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An Army White Paper:

The Army Profession of Arms, Its Culture, and Ethic

Foreword – Why a White Paper on the Army as a Profession of Arms?
After almost a decade of war, our Soldiers and leaders continue to perform magnificently in uncertain conditions within the incredibly complex operating environments of Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere around the globe.  Today, they operate as part of increasingly decentralized organizations and their tasks are made much more challenging as operations are frequently conducted among the populace against an elusive enemy who knows little moral bounds, coupled with an unprecedented degree of transparency enabled by the rapid transmission of information. These trends are expected to continue and the future operating environment promises to grow even more complex as America, after Iraq and Afghanistan, turns to domestic priorities and the Department of Defense experiences a predictable decline in resources. 

Clearly, the U.S. Army is today an institution in transition. To some extent this has been true of all periods of Army history since it was professionalized in the late 1800s – professions are in a constant state of adaptation to their external operating environment and to the evolving knowledge and expertise they bring to bear on it. But in addition to being a profession, the Army by necessity also bears the structure and character of a government occupation within a hierarchal bureaucracy, thus creating a basic underlying tension within the Army’s culture between conservatism with its resistance to adaptation and change on the one hand (occupationalism) and the innovative, adaptive behavior of a learning institution (professionalism) on the other. Resolving that tension, particularly in this period of transition, and creating an organizational culture within which Soldiers are inspired and constantly being developed into professionals remains a central challenge of Army leaders.

The Army has been in this transition since 2001 and has adapted several major institutional processes in response. For example the ARFORGEN (Army Force Generation) force management process has allowed the Army to keep pace with operational requirements in Iraq and Afghanistan. An additional adaptation is the evolution to modularity—going from an Army of Excellence structure to a modular structure where units are intended to be “plug and fight,” to use a descriptive phrase. While the Army has always task organized, it now moves units around differently than before and they are organized differently to achieve the modular brigade-centric organization and structure within an ARFORGEN force management process.

The Army also has a new Capstone Concept of Operational Adaptability to guide the development of doctrines, forces, and materials for operations along the full spectrum of conflict in the decades to come. In subsequent publications, however, we must consider the implications of this operational concept on the Army Profession of Arms as well as flesh out the concept to incorporate the US Army’s moral approach to conflict, the morality that comes from the Army’s status as a profession serving the American people and our Soldiers serving as professionals under a unique Ethic.  

In pursuing these adaptations in the midst of repeated deployments, our Army may not have done so with full appreciation of the challenges that would accrue in areas that have not yet been fully adapted, such as leader development, professional military education, selections and promotions, and other Army systems and processes. Additionally, the expeditionary mindset and ARFORGEN requirements have dominated priorities when not deployed. This mindset along with reduced time and resources in garrison for any training outside ARFORGEN requirements has limited our Soldiers’ focus to the current conflict. It has also limited team-building/esprit de corps events (e.g., spur rides for the cavalry) important to the maintenance of identity and culture. 

Further, many of our adaptations, particularly at the tactical and operational levels, have focused on a limited band of the full spectrum of conflict. We have produced one of the most operationally experienced generations of Soldiers and leaders in our Nation’s history, yet it is important to realize that their experiences and developed expertise may be bounded to the current character of war.  

Thus, accepting the premise that the Army is in transition, to become more mindful of how each major adaptation in Army systems and culture influences other systems and processes—and how they influence Soldiers and their families personally—now becomes an imperative, not just a good idea.  It is now an imperative that the Army examines itself as a Profession of Arms. The Army needs to ensure that it has the right emphasis in place and makes the investments and institutional changes necessary to maintain its standing as a Profession of Arms. 

General Casey has stated that the time is right for members of the Army to ask ourselves two questions:

1.   What does it mean for the Army to be a Profession of Arms?

2.   What does it mean to be a professional Soldier after nine years of war?
To answer these questions we must engage in collective dialogue about our profession, our culture, the foundations of our Ethic, and the uses to which our unique expertise will likely be put in the future. We must determine the roles that we each must play in the transition period that is already upon us. Such discussion is especially challenging as the Army lacks common models and language for such a dialogue. In particular, current Army doctrine does not provide a construct for understanding the Army as profession nor a map of its expert knowledge; nor does it have a framework for examining the Army’s culture and, at its core, the foundations of the profession’s Ethic. Creating such is intent of this White Paper and the dialogue it will foster. 

This paper will likely create many questions, perhaps more than it answers, which is its purpose. This paper is intentionally written in ways that provoke and challenge. Over the coming months we will dialogue across the Army to answer those questions, generate more questions and answers, and refine our thinking on our profession. Over this time this White Paper will be refined and eventually written in more declarative language once we as an Army have resolved our thinking; and then we will codify it into doctrine and organizational changes. 
An Army White Paper:

The Army Profession of Arms, Its Culture, and Ethic

The overall objective of the Army Profession of Arms campaign is for Soldiers and leaders to refine their understanding of what it means to be professionals--expert members of the Profession of Arms--after nine years of war and to recommit to a culture of service and the responsibilities and behaviors of our profession as articulated in the Army Ethic.

GEN Martin E. Dempsey, CG, TRADOC

The preeminent military task, and what separates [the military profession] from all other occupations, is that soldiers are routinely prepared to kill…in addition to killing and preparing to kill, the soldier has two other principal duties…some soldiers die and, when they are not dying, they must be preparing to die.

James H. Toner, True Faith and Allegiance: The Burden of Military Ethics
 

Section 1 – The Army’s Dual Organizational Character
The start point for our dialogue must be the purpose of the U.S. Army as established in Federal Statute, Title 10, U.S. Code, Section 3062 (a):  

“It is the intent of Congress to provide an Army that is capable, in conjunction with the other armed services, of:

1. Preserving the peace and security, and providing for the defense, of the United States, the Territories, Commonwealths, and possessions, and any areas occupied by the United States;

2. Supporting the national policies;

3. Implementing the national objectives; and

4. Overcoming any nations responsible for aggressive acts that imperil the peace and security of the United States.”

The Army has thus been an established institution of our federal and state governments for some 235 years now.  But the legal establishment of, indeed purpose for, the U.S. Army does not answer the question we seek to pursue in this dialogue. The purpose of this dialogue is to discover what changes and adaptations Army leaders should pursue after nine years of war to enhance future professional capabilities.  

In fact, the Army is a producing organization—producing “the human expertise, embodied in leaders and their units, of effective land combat.”
 As a producing institution, the Army and each of its subordinate units and organizations could be organized, as are armies in other societies, under one or a hybrid of three ideal models—business, occupational bureaucracy, or profession.
  

In the first model, businesses generally operate within the interactions of competing markets with economic profit and productive efficiency serving as the motivating forces. However, the Army is most certainly not a business. The Army was established by the founding fathers to accomplish its operational missions as now stated in Title 10.
 The Army can therefore structure and motivate itself as either (or a hybrid of) a governmental occupation or a vocational profession.

For a large portion of the Army’s history, the Army was a government occupation structured as a hierarchical bureaucracy. Even before it was created in 1803, the colonial militias of “well-armed citizenry” were under the close hierarchical supervision of the colonial legislatures.
 Subsequently, and without shedding its nature as a hierarchical bureaucracy, it is generally accepted that the Army Officer Corps was professionalized during the late nineteenth century under the influences of Sherman, Upton, and Mahan as the educational system was deepened with staff schools at Forts Benning and Leavenworth and, just after the turn of the century, the creation of an Army War College. At that time, education was the primary means of professionalization for any aspiring vocation, education to create leaders capable of developing the expert knowledge and effective practice needed for professional status. 

Describing this organizational shift and with focus only on officers, Huntington observed that: “…officership is a public bureaucratized profession. The legal right to practice the profession is limited to members of a carefully defined body. His commission is to the officer what his license is to the doctor.”
 Of course, since that time professional status within the Army has extended well beyond the officer corps.  

Since the Army’s professionalization, there have been ebbs and flows in the degree to which the Army has manifested the nature and motivations of a profession rather than its other organizational character of government occupation – highly professional in periods of expansion and later phases of war and less so in periods of contraction after wars, e.g. post-WWII into Korea and post-Vietnam. Even after the establishment of an all-volunteer force in 1971 and the rebuilding of the Army NCO Corps post-Vietnam, these ebbs and flow have continued. The Army in Desert Shield- Desert Storm was highly professional; the Army after the next decade of build-down and the exodus of captains and other leaders and talent in the late 1990s was arguably much less so. 
 A recent report suggests that the operating forces of the Army, after nine years of war in the Middle East, exhibit more clearly the traits and character of a profession, comparatively, to force-generating side of the Army.
 

So, as described above as a producing organization, the Army really has a dual nature—that of a government occupation structured as a hierarchical bureaucracy and that of a vocational, specifically military, profession. 

Section 1.1 - Where will the balance be? 
The issue that faces the Army now, and will more so in the transition period we are entering as we transition from Iraq to Afghanistan, and beyond, is one of character and balance, as noted in the first epigraph to this White Paper (comments by General Dempsey, CG of TRADOC). Within the inherently competing tensions caused by the Army’s dual structure as a Profession of Arms and a government occupation serving within a hierarchical bureaucracy, will the Army institutionally and its Soldiers individually, “…recommit to a culture of service and the responsibilities and behaviors of our profession as articulated in the Army Ethic?” 

This central question frames the major challenge now facing the Army’s strategic leaders, the sergeants major, colonels, and general officers:  how to lead the Army in such a manner that its culture, ethic, and behavior are those of a profession capable to implement in the future the concepts inherent within Operational Adaptability. Make no mistake, as will be discussed in subsequent sections, our Army needs a “professional” bureaucracy in its supporting organizations to maintain our manning, equipping, training, and other systems. What is critical is that those systems are all aligned to support the Profession of Arms, versus that profession being conformed and constrained by its supporting organizations. 

The purpose of the remainder of this White Paper, then, is to frame and facilitate the Army’s dialogue by presenting descriptively the three foundational concepts necessary to maintain an effective profession: first, the concept of the Army as a Profession of Arms with unique characteristics; second, an understanding of the culture of the profession; and third, the concept of the Army’s Ethic, with specific focus on the foundations that undergird that Ethic. The last section then draws select policy implications from the preceding sections.

