military complicatés the

: morql_dbligatidn; of ;ho member because

. professional valyes of the hilitary must be
considered as well as personal moral values.
5. MoraT'evaluation ofI;h action is a function

not only of the circumstances of the iction'
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itsélf, but of the knowledge and intention of the
actor.

. 6. The value of an action with respect to a particular
cbjective can be positioned on a continuum; that is,

' there are various levels of right intention,'legitimate
authority, obsdience, and so forth.

7. Values themselves can be placed along a continuum
of value, so that the most significant is at the top
‘and the least significant is at the bottom.

These assumptions enable thg following derivation of a

Hierarchy'of values.

Dichotomy of Values

The hierarchy begins with a general top-]evel_oﬁjective
of living mora}ly, which will be termed “"The Good Life"
(Manheim, 1968: 734) for want of a better phrase. "The
éood Life" follows from the second assumption above, and
implies the general objective to maximize the ethical vaiue
of decisiéns. For a general discussion of the relationéhiﬁ
betweoq "Tre Good Life™ and ethical action see Aristotle's
Ethics (c. 340 8.C.). The initial specificat}on of |
objectives'is aerivéd from th; baﬁic dichotomy of values in .
the liﬁerature revisw: .moral v#Iués and profggsional'Values
(Figur§ 9). As Huntington says, the military professional
is both a servant to the state and to his cénséienée

(Huntington, 1986: 52). Moral values will be labeled




Heirarchy of Objectives

"The Good Life"

|

' Loyalty
Justice | to State

Figure 9. Dichotomy of Values

"justice” and professional values labeled "loyalty to the

state.”

. Loyalty to the State

‘The title for this objective indicates the source of
professional values? ‘the purpose of the profeésion isgthe
.défense of, and thus loyaTty‘to. the state. Léjalty’to.the
state as the.decisibn-makef's sole value is a simpli?ied
version of thQ»"military mind.” A man with onjy this
objective sees himself as "merely 1nstruﬁental,“ and his
on]y obliéations relate to thg'staﬁel The lbyalty value can

then be specified by three lower-level objectives referenced.
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by Hgnfington and Wakin, obedience to the iaw. obedience to
superiors, and ﬁrofessionul competencs (Figure 10).

These three values can be best understood iﬁ terms of
expectations: the military man is expected to obey the laws

of the state, obey the orders of his military leaders who

Zoyalty | '
to State '
Obedience Obedience . Professional
to Law to Superiors . Competence

Figure 10. Specification of’qua]ty

represent the state, and satisfy the requirements of

professional competence.
Inclusion of professional competence as a speéifjcatiqn'
of loyalty to the state makes sense considering the purpose

6? the military: to support the purposes of the state. A
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competert decision is one which accomplishes the objectives
of the'sta;o, which is the essence of loyalty. The
objoctﬁves of the state are the objectives of the military
man because he is loyal.

vValue Conflicts. Even this s%mple military man may
experience value conflicts. The military professionai
values obedience, but only to the extent that obedience
refle:ts professioral competence. Huntington advises us thaf
a lbwbvalue in the area of’compétence may justify a low
value in obedignce (recall walzer's continuum 6f obedience). '
Thus'thevattribgtes of obedience and competence are value-
wise dependent.

This is an important lesson of the hierarchy, that
obedience is but one aspect of‘loyalty to the state. If a
commander tells a subordinate to perform a military action
which does not advan;o the objoctivqs‘of the state, the
subordiﬁate may be_juatified in disobe?iqg'that ordef
(totally or to some degree) on the79rounds that his higher
loyalty is to the state, not to the commander. in fa;t;
both the commander and the aubbrdiﬁito share tﬁe same
objectivea because, as stated bofbrg, ths quoctivgs of the
state are the objectives of militafy men through loyalty.
The coqclusioh'of thia_rqaaoning-iq ctartl*ngg disﬁbgdience
to a military“ordor, hormally considered a dishonorable
thing, may be tho‘decisfon,most loyal to the'state. of
course, the degres ofldisobedioﬁca must be appropriate fo
" the severity ofytho incompetence. Hence a alightly

A7
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questionable order should be met with mild verbal
suggestions to change, thle an order certain to lead to
abject failure would require absolute disobedience.

Legal obedience is value-wise dependent with military
obedience in a similar fashion. The miiitary professional
values obedience to his superiors, but only when a lawful
order is given. Agafn, the severity of disobedience should
be relative go'the flagrancy of the crime.

Competence Specified. Continuing down the
"professional competence"’branéh of the hierarchy,
Huntington's definition of professicnal_competenca provides

us with two specifiable attributes: opetatiOnal competence

Loyalty
to State
Obedience 'Obedience  Professional
to Law to Supexiors : Competence

- Doctrinal

onraﬁionalr-

Figuro 1. ¢ompotcnc. Specified
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and doctrinal competence (Figure 11). Recalling these
definitions, a decision which would lead to military failure
or which rhflgcts an adrerence to outdated doctrine would be
professionally incompetent, presumably to a greater or
lesser extent. The'legs competeht an action in either
respect, the more justified a reduced 1evel of obedience.

| To summarize tﬁis branch of the hierarchy, a military
person is expected to consider the laws of the state, the
ofders of his supefiors, and the requfrements of military
competence; evaluate the tradeoffs between these values; and

make a decision leading to action.

Justice

Considerations of justice will complicate the decisions
of our simple military man. But this is assential, if he is
to act morally.l He musf listen to his conscienco,»ér'hQ has
vdenied his humanity and become "merely an instrument.” To
simplify the explanation, the morg] values will be described
alone and then added”to the overall hfcrirchy. Justice is
"specified Sy'two overall values: proservatidn of just
social Sfd‘;ﬁund prosonVation of human 1ife (ﬁ{QQre 12).

