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Peekaboo with Mars or:
How | Learned
to Love Jus ad Vim

The ethical implications to the changing character of war

ocated beyond the borders of

the United States, peer com-

petitors are serving as the

primary drivers for a host of
defense innovations ranging from tech-
nology to operational doctrine. The
Department of Defense has shifted its
focus from counterterrorism efforts to
thwarting the rise of revanchist regimes
around the world. This reassessment is
nothing new, yet

historically, thinkers failed to precise-
ly define war and treated the moral
problems of war as parallel to many
peacetime dilemmas .... This shows
an intuitive recognition that, when-
ever force and coercion are involved,
we enter a moral universe where the
straightforward moral demands of
peacetime can no longer so casily be
applied.l
The foremost national security con-
cerns of the U.S. are categorized as the
tour plus one: Russia, China, North
Korea, Iran, and Violent Extremist Or-
ganizations. In the sprawling expanse
of ocean that is the Indo-Pacific region,
the U.S. has adopted geographically dis-
persed, maritime-oriented, and host-na-
tion-integrated methods of addressing
several of these threats. These actions
may be conducted at a significant dis-
tance from possible targets and inside
the territorial boundaries of allies and
partners. Young women and men in the
service of the United States will be asked
to make decisions about the taking of
human life, increasingly at the push of
abutton, which will make not only the
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button pusher, but the innocent civil-
ian population of the area into casual-
ties of retaliation or escalation. What,
then, constitutes justaction on today’s
battlefield?

The crux of the change is in the in-
creased autonomy that military profes-
sionals will be asked to live and operate
in, juxtaposed with the last twenty years
of counter-insurgency and set-piece bat-
tle betore that. If military personnel
are bound to act within a framework,
then itis crucial to make certain thatall
members are educated on the worthi-
ness of the framework. The character
of warfare is changing, and the U.S.
military must address the ethical im-
plications of military operations short
of war before blood and treasure are
spent on a global scale.

Part 1: Policy Change and Opera-
tional Approach Requiring a Shift
U.S. pohcy directions and guid-

ance, ranging from “rebalance to the
Pacific” to the formal 2018 National
Security Strategy, have sought to bring
the national security structure to the
recognition that a great competition
for power is upon the country. An
overarching theme of this change in
approach is that global environments

encompass the COIDPEtiDg interests 0{:

current ‘J.Hd emerging great pOWEI'S,

which has brought American foreign
policy and strategic military prepara-
tions to a newfound appreciation that
the twenty-first century is likely to see
converging, trans-regional, compound
security dilemmas.” In directing the
shift in strategic focus, the current
leadership seems to understand that,
although “every age has its own kind of
war, its own limiting conditions and its
own peculiar preconceptions,” we can
no longer operate in a manner of status
quo hege1nony.3 Military bureaucracy is
historically risk-averse and prone to cul-
turally acceptable low levels of risk toler-
ance among senior personnel. Given the
reluctance to accept risk, any changes
to operations will require altering the
risk culture and immunizing military
personnel, to the greatest extent pos-
sible, against fear of the unknown.*
From the most senior level of deci-
sion making to the most junior person-
nel, there is little appreciation of the
magnitude that these changes will entail
across the force. The current shortcom-
ings reside in the U.S.’s strategic culture
and therefore permeate the country’s
understanding or lack of understanding
of the competitive space between peace
and war.’ To overcome these shortcom-
ings, military practitioners must accept
that there are few circumstances in an
interconnected world in which joint ac-
tions do not in some way affect regional
or global rivals of the U.S.¢ It is through
the lens of interconnection that we seek
here to identify ethical shortcomings,
given that little forethought has yet been
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applied to this field. This exploration is
not new, and it is in keeping with the
intellectual tradition of attempting to
square the use of force with evolving so-
cially acceptable or moral frameworks—
for instance, the work ot both Aquinas
and Walzer on just war thinking.