Section 2 - The Army as a Profession of Arms
Section 2.1 - A Framework for Discussion Starting with Two Definitions 

· THE PROFESSION OF ARMS.  The Army is an American Profession of Arms, a vocation comprised of experts certified in the ethical application of land combat power, serving under civilian authority, entrusted to defend the Constitution and the rights and interests of the American people. 
· THE ARMY PROFESSIONAL SOLDIER.  An American Professional Soldier is an expert, a volunteer certified in the Army Profession of Arms, bonded with comrades in a shared identity and culture of sacrifice and service to the nation and the Constitution, who adheres to the highest ethical standards and is a steward of the future of the Army profession.

Just from these two definitions, it is clear that being a professional takes its meaning from the profession in which one serves. That is, a professional Soldier, as defined above, cannot develop in the early years unless living and working within the environment and culture of a true profession. Soldiers must be inspired to be experts and assume the identity and character of a member of the profession. If Soldiers feel they are part of an occupation versus a profession they will lack the inspiration and find it difficult to meet their aspiration to be an “expert and a professional” (ninth line of the Soldier’s Creed) 
These two definitions are thus inherently linked in that to be professional is to understand, embrace, and competently practice the specific ethos and expertise of the profession—and to do so to the profession’s standards. The key components of these definitions that describe the conditions that must be created on the ground within every Army unit every day by the actions of Army leaders are further detailed below:
“The Army as a Profession of Arms is a unique vocation.” Professional Soldiers are “volunteers...bonded with comrades in a shared identity and culture of sacrifice and service” 
Army leaders establish a professional identity and culture rather than one of only a government occupation. Such culture sponsors altruism, selfless service to the nation, and ethos toward the Army and its mission. It sponsors continuous self-assessment, learning, and development that together enable the Army to be an adaptive, learning profession. Within that culture, members of the profession create a Soldier’s identity with a sense of calling and ownership over the advancement of the profession and the exemplary performance of its members, and serve in a bonded unity of fellow professionals with a shared sense of calling. Army leaders pursue a balance where effectiveness prevails over efficiency and place primary importance on maintaining the profession through investing in the development of its members.
The profession is “comprised of experts.” “An American professional Soldier is an expert…in the Army Profession of Arms” 

Foremost, the Army must be capable of fighting and winning the nation’s wars. Thus, the Army creates its own expert knowledge, both theoretical and practical, for the conduct of full spectrum operations inclusive of offense, defense, and stability or civil support operations. The Army develops Soldiers and leaders throughout careers of service to aspire to be experts and use their lethal expertise, both as individuals and as units, with the highest standards of character, for the defense of the Constitution, the American people, and our way of life.
The Army profession and its professional Soldiers are “certified” in the “ethical application of land combat” and the “Profession of Arms” 
To maintain the effectiveness of the profession, the Army tests and certifies its members to ensure each meets the high standards of the profession (both competence/expertise and morality/character) required to ethically apply land combat power before being granted status as a full member of the profession; and recertifies each professional at each successive level of promotion/advancement. It therefore maintains systems to train and educate individuals in a trainee or apprenticeship status until professional standards can be met. 
The Army and its professionals are “serving under civilian authority” 
The Army has no purpose except to serve the Constitution and the American people and thereby their elected and appointed representatives. In all aspects of its existence and operations the Army Profession advises with disciplined candor and is willingly subordinate to, and a servant of, the American people through their elected and appointed civilian authorities. Further, members of the Army clearly understand and accept the subordination of their personal needs to the needs of their unit’s mission.
The Army is “entrusted to defend the Constitution and the rights and interests of the American people” 
Through exemplary duty, the Army maintains a trust relationship with the American people and earns institutional autonomy and high vocational status by demonstrating both effective military expertise and the proper and ethical employment of that expertise on behalf of the Nation. Thereby the Army earns and is granted legitimacy by America’s elected and appointed officials to operate under Joint Command in Major Combat Operations, Stability Operations, Strategic Deterrence, and Homeland Security. 
The profession practices the “ethical application of land combat power” and an American professional Soldier “adheres to the highest ethical standards” 
The Army establishes and adapts an Ethic that governs the culture, and thus the actions, of the profession and the practice of individual professionals, inspiring exemplary performance by all members of the profession as they employ their expertise. This Ethic is derived from the imperatives of military effectiveness and the values of the American society the Army serves. Further, the Army self-polices such that all leaders of the profession at each level guard the integrity of the Army profession inclusive of both its expertise and its Ethic. They set standards for conduct and performance, teach those standards to others, establish systems that develop members to meet those standards, and take rapid action against those who fail to achieve standards. The duty to set the example for others falls to the greatest degree on the most respected and qualified members of the profession.  
Each professional Soldier “is a steward of the future of the Army profession” 
The profession is maintained by leaders who place high priority on and invest themselves and the resources of the profession to develop professionals and future leaders at all levels. Leader development is an investment required to maintain the Army as a profession and is a key source of combat power. Leadership entails the repetitive exercise of discretionary judgments by professionals, all highly moral in nature, and represents the core function of the Army professional’s military art, whether leading a patrol in combat or making a major policy or budget decision in the Pentagon. Discretionary judgments are the coin of the realm in all professions; foremost the military. Further, the Army develops strategic leaders, Sergeants Major, Colonels, and General Officers uniquely to maintain the Army as a profession. Only they control the major Army systems, policies and resources that maintain the expert knowledge of the profession, establish the external jurisdictions of the profession and maintain its legitimacy therein, ensure the development of its leaders, and adapt the culture and Ethic of the Army as necessary to ensure its continued effectiveness. 

Given these definitions of what the Army and its Soldiers need to be as a Profession of Arms filled with expert professionals, let’s now go beyond them to a discussion of the contrasts and tensions inherent within the Army’s dual character.
Section 2.2 – The Army as Profession of Arms and its Supporting Organizations

As noted in the introduction a profession is an organization for producing uniquely expert work, not routine or repetitive work. Such expert work requires years of study and experiential learning before one is capable to practice effectively, e.g., a medical doctor doing surgery, a lawyer arguing a brief before the bar, or an Army commander synchronizing the various elements of combat power in a modern COIN environment. Since the members of the society served are utterly dependent on these professionals for  their health, justice, and security, a deep moral obligation rests on the profession, and its professionals, to use their unique capabilities only in the best interests of that society, and not in their own interests. All professionals inherently are servants, morally bound to an ethic of non-exploitation via their expertise. Thus military professions are generally considered “social trustee” professions in that their life blood is the trust in which the society holds them to acquire the knowledge and expertise to do something that the society cannot do for itself, but yet without which the society cannot survive; and to use that expertise according to the values held by the client.

The fields of medicine, theology, law, and more recently the military have traditionally been organized in western societies as a social trustee form of profession.
 Effectiveness, not efficiency, is the key to the work of professionals—the sick want a cure, the sinner wants absolution, the accused want exoneration, and the defenseless seek security. To be sure, all clients in any professional field want efficient service, but effectiveness—truly efficacious results from the profession’s expert practice—is their overriding goal. 

Thus, professions are self-forming, self-regulating, and self-initiating organizations for the provision of expert services to a client which the profession is ethically constrained not to exploit in its own self-interest. The servant ethic of professions is therefore characterized as cedat emptor, “let the taker believe in us.”
 The Army’s professional ethic is built on trust with the American people, as well as with civilian leaders and junior professionals within the ranks.

In contrast, other government occupations generally do not work with expert knowledge; they are designed to do socially necessary, repetitive tasks with efficiency (e.g., a state Department of Motor Vehicles). Such bureaucracies rely on structure and process, formalization and differentiation of roles and tasks, centralized management, and standard operating procedures. Being efficient producers of non-expert work, they survive over the long term by competing successfully among other bureaucracies for necessary resources. They focus little on developing their personnel, as most can be easily replaced by acquiring and training new personnel.

It follows from these descriptions that the means of motivation and social control within a profession—its Ethic—is also quite distinct from those of a business or a government occupation. The client (i.e., the American people in the case of the Army) trusts the profession to produce the expert work when and where needed.  And because of the client’s trust in the profession’s expert knowledge and practice, the American people are willing to grant significant autonomy to professions to create their own expert knowledge and to police the application of that knowledge by individual professionals. 

An exemplary Ethic is thus a necessity for the Profession of Arms to retain such trust from the American people. Further, the profession must actively self-police the use of its Ethic, precluding to the extent possible any incidents that serve to undermine America’s trust in the effectiveness of their Army or its Ethic, e.g., the strategic failure at Abu Ghraib, the failures at Walter Reed Medical Center, the terrorist massacre at Ft. Hood, and the more recent failures at Arlington Cemetery). 

Further, while businesses and government occupations traditionally motivate their workers by reliance on extrinsic factors such as salary, benefits, promotions, etc., professions in contrast use means of social control that are more inspirational, largely intrinsic factors such as the life-long pursuit of truly expert knowledge, the privilege and honor of service, the satisfaction of nurturing and protecting life and enabling society to flourish, and the social status of membership in an ancient, honorable, and revered occupational group that self-polices it membership. Thus true Army professionals are always more personally motivated by the intrinsic aspects of their service, rather than by its extrinsic factors. 

We can fairly summarize this discussion by noting that an organizational continuum exists along which every Army command and unit finds itself every day. While this will be explained in more detail in a subsequent discussion on culture, here we simply restate the facts: the Army has a dual character, it is both a military profession and a governmental occupation and these two types of organizations have different cultures and behaviors, following different ethics. 

The end points of this continuum of organizational culture are described in the chart below; and it clearly is a continuum, with every Army organization reflecting some aspects of each. Based on their assigned mission, there may be an optimum balance between professional and occupational behavior that differs across Army organization types. A supply depot, for example, and a brigade combat team may rightly differ in character based on their profession/occupation mix.   

	COMPARISON
	PROFESSION
	GOVERNMENT OCCUPATION

	Knowledge
	Expert, abstract and practical; requires life-long learning and certification
	Non-expert; quickly

learned on the job largely through training vs. education/development

	Practice
	Knowledge applied with discretion to new situations by individual professionals
	Repetitive situations, work done by following SOPs, administrative rules, 

and procedures 

	Key to Success
	Focus on effectiveness of applied practices
	Focus on efficiency of resources used

	Culture/Ethic
	Granted autonomy to practice within a self-policing ethic
	Closely supervised; 

imposed governmental ethic

	Investments
	Priority investment in developing individual professionals
	Priority investment in 

hardware/software, routines, and systems

	Growth
	Individuals develop coherent

professional worldview
	A worldview is unnecessary to the work

	Motivation
	Intrinsic, altruistic toward client; work is a calling
	Extrinsic: work is a job for personal gain

	Leadership
	Develops leaders who inspire and transform effective professionals 
	Trains managers who focus on efficient processes and systems 


Table 1-1.  A Continuum: Profession to Government Occupation.