Preserv n oci rder. “Preservation of
just gsocial order” is a rofifonce to jggsgm_ﬁgllgm,in the
sense that a justified war is one which contributes to an
improved social itaio, or at least maintenance of an
existing desirable state. Fromlthis point in the thesis,

"preservation of society” and "prosorvatioh of just social
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Preservation of Preservation
. Society of Human Life

Figure 12. Specification of Justice

order” will be used interchangeebly in the text for
convenience. The valﬁe'of an action with'rospect to the
.pre;;rQQtion of just social order is rolaﬁéa to th; threat
to society the action counteracts; if the thriht is great,'n
succoasful response to the threat has high value to tho
prooorvation of just social order.

~ The principlos of jus _ad bellum are a‘tributos of tho
ébjoctivo of preaorvution'of Just nocigl crdor, All except
proportionality iro'fnclbded under this portion of-th;
hierarchy: lgst resort, legitimate authorify,-just cause,
r19h£ 1n£ogtion, ahd success problbility.(Figuro 53)? The

concept of proportionality is itseif a rolqtion between two
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Preservation of Preservation
Just Social Order of Human Life

. Last Resort

Legit Authority

Jugt Cause

Right Intention

Success Prob

Figure 13. Preservation of Just Social Order Specified

attributes, to be explained later, so it has not been
included as an ;ttfir.to of preservation of society.
Preservatior n Life. Potential candidates for
specification under Justice include tridigional vaJues‘suéﬁ
as t;lling the truth, froodom of nction, rights to bersqnal_
p%opcrty.‘and s0 forth. These shquld all bovincluded in the
hierarchy of objoctivos. However, to simplify tﬁo mod61 and
show clearly the r;ihtions between these values and others |
inciudad in the‘modei, only one value has beon named:
- pressrvation of‘hﬁman life. Human life is the value most
cfitica]ly'nt stake in the "managqmont of viblonéo;"' hpnce

it is an appropriate example to include in the model. In
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" more complex.

terms of the ethical threshold modsi, praszarvatiion of human
1ife is a value which would appear ¥far to the right on the
horizontal axis of the model, whi:ch ﬁa culied a8 continuum of
values in the assumptions above. :: menticned before, §
continuum exists for the degree of siinirmsnt of this value
as well, which the ethical thrashold widal dozz not fully
recognizo., Thus ar act céu&ﬁ prssgr#a 2 graater or lesser
number of human lives. The maximum va%gg af "sreservation
of human iife" is to perform an sction which ké%‘s‘nq one,
and the minimum value (theareticai?y} iz to kill 2veryons.
Additional explanation for ths selection of

preservation of life as nn exsmplary "hishear” value can be
provided in terms of the ethical thrashoid’'s “ends/means
chain.” At the "low” ond'of the chain, for example, the

sacrifice (tradeoff) of the vafua of talling the truth

(lying) to support the end of praessrvation of personal

'broperty would sppear, assuming pressrvation of psrscnal
. ' |

property {s a ﬁighor value than tai!ing the truth.  Placed
at or‘nocr}tho "high" end of this chain ia the valuq'of the
proabrvagion of human life sacrifized for'the nd of

preservation of just social ordsr. Since this|part of the

' “chain" is most crucial 1h.warfare; these two values have

‘been chosen ?or‘tho justice portion of thé hiararchy, 'but

the rgader must recognize that the picture of yalues is ﬁuch

The overall obj.ctive of preaarv&tion cf human life

'nlso.roquihos further specification te idghtify whose livgs
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are under consideration. The different "types” of lives are
"friendly' combatants, snemy combatcnts,‘"friendly“
non¢ombatants, and enemy noncombatants (Figure 14). The
definifion of enemy and "friendly" combatants should be

obviocus. Noncombatants were referenced in the litaratpre

Preservation of - Preservation
Just Social Order of Human Life

——

=

Last Resort Friendly Combatants

Legit Authority Enemy Cqmbatants

. Just Cause Noncombatants

Right Intention

Success Prob

Figure 14. Types of Human Life

review without‘dofinifion because of the difficulty of
oﬁhaustivoly defining honcombitantb in modern warfare. It
is sufffcfcnt to say that while all humin lives are valued
in warfare, the human lives involved can be categorized into

these four types.

83




Fxnlsnation of Proportionality. With the inclusion of
araserv§ticn of huﬁanllife as another’value, the concebt of
precportionality logically follows. The value of
preszryaticn of human life (in general) can be seen to be
valus-wis2 dspendent with preservation of éogietyf If a war
is fought in response to a grave threat to society, a
greater sacrifica of thQ préservation'of life is‘acceptabla
than if a war only counter‘cts a mild threat.
Prdportiona!ity (Figure 15) is a description of that value-
wise dependency. fhe inclusion cfvfcur “types” of human
life suggests there are four potentially different

indifference curves,.ﬁebending on which “"type” of life is

Preservation Of Just Social Order
¥\
Max
]
Preservation
of Human -
_ _ > Life

,ngurgvls, Prpportionnlity Depicted
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being considered. For éxample, enemy combatant lives would
be traded off with less justification than onemy'
noncombatants.