An ethical study at the individual
level would equip service members in
the force with the ability to deter future
actions in competition below armed
conflict by effectively and ethically re-
sponding to current challenges, includ-
ing through personal study for tuture
application.” As directed by policy,
the foil for the use of force below the
level of war is now those nations that
are characterized as players in the great
power competition. It is the actions of
these actors below the threshold of open
warfare that have driven, directly and
indirectly, a shiftin the character of war.
These regimes have targeted cultural
institutions, media organizations, busi-
nesses, academia, and policy communi-
ties internally in the United States and
other countries to achieve their strategic
objectives.® These actions support the
notion that rising, or some may argue
arrived, powers seek to challenge the
status quo, and a failure by the U.S. and
her allies to reflect on the appropriate
tramework for responding may lead to
a threat that pervades free people’s lives
in unimaginable ways. If these matters
are not studied and reflected on, ser-
vice members may find themselves ill-
eguipped to make ethical decisions far
afield from a home base or station due
to not having the requisite skills.

The need for a change in focus stems
from a multitude of approaches by peer
competitors. For instance, China’s ap-
proach to war, which extends well be-
yond the Western appreciation of armed
conflict with some of those holding
power in China who “see confronta-
tional operations short of war as an ef-
tective means of accomplishing political
objectives.” There seems to be extraor-
dinarily little consideration, from the
Chinese perspective, of individual well-
being or of the ethical dilemmas that the
country’s conduct short of armed war
may have in the long term. The PRC
may be assessed as calibrating its coercive
activities, across its range of instruments
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of authoritative national power, to fall
below the threshold that would provoke
armed conflict with the United States,
its allies and partners, or others in the
Indo-Pacific region.! Similar methods
and approaches are being adopted and
implemented in Russia though perhaps
more muscular military and diplomatic
approach in central Europe.

At present, some may advance the
claim that the U.S. is behind, relative
to the societal embrace of cross-domain
warfare that peer competitor seem to
be mastering. This raises the question
whether Russia, China, North Korea,
or Iran are deficient across their respec-
tive societies in the ethical component
of their actions, specifically regarding
military force, or whether these are so
interwoven that they give their respec-
tive regilnes an advantage in execution
over the U.S., which has spent little time
crafting a contemporary response and
rests on tired and widely misunderstood
frameworks. Despite the apparent pro-
ficiency of these nations to embrace a
changing approach to war, this work
is intended to at least start consider-
ing ways Lo regain a relative advantage
rooted in ethical study and practice.

How, then, does the U.S. seek to re-
gain initiative, or at least parity, from
a position of relative military and po-
tentially moral advantage, with what
it views as potential rivals or its most
likely competitors? The challenge is
great when “the varieties of skulldug-
gery which make up the repertoire of a
totalitarian government are just about
asunlimited as human ingenuity itself,
and just about as unpleasant.”! Logi-
cally, a creative approach is necessary to
avoid repeating the same actions or be-
ing bound by the same restraints while
expecting a different outcome. For in-
stance, the force must recognize that
warfare is a segment of a larger spectrum
known as the competition continuum,
and that even when notin war—in the
sense of open hostility—it is still in a
state of competition that requires con-
duct conforming to ethical standards.!?
Because engagements can span multiple
domains below the level of armed vio-
lence, it is important to understand what
factors into holding an adversary’s com-
mand networks at risk while bolstering

partners’ cyber defenses, and the sec-
ond- and third-order effects of actions
on the adversary, the individual, and
third parties who might suffer without
experiencing direct violence.!3 These
scenarios and the judgements required
in them can serve as examples for a new
application of JWT and renewed, it not
revised, ethical education to answer un-
examined questions.

In this environment, how does the
U.S. move forward? One position
holds that by leveraging the latent
potential of U.S., allied, and partner
ground forces, Washington can best
achieve this objective by establishing
a series of linked defenses along the
first island chain—an “Archipelagic
Defense”™—and, in so doing, deny Bei-
jing the ability to achieve its revisionist
aims through aggression or coercion.l4
It is this scenario, offered in Foreign
Affairs, the result is a vast ethical dead
space that must be addressed. Ethical
dead space may be understood to mean
increased geographical and temporal
isolation from higher headquarters
directing one’s actions. It is here that
uncertainty can translate into risk if it
is not addressed through ethical study
and reflection. Failure to do as much
could lead to personnel being engaged
in a protracted conflict racked by the
impacts of unexamined natural human
tactors. Here we should recognize that
philosophical frameworks may offer
insights into the human dimension of
competition that could serve the en-
tirety of the joint force.!> Moreover,
they are applicable regardless of the
particular competitor or geographic
area in which one may be operating.