The goal of all Army leaders, obviously, is to create everywhere within the Army the culture of a Profession of Arms while making subservient the cultural influences of necessary supporting occupational organizations. One way to understand how professions conform their supporting organizations is the concept of a “professional” bureaucracy as opposed to a “machine” bureaucracy, which we will introduce and explain in Section 3.3.  

In concluding this section, we must always remember that the Army is not a profession just because it says it is. In fact, the Army does not get to decide if it is a profession. That prerogative belongs to our client, the American people, who will do so each day depending on how our Army performs and how trustworthy they perceive it to be. In other words, status as a profession must be earned every day in the trust relationship the Army maintains with the society it serves and defends.

Section 2.3 - The Army’s Expertise and Jurisdictions
At a more detailed level of analysis, all modern professions display at least three common traits: they create and maintain their own expert knowledge (expertise); they apply that expertise to a situation or arena wherein their client wants it applied (a jurisdiction); and after a period of time, depending on their effectiveness, they will have established a relationship of trust with the client (legitimacy).

The Army’s premier expertise is the art and science of fulfilling its military purposes stated earlier from Title 10. They need not be restated here, other than to note the amazing breadth of expertise that is needed to be militarily effective under the new concept of Operational Adaptability across the full spectrum of operations. To create and maintain that broad expertise, the Army must continually develop its own professionals with constantly renewed expert knowledge that can be conceptually grouped into four fields:

MILITARY-TECHNICAL FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE that tells the Army how to conduct offense, defense, and stability or civil support operations on land at each of strategic, operational, and tactical levels;

MORAL-ETHICAL FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE that tells the Army how to fight those wars morally, as the American people expect and as domestic and international laws require;

POLITICAL-CULTURAL FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE that tells the Army how to operate effectively in our own and other cultures across organizational and national boundaries, including the vital fields of civil-military relations and media-military relations; and,

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE that tells the Army how to socialize, train, educate and develop civilians to become Soldiers and then to develop those Soldiers to be leaders within and future stewards of the profession. 


Clearly it is not the case that every Army Professional is to be equally expert in all fields of knowledge. Rather, the development of individual professionals is a process of life-long learning which combines training, education, and operational experience with emphasis among the fields of expert knowledge, shifting as one progresses through a career or, for some, progresses from generalist to specialist. But, as we will see later, the changing way in which the Army now pursues irregular warfare has significantly changed the relative importance of the fields of knowledge, shifting for example the need for expertise in political and cultural knowledge to much earlier in the career of combat arms leaders. 


The external jurisdictions within which the Army operates, most recently renegotiated within the Joint arena in 2006 with civilian leaders and the other services, are currently four. The Army is to be prepared to apply its expertise to: major combat operations, strategic deterrence, stability operations, and homeland security.
 More important to the dialogue advanced by this White Paper, however, are the two internal jurisdictions that exist within all professions.
 They are: 1) the development and maintenance of their expert knowledge; and 2) the development of human practitioners to apply that knowledge with expertise and character gained from years of study and practice. In more clear Army language these two internal jurisdictions are known as military doctrine and leader (and Soldier) development.

It should be clear from just these few insights into the nature of professions that the most critical field of knowledge for the Army is the last, developing Soldiers and leaders who can practice expertly and morally the military knowledge that the Army creates.
 Ultimately, the Army can have the most advanced technology possible, but without capable and adaptive Soldiers to use it, all is in vain. 
 So, the two points to be made here are: every professional Soldier has to have a modicum level of expert knowledge in all four fields to be effective; and, a robust leader development system is simply the sine qua non for a professional Army. Establishing priorities for adequate investments in Soldier and leader development remains, however, one of the most vexing challenges facing the Army as a Profession of Arms and its strategic leaders.

Section 2.4 - The Practice of the Army Professional
The specific practice of the Army professional, irrespective of rank or position, is the “repetitive exercise of discretionary judgment” to bring about effective results to the situation under his or her purview, and done in ways consistent with the professional ethic–whether a combat patrol or a major budget decision.
 The essence of this definition is that true professionals control their own work, most often no one tells the professional what to do or how to do it; their actions are discretionary. Think of a leader on patrol in Iraq or Afghanistan, or a senior leader in the Pentagon. How many times in the course of a day will they make a highly discretionary judgment, one not announced by a formula or computer, rather drawn primarily from their years of accumulated knowledge and experience? That is the practice of the military professional’s art, many times a day, followed up by actions to implement their decisions.
Second, most all of these repetitive discretionary judgments have a high degree of moral content, where decisions will directly and rather immediately impact on the life of another human being, whether subordinate Soldier and family, the enemy, or an innocent on the battlefield. Such judgments must therefore be rendered by Army professionals of well developed moral character and with the ability to reason in moral frameworks. 

Such was the case in the battle of Wanat, July 2008 in Afghanistan, where leaders at multiple levels of command from infantry company upward each made discretionary judgments as to how best to use available resources to establish a new combat outpost in the Korengal Valley. Ultimately the final review of this battle established that these leaders, despite the loss of seven Army Soldiers KIA and twenty-seven WIA while successfully repelling an enemy attempt to overrun the outpost, each had made judgments that were reasonable and prudent based on what they knew at the time. While the loss of Army Soldiers forever remains a tragedy, the senior reviewer’s conclusion as to what caused them is instructive for our understanding of the Profession of Arms and the moral discretion that Army leaders must exercise: 

It is critical that we not mechanically equate U.S. casualties with professional error or misconduct. In war battle is the mechanism by which we defeat the enemy. In battle, casualties are inevitable. Regrettably they are often the price of victory.

Thus in a stark and poignant example we see that one critical aspect of professions is the significant autonomy that they are granted to do their work. Unlike many businesses and most government occupations, the Army as a profession is not highly regulated in its internal jurisdictions by the society it serves. No one tells the Army what to write in its doctrinal manuals (its expert knowledge), Army leaders have wide discretion in setting policies to educate and train its soldiers with that knowledge, and commanders in the field execute their operations with equally wide discretionary authority. The nature of war establishes this tenet of the Profession of Arms, and the more so now under the necessity to pursue decentralized counter-insurgency campaigns. 

As a result of the Army’s operational successes and transparent attempts as a profession to learn from its failures, the Army is currently highly trusted as compared to other public institutions.
 But there have been times in the past when the Army lost autonomy and some legitimacy with the American people when it failed to abide by and to self-police an Ethic approved by the client (e.g., Aberdeen training scandal in the 1980s, Abu Ghraib more recently).  In each case, for a time the Army became somewhat externally regulated, and lost some of the autonomy necessary to maintain its status as a profession. In summary, for professions the coin of the realm is trust, “may the client believe in us.” We will return to this critical discussion of trust in the last section of this White Paper.

Section 2.5 - The Unique Role of Strategic Leaders of a Military Profession
 As introduced earlier, the continuous challenge for the strategic leaders of the Army, at least since the latter decades of the 19th century when the Army was professionalized, has been to keep its two internal natures of profession and government occupation organized as a hierarchical bureaucracy in proper balance, with profession predominant in all areas except those very few that are intrinsic to any large organization, such as the repetitive tasks of administration and some logistics.
 

 
In today’s volunteer Army, and particularly within the commissioned and noncommissioned ranks, citizens volunteer with the intention and expectation of becoming professionals and being able to do their work in the physical environment and organizational culture of a profession–one that facilitates their individual development and then grants them significant autonomy to organize and execute their own work.
The leadership challenge lies in the fact that Army leaders below the ranks of sergeant major, colonel, and general officer have insufficient authority and responsibility to deflect the institution away from any bureaucratic tendencies and to focus keenly on authentic professional practice. 
 One prime example is the control such uniformed strategic leaders have over the personnel development, evaluation and certification, and assignment and utilization processes that will either motivate or de-motivate aspiring professionals and leaders as they progress through a career of service. Many of these systems may now be out of balance after nine years of continuous war, making the current challenge for Army strategic leaders palpable. 

At times it has been difficult for the Army’s strategic leaders to ensure that the profession had a correct balance between its internal developmental jurisdictions and its external operating jurisdictions. In such cases it did not have the right expert knowledge embedded in its professionals to practice when and where the client deemed appropriate. For example, after the fall of Baghdad in March of 2003, it became apparent that the Army fell somewhat short in maintaining this balance, including its obligations to junior members of the profession who were asked to fight a counterinsurgency campaign without the expert knowledge and the materiel support requisite to effectively doing so. To the credit of the heroic and highly adaptive leaders within the Army, and an example of the Army’s ability to recreate its own expertise, that situation was rectified in less than three years and new doctrine and practices were developed to affect the counter-insurgency campaigns from 2006 to today. As mentioned in the foreword, however, our task now as we transition form a decade of counterinsurgency operations is to restore balance in the Army capabilities along the full spectrum of anticipated operations. 

As this example demonstrates, the role of strategic leaders is more than critical as the Army simply cannot be a Profession of Arms unless they lead it to be one. Captains and Majors and the non-commissioned officer corps can make their own part of the Army more professional, but they do not control the levers of the major developmental systems within the Army.
Further, the American people also care about this necessary balance. They want an expert, effective Army for the security of the Nation, one in which their sons and daughters can develop and mature through their service. They want the Army to be a self-policing, professional meritocracy wherein Soldiers and leaders are advanced solely as earned by their individual merits of competence and character. This leads us into discussions of Army culture and, at its core, the Army Ethic. These topics are the focus of the next sections of this paper.
Section 3: Army Culture, and Influences on the Profession
This section explains the nature and importance of US Army organizational culture, in terms of its influence on professional behavior. It describes the distinctive culture of the Army and explains why it takes this form. It shows how the interaction and “creative tension” between different dimensions of culture generally leads to adaptive, reliable and resilient behavioral styles and forms of organization.  The section closes with a brief discussion of contemporary tensions within the culture that demand resolution.

Section 3.1 - The Concept of Organizational Culture
Organizational culture is a "system of shared meaning held by organizational members”.
 Institutions – organizations that endure – have distinct and stable cultures that shape their behavior, even though they comprise many, ever-changing individuals. An organization’s culture generally reflects what it found (and perhaps still finds) to be functional in times of strong need. Military organizations are state instruments for the exercise of legitimised violence,
 and Soldiers are trained in the use of arms and bear arms as part of their routine duties. Because they have this distinct purpose, military organizations tend to develop deeply-held assumptions about what is appropriate and what is not.  