Explanation of Discrimination. Discrimination as

explained before encompassed two types of snemy noncombatant
casualties, intentional and unintentional. | From this point
on, casualties will be referrad to as "killed"” to simplify
the description, but the reader should remember tﬁis may’
include injured noncombatants as well. The aiyision of
discrimination suggests that the hierarchy should §ontain a
further specification (Figure 18) of the noncombatant

attribute into "intentionally killed” and "unintentionally

[

Preservation of ' " Preservation
Just Social Orxder cf Human Life
Last Roioxt. '. ' vaiondlly Combatants
'L'og‘it Authority Enemy Combatants
FPriendly |
Just Cause Noncombatants
‘ En -
Right Intenticn Noncombatants
Success Prob ' | Intentionally Unintentionally

Killed

. Killed

Figure 18. Specification of Noncqmbltants
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killed.” Note that at this level of specification these

. attributes have become negatively oriented, meaning a higher

value is less desirable.

Discrimination is a description of the moral
requirement ihat no noncombatants should be intention@]ly
killod;-ossontially, any decision that involves |
intont{onally killing noncombatants is not viable because it

exceeds the dcceptabiollovol for that attribute. As

discussed before, the “unintenéiona]ly killed"” portion of

discrimination, ssSumingltho subjective definition of
discrimination; requires that this attribute be proportional
to the objective. This suggests yet another tradeoff (shown
in figure 17) betwnen the “"preservation of society”
cbjective and the "unintentionally killed enemy
noncombatants” attribute, similar to Figure 15, buf with a
reversed orientation.

Summary Hierarchy. The hiorarchy_of objectives is now

completed for the purposes of this tﬁosis, and is summarized

in Figure la'oh page 58. fhis figure is shown with the '

‘'understanding that the hiofcrchy is not a complete

representation of al] the values considered in a decision.

| To bi complets, it would have tolahow jxgnx human valuq,

including rights to pwraonil property, education 6! youth,
freedom of action, an7 so on. The hierarchy shown is

representative 9? Chd,typ~ ‘of values considered (and traded

‘off) but it is not exhaustive.
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Preservation of Just Social Order
A
Max
Unintentionally
< Killed
. : 7~ . Enemy
Minimum - Maximum Noncombatants

Figure 17. Proportionality for Discrimination

The Cruc{g] Tradeoff

when'justjce and loyalty to the state are pfaced
together on tho hierarchy (Figuro 18), the overall athical
tradeoff be#omes obv{ous: cohscienco gnd.thé good of the
state may disagree. 'F*guro jslshows thfs t&pq of tradeoff:
with ;Juatic." oé,tho vortfcni axis, and "lcyalty'td the
state” on the horizontgl axis, the»militarv man may find
that he is required fo make fradboff: bﬁtweon these two
values. The best situation is one in which the loyalty and
Justice {n an action are both high, and "The Good Life,” the
overall objocti?o which subsumes these objectives, is |

readily achieved. As one or the other of these values goes
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Justice
N
Max
Loyalty to
~_ State
) =
Minimum ‘ ~ Maximum

Figure 19, Crucial Tradeoff

" down in a set of decision alternatives, howevef, the need

for careful ‘evaluation of maral tradeoffs becomes more 
crucial. The deéree of evaiuation requ%red, and by whom,

will be‘;prOred further after. a more cbmplete‘oxplanatioq

of value-wise dependence.

Value-Wise Dependence
The valyo-wise dependencies, or goals which must be
considered togsther, niready discussed are summarized below:

Loyalty to the State vs. Justice

Obedience v]. Professional COmpetonc§

Obedience vs. Legality .
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Preservation of Life vs. Preservation of just social
order
Unintentionai Killing ovaoncombatants vs. Freservation
of just social order
The degreq to which‘each of these values should Be traded
off with each other is reflected in hypotheticel normative
indifferencelcurves. Thus in considering;twc goals
together, and making a méra1ly justifiable decision, the
values of each alﬁernati?e should fjﬁ on or exceed a
normative indifference cufye. An act is unjust if the
mapping of thp valQes involved does not me;t the
indifference curve. Thus, if there is a curve of mora]
indifference, it wquld be better named a "justification

curve” or "moral responsibility” curve.

Eigmgle of a Normative Indifference Curve. The
following example indicates this cbncept. Figure 20 shows a
hypothetical 1ndifferenco curve for two values, the
uninﬁentiona] killing of enemy noncombatants, and the
preservation of society. Action A represents n‘justifiéble
~ action. For action A, @ moral man agrees that K1 amount of
noncombatants uniﬁtentionall}'killed‘éan be justified by the
value of the military action go soci;ty. Action 5
represents an unjustified act, in which K2 amount of
noncombatants unihﬁentionally killed cannot be justified by
the value of the military action to tho‘presorvatioh of
‘society. In traditiéngl terms, action A is deemed

proportionuﬁo. and action B is disproportionate.
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Preservation of Just Social Order
N
Max
Unintentionally
Killed
. ~ Enemy

& K1 K2 Noncombatants

Minimum Medmum

Figure 20. Normative lndifference Curves

COntinujng this example, a third possibility is actiop
C, which is the most desifable act; it is positioned on an
improv;d indifference curve, one whfch has better values for
both attributes. But this'impfoveﬁont must be conﬁidered
together with the offoctiveﬁehs of the nétion, bochuzo an
act which has a high'vg100 in terms of justice may not serve
the purﬁosos of the state. The act ghould not Se
professionally incompetent, Eocnuso thatfwoufd be dfﬁ?oyal."
to the state, which is an important value. A Jower -
indifference curve on the noncombatants vs. preservation of
society grnph would be Qccopted because a particular action

will bo'profoasionclly.compotont inzsUppqriing tho'goals of
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 the state. In a sense‘a three-dimensional tradeoff exists
between noncombatants, preservation of society, and
professional competence.

Use of utility Functions. \This tradeoff can be

visualized two-dimensionally by using the concept of utility
function. A function U which summarizes the preforabflity
of a given ipdifference curve on the noncombﬁtants vs.
preservation of society tradeoff graph can be defined so the
more preferable indifference:cufve would have a highqr value
in the function. fhe acceptance of the lower-value

. indifference curve‘referfed to above would represent a
tradeoff lying on an indifference curQe on the érdph of U
vs. professional coﬁpetence (Figure 21).

