1. [bookmark: _GoBack]In war ethical considerations come second to the imperatives of strategy and military tactics. Discuss. 
It is my opinion that to discuss morality and ethical standpoints in war, it is critical that we focus on studying modern history when society is most civilised: the 20th century and onwards specifically. I believe that by doing this, as historians, we are able to achieve the best results as before this point, I am of the opinion that society had not clearly defined ethical guidelines into warfare and it was not really a consideration when employing strategy and tactics. When discussing the importance of ethics in war, one must consider many things about ethics themselves. Firstly, what is ethical and what is unethical in society in wartime; The definition of “ethic” by The Concise Oxford Dictionary is “treating of moral questions; morally correct, honourable”, we have to therefore, discuss what is morally correct in warfare and on what grounds. Then, it must be discussed what the ethical notions are for all involved; the ethical conditions in which the soldiers themselves are fighting and how they came to be in the army is especially important – e.g. soldiers on the Western front in WW1 living in truly awful conditions as well as thousands of brutal civilian deaths throughout the Vietnam war. 
Ethics Regarding Civilians and Non-Combatants
In society, we have different definitions for different types of war which give way for different moral standpoints and considerations. The main “types” of warfare include Limited War, Absolute War and Total War, these archetypes for war can help us understand when something is morally right or wrong. 
Limited Wars are self-defining, they are wars that limit the combatants with who they can fight and for what cause – “the seizure of limited enemy territory, access to sea-routes or natural resources without seeking the destruction of the enemy’s government or state or the replacement of a ruler […] only ‘men of military age’ would be treated as enemies or only soldiers on the battlefield but not civilians” [footnoteRef:1]. This principle can be traced back to Von Clausewitz’s definitions of war in his work On War – “Even if the complete overthrow of the enemy cannot be the object, there may still be one which is directly positive”[footnoteRef:2]. An example of a limited war is the Vietnam War (1955- 1975), America used this concept to employ the Truman Doctrine (stopping the spread of communism) but crucially without sparking a wider conflict with the Soviet Union. This would mean that it is not ethically right for civilians to come into combat as they are not part of the war. The Vietnam War is a curious case of “Limited Warfare” as it was very much commonplace that civilians would very often become victims of American fire, with “civilian deaths, both north and south, range from 365,000 to 587,000”[footnoteRef:3]. When tactics such as the Napalm Bomb and Agent Orange heavy civilian casualties ensued– This is partly due to the raw destructive power that both weapons cause and partly due to the fact that the Vietnamese combatants (the Vietcong) often hid in amongst civilians. The type of war the Americans were fighting makes this strategy even more ethically wrong: the Limited Warfare which they had declared meant that civilian safety had to be of the utmost importance, but the military were willing to throw away their ethical standpoints and essentially murder over 300,000 civilians in hopes of accomplishing their military objectives and killing the hidden VC. These points clearly show that, in the Vietnam War, ethical considerations came second to the imperatives of military strategy, even if they absolutely should not have and the American Military should have employed tactics that were less dangerous to the non-combatant public. [1:  Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb, Nuclear Weapons in their historical, Strategic and Ethical Context (Essex: Pearson Education Limited, 2000) p. 103]  [2:  Carl von Clausewitz, On War, 3 vols (London: N. Trübner & Company, 1873) p. 70]  [3:  T. Lomperis, The War Everyone Lost – and Won: America’s Intervention in Vietnams Twin Struggles (Louisiana: Louisiana State University Press, 1984) p. 55 ] 

Absolute war is a more aggressive form of warfare, but still with its limitations: “to use the Clausewitzian terminology, by which he meant wars aiming at the complete defeat of the enemy’s armed forces in battle with consequence of bringing down the state.”[footnoteRef:4]. While this form of warfare is very limited in real life scenarios, it can be comparable to invasions and hostile take overs of countries with corrupt militant governments in an attempt to save the populace as oppose to cripple the entire country. This form of warfare would also not allow for civilians to come into contact with fighting, a key difference between Absolute and Total war. [4:  Nuclear Weapons in their historical, Strategic and Ethical Context p.103] 