Culture goes beyond "style" into the spirit and soul of the body corporate. As with personality and "character", culture is usually hard to describe, especially to people whose association with the organization is superficial. And it is even harder to measure.
 It is, in short, the “glue” that makes the Army, and its units and commands distinctive sources of identity and experience; it is essentially “how we do things around here.” 
  
Closely associated with an organization’s culture is its climate.  In contrast to culture, which is more deeply embedded, organizational climate refers to Soldiers’ feelings and attitudes as they interact within the culture. A “zero defect” culture, for example, can create a climate where Soldiers feel they are not trusted and create attitudes where transparency and open dialog are not encouraged. Climate is often driven by tangible aspects of the culture that reflect the organization’s value system, such as rewards and punishments, communications flow, operations tempo, and quality of leadership, which determine individual and team perceptions about the quality of the organization and their role within it. It is essentially “how we feel about this organization.” Unlike the more deeply embedded culture, climate is often considered to be alterable in the near term (e.g., replace a toxic leader).  

Army culture has adapted over the 235 years of its history so, while it has many features in common with other western armies, it derives from experience in and of the American way of war.  The Army has developed certain patterned ways of doing things according to its distinct jurisdiction and operational environment.
 "What worked", especially in times of crisis, has become a set of rules – or rather, two sets of rules, one explicit and conscious, and the other implicit and unconscious – that are subsequently passed to new members. There are many ways, formal and informal, of passing on these “rules” to new members. The most obvious is training, but organizational symbols, rituals, and social modelling of others’ behavior all play a part. 

Even though, with time, the assumptions on which these rules were/are based tend to drop out of people’s consciousness, yet their influence continues to be felt. Most Army people don’t ask, for example, why they are required to drill on parade grounds and to salute: they just accept both activities. But both drilling and saluting drive home powerful subliminal messages (as well as having functional rationale). Similarly, while the Seven Army Values that are one expression of the Army Ethic are articulated in artifacts such as value cards and posters, the values are felt at a more visceral level. The words express what is already in people's hearts. Because of this they have quickly become accepted and unquestioned. In the same way, the Army’s belief in the importance of marksmanship, as reflected in marksmanship badges or, in the case of infantry, in the expert infantryman badge, reinforces assumptions that essentially go unchallenged: not just because they are marked by badges, but because marksmanship and infantry expertise are patently activities which the Army has consistently found to be highly functional over time.

And although distinct sub-cultures also form in a variety of groups, such as the Army’s branches, e.g., Infantry, Engineers, Artillery Armor, etc., as each applies its unique expertise to its tasks with all converging in the operations of the Army, these sub-cultures usually share a general set of beliefs and assumptions about how things should be done.
  These are often manifested in icons, heroes, stories, and rituals that promote bonding among Soldiers. Stated again, culture is the glue that gives the Army and its units and commands distinctive sources of identity and codes of behavior by being the essential description and prescription of “how we do things around here”.

While we would expect the perception of “what works” to change as circumstances change, the reaction to new circumstances is not always rational. A skill such as marksmanship is one of the eternal verities in the way that the Army does things, but the same is not necessarily true of all of its key functions.  For example, the basic assumptions underlying the Cold War Army through to the mid-1990s resulted in a policy of equipping and preparing only to fight the “big war” in Europe.  This was based on the assumptions such as national mobilization, host nation support, engagement with other coalition forces, the centrality of the Army division, and a belief in the power of technological superiority.  

So strong were these assumptions that they persisted even after being challenged in almost a decade of small, irregular conflicts in Somalia, Kosovo and Haiti in the 1990s and in the early years of post-9/11 engagement in Iraq and Afghanistan, as combat operations were increasingly occurring “among the people”.
 If a basic assumption comes to be strongly held within an institution, members will find behavior based on any other premise difficult to contemplate, even in the face of obvious difficulties. This will be all the more likely if career advancement depends on conforming to prevailing career paradigms, and if “mavericks” who challenge such paradigms are sidelined or sanctioned.

But competition between operating paradigms can also lead to constructive tensions that make the Army culture dynamic and the institution responsive.  Without such competition, there would often be no progress. Moreover, we would not expect sweeping change as the result of the acceptance of the new paradigm.  This is not so much because military institutions are inherently conservative, but because there are certain consistencies between different ways of war, such as the premium given to mission accomplishment, persistence in the face of adversity, caring for one’s own, etc, all of which result in a degree of continuity of practice. In cultural terms, an important overall result is a deeply embedded warrior code that demands that all those bearing arms be capable of using them responsibly.
 Thus, even in the face of a far-from-perfect operating paradigm, the Army will manage to perform credibly, if not always optimally. 

Ironically, it is its very ability to do this that can delay the crunch time of facing up to the need for cultural change. And the contemporary Army can no longer afford years of delay before it accepts operational realities that persistently challenge the prevailing paradigms. In terms of current and near-future contexts, there is a crucial need for Army leaders to lift their performance in terms of recognizing and reacting to compelling signals for cultural change and leading the reshaping of Army culture. Concern about “hybrid threats” – the diverse and dynamic combinations of regular and irregular forces, both conventional and unconventional, as well as criminal elements – dominate current thinking about future armed conflict.
 The proper question is not whether the Army culture (or that of the armed forces in general) will change, but rather how and how quickly Army leaders should manage such a change.

In the contemporary era, understanding the way that institutional culture shapes professional behavior is an essential senior leader competence. Self-awareness at the institutional level is as important as is self-awareness at the personal level. What cannot be understood cannot be changed.

Section 3.2 – Levels of Army Culture

To understand the Army’s culture also requires an understanding that there are three levels within the Army’s culture. At the surface is the level of artifacts, which includes all the tangible phenomena that one sees, hears, and feels when operating in an Army unit. Artifacts include the visible products of the group, such as the architecture of its physical environment; its language, its technology and equipment; its symbols and artistic creations; its style, as embodied in uniforms, manners of address, and emotional displays; the myths and stories told about the organization; its published list of values; its observable rituals and ceremonies; and so on. Chain of command pictures in a unit’s ready room, for example, are artifacts reminding all viewers of the hierarchy of authority and responsibility that exists within the Army. 

The second level of the Army’s culture includes espoused beliefs and values—what the Army says is important. Beliefs and values at this conscious level will predict much of the behavior and tangible material that can be observed at the artifact level. For example the Seven Army Values that makes up one representation of the core of the Army Ethic manifests at the artifact level in values cards and posters. Further, the Army’s beliefs in the importance of marksmanship as reflected in marksmanship badges, or infantry expertise as reflected in the expert infantryman’s badge. 

At this second level of culture, if leaders allow disconnects between word and deed, gaps can be created between espoused values, and values in use—when Soldiers or leaders do not “walk the talk” in  line with espoused Army beliefs and values. This creates confusion across the ranks and leads to dysfunctional and demoralizing behavior. For example, if the Army espouses the importance of Soldier and leader education and professional development but does not invest in it adequately, then Soldiers vote with their feet, depriving the Army of years of accumulated experience and exacerbating recruiting demands. However, if the beliefs and values are reasonably congruent with the Army’s deeper underlying assumptions, then the articulation of those values into a philosophy of operating (“how we do thing around here”) can be a powerful source to help create cohesion, unity of effort, and identity.

Finally at the third, deepest level of culture are basic underlying assumptions. When a solution to a problem confronting the organization works repeatedly, it comes to be taken for granted.  What was once a hypothesis, supported only by a hunch or a value, gradually comes to be treated as reality over time. Assumptions such as “Soldiers should be physically and mentally fit” become so assumed they are rarely ever discussed – only how can we make them fitter is a point of discussion. 

As should now be clear, one purpose of this White Paper, as the Army is in transition adapting to the new underlying assumptions associated with Operational Adaptability, is to foster a review of Army culture to ensure it is adapted appropriately and consistently at all three levels—artifacts, values and beliefs, and the basic underlying assumptions. Thus the necessity exists to understand and to include Army culture in our discussion. 
Section 3.3 - Army Culture and its Functional Utility
The Army is not an easy entity to read. That said, we can identify three major cultural dimensions, derived from underlying assumptions about the way that an army should organize itself and its performance that clearly apply to the US Army.

First, the behavior of Soldiers at all levels is guided by a strong sense of Professionalism. It is characterized by an ethos of striving for excellence, both in respect to the relevant functional specialty (e.g., infantry, transport, communications, aviation, etc.) and on developing combined-arms war fighting competencies..This sense of professionalism also derives from members’ identification of goals and ideals of their service, and their adherence to the ethic of “service before self”and “duty first”.

Second, the institution has a strong sense of Community, or Corporateness, a cohesion that develops as a result of belonging to the “professional family” and shared mission, purpose, and sacrifice. This is manifested in a strong sense of tribalism and clannishness, such as the “band of brothers” ethos.

Third, the Army has a strong tendency towards Hierarchy, based on the logic of explicit and implicit authority distinctions in professional and social relationships.

Although these three core dimensions have evolved over time for sound functional reasons, we should not necessarily expect perfect alignment or consistency between them. In fact, the dimensions exist in a pattern of creative tension, the outcome of which is usually effective organizational behavior. 
For example, because of their role of exercising legitimized violence, military organizations are invariably hierarchical, disciplined, rule-driven and conservative; given the destructive resources at their disposal, it would be irresponsible of them to be otherwise. A hierarchical ‘chain of command’ style of management communication allows leaders to exert close control over tasking and resource allocation, and the discipline that exists within units and the adherence of subordinate commanders to rules and standard operating procedures, within defined limits of discretion, makes the organization as a whole reliable and predictable. 

In some government occupations, this would result in the organizational form known as Machine Bureaucracy in which personal discretion of staff is neither needed nor wanted, and behavior is guided by strict adherence to elaborate rules and regulations.
 But in the Army and its supporting organizations there exist countervailing forces that militate against such a tendency. Military organizations indeed tend to be at some level bureaucratic, but preferably in the much more constructive form known as Professional Bureaucracy. The orientation of a professional bureaucracy is standardization of effective outcomes in an unstructured and uncertain environment. Professional bureaucracies rely for control on the specialist and discretionary expertise of highly-educated professionals, and their exercise of discretion is not only important but is demanded.