The concept of the utility function enables better
understanding of the justice vs. loyalty to the state
tradeoff. A function V' which summarizes the preferability
of all the attributes under justice and another function Y’
which iummarizis ~he attributes under loyalty to the state
can be defined. The axes in Figure 19 are ndtda]ly def ined
by these two fuhétions. |

A summary functilohgg which repiresents the degrgq t6
which en §ltornativo advances "The Good Life"vhi}l,be
’assumed. consisting of some combfnition of Y' and Qf’. .This
function will be used in thi'following discdsiionvof roles.

Hith_fhia description of tradeoffs, the reader can see
thnt creation of thi utility function Q would be a coﬁplo§

_task, hence it has been excluded from this thesis. The

62




Professional COmpetenée

N
Max

> u
' e
Minimum g Maximum

Figure 21. Utility Function Indifference Curve

important point is that such a function could be defined if

the préferences and value structure of the decision-maker

could be clearly identified.

Necessity for Tradeoffs. The reader may well question -

the necessity for tradeoffs in hakiﬁg dbcisions.' in othérr—~ﬁ
words, why must tho,valuo of G be anything less th;n the
ﬁgx1Mum value in any aituntion?: 1t appears that by
requiring fradeoff:.‘. limitation on "Thoiedod,Life“ has
been introduced. The answer to the question is
bhilcaophica], because the real question is, "Do we asaume
avil in the world?” Rather than nnsworlthi; quary in

general, in the ccnpoxt of this thesis, a simple statement
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in decision-making terminology should be an acceptable
explcnition: in war, fho objectives of the enemy do not
coincide with yours. If no enemy existed, no resistance
would be offered to the accomplishment of national
objectives, and "The Good Life" would always be achjeved.
The reader will agree that this condition is desirable but
certainly unrealistic. Hence the military man must do his
job and ﬁake his tradeoffs, accepting that "Th§ Good Lifa"

is a goal rather than a reality. ,

The Effect of Individual Role on Value-wise Dependence

Thas importance of the level of responsibility and role
of the decision-maker on the ability to make tradeoffs has
been mqntiohed in Chapter 1l1. Now, with the definition of
the hierarchy and deséription of its value-wise |
dependencies, this Eole effect can be fully explored.

' in Chapter I, the litofatura review, it was stated
that the leqdér, with a higher knowledge l§v01 and .
responsibility, is oxpecto@ to make more careful value
judgem&nti than his subordinate;, because of thefr
relatively lossor'knoyledge and responsibility. In terms of
thi'hierarchy of ébjbcfivgs, the sgbordinate (the poldiqr in
th‘ trench, say) is not expscted to.bo c;pnblo of corcoctly '
judging the moral tradeoffs we have_1d§ntifisd in muTtiple
conflicting objectives. Thus justice considerations irq
expected to have less "weight" {n the gubordinate’sl

diciaion-m.king process, and loyafty is pis'primary value.
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in fact, at tha lowest subordinats level, the scldier

bacomas almost one-dimensicnal and his overriding value is

obesdience. He is expescted to instantly cbesy most of the
time, un]as§ tha lave] oé injustice is cbvious. Becau#e he
is nct as highly trainsd as the leader in consideration of
comp!ﬁx value tfadeoffs apd because he has access to limited
information, he is not expacted to svaluate complex valuev
tradsoffs. Thié ralationship ie shown in Figure 22;

The function § is usafui in axplaining this concept. A
high level of § indicataz that an alternative is both just

snd loyal to the state-~thzt is, the soldief is obeying an

~Justice
A .
hhax S \\\\ Direction
N ™~ \\\ of Increasing
\\\\ S ST Preference
’\\\ \..\ P /,.3*1 \/

’ \\. // o \
) . />< ' ’/ ™ .
‘pizection of \\N S
ITacyeasing .
woral Clarity \\

. - — j —» Loyalty

Figure 22. Relationship of Moral Clariiy io
: .Docision Situation
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order which has high moral valua. As the level of G goss
down for tws alternativas, then ths situetion is not so
' simpis, and justice aﬁdvloyait; tradﬁcffs may potentially
sxist. At some $§int the axistence of tradéoffs bscomes
obvious, and their evaluation refatively simple, most likely
because of a low value of justice fbr a particuiar action.
At this point the soldier is oxbected to evaluate tradeoffsl
and consider his normative jndifference curves. The innt
where this evaluation begins is higher fdr the leader than‘
-the subofdinate, and higher gtill for each succeeding ievel
. of léadership. o ‘ 7

A familiar example from the Vietnam war readily
illustrates this concept. In.an incident knowﬁ as the "My
Lai Hassicre." an Army lieutenant ordorea the killing of
noncombatant civilians in My Lai, a Vietnaméso village.
Some of his subordinates obeyed,.nnd some did not. However, '
Qhen this incidenf became a mifitary court case (assuming a
court reprosents normative values) only tha lieutenant was |
lccused of disoboying tho laws of war.” Because he was tho‘l
lolder of the group, he was hgld rcsponsib]e fo. this
‘action,,ovon though,ho’did not actually commit the supposad. -
cfipa. Those who obq*éd his 6rdora tovkifl noncdmbatnnt
civilians worofnot‘hold roiponsib]o for thoir.nétions
because they were at the lowest subordinate level and not
expected to makeo value judgomonts. It could be ‘rgdod fhat
this action was very obviously low on the Q scale but

nonethaless a difforont stand.rd was uppli.d to

N
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subordinates, at least by the court (Walzer, 1977: 309-310).
in this example appears the possibility that a soldier
may correctly discern the low moral value of an order and
make a conscious decision to disobey, misunderstand, or
delay it# execution. Obviously this behavior is moraliy
desirable, but it is not expected. Retufning to the

. definition of "expect,” this situatibn takes on a strange
moral character: either actiné'or not acting is morally
justifiable. War creates a moral situation which confirms
what the reader may already suspéct, that military ethics is
an unconventional and confusing brapch of mor~al discourse.
To summarize the importance of the rolondependency of
indifference curves: bééﬁ the subordinste and the leader

have the same values, but they are expected to evaluate

thes§ values differently because of their differenf roles.