Considering the Competition Con-
tinuum

In the past, leaders have treated a pro-
tessional military education (PME) as
the nearly exclusive domain of thought.
This is a wonderful starting point, but
itis not enough to touch every fiber of
the force in the manner required for
every member of the armed forces and
the nation at large to achieve the neces-
sary ethical positions. Qur personnel are
more than just weapons to be pointed in
various directions, and although shift-
ing the character of war can be a positive
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thing, it is not enough to rely on hope
to address the associated challenges.

The frame through which the Unit-
ed States engages with the world has
changed and now requires a shift if the
country wishes to sustain the relative
peace and stability of the world. The
previous understanding of a world at
war or at peace has been circumvented by
countries seeking to regain either a modi-
cum or all of the power they perceive
themselves as having lost. Arguably one
may assert that the “emerging Chinese
capabilities are intended to blunt Wash-
ington’s ability to provide military sup-
port to its allies and partners,” but this
statement rings true of virtually any peer
or near-peer competitor one may choose
to ascribe such criteria to.'¢ Seeking “to
influence the future, we must consider
how we can exploit our competitor’s
weaknesses while protecting our own,”
regardless of the uncertainty in who that
competitor may ultimately prove to be.1”

It may be beneficial to view this
through the lens of moral symmetry,
or more accurately moral asymmetry.
Ithas been proposed that “moral asym-
metry is a ‘fact’ of the contemporary
battlefield and is one of the few things
that can virtually be taken as a given.”!8
‘We must, therefore, first seek to under-
stand our weaknesses and then shore
them up to the greatest extent possible;
the moral and ethical foundations for
justifying actions are one such weak-
ness. By thinking through an ethical
tramework and applying it accordingly,
both in the service and individually, the
country can fill in its gaps while posi-
tioning itself to retain the advantage of
the moral high ground.

The world is no longer a simple se-
rial sequence of events but all sorts of
things goingon atonce ... with diffuse,
discrete centers of power and influence,
nolongera phenomenon in which the
calculations and intentions of the pro-
tagonists have any value, or in which
the desired outcome is clearly defined

in terms of competing interests.!?

An approach that applies a complex
adaptive system would be the best suited
to capture the state of relationships,
both friendly and unfriendly, across the
planet. How, then, does the Joint Force
re-envision the world through a new

36 www.mca-marines.org/gazette

IDEAS & Issues (LEADERSHIP & ETHIcs)

lens? One leading effort portrays a pro-
jected “security environment forecasting
atuture in which adversaries will employ
stratagems to gain influence and under-
mine U.S. interests with techniques well
short of traditional armed conflict.”2°

The tamiliar and oddly comforting
dichotomy of the world either at peace
or at war has been displaced by the com-
petition continuum. This depicts the
enduring competition around the world
as a mixcture of cooperation, competi-
tion below the level of armed conflict,
and outright armed conflict.?! There is
clear evidence along this spectrum that
rivals’ views of the legitimacy of aggres-
sion in the forms of cyber operations,
election meddling, and disinformation
to change the status quo in interna-
tional relations is increasing.?? This is
a new mindset that must be explored
and potentially adopted in the U.S., but
only after careful ethical consideration
to ensure that the ethical high ground is
retained. The notion of enduring com-
petition, in contrast to the “at peace or
at war” construct, presents a domain in
which the struggle for advantage is rife
with setbacks and potentials for both
success and failure,?3 and where that the
potential for actions that capitalize on
the threat of violence, or short-duration
violent acts, to achieve ends is limited
only by creativity.2#

Despite the Department of the Na-
vy’s status as the vanguard adopting
the competition continuum model,
the remainder of the Department of
Defense has only belatedly come to
appreciate the need to respond more
adroitly at levels that fall short of war
to multi-functional and multi-dimen-
sional threats.?> Described by many
as “the Gray Zone,” this is perhaps
best characterized as an “intense po-
litical, economic, informational, and
military competition more fervent in
nature than normal steady-state diplo-
macy, yet short of conventional war.”2¢
Along this spectrum, competition is
continuous among actors and across
instruments of national power: dip-
lomatic, informational, military, and
economic.?” Within the Department
of Defense, there is a growing belief
that something more than a traditional
1nilitary response is required to counter

this form of conflict. A more nuanced
approach is required to “establish or
reestablish a broader framework for
conflict short of violent warfare that
incorporates a wider range of tools be-
yond traditional tools.”?®

There are historical examples of U.S.
personnel being deployed in situations
below the violence threshold, after which
the circumstances changed, resulting in
political groups executing violent acts
counter to U.S. interests. Although in
some instances the actions took place
above the threshold of armed violence,
the disciplined response of those on the
ground narrowly prevented escalation to
conventional war and returned events
to below the threshold of violence, asin
Beirut, Lebanon, with the U.S. Marines
ashore.?? These conceptual changes are
being adopted quickly because they are
not too far removed from core founda-
tional doctrines. Take, for example, the
principle of combined arms operations:
“Combined arms is the full integration
of arms in such a way that to counter-
act one, the enemy must become more
vulnerable to another. We pose the en-
emy not just with a problem, but with
a dilemma—a no-win situation.”3?