Equally, hierarchy in the professional bureaucracy not only leads to organization and control of work activities but, just as importantly, provides its members with moral and contextual frames of reference. Procedures and hierarchy are as much about how and why the individual’s job fits into the overall mission as they are about doing things “by the book”.  The hierarchical structure thus serves as a road-map to enhance each member’s understanding of where their contribution relates to that of others. 

The Army’s strong culture of Community also serves to alleviate any tendency towards behavior that is guided by rule-bound bureaucracy, and unthinking or automatic obedience. To begin with, the Army’s sense of Community acts to broaden its members’ sense of local identity by “developing the ‘I’ into the ‘we’”. 
  This is the well-spring for cooperation and 360-degree loyalty and service derived from professional networks of “organized reciprocity and solidarity” and the basis of “swift trust”. These networks and the values on which they are based implicitly encourage members at all levels to exert themselves for the benefit of those in other sub-units and units, and to put the institution’s interests ahead of their own. 

This sense of Community is at the root of a commitment to provide an internal service that, in the absence of a profit motive, might bring no tangible benefit to the provider. It encourages Soldiers  to trust their commanders, helps Soldiers’ families to trust the system and to feel part of the wider service community even when Soldiers  are away on deployment. And, as noted by military historian John Keegan, the Army’s strong sense of Community is a disincentive for self-serving behavior, since self-serving opportunism erodes a Soldier’s standing in the network and hence his/her access to the benefits of cooperative action from others.
 

The common values and modes of thought and language that derive from a strong sense of Army Community also helps in quickly and efficiently communicating command intentions and a host of other forms of networked behavior. Similarly, the social networks that are developed over a professional career again assist professionals in different parts of the Army to connect and communicate with fellow professionals elsewhere in the organization. Military sociologist Morris Janowitz called this feature “greasing the skids”, by which he meant making “the formal system work by means of the informal network of personal trust which binds the armed forces into a social organization”. This, he said, “infuses a basic ingredient of vitality” into an often massive organization.
 

We have seen that sophisticated management of a strong culture is a vital ingredient in combat power. Almost as importantly, however, such management also creates intrinsic incentives for continued service of mid-career professionals, at the career/life stage when family pressures are increasing and the gap between potential earnings in the corporate sector (after the end of this recession) and in the military continue to widen. 

In summary, the interaction between various complex dimensions of culture creates a situation where the whole is greater than the sum of the parts. In this sense, a strong and sophisticated culture is a vital ingredient of combat power. Note that this is just as valid for the Generating Force as it is for the Operating Force. And the fulcrum is Professionalism, in the sense of both high performance standards and a strong sense of duty and service-before-self. That is to say: the stronger the Professional Ethic, the greater the leverage derived from the Army’s culture.

Section 3.4 - Current Influences on Army Culture, Tensions for Change
 

Although specific functions of the U.S. Army have obviously transformed over time (e.g., we no longer defend the Republic’s coastlines with the capabilities of a coastal artillery branch) the Army’s fundamental basis of service to the Republic – manifested in everything from the Constitution to the Seven Army Values - has remained constant.
Other cultural artifacts such as the Warrior Ethos and Soldiers’ Creed  highlight some of the moral views underlying such basic assumptions, particularly as held during the period of the Cold War Army that was primarily focused on major combat, or conventional, operations. As noted above, at that time Soldiers were assumed to be tough, disciplined, cohesive, and very effective in combined arms warfare. These traits enabled Soldiers to fulfill their conventional warfighting purpose to engage and destroy America’s enemies. In fulfilling this purpose, Soldiers placed a premium on mission accomplishment and persistence in the face of adversity. In facing adversity, Soldiers cared for their own, in no small part because they are all American Soldiers first—ethnic, religious, and other identities were secondary.
 

Over the past nine years, however, exigencies associated with irregular wars are influencing these assumptions, calling some in to question such as the American “way of war,” which this paper will define broadly as ‘a shared vision of how the Army fights wars.’ Clearly, the type and form, or character, of war that the Army envisions and prepares for has a huge impact on what it means to be a Soldier and a warrior. Current operations have placed many basic assumptions of the earlier period—as well as the beliefs and values that flow from them—into conflict with each other, driving further competition between these values and beliefs. 

As we have noted, on the positive side, this competition also yields tensions that make Army culture dynamic. For example, as combat operations are increasingly occurring “among the people,”
 the previous emphasis on destroying the enemy is coming into question. While this point will be discussed further below, it indicates that there is no question that Army culture is evolving; the question is how Army leaders will shape that change to strengthen the Army Profession of Arms. 
Section 4 - The Foundations of the Professional Military Ethic
The character of current and future wars has and will continue to change. Further, the Army Operating Concept has changed the way the Army will fight in the future. Therefore, it is important that we assess implications to our Army Ethic and how we morally develop Soldiers.  

At the deepest core of the Army’s culture is its Professional Military Ethic (for simplicity here after called “the Ethic”).  The purpose of the Army Ethic is to tell us who we should be as a profession and as professionals. This requires a discussion of the foundations of the Army’s Ethic. What we must know is what moral value we defend – why we fight. What we must do is defend that value in a principled way while being professionals possessed of virtue whose character ensures principled action in trying times – how we fight.  These are all necessary conditions of the profession, but none alone are sufficient.  Character without the moral value of purpose is blind; value without expression in action is meaningless.

Nine years of war have placed tremendous pressure on the Army’s understanding and application of its Ethic. The demands of countering irregular threats have transformed the character of our operations from fighting discrete enemies over well-defined objectives in an intense, but relatively short-lived confrontation to an “era of persistent conflict,” characterized by uncertainty and complexity not only regarding how to fight, but also who to fight.

A common example illustrates this point. In late 2010, after an improvised explosive device (IED) wounded three Soldiers
 on patrol in Afghanistan, a unit from the 82d Airborne had to rely on Afghan security forces to respond to the attack. While the Afghan forces did detain suspected insurgents, the corrupt and inefficient nature of the Afghan court system left many Soldiers skeptical that their detention contributed to setting conditions for victory.
 The Soldiers objected to accepting increased personal risk relative to the enemy and further restrictions on attacking the enemy because these impeded achieving their immediate military objectives and arguably prolong the war. While the tension between killing the enemy, force protection, and non-combatant immunity have been an enduring feature of ethical decision making in war, changes in the way the U.S. now fights wars calls past solutions to this tension into question.. 
  

The reason for the confusion is that irregular threats collapse one of the major assumptions of contemporary military ethics – the separability of civilians and civilian activity from war-fighting.
 Where regular forces fight, largely, between peoples, irregular threats seek to fight amongst peoples.
 Battles and wars are won, by getting the enemy and their supporters to change their minds rather than only by destructive coercive force,  .  This fact suggests that ethical restrictions that attempt to ignore or isolate civil society from military operations will undermine mission success, prolong the war, and lead to more suffering. Thus, as the U.S. “way of war” changes based on the threat, so must its ethics of war. This requirement is the motivating force behind the following exploration of the Army’s Ethic.
4.1 Knowing Why We Fight: The Value We Defend 

Some of the Ethic is made explicit, represented in the Warrior Ethos, Soldiers’ Creed, Army Values, Soldiers’ Rules, as well as doctrine, regulation, and law. Much of the Ethic, however, is implicit, being truths held only as underlying cultural assumptions. One purpose of the conversation that this White Paper seeks to generate is to clarify and evaluate the Ethic to ensure we can better communicate and teach it to new professionals. Ultimately this will help the Army, as a Profession of Arms, to satisfy our duty to protect the rights of the people we serve in a manner that respects the human rights of others.

Further, the Ethic is also much more than just being honest, truthful, just, and otherwise virtuous. The Ethic is specific to supporting the Army Profession of Arms as defined in Section 2. The Ethic flows from the values derived from the Army’s purpose, the Constitution, and the American society that the profession serves. It’s principles are both drawn from and founded upon   these values and tailored to the Army’s jurisdiction of employing ethical and expert land combat power, and provides the virtues of professional service required for Soldiers to face the challenges of warfare and to prevail. In sum, the Ethic guides both why and how the Army and its Soldiers fight for the Nation. We propose that the Army professional military ethic can be defined as: 

The collection of values, beliefs, ideals, principles and other moral-ethical knowledge held by the Profession of Arms and embedded in its culture that inspires and regulates ethical individual and organizational behavior in the application of land combat in defense of and service to the Nation.

The Army exists as a profession because it protects the rights and interests of the People of the United States by conducting full spectrum military operations in the service of United States government policy in a manner that respects the human rights of others.
 Providing this sacrifice of service is the fundamental duty of the Army – it is why we fight.
  Recognizing this requires moving our discussion of the Army Ethic beyond the realm of mere matters of fact into the realm of values.

The duty of the Army tells us why we fight – citizens’ right to political autonomy and the ideals and interests of the Nation. It also tells the Army how it must fight – in a manner faithful to this right and the ideals of the citizenry. This argument makes a general premise: the Army supports its status as a profession only insofar as it produces commands and units of Soldiers and leaders with an Ethic that ensures the Army adequately protects the rights of the people they serve in a manner that respects the rights of others. The Army must fight in a manner that reflects the values and ideals of those it protects; only in this way is the Army able to bear true faith and allegiance to the people and values it serves to uphold.

The Ethic thus sets standards upon those who aspire to be professional Soldiers, and more so, leaders of Soldiers. That is, it provides guidance for action in the face of competing values through articulating both why we fight and how we should fight based on the good that the Army provides. The Army is charged with a variety of responsibilities including combat and non-combat operations, stewardship of our nation’s resources, and caring for the lives of Soldiers and Army families. While this paper cannot address all these diverse responsibilities, it does seek to explain the foundation for principled action across contexts. 
Section 4.1.1 –Political Autonomy and the Duty of the Army 
The sources of the Ethic above generate three imperatives that the Army must understand:
· The purpose of the Army as a land combat force generates the functional imperatives of the profession. 

· The values, beliefs, and norms of our Republic  generate moral expectations, and  

· Domestic and international laws generate legal imperatives that proscriptively guide the profession. 
The functional imperatives obligate Soldiers to undertake missions that serve its Title 10 responsibilities as discussed in Section 1, National values, beliefs, and norms not only shape what constitutes security, policies, and objectives but determine the resources – including human resources for the Volunteer Army—available to accomplish those missions. International law and treaties further constrain the means the Army employs to accomplish those missions.
  

However, it is because of its duty to the United States that the Army can do what private security firms or non-state actors cannot do: legitimately use coercive force as representatives of a legitimate and a sovereign Nation. All Soldiers are thereby duty-bound to uphold the value that grounds that sovereignty.   A thorough understanding of this duty can offer guidance as to how to balance the imperatives above.  