Chapter Summary

This chapter has definad a probosod hierarchy of values
for military decisiod-making. This #efiﬁition included the
description of the vélue;wiso dependencies between various
attributes in the hierarchy and the effect of roles on the
tradeoffs expected of vario;s individuals. .As explained in
‘ tho litoraturo.roviey, the mbdol can now be apﬁlied :q a

historical decision to evaluate its usefulness.
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IV. Model Validstion

introducticn

The‘hierarchy of objectives described in Chapter 111
attamptas to capturs the values invclved in a military
decision. It is an incomplete tool for decision-making for
the fo1lcwin9'rcaspps:

1. The tradecffs b;gween values, bac;use they invoive
moral values, are dapendent on the individual decision¥
makar, so'is is difficult to achieve a normative consensus
in describing tham. Reccgrition of the tradsoff is 'cne
mattgr, defining it pracisaly 1is ancther.

2 To the dagree that exact descriptions of thsse

.

radecsffs ara not avsi}&b%a, the dofinition of a

ot

céf rehengive vaiua funﬂtion is difficult.
3. Tre modei jgnores gncarta1nty in docision-mﬁking.
Even with these limitations in mind; diyelppment of>§ha
ﬁi?rvr"%v banmfits from a test by application. Recalling:
ths simalified docision ovaluation'mothod introduced in the
litarature review, a historical decision can bo ana.yzed in

n?% wontoxt of tho hierarchy of objectives.

Histrrical Decision introduced |

A Hintorical':ituution nas been chosen for two reaséns.
Firs&,'tho outcomosvof the decision are khown exactly, at
least for iho alternative chosen originally, which éoincides

with our simplifying isaumption of certainty. Secondly,

6
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historical decisions have usual}y been "second-guessed"
already, and by comparing this evaluation with those made
previcusly, some degree of validation can be accomplished.
The reader must railizo that this is not a historical study,
30 the hi;torica] context will be simplified.

Because the original discussions leading to this thesis
fpcused on th§ doctrine of strategic bombing, a historical
example of the applicatiorn of this doctrine is examined.

The particular scerario revisited is the famous Schweinfurt
reids of World wWar i, déscribed in présent tense to give

the readsr » sense of the importance of the decision.

.
cntect of ths Becision

3

}

The nistorical context of the Schweinfurt r=ids is
fairly simple: 3% dis 1543, snd the Allied powsrz are
» war wich the Axis powers. <na
mopsct of the 21lied wer sfiori iz strategic bombing. The

urnese of bthe giretecsis hormbing in Germany 18 susmariysd in

issued by the Allied Juint Shiafs

igered the guiding misasion statement for

the entirs Lhomber offsnaive atl the tima:

To conduct 3 leint Unitsd Statas-British air
offarziva to & iahh the progressive
deztruction and disicoantion of the German
military, industriz #d aconomic system, and the
undermining of the mcrals of the German people to .
a point where their cazz-ity for armed resi{stance
is fatally weakened. This is construed as meaning
‘80 weakened ag to permit initiation of final
combined operations on the Continent. ' {Hansell,
1972: 168) ' ,

sy 1
st
.

‘
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The breadth of this statement allows the Allied air forées
(British and American) to formulate different

interpretations of their mission. The British, because of

. previous heavy losses in daylight precision bombing

missions, Lelieve that "undermining of the morale of the

German people” is the principal thrust, and hence emphasize

nighttime "ares” {population) bumbing. The Americans, on ths

‘other hand, continue to believe in the viability of daylight

precision bombing, and so chooss to bomb selected industrial
and military targets t6 &chier the "fatal weakening”
(Hansell, 1972: '169-170).

| One of the targets consid;rad important by,stratogic
planners is the ball-bearing industry of Germiny; Ball
bearings are critica] to the engine industry, and it has
been deterﬁined that Germaﬁy has limited alternate sourc§$
for the bearings (Mansell, 1972: 160). The ball.bearing
industry is conceﬁtratod in a few locations, most »f it
around'SChwainfurt in south central Germany. The principalv

eroblem with SCHwoﬁnfurt as a tnrgbt is its distance from

-England, requiring a 900-mile round trip, which oxbosos

bombofs to hostile skies fqr -ix hours, and donic; them
fishtof protection over much of that distance (Roﬁinsoﬁ.
1982: 342). |

Tho Eighth Air Force of the United Statoa Army Air
Forces is stationed in England, with 1ts principal misstion

to bomb selected. targots in Gormany (Robinson, 1582: 341)

,Tho Eighth is assigned the tnsk of bombing $chweinfurt. A
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plan is made to reduce the effec€ of enemy ﬁ;tacks: two
wings of bombers wiil be sent, one which will attack
Regensburg in Austria and draw off the German fighters, and
a second which will actually bomb Schweinfurt.