[t follows that military professionals
ought to view ethical foundations at
the individual level as another weapon
to be leveraged, at least in the cogni-
tive domain, to retain an advantage in
military operations short of war. If the
goal is to use all available resources to
the greatest advantage, then why would
this exclude an ethical framework for
guiding decisions?3! It follows that the
resource most readily available to any
service member will be their ethical
framework. However, the desired end
may only be realized if actions are con-
sidered carefully on an ethical founda-
tion before execution.

Part 2: Just War Thinking as the
Foundation

If war is constantly adapting to dif-
ferent contexts, where does that leave
our ability to analyze what constitutes
a just action on today’s battlefield? No
less a figure than Carl Von Clausewitz
said of war that “though its nature or,
if you prefer, logic, has been consistent
since the dawn of time, its character—
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or grammar—is always adapting itself
to the environment in which it is ex-
pressed.”2 The same can be said for
justifying the use of violence on one’s
foes. The contemporary moral justifi-
cation for war is found in the tradition
of just war thinking. The JWT “repre-
sents a cultural consensus on when war
is justified and what limits should be
observed in fighting justly.”33
Regarding its application, “more
generally, just war theory has tended
to focus on conventional forces, such
as would be deployed on traditional
battlefields by warring nation states.
Does conflict really work that way
anymore?”34 Political leaders around
the world make every effort to subor-
dinate or at least attribute their actions
to the principles of JWT. The reason
tor such broad application by strategic
leaders, rightly or wrongly, “may be ...
that the concept of war itself is treated
as a binary concept by contemporary
just war thinkers.”> All too often, we
do a disservice to those required to take
action by using terms “including ‘con-
flict,’ ‘competition,’ ‘violence,’and even
‘war’ as part of an organic whole,” with-
out following up on when and where a
given framework may actually apply.3¢
Proponents of just war thinking,
who define war as the purposeful use
of violence to achieve political aims and
create ambiguity, do not address the
use of force that falls short of war.3”
Military forces are “hierarchical and
communal in nature, functioning as
a team and a group, particularly in
combat.”?® Moreover, they require
“the ability to see and understand the
competitive forcesin the environment,
understand what tools are available to
them, and be able to envision how they
can contribute to a campaign of compe-
tition.”? The division at the thresholds
of torce and overt war requires greater
review. In this area, “boundary (or
threshold) stretching occurs when an
actor uses measures short of war to force
movement or change in the nature of
a boundary to gain greater regional
influence, access, and control.™9 To
address or at least identity this gap,
Maichael Walzer “introduced the term
jus ad vim—the just use of force short
of war—in contrast with, or perhaps to
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complement the well-established notion
of just war, jus ad bellum, and its cor-
relative notion, jus in bello.”!

Part 3: The Need for Jus ad Vim
There is a gap in the standard dual
nature of the argument of war and
peace. Reflection leads us to the logi-
cal conclusion, “that war is not a binary
category, but rather a space along a con-
tinuum marked by war and peace at its
extremes.™?2 [n distinction to acts of war,

jusacd vim actions present diminished
risk to one’s own troops, have a de-
structive outcome that is more pre-
dictable and smaller in scale, severely
curtail the risk of civilian casualties,
and entail a lower economic and mili-
tary burden .... factors make jus ad vim
actions nominally easier for political
leaders to justify compared to conven-
tional warfare, though this does not
necessarily mean these actions are mor-
ally legitimate or that they do not have
potential[y nefarious c01lsequence5.43

In the context of the new operating en-
vironment and guiding thought pro-
cess, it becomes clear that “vim is not
only intellectually plausible but morally
necessary.”4 Thus, jis ad vim actions
apply violence and even the potential
taking of life with the desire not to cross
the threshold to war.