The Preamble to the Constitution well articulates the moral foundation for the Army’s permission to employ land combat power: 

We the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.

If these rights are “inalienable”, then they apply not only to citizens and Soldiers of the United States, but to all human beings. Though the Constitution states that the government is formed to “secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity,” over time this has evolved to include serving at times as a force that underwrites liberty and security elsewhere in the world to both serve our interests and protect our values. 
 Indeed COIN and similar low intensity operations are often not “continuation of policy by other means” from a Clausewitzian perspective, but is policy itself, and this has immense and new ethical implications.

Human rights are here “thinly” conceived as individual “moral rights to the protections … against the standard and direct threats to leading a minimally decent human life.”
 The right to political autonomy, and thus the use of force, is based on protecting and respecting such rights. This means the rights that ground claims to sovereignty and matter most in military operations are a small set of basic human rights consisting of the rights against torture, rape, unjustified killing, arbitrary imprisonment, access to basic subsistence, and personal liberty.  This conception of human rights is both consistent with the founding of the United States and defensible as moral goods which serve as a founding source of the Army Ethic.
 

However, not every threat to political autonomy or human rights will justify the resort to force.  Moreover, the profession recognizes that it is not within its role to determine when force should be used: that is the role of executive and legislative branches of government. However, we do recognize that at a minimum, the individual rights to life and liberty enable the state rights to political sovereignty and territorial integrity that when violated may justify defense by military force.


So, the “common defense” of the political autonomy of the United States gives the Army a moral good to protect through collective force. It explains the moral reasoning behind why we fight and can do so with moral conviction. We are not simply acting in self-defense. Political autonomy is not an individual human right. It is a collective right of the American people. This is not to say that individual rights to self-defense lack moral worth, but we need more to account for the Army’s use of force. 

As the right to political autonomy is not a human right, but a right based on the protection of human rights, it requires that the Army restrain its actions to maintain its legitimacy as a profession and to steward the legitimacy of the United States. As the moral force behind political autonomy is based on protecting human rights—how the Army fights, then, must seek as best able to protect the human rights of all, including enemies and non-combatants. If a state, through its army, becomes too aggressive (i.e., uses disproportional force) it loses its legitimacy.  To maintain its legitimacy the United States has a moral obligation to seek a proportionate balance between its interests and values in securing the rights of its constituents and respecting the rights of all others. One of the primary institutions by which the United States discharges this duty is the U.S. military, including the Army and its individual professionals.


To summarize, this account of the moral foundations of our Ethic, why we fight, has a number of important insights for the Army’s evaluation of its culture after a decade of conflict:

· The United States’ right to political autonomy is the moral basis for the Army’s Ethic.  

· The protection of this right is the moral good that the Army, as a profession, provides for the country it serves.  

· The Army fights to make abstract rights become concrete. This conception is robust and is consistent with the founding of the nation. Moreover, it is defensible as an objective moral good that subjects its defense to moral limits.  

· Under this conception, the Army exists to use violence, when necessary, to defend the political autonomy of the United States. This violence in defense is violence directed toward a relevant good. Additionally, defending other such states, or political entities that aspire to become states that seek to adequately protect and respect human rights, is also violence directed toward a relevant good. 

· This moral purpose of the Army as a Profession of Arms is thus defensible and necessary and provides professional Soldiers with moral purpose and justification. 
The duty of the Army has moral value.  A solid understanding of this moral value can help resolve apparent tensions as the Ethic is applied to: 1) accomplish assigned missions; 2) protect the force; and 3) minimize harm to non-combatants.
 The tension between these requirements force soldiers to constantly make tradeoffs on who will bear the risks associated with war fighting. 

By taking their oath and assuming their role, Soldiers have made a moral commitment to uphold human dignity, including the basic human rights to life and personal liberty. This commitment entitles Soldiers to use force and obligates them to take risks to defend those rights. However, these rights belong to non-combatants as well. This requires Soldiers to observe the limits of necessity, proportionality and discrimination when employing that force. In the context of the exercise of state power, this defense entails the establishment of just and stable domestic and international orders. Given the presence of a necessary threat to these rights, the imperative to accomplish the mission places limits on how much risk Soldiers are required to take when observing those restrictions. Soldiers are not required to take so much risk that necessary missions will fail or that they will not be able to carry on the war effort.  For that reason, the foreseen, but unintended killing of civilians and destruction of their property may on occasion be permitted.

In some operational contexts, balancing these three requirements is easier because civilians and civilian activity are, for the most part, separable from war fighting. However, in the context of irregular war, the insurgent works specifically to collapse this distinction. 
Section 4.2 – How We Fight: the Ethics of Force and the Moral Reality of Conflict
The Army’s Ethic must give satisfactory guidance for how the Army can use force in a manner that is faithful to the rights our profession exists to protect. First, the Army must develop an account that will guide the use of force in any given conflict in a manner that honors human dignity by respecting human rights. Second, the Army must develop leaders and Soldiers that can turn correct moral judgments into personal and organizational action. Thus the Army must delineate the relationship between the virtues of the professional and the Army’s duty as a profession. 

The Army’s status as a profession that protects the political autonomy of the United States through sustained combat operations on land informs how we fulfill our duty along the spectrum of conflict. It provides the moral understanding to fulfill both requirements above.  

Each of these is discussed separately below and helps explain how Soldiers can resolve the tension created by the fact that through defending human dignity and rights they have to take them from others. This is the fundamental tension reflected in the requirements above. This will also provide the framework of the Army’s Ethic by using moral value to generate principles of action to guide the delineation and acquisition of virtues. 

Because war puts human groups into conflict, the moral context of war is paradoxical and even the most thorough account of military ethics will not give algorithmic answers to military problems. War is a human problem, which cannot be solved through equations or decision-making processes. However, we can acknowledge this limitation and still give clear, principled guidance in complex and uncertain situations.

After almost a decade of conflict, the specific challenge is to assess whether the Army’s current approach to these two problems is adequate. There are two ways to address this question. One is for the Army to reconcile its experience of conflict with the concepts of traditional Just War Theory based on the moral categories of the defense against aggression. According to this approach, a Soldier’s moral judgment must balance the three competing imperatives: accomplish the mission, protect the force, and minimize harm to non-combatants. The primary consequence of this approach is two ethics: one of maximum permissible force against regular threats and one of minimally possible force against irregular threats.
 The strength of this account is the fact that the current fight has taught us that the restrained use of force is critical to the success of the mission in a counter-insurgency fight; the paradigm case of irregular war.

However, it is not clear that the traditional accounts of Just War Theory can adequately support the Army’s Ethic. Answering irregular threats shifts emphasis from armies to people and by doing so upsets the balance found in regular warfare by making civilians and civilian activity—to varying degrees of course—inseparable from war-fighting.
 This shift subjects civilians and civilian institutions to competing efforts of cooption and coercion where all sides attempt to either attract the populace to its cause or prevent the enemy from doing the same. As Rupert Smith notes in The Utility of Force, in such conflicts, the loyalties, attitudes, and quality of life of the people do not simply impact the outcome of a conflict: they determine it.
 
This last point is important for understanding the centrality of  “inseparability” to an ethics of fighting an irregular threat. It is not simply the case that in irregular wars civilians assist, aid, or otherwise enable the enemy war effort. That is true in regular war. In irregular war, civilians are not simply part of the battlefield; in many ways they are the battlefield. Where the objectives of regular war are often expressed in terms of units destroyed, terrain controlled and territory seized, in irregular war they are often expressed in terms of the strength of government institutions and the willingness of the people---including the enemy—to cooperate with realizing one’s goals and objectives. Where regular war entails coercing the enemy to submit to one’s will, irregular war entails compelling them to accept one’s interests. The former seeks to prevent the enemy from realizing a certain state of affairs, the latter seeks to get them to maintain a certain state of affairs. 

Thus, to meet irregular threats we must broaden, perhaps beyond the capabilities of Just War Theory, our understanding of the means and ends of war and changing how it is characterized: friend and enemy are joined by competitor; resistance and surrender are joined by acceptance and rejection, and victory and defeat are joined by success and failure. Further, friend and enemy do not simply refer to states, but to sub-state and non-state organizations as well. Additionally, such conflicts are not zero-sum. If one can achieve one’s interests by benefiting the enemy, or some sub-group within the enemies’ community, then one may often do so. 
A supplemental approach to Just War Theory takes the organic
 nature of the relationship between the mission and the level of force appropriate to its prosecution as not based just on the character of a particular type of conflict, such as COIN or irregular war, but in the nature of conflict as such.
 This being the case, the moral judgments required of military leaders in military operations must inform the operational plans and tactical tasks that are constitutive of land combat power.  

Recall that we face two requirements based on our status as a profession; making the correct moral judgments in conflict and turning those judgments into action. Understanding military ethics organically answers these requirements in three ways: 

· First, it establishes guidelines for moral judgments in conflict based on the core goal of a given operation.  

· Second, it shows how this moral reasoning is an integral part of operational design and a key to adapting operational context through the application of t structural principles, and it provides the moral framework for the development of the individual professional’s character by situating the traditional martial virtues within the Army’s duty.
 The Army’s Ethic must be applicable to the entire spectrum of conflict and provide Soldiers and leaders guidance as to the proper amount of risk and force necessary in a given situation. The Army needs an account that moves the Soldier beyond resorting to deadly force whenever they can (according to law) by showing when they should (according to the Ethic).
4.2.1 The Core: A Morally Better State of Peace
While the character of war has changed, some things remain constant. Previously, we articulated the moral value for the Army’s Ethic can be found in the State’s obligation to protect its citizens. But protecting citizens is not simply found in repelling threat. Rather, it is found in bringing about the conditions for a sustainable peace. Thus, the only goal that justifies the use of military force is the pursuit of a morally better state of peace: the vindication of the wrongs that justified the conflict while respecting rights in a way that does not morally defeat that justification. The Army Capstone Concept alludes to the core of a morally better state of peace when it states:
“National security guidance requires the military to be prepared to defend the homeland, deter or prevent the use or proliferation of WMD, win the nation’s wars, deter potential adversaries, protect the global commons (sea, air, space), develop cooperative security, and respond to civil crises at home and abroad.”
  

However, even when aimed at a better state of peace, the use of lethal force may not be addressed simply through self-defense or the defense of others. It was made clear earlier that the moral basis for the use of force also allows for persuading or coercing a group to cease threatening or actively violating human rights and the political autonomy of the U.S. citizen.   