The plan makes sense in theory, but in the first
attempt, on 17 AugustI1943, bad westher causes the timing
of the two wings to be off, and the "feint"” effect is lost.
The second wing loses 36 out of 230 B-17 bombers on igs‘ruﬁ
to Schweinfurt and because a number of the lossas are lead
bombers, many of tt bohbs fall off-target (Robinson,‘1§82:
342-343). Even-so,vball4bearin9~production is reduced by 35.,
percent (Hanseli, 1872: 213).

A second attack on the target is delayed by "other
commitments and poor weather™ until 14 October 1943. |In
this attack, the entire £ighth Air Force bomber
_establishment is committed, which results in 291 B-~17
bombers departing England (Robinson, 1982: 343).

The attacks Qro much more successful this time, with
“"three of the five plants at Schweinfurt receiving heavy
~ damage” (Rbbinson. 1982: 543). The attacksvcﬁuso Qerman -
bearing production to drop 67% {(Grigg, 1980: 159), and it
will‘taﬁo the industry six moﬁths to rotﬁrn éo its original
production.lovels. However, the toll on the force for this
success is high: 60 B-17's are mi;siﬁg in act{oh, five
cralh'iﬁ England, and 133 are damajed. 600 men are reported
missing, and there are five dead and 43 wounded on returning

bombers. .This loss rate is, for the bombers, ”"the'highest
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" percentage. loss to a major task force during their campaign"”

(Robinson, 1982: 343). The figures are so high that one
writer refers to this raid'as “the Schweinfurt massacre"”

(Macksey, 1987: 167).

The Decision

The decision to be made is, "Do we attack Schweinﬁurf
again?” Before fully exploring that decisién, several
assumptions‘must be made about the situation and the
decisioh-maker:

1. There is a "unitary"” deéision-maker; withéut going

through a'historicaﬁ expositioh of command in World wWar {1,

" it is assumed one military commander makes this decision.

2. This military commander has not been ordered to
bomb Schweinfurt. He can bomb Schgeinfurt or not and
neithef»act will be considered disobedient.

3. Daylight bombing %s aéceptably accurate for 1943,‘
so civilian casualties are not a fiétor in this decision.;

| 4. The military commander is generally gwére of what
will happen in the future if SChweinfﬁrt is not bombed
im@ediataly: the bill-boarinq industry will be‘dispeksed

and SChweinfurt_will cease to be a critical target. Another

" bombing raid on Schweinfurt now will devastate ths ball-

bearing industry, slowing down the Qerman war machine
significantly (Robinson, 1982:  343). ‘
5. The United States is developing longer-range

figﬁters 8o that long?distance targets like sbhweinfurt will

.




be less dangerous. |If the bombing is delayed until these
fighters are available, the future raids will be less costly
to friendly combatants (Hansell, 1972: 216).

With these assumptions in place, ths two alternatives
will be evaluated. Should the Eighth Air Force hake another
raid immediately, or wait until long-range bombing missions

can be made more safely?

Decision Analysis

As Manheim and Hall did in.their analysis, a préfaéence
for one alternative, or an identification of equivalence of
both, will be made for each predictable goal. in figure 23,
the code B Qill fndicate,a value preference for bombing
Schweinfurt immediately, code N will show a prcference for
'delaying the Bombing, and an equals (=) sign willvindicate
no‘preferehce.-After the predictable attributes,ﬁave been
evaluated, these results will be combined to make an |
eValuhtionlof the unpre¢ictabie géals; thaﬁ‘is,.objective;
which cannot be diroct]xye§a1thed without eonside;ing the
specified attributes.

First the quiyaIQnt'predictible'goals a. o identified.
The "Presefvation'of Just Social Ordpr".goaf.is considered
eqqivalent for gach'action; Both'ictions would be |

undertaken in a situation in which society is greatly

threatened, and so would have high value on this scale.

Simply put, Worid War (1 was a justified war, the
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prosecution of which was of great value to the presarvation
of a just social order.

Assdming daylight bombing is accurate, the differences
in killing of enemy combatants and noncombatants are

minimal. Thus the values of these attributes are equivalent

"for both alternatives. As stated before, neither action is

disobedient, so each has an equivaient value‘on the
"obsdience to superiors” attributas. In‘th; same.way,
"obedience to law" will Se assumed equivalent, in the sense
that neither action is a war crime.

With these equivalencies out of the way, the
differences will be defined. Considerin9 the past losses on

this dangerous mission, delaying the mission until long-

range fighter protection is available has a much greater

value to the preservation of "friendly"” combatant (airman)
lives. It follows by considering all the slements of the
justice branch that delaying the mission has an overall
va!ue'of justice greater than‘that of executing the mission
now. |
- Hé;ever, on ﬁhe otheE side of the’HiQréfchy, the '
professional competence of eich aiternativé must be
considered. Given thit the decision-maker knows the attgék
will have the‘mostvihpact if carried out immediately, and
this impact will greatly advince the purposes of the state

in the campaign ("fatally'weakenod"), bombinq immediatoly

has a higher value in terms of professional competences.

Continuing to the previously Unprodicgable goal of loyalty
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to the state, bombing immediately; or Q;js'préferfed to
waiting, N.

Now what has been termed th? "crucialitradeoffﬁ is
visible in a realistic situation. The.crui 6f the decision
has become: i$ th; decrease in justice of "bombing now"
accentably traded-off with the gain inbloyaity?

This concept is demonstrated by plotfing B and N with
poteatiai tradeoff curves for the dqcision-maker; shown in
Figure 24.I Placing justice on thﬁ'horizonta\ axis aqd
loyai . on the vertical axis, the.rplative values of 8 and N

optio.  are plotted in relation to the indifference curves.