The country asks its young men and
women to remain in this precarious po-
sition for protracted periods with no
clear indication of when they will be
required to “click off safe,” or “stand
down.” The questions raised by this
requirement must not stop with who
designs and should integrate strategic
approaches in measures short of armed
conflict, or for that matter who address-
es how the military should organize it-
self to face these challenges.*> There
is an ethical component that is either
assumed to exist or is altogether ignored
in current discourse, and at present the
leadership seems comfortable relying on
“do or do not” forms of ethical decision
that do not seem sufhiciently nuanced to
account for real-world scenarios short
of war. Although JWT principles are
still invoked by contemporary scholars
and remain of practical use, the increas-
ingly recognized but undefined space
between peace and war needs to be

identified and calls for a focused ethi-
cal dllJIYSIS 46 It may be appealing to
remain wedded to the false choice of
the just war dichotomy and cast aside
uses of force that can be exploited in
borderline ethical cases, doing so sets
the conditions for a disconnect between
theory and practice that increasingly
may lead to abuses.®’

Although the application of force
is not a certainty, “the general task of
the military implies the threat of or the
actual use of (lethal) force.™® Moreover,
“just like in war, ambiguity seems to be
everywhere we turn in competition.™?
Having highlighted the gap in the stan-
dards of just war thinking, namely the
lack of clear articulation of the space
between war and peace, “the jus ad
vim project emerged from an interna-
tional context in which states employ
limited force on a more recurrent basis,
but arguably lack the moral precision
to evaluate such decisions.”?

The phrase jus ad vim literally means
“the just use of force,” and it refers to “a
moral framework calibrated to the use
of limited force (what others sometimes
refer to as force short of war).”>! This cat-
egory ranges from freedom of navigation
to drone strikes, raids, and even hostage
rescues. As states continue to operate on
the competition continuum and in the
area of uncertainty, it is important to
recall that “the fog of war can become
so thick at this end of the spectrum that
it can be difficult to discern when one
is merely participatinfg in acts short of
war or when one has found themselves
in the midst of an actual war.”s2

In place of what was once “easily de-
fined as a zone of combat where lethal
torce was justified (to be distinguished
with a zone of peace, where it is not), the
struggle against terrorism has created
‘in-between spaces’ of moral uncertainty
where force is used on a consistent and
limited scale but war is not declared.”>?
Military personnel will have increased
opportunities to decide for themselves
what is right or wrong on the battlefield
in the future. They will have less access
to or direction from senior leaders, who
have historically retained ethical deci-
sion-making authority, or at least the re-
sponsibility for it. Despite this, little con-
sideration has been given to the moral or
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ethical underpinnings of such actions,
particularly among practitioners. To
remedy this, “the concept of vim serves
a useful function by giving a name to
the space between war and peace. It can
provide a space for evaluating the ethics
of activities ranging from sanctions to
targeted air strikes to cyber-acts to for-
eign imposed regime change.”* From
our collective experience with counter-
terrorism, we have demarcated this area:
“between peace and the coercive violence
of war lies a spectrum of activities, which
can be helptully captured by the category
of vim.”®

The actions taken on behalf of a na-
tion by an individual in service of that
nation may still be viewed as the use of
coercive force outside of war.3¢ Actions
like joint training missions, freedom of
navigation operations, and even medi-
cal and dental missions are meant to
demonstrate a capacity and willingness
that other nations do not have. Forward
personnel who do the bidding of a na-
tion state as part of a complex adaptive
system are still subject to their patrons’
actions. When operating outside the
context of military action, a strict, literal
adherence to the analytical framework
of just war thinking leaves little or no
room for the ethical evaluation of uses
of force that do not constitute war.5”

The false war-or-peace dichotomy is
no longer sufficient for the reality that
U.S. service members existin. The com-
plex, uncertain, volatile, and ambiguous
nature of the vim environment offers
challenges and opportunities for all cur-
rent players that are unique to our pres-
ent lifetimes. Adversaries have eschewed
the American way of war, with its iron-
clad preparations to support mass per-
sonnel mobilizations prior to conflict.
U.S. rivals are increasingly seeking to
use or create ambiguity to cloak their
actions. These actors intentionally
obscure their aims until it appears too
late for the U.S. to react effectively.>®
The small amount of literature on this
current action-and-reaction cycle has
determined that “such conflicts involve
some aggression or use of force, but in
many ways their deﬁning characteris-
tic is ambiguity—about the ultimate
objectives, the participants, whether
international treaties and norms have
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been violated, and the role that military
forces should play in response.”’