This core justification for the use of force to establish a morally better peace generates four basic duties for the Army when planning, executing and assessing military operations:

· First is a clear understanding of the moral value of the core goal of the operation.

· Second is a clear understanding of the kind of threat posed by the enemy to a given core operational goal.

· Third is a clear understanding of what is the permissible moral cost in the pursuit of the operation.  

· Fourth is a developed view of how the operation is going to come to a clear and satisfactory end by achieving the core goal of the action.  

These duties are in concert with the requirements of full spectrum operations because satisfying these duties is constitutive of adapting to an operational context.  One of the keys to such adaptability is the ability to anticipate and manage transitions; however, these transitions often occur around the moral duties above. 

As noted above, threats to a better state of peace can come from across the spectrum of conflict.  Thus the goals of military operations will vary based on these threats. However, there are three general types of moral goals consistent with the Army Capstone Concept (see diagram below). 
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The first goal, the defense of sovereignty and territory that are necessary to preserve the collective rights that enable the citizen’s right to life, would take its form in a necessary war of national-defense against an enemy that did threaten the existence of the United States (i.e. “defend the homeland”). The second goal is the defense of the nation’s right to political autonomy. This would take its form in the use of military force to defend the state’s political organization and viability (i.e. “deter or prevent the use or proliferation of WMD, win the nation’s wars, deter potential adversaries, protect the global commons (sea, air, space), develop cooperative security”). The third goal is the defense or support of human rights in general consistent with the interests of the United States (“respond to civil crises at home or abroad”). 

These goals are arrayed across the spectrum of conflict. However, this is for conceptual clarity only.  Any actual conflict might have a number of simultaneous operations aimed at different threats.  Notwithstanding, the core goal of homeland defense is a moral good that licenses the destructive force associated with operations of high intensity combined arms maneuver. Similarly, the core goal of defending political autonomy represents the types of conflict that occupy the middle of the spectrum in the transition from goods that license combined arms maneuver to goods that only permit wide area security and lower intensities of force. The moral good of responding to crisis rarely licenses direct military action
 in the form of combined arms maneuver but quickly transition to wide area security missions and lower intensity operations.


For some the discussion thus far in Section 4 on how the Army is to fight may be somewhat abstract. After all, the Army may not solely decide why and where it fights. Yet the Army does advise those civilians who make such decisions at the strategic level and it does often make such decisions of where and how it fights at the operational and tactical levels. Further, the perceived morality of the U.S. Army and its actions affects:

· Recruiting and those that are attracted to join the organization

· Soldier well-being and resilience and ability to make meaning out of the acts of war

· The viability of host nation support and thus mission effectiveness 

· Opinions of the American people, and thus the Army’s legitimacy

· The Nations’ and the Army’s ability to attract coalition partners for operations

· The Nation’s ability to abide by Laws and treaties

· The ability for the Army to maintain virtue

4.2.2 The Structural Principles: The Moral Limits of Military Force 
 Balancing the competing imperatives of mission accomplishment, force protection, and avoiding harm to innocents entails the application of three structural principles that establish the moral limits of military force. These principles are: necessity, discrimination, and proportionality. These principles guide moral reasoning in military planning and determine who is liable to military force. 

A judgment of liability on the part of those who plan operations is a central factor in determining moral action in military operations.  Based on the relationship between the goal of an operation and its moral limits, liability is also a central factor in determining the correct operational design and tactical actions that support operational success.  Ensuring moral action in conflict requires forethought and planning that identifies relevant moral considerations and judgments before direct contact and tactical action. While these principles also serve as a guide to moral actions at the tactical level, this paper will discuss how they do that in the next section within the context of professional virtues.  

The first structural principle, necessity, states that the object of the military action, the enemy, must be the sort of threat that only responds to military action. The second principle, discrimination, is the requirement to target only non-innocent persons and property. The third principle, proportionality, is the requirement that the moral value of the goal achieved by the military action or operation is sufficient to offset the intended and unintended harm of the operation. 

Applying these principles to a given operation informs who and what is liable to military action; and as the goal of an operation changes, the relationship between the relevant moral variables changes.
 The central implication for this relationship is the need to understand that the criteria to satisfy each principle changes based on the context of the conflict. This means that for high intensity operations, the bar for discrimination is higher. For low intensity operations, the bar for proportionality is higher.  These transitions represent a morally qualitative change in the character of ethics that govern an operation based on the moral good that the operation seeks to create.

There are a number of ethical transitions as the Army conducts operations across the spectrum of conflict. The first transition occurs when operations move from confronting a hostile government or non-state actor in order to defend the homeland or preserve autonomy to supporting the development of a friendly government that may also be challenged by irregular threats. The purpose of the former type of operations is to destroy, or at least impair, the civil institutions that support that hostile adversary’s ability to wage war. The purpose of the latter, however, is to build, develop, and maintain those civil institutions. Thus this strategic transition from regime destruction to regime construction entails an operational one. Conventional operations aimed at confronting hostile adversaries entails the use of the most force permissible subject to the constraints of proportionality and discrimination. However, operations aimed at supporting civil institutions do not permit collateral damage, as it would undermine the order those institutions are intended to impose. Thus as operations transition from confrontation to support, their character transitions from war fighting with combined arms force to actions analogous to law-enforcement that constitute wide area security.
 

Understanding the moral reality of conflict has implications for the the Army’s status as a profession. We must develop professionals who have the cognitive resources to conduct the moral reasoning required to analyze operational contexts by applying the three structural principles according to the value that justified the use of force; and have the moral fortitude to carry through on those judgements. Developing the fortitude to turn moral knowledge into right action in conflict is the subject of the next section.
4.2.3 Supporting Moral Resources: Virtues, Character, and the Standards of Action in the Profession of Arms
This subsection discusses the framework for developing the professional Soldier’s character by placing the traditional martial virtues within the service of the Army’s duty. Based on the duty of the Army, Soldiers must commit to take actions and make sacrifices that place them at increased risk of danger or death to safeguard innocents, accomplish the mission and protect their fellow Soldiers.  
The earlier discussion of structural principles tells the professional how to fight by determining what to do a given operational context.  That discussion focused on the application of the structural principles – necessity, proportionality, and discrimination – to planning military operations.  However, these principles serve as tactical guidelines as well.  This means that Soldiers must understand that these principles exist and must apply them to their tactical decisions.  Necessity guides tactical action by limiting force to only that required by the mission.  If a specific application of force is not required by a mission, then the action is impermissible.  Discrimination guides tactical action by limiting who or what may be the object of necessary force.  Discrimination depends on posing an unjustified threat to a relevant core moral good (human rights or political rights).  If the object of the force is not such a threat, then the action is impermissible.  Finally, proportionality guides tactical action by limiting the amount of intended and likely, but unintended, harm according to the moral value of accomplishing the mission. Actions that cause more harm than can be justified by the good they create are not permissible. Tactical actions that meet all three of these principles are justified applications of military force. 

The structural principles can guide tactical action, however, most of the critical actions required of Soldiers in conflict do not admit to cool reflection.  Indeed most of the morally critical decisions (shoot/don’t shoot, detain/search etc.) must happen by habit, or as by rote.  As Fehrenbach reminds us, we need something that comes with the living, “And knowing they are disciplined, trained, and conditioned brings pride to men-pride in their own toughness, their own ability, and this pride will hold them true when all else fails.”
In the ambiguous and dynamic situations in which Soldiers often find themselves, it matters who is making the decision. People motivated to instantiate the traits of good character are going to be in the morally best position to resolve the tensions between the moral imperatives of military operations–as well as manage their consequences – than those motivated by personal gain, or some other trait that does not conform to the traits of good character.  
This is why the character of the professional Soldier is a necessary condition to the Army Ethic.  The correct moral action in conflict and garrison will not find expression unless the moral character of the individual taking the action is up to the task. The question now becomes: How does the profession build in its Soldiers the character required to turn correct judgment into resolute action? 

Because the traits of good character are determined by the purpose that character serves; the first step in an answer to this question is to recall the purpose of the professional Soldier – the ethical and expert employment of land combat power. Fulfilling this function requires Soldiers to accomplish missions while satisfying the structural principles above. To ensure these ethical actions, even in ambiguous and trying circumstances, requires motivating the martial virtues through the psychological capacities that are already common to moral action in general.
 The psychological resources for moral action include capacities for self-command, empathy, and moral pride
 as well as moral identity, moral courage, moral confidence, and a sense of moral agency or ownership.
 These capacities can connect the virtues traditionally required of effective Soldiers to the psychological capacities that already enable moral action to produce a moral, resilient, volunteer American Soldier that is also effective. Indeed we suggest that if Soldiers have a clear grasp of the structural principles, these moral psychological capacities will allow them the ability and confidence to turn moral understanding into professional action. Further, As the Army moves forward into future conflict, it will continue to rely on an all-volunteer force. Developing a consistent theory of character development that grounds the martial virtues in more general psychological capacities will lessen the gap between the military and society it serves and which provides its recruits.
Developing these capacities in Soldiers also supports professional adaptability by placing the martial virtues under the control of autonomous professionals. This can empower the individual Soldier to take the right actions quickly and without excessive dependence on higher control. In short, by placing the individual in charge of their moral actions it supports decentralized, effective action. It is also likely that through a deeper understanding of the moral justification for their use of force and a deeper sense of ownership over their moral actions that Soldiers will be better able to make sense of their experiences which may enhance both moral action and resilience. 

Taking these capacities forward we create a framework for the martial virtues.  The capacity of self-command motivates Soldiers to confront the dangers associated with mission accomplishment and respect human dignity. The virtues that spring from this capacity are then moral and physical courage, conscientiousness towards duty, sacrifice, and honor among others.
  The capacity for empathy motivates soldiers to engender the trust required to balance risk in a way that accomplishes missions and protects the force.  Here the virtues are care for others, professional candor, and prudence among others.  Finally, the capacity for moral pride or moral identity will create an enduring and resilient personality that can act in trying circumstances.  The corresponding virtues here are integrity and discipline, among others. 

Given any particular function or purpose, especially for complex endeavors such as military operations, there will always be a number of ways to characterize the good character traits necessary to that function. The point here is to simply show how that process can’t be applied in military contexts with the specific purpose of producing moral character to undergird the Army’s military effectiveness. We now have an approximate target for the type of character and underlying psychology we need to develop in our professionals.  Yet as an Army we currently lack clear developmental frameworks for how such moral capacities are developed in Soldiers besides through actual experience and almost accidental acquisition of recruits with an already strong character. Developing more deliberate character development processes is a topic for urgent discussion. 