Figure 24. Possible Tradeoff Curves
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The first graph in Figurs 24 shows one possibility for
B and N: N is on the hypothetical normgtive indifference -
curve, and B is not. That is, moving from N to B, the rate
of decrease in justice sacrificed for the iqcrease in
loyalty is greaéer than the marginal rate of substitution
for this decision-maker’'s indifference curve. Hence in this
case, the decision-maker would choose not to bomb
‘Schweinfurt immediately.

Anéther possibility i3 shown in the second graph‘of h
Figure 24. In moving from N to B, the normative
indifference curve is exceeded, and alternative B is on an
improved indifference curve. Thus in this case tﬁe decrease
in ju;tice is more than justified by thg improvemept in
loyalty, and the.decision-maker chooses to bomb Schweinfurt
immediately. A third possibility is that both N and B
reside on the decision-haker's normative indiffgranca curve.
in this casé (certainly the exception) the altefnatives |
exactly coincide with .the marginal rate of substitution,
keeping in mind that other deciSioq-making factors not
currently included in.tho hierarchy would have ég be used,
such as av‘ilabi]ity of resources, woither, etc. |

Considering these possibilities agaiﬁptvhis parsongl
values, the decision-maker belisves thag.the decrease in
justicolfrbm'immediately bombing is not justified by the
increase. in loyalty, and he will delay the bombing raids

'(opfion N). Of course, another decision-maker may view the
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same information and arrive at a different conclusion, but:

this decision-maker has made this aﬁalysis of the tradeoffs.

The Real Decision

in reality, the decision-maker did choose to delay the
bombing of SChweinfur£ until better fighter protection was
ava{labie; Thus h§ considered the tradeoffs in N preferable
to the tradeoffs in 8.

Reviews of historical literature sugge;t the outlines
of tradeoff evaluaticn in thi; decisicn. ."The raids in
October cut production by 67 percent, but by then the German
defences were so well organised that the cost to thas '
~ Americans Eeached, as we have seen, a deterrent level”
.(Grigg, 1980: 139)1 Grigg comments on the effectiveness.

lost by discontinuing tHe raids: |

v « . the Americaﬁs came tantalisingly neér to

success at Schweinfurt, and they might have

finished the place c¢ff if they had returhed to the

~ attack. This they might well have done if their

- bombers had been able to fly the whole distance

there and back with fighter protectiion, instead o

.1osing it halfway out. (Grigg, 1980: 139? ' '
But the cost at the time was deomed'too high: "Such losses
'worp‘unuécoptablo, and it became obvious to the Americans
that daylight bombing could not be continued without fighter
cover all the way" (Grigg, 1980? 135). ”

Robinson echoes this "uniccoptnbility" thome:‘ “[Th1s
ilbas] convinced most dedicated supporteris of the self-

defence bomber mission that sucﬁ tlctjcl were no longer

" tenable” (Robinson, 1982: 343). But in necounting the actual
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decision andehat followed, Robinson also rea'ires the
effectiveness traded-off:

Although the 14 October raid had considerable
success, a follow-up attack could have had a more
telling effect on the German war economy. The
bearing complex was not sttacked again until the
following February and by this time the Germans
had had time to dispsrse their bearing production
to a number of smaller sites. While another 14
bombing raids weres made on the Schweinfurt plants
- during the war, none caused so much disruption to
the supply of ball-bearings as the first two
'strikes. (Robinson, 1982: 343)

Albert Speer, Hitler's Minister of Armaments and
Munitions, provided fhe most telling account of the
effectiveness of fhe attacks. After the war, he wrote of
the "frightening” effect of the first ;aids on Schweinfurt.
He recounﬁed that “there was no alternative but to repair
the'faci]ity [schwe.nfurt plants] as rapidly as pc;sible
since to move it would hoid up production for several

Imonths,' and that frantic aFtempts to %mport from Sweden and
Swiiierland met with only slight success (Hanseli. 1972:
215). "'what railly saved us,’' he wrote, ;was the faét that
'from,tﬁis time on the enemy, to Qur.nstonisﬁmént, once again

' e

 ceased his attacks on fhe.ball-bearing indhstry (Hansell,
1972: 515). when asked about the effect if Vceﬁcertad and
continuous” :ft.cks on the 1ndustr§;had been made, Speer
replied: .
Armaments productfon would have been crucially
weakened after two months and after four months.

would have beesn brought complately to a
"standstill. (Hansell, 1972: 215)
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Opviously, conéiderable effect towards national objectives
was traded off in this decision, but the tradeoff wes a
rational ore:

That the bombing was more effiéient and effectual

by day than night cannot be denied. But this

leaves the question of excessive losses

unancwered.  Statistically 19 per cent of the

Fortresses which attacked Regensburg-Schweinfurt

[the first time] did not return from those targets

« « « « That is, nearly a fifth of the attacking

force was lost that day, a loss ratio that could

not have continued. The answer to that lay in the

long-range escort fighter. (Jablonski, 1974: 187~

188)
Although Jablonski's comments rafer to the August raids, the
principles apply to both. Clearly historians agree that a
justifiable tradeoff was made in the dacision to delay
further bombingvof Schweinfurt.

This review of abplicable literature reveals an
important lesson of the hierarchy of objactives, that
ethical considerations are often imbedded in what appears to

be an operational decision. Use of'the hierarchy in this

-situation makes tbe reader conscious that ethics are an

b'integral purt'of most militiry decisions, whether the

pfinciples inyolved are explicigly staged>of implicitly

understood.

ngiuim

This~oximplo dombnstrates'tho validity of the kierarchy

"of objectives as an analytical aid in undorstadding ths

types of tradeoffs made in real military decisions. The

necessity for numerous simplifications to complece the
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example in a practical discussion also shows the complexity

cf military decision-making.
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

Introduction

The preceding chapters defined and tested A hierarchy
6f objectives containing. the values important in military
decision—making. This chﬁpter summarizes the salient points
of the model, describes uses for the model in its current
form, and recommends future research to refine and expand

the model.