The shift from viewing peace and
war as an exclusive dichotomy implies
that we are living in a more or less con-
stant state of tension that erupts into
violence and then dips quickly below the
threshold again.®® Though novel to us, it
involves a set of circumstances not vastly
difterent from what generated early JWT
scholarship in the Middle Ages. Con-
temporary competitors often aim to cre-
ate uncertainty by injecting situational
ambiguity so that a rival will hesitate to
act, opening the window to attaining
their desired ends incrementally.¢!

As an imperative, though, if U.S.
military practitioners are expected to act
consistently with the JW T framework,
then all personnel must have explicit
training not only in JWT but in the
ethical underpinnings of the military’s
actions.®? Stated plainly, if military per-
sonnel are bound to act within a moral
framework, then it is crucial to make
certain thatall members are educated as
to why the framework is worthy of their
adherence. If not anchored appropriate-
ly, this form of engagement is prone to
mission-drift that leads to moral injury.
Because moral injury often results in
suicide and other destructive behaviors,
limited wars are unlikely to produce just

benefits that outweigh the total cost of

participating in them.®?

Conclusion

The character of warfare is chang-
ing—this much can be agreed upon. At
the level of policy, the U.S. has recog-

nized as much and is directing the coun-

try to prepare itself for the new form of

conflict. The rising powers for which
plans must be devised span the globe,
and with that there is an appreciation
that the traditional American approach
to war is likely to be inadequate, as the
preponderance of actions will probably
take place below the threshold of war
but still require violence. To remain ag-
ile asa force, the Marine Corps has laid
out an approach to warfare along the
competition continuum. Specifically, as
Marine leaders progress through their
careers, they must develop an under-
standing of concepts that provide the
ability to lead organizations like the

Marine Corps through the cycles of
innovation that are essential to staying
at the forefront of competition. These
concepts go beyond just adaptation.

Although it is helpful to under-
stand the context in which we exist,
and the familiar tools at our disposal,
neither the redirection nor the compe-
tition continuum addresses the ethi-
cal foundation required to survive, let
alone succeed, in such actions. J[WT is
agood foundation for ethical decisions
of the conduct of warfare. However, it
is clear that just as there are gray-zone
operations that are less than declared
warfare, so too are there gray-zone ethi-
cal matters that must be addressed. The
consequence is that “the use of limited
torce challenges the simple dichotomy
between peace and war as far as the term
‘war’ does not adequately capture the
tull spectrum of lethal force states use
to counter international threats.”64

The jus ad vim tramework has been
applied here to determine the ethical
rectitude of actions that fall below the
register of overt war. We discussed the
need to establish an awareness of ethical
trameworks to prepare service members
to thrive in uncertainty. The use of vim
is meant to “contribute to the ethical
debates about the use ot force by asking
us to look more Lloselg' at the dilem-
mas of limited force.” Recognition
is increasing of the reality that

participation in our Nation’s competi-
tions starts at recruitment. The qual-
ity level of individuals brought into
the Service provides the raw material
to build a credible force. Attributes
like education level, physical fitness,
and mental resilience determine how
quickly these individuals can be trans-
formed into members of a coherent,
capable organization. These attributes
also help establish the range of possi-
bilities available to adapt the existing

force orinnovate to create a new 0116.66

Although this is wondertul, and in most
respects true, it is imperative to keep in
mind that service members are parts of
a greater whole. Beyond the DoD, they
are community members and also indi-
viduals, and “as humans we all have frail-
ties and failings, but there is a difference
between a personal moral failure (which
will always happen) and systematic fail-
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ures to take ethics seriously as part of
the institutional culture and DNA .7

There is much work still to be done
on this subject if the requirement for
moral rectification following drift or
injury is to be made as minimal as possi-
ble. There is no panacea, butit is readily
understood that “while no moral edu-
cation or training can possibly prepare
students for every eventuality, it can
anticipate common issues, categories,
and problems that might be encoun-
tered and do some preparation along
those lines.”® Ideally, these concepts
are applicable across the force. We must
adopt an explicit approach to ethics that
permeates the very fabric of our military
institutions and can facilitate thought-
tul actions. Doing so will serve only to
bolster the personal and professional
advantage of each member, their respec-
tive services, the nation as a whole, and
promote righteous action.
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