In developing such a framework, it is understood that virtues do not develop overnight. Soldiers do not simply decide to be courageous, for example, and immediately be so. Being virtuous means knowing the right time, place, circumstance, and manner in which to be courageous. This means that we can only acquire these traits by habituation through practice.  Just as one becomes a good musician only by practicing an instrument, one becomes a good Soldier only by practicing the art of the profession. This means that character development happens on two levels - institutional and individual. 


To develop character thus requires the institution to do at least three things in a constant iteration:  educate the Soldier, provide them the necessary space to exercise their moral  character, and evaluate that practice. This point underscores the importance of the Army’s developmental institutions and their integration both conceptually and practically. The central task is authentic commitment by each Soldier. Professional virtue must rest in a pervasive psychological disposition as reflected in the capacities above.  The creation of such disposition is, perhaps, the Army’s primary moral task, because it enables an authentic and stable expression of the subsequent virtues.  

Presently the Army works hard to  assess the individual professional and their commitment to the values, principles and virtues of the profession. Where the Army is currently more challenged is in assessing its own institutional systems for the moral development of Soldiers. We are very good at diagnosing failure in the individual. But are we as good in diagnosing the Army’s institutional failures to its Soldiers?  

This is critically important in two respects. The first is that the profession will not remain so for long if it is failing to produce professionals.  However, there is a more fundamental error as well.  The profession exists to protect the rights of the citizens of this country. To this point this discussion has focused only on the Army’s principles and virtues that guide how we act in conflict. The next sections extend this discussion to those  principles and norms  that guide our profession's relations with the American people, with civilian authority, and with Soldiers—how it is to respect the rights of the Soldiers whose membership in our ranks does not forfeit their status as citizens.  

Section 4.3 – The Norms of Civil-Military Relations
Trust is the cornerstone for the Army’s relationship with its public. As an institution the Army is subordinated to civilian authority on two bases: legally by the Constitution and federal statute; and, morally by the norms of American civil-military relations. Under these moral norms civilian leaders, Executive and Congressional, have full authority over the military, and upon considering the advice of military leaders, are empowered by the American public to have ultimate authority over the military and its conduct. In contrast, every volunteer member of the Army Profession of Arms, regardless of rank or component, upon oath becomes a servant of the state to do its will while subordinating their own will and some of their rights as a citizen to the true faith and allegiance they willingly bear to the Constitution. 

The purpose of the Army as a profession that protects the political autonomy of the United States also informs how we operate in the civil context of our government. This comes about in two basic respects: the Army’s obligations to Soldiers as citizens, and the Army’s obligations to support civilian authority. Civil-military relations is not an either/or proposition. Our Soldiers are both citizens and Soldiers. Moreover, complete deference of Soldiers to the Army or blind obedience to civil authority is not the rule or the norm. Civil-military relations are dynamic based on the level of trust between the three parties involved: the government of elected and appointed officials, the Army, and the American people they both serve.  

The Army Ethic must capture and support this relationship by committing uniformed leaders to disciplined candor when advising and otherwise interacting in the appropriate venues, while keeping in mind the common goal that both civilian and military authorities serve. Again, the central question to answer is how to maintain a Profession of Arms that is responsive to a government that must protect and respect the human rights of all. 
4.3.1 A Moral Conception of Subordination

In America, the military’s subordination to civil authority is codified in law. But that has never been needed to keep the American military subordinate in our well-established democratic system. However, military insubordination can occur in other forms not covered by statute, more subtle forms such as selective sharing of information, stonewalling civilian initiatives, or bureaucratic foot-dragging on policies, etc.
 It is thus the moral, vice legal, basis for military subordination that is most critical to support the foundations of this Nation.

All Soldiers swear to support and defend the Constitution. However, the Constitution alone is not the source of their authority. The source of military authority flows from the Constitution, through elected and appointed officials, to the officers they appoint and finally to those Soldiers entrusted with executing orders. There is a dynamic relationship between this authority hierarchy and the people of the country that they all serve. The people have the power to amend the Constitution and to elect the political leaders who both authorize and fund the military. The military remains loyal to the people and the Constitution by fulfilling its function in accordance with the guidance, laws and regulations passed by those with the authority to do so.   


More specifically, commissioned officers are appointed by the President under the enumerated powers listed in the Constitution in Article II, Section 2 which states that “The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States. . . ." It further says that “The President is empowered to make treaties with advice and consent of the Senate" and to “appoint Officers of the United States whose appointments are not herein otherwise provided for [military officers], and which shall be established by Law,” and he “shall Com​mission all the Officers of the United States.” Further, in Article VI the Constitution states that officers “shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this Constitution.” The oath binding officers, as well as other appointed officials, is found in Title 5, US Code, Chapter 33.
 Thus, officers are appointed and empowered by the act of commissioning by the President, in accordance with the Constitution; “bound by Oath” to support the Constitution and obey the law and ratified treaties; and respect the authority of the President as Commander in Chief; the powers and authority of Congress in its role, and the authority of the established judicial system to interpret the law (established in Article III). Finally, enlisted personnel swear an oath to obey their chain of command, in addition to the Constitution, and to follow the rules established by the Army, thus completing the chain of authority.
 
This chain of authority argues against the idea that the ultimate loyalty for Army professionals is to the Constitution. Rather, Army professionals are loyal to the Constitution, and thus to the people, by being obedient to elected and appointed officials and the Commander-in-Chief. Thus, being willingly subordinate to civilian authority is based on loyalty to the source of its authority. This principle was perhaps best exemplified by General George Washington in his resignation to Congress at the close of the Revolutionary War. By this act he ensured that his immense national popularity as a military leader and hero would not overshadow the necessary power of the fledgling Congress. Thus the American military has long recognized and embraced a moral tradition of service to country.
4.3.2 The Norms for Civil-Military Relations 
Within the military’s willing subordination to civilian authority, the spheres of responsibility of civilian and military leaders do overlap as the line between making and executing policy is not always clear. Military professionals hold unique expertise and their input is unique and vital to formulating effective policy, and even more so its execution.

The uniqueness of the military professional’s perspective, gained from years or decades of study and experiential learning needs to be emphasized and understood in the context of the Army’s Ethic. It is critical that the military’s unique perspective and advice be heard in the formulation of laws and policies that create and support our armed forces and in the policy deliberations about their employment, or its effectiveness can be reduced, to the detriment of the Republic. Thus, it is the role and moral duty of uniformed leaders to ensure that the military perspective is candidly presented in all appropriate forums, just as much as it is a moral imperative that such advice is offered properly, respectively, and as advisement not advocating. This is known as correctly “representing” the unique perspective of the Profession of Arms

History has shown that the key condition for effective American civil-military relations is a high level of mutual respect and trust between civilian and military leaders.
 And, the best way for military professionals to fulfill their obligations to create such respect and trust is by following a widely accepted set of norms that have proven successful in the past for effective civil military interactions that produce effective policy and strategy. Below is such a list, one suitable for dialogue and refinement as this White Paper is discussed throughout the Army:
 

· The military’s first obligation is to do no harm to the democratic institutions and the democratic policy-making processes of our government…military leaders should apply their candid advice and expertise without taking any actions that, in effect, have a self-interested effect on policy outcomes.

· Military professionals should have the expectation that their professional judgments will be heard in policy deliberations, however they must also develop the judgment to recognize when the bounds of the policy making process might be breeched. When acts of dissent take them beyond representation and advice into policy advocacy or even public dissent, they must recognize that they have gone beyond the limits of their uniformed role and have begun behaviors that potentially undermine the authority of those elected officials responsible for policy formulation and execution.

· Military professionalism requires adherence to a strict ethic of political nonpartisanship. Army professionals must be capable of serving any officials that prevail in our democratic political process. Such non-partisanship must be recognized as entailing some voluntary limitations on Soldiers/leaders liberties as citizens.

· Retired Army Soldiers/leaders have continuing responsibility to act in ways that are not detrimental to the effectiveness, and particularly the publicly held trustworthiness, of the Army Profession of Arms. Such responsibilities specifically include precluding perceived conflicts of interest in their partisan political activities, their employments, and their roles in the media.

· The effectiveness and legitimacy of Army professionals depends also on their healthy interactions with the “fourth estate” of our government, the news media. Within reasonable standards of operational security, Army professionals must seize the opportunities that occur to facilitate the press’s legitimate function within American society and its political processes; without undermining or limiting the policy making options of civilian authorities.

Clearly, one of the Army’s enduring challenges, and one that needs careful focus now after nine years of war, is how and how well it is developing leaders at all levels who are capable of, and comfortable with, living and serving by these moral norms.   
4.4: The Framework of the Army’s Ethic


In this Section we have discussed the Army Ethic in terms of three necessary understandings: 
Why we fight:  The Army exists as a profession to defend through sustained land combat power the value of the political autonomy of the United States as a legitimate government that protects the rights of its citizens while respecting the human rights of all others.


How we fight: We employ morally principled land combat power to defend the United States through discriminate force as a proportionate response to necessary threats to the human rights and political autonomy we exist to defend.


How we fight: We are a profession of Soldiers who possess the virtues of discipline, honor, integrity, service, and respect. Our moral character, institutionally and individually, will turn our values and principles into effective military action in the defense of human rights and political autonomy. 

All of these are necessary conditions for the Army Ethic, but none alone are sufficient. But together they  serve to amend our understanding of what a professional is supposed to know (value), do (according to principle) and be (professional’s with character). They also serve to frame our Ethic and reconcile its diverse cultural expressions.
Section 5 - Conclusion

Like other professions such as medicine and law, the military also requires that its actions are in service to and in accordance with the moral good they provide. For the Army, this is the defense of the rights to life and political autonomy of the people of the United States, and the viability of their government. Therefore, the Army must produce leaders that can turn their education and moral understanding into an organizational culture that supports the Army’s status and actions as a profession. 

The Nation grants jurisdiction and legitimacy to the Army as a profession because it trusts the Army to work with competence and character in the following jurisdictions: Major Combat Operations, Stability Operations, Strategic Deterrence, and Homeland Security. The Army’s enforcement, within its culture, of a professional Ethic that enables it to perform this duty with the moral values America endorses, protects and enhances our trust relationship with the American People. 


Let the dialogue begin: How will the Army best do this duty?
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