Summar
Chapter 11 of this thesis established a basis of

generaliy accepted ethical values for military decisions.

With the assumption that such decisions are subject to

“econflicting objectjves, it was dete~mined these values can

be placed into a hiéravchy of objectives consistent with the
concepts of muitiple-criteria qgciSion-making. This chapter
also apquzed‘Capt Kidd"s athicél threshold ‘model using
these concopts,'concjudfng'that th§ mode | was a éenerul
description of the types of value tradeoffs present in
military situétions. Chapter 11| dovolop;d the hferafchy of
objictives.‘recognizing'tho vaiuos ih:!ud&d were |
rpprosontltivo but not oxhiuitivo. Chapter (11 also
identified and graphically depicted the tradeoffs often
roquirod'{n military docisfonn, ui wol] as the effect of

organizational roles in the consideration of these

. tradooffs.' Chapter |V applied the hiornréhy to 4 historical
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miiitaryvdécision to verify the model’'s relevance in a
reafi#tié situation.

This summary pgints up the principal accomplishment of
this thesis: the placement of ethical principles into an
orderiy:concéptuai framework to aid understanding and

discussion of ethicsal problems.

Agg1i¢atign

A poiﬁt introduced in the dey'?opmént of the model is
that'military leaders are expectes to be trained'in the
appliéation of ethical principles to décision-making. Kidd
recommended that his model be used to assist in

conceptualization of ethical principles‘in professional

militgry education. Because the hierarchy of objectives is

a further refinement of the ethical threshold model, the
recommenda%tion app1ies to it as well:

“RECOMMEND: Incorpcration of the model concepts into
profcssiohal,military education (PME), especialiy Squadron
Officer’s School™ (Kidd, 1986: 66).

The analysis of Chapter IV provides an example of the
use of the quof in an instructional sitbaﬁion. As-sfated
19 Chabtor EV. apniication of the mode! cultivates awareness
of the ethical aspects of doéfsion;making situ.iicns} Iin a : |
forum of discussion, the hierarchy establishes a framework.
for'rntibnal argument, giving‘tho hembcrs of a groub

something to "point at"” when discussing an ethical problom.
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Although the examples used in this thesis have been
combat situations, ethical dilemmas at every level of

military aqtivity would benefit from further study. The

fields of logistics and acquisitions contain many examples
of this type of situation. Fbr instance, appqopfiations of
government funds may invo]v; conflicfs-botween obedience and
professional competence, where competence would be defined
as proper use of funds. Numerous otﬁer examples of ethical
conflicts could bé "mapped” onto the hierarchy of objectives
bto aid in ethical decision-makfng. |

Hence the hierarchy of objectives at its current state
of development is aﬁ instructionalvtool. However, with
‘additional fesearch as doscriSed in the next section, the

full potential.of the modé‘ can be rqa!%zad.~

Furthor Research ‘
| ‘As stated in‘Chapt;r 111, the hierarchy is a

representative but not exhaustive listing of values. In
addifﬁon, values are specified only in genbril terms, with a
\imitod‘spocificniion down to the level of measurable
attributes. The hierarchy would bonéfit from gheoreticpl
‘study into btﬁor candiditoé fer inclusion in tﬁé model, and
also from inquiry into specific nttributbg,which'comprisQ
the g;noral objectives. , |

RECOMMEND: - Expansion of th§ model by oxaminatiﬁn of‘

other values which should be represented and specific
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attriputes which provide qUahtitative measuremert for the
general objectives currently included. '

Chapter IV alluded to the difficulty of finding a
"normative consensus” on ethical value principles and

tradeoffs. While this is difficult, it js not impossible,

‘and investigation into this area of human behavior would be

fruitful. More specifically, an analysis of the

significance‘af obedience in military decision-making would

'lead to conclusions about the effect of the military

structure on ethical behavior.

RECOMMEND: Future research tc investigate the ethicsal

-tradeoffs currently experienced by Air Force personnel, to

include surveys or interviews to estimate the indifference
curves proposed by this thesis.

Definiticn of the value structure éf the decision-maker
is a necessary prerequisite to the establishment'of a
utility fulctiqn, and the continqation of this research as
d;scribad Ebove would logically lead to the dgfinition of a
vulue'funct1oh., Thie funciién could be used in a decisicn
suppqrt system (DSS) to aid docision4ﬁaqus in evaluating

complex problens.

RECOMFEND:. Use of the ﬁiernrchy of'objectives to

establish a utility function for application in a DSS.

Chapter 111l of this thesis assumed the necuwisity for
tradeoffs, aﬁd nttoﬁptod to briefly explain why they are
necessary. Verbal discussion of this point through the

developmerit of the modgi,nlso included tho effect of
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technology on the ability to make ethical decisions. On the
one hand, the incredible power of modern weapons appears to
maks it dwfficuit to fight a war ethically. O~ the other
r.and, deveiopﬁents such as “sma: t bombs” and other highly
accurate wesaponrs s;em to 1imit the unnecessary killing fo
achieve military objectives. 'n other words, high
technology may enable the decision-maker tn de:ide on a
preferrad indifference curve previcusly unattainable.

RECOMMEND: The eaffect é? technnology on the =inics of
"warfare be rosqarched within the canfeyt cf .ns h’a"séchy of
objectives. |

These racommendations for the refinement and
application of th§ hiersrchy of ot jeciives ruflecl the
ongoing nature of the research process. Just as the
hierarchy of objectives buil:t on the ‘~irial insights of the
othicai threshold model, futurs et in military qthiés may

benefit from the ideas of th+. syasie.

' s '
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