A state of Total War, everybody in the country contributes to the war effort: not only is the army enlisted to fight but also all eligible persons can be called into the army through conscription, men and women working the land have to supply food and goods for the war effort, in some cases the public can even provide the government with raw materials like iron from wedding rings and fencing to be smelted down into weapons. A key difference between Absolute War and Total war is this inclusion of non-combatants helping the war effort and indirect involvement of the general public – “A war of annihilation, waged with the most extreme means. Total mobilisation of all military, economic and spiritual forces necessarily leads to the elimination of the difference between combatants and non-combatants”. In Total War it is therefore more acceptable to endanger enemy civilians as the entire state is producing for the war and thus civilians are indirectly fighting back, meaning it is admissible that enemy civilians come under fire. An example of this “ethical killing” of civilians is bombing of  towns and cities during the second world war by both the Allies and the Axis powers: Britain adopted a policy of “obliteration bombing” which is the strategic bombing and annihilation of industrial centres of production, not limited to factories or similar buildings, meaning workers and their families can come under the line of fire in an effort to slow means of production[footnoteRef:5], this is seen as ethically more acceptable in warfare. In Total Warfare, ethical considerations really have no bearing on tactical strategy; what is seen as ethically abhorrent in other types of war suddenly do not appear to be morally incorrect and total war and therefore, military strategy and tactics come into precedence. [5:  Richard A. Wasserstrom, War and Morality (California: Wadsworth Pub., 1970) p. 24] 


The Nuclear Question
One of the biggest ethical questions to have ever been raised is the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 by the USA in which roughly 140,000 Japanese died[footnoteRef:6]. The bombings were effectively the end of the Second World War and the war on the Pacific Front, needless to say both were engines of destruction to human life which ended due to these bombings – on a surface level they seem justified in this aspect. The ethical considerations of this strategy has two sides to analyse, the considerations of the citizens that died from the bombing but also the soldiers that were fighting on the Pacific Front because if the bombs were not dropped then the Wars would have not have ended how they did. America knew that Japan would never surrender on the Pacific Front and had to take extreme measures to end the war. Japan had committed several atrocities in the years before the war and during the war that scared the Americans became factors for the decision to act so harshly against the Japanese. The Nanjing Massacre of 1938 is an example of Japanese cruelty that put fear in the hearts of the Americans – at the massacre there were said to be 50,000-300,000[footnoteRef:7] Chinese civilians killed by the Japanese (substantially more than the civilians killed by the Americans dropping the bombs). The American’s did not want to endanger the lives of their soldiers any longer than they already had to up against such a ferocious enemy and instead of fighting man-to-man any longer, they ended the war in a swift decisive blow. In this regard, it can be said that the ethical considerations of the American soldiers were heavily considered and regarded as equal to strategy and tactic as it was the moral question of saving the American troops that was essential to the decision to drop the bombs. The second consideration that must be taken into account is the lives of the Japanese civilians killed by the bombings, was it unethical to kill so many people who were not personally fighting the war against the Americans? Going by the definition of Total War, which America and Japan were operating under, the line between combatant and non-combatant blurs and it becomes acceptable to kill civilians as an ethical decision in war. If the end of the war came about because of the bombings, it can be said, especially from an American point of view, that ethical considerations came hand in hand with strategy as the whole intention of the bombings was to save as many American lives as possible and end the war. [6:  “Hiroshima and Nagasaki Bombings”http://www.hiroshimacommittee.org/Facts_NagasakiAndHiroshimaBombing.htm [accessed 19 December 2019]]  [7: HATA Ikuhiko, "The Nanking Atrocities: Fact and Fable" (28 February 2011) https://web.archive.org/web/20110228031202/http:/www.wellesley.edu/Polisci/wj/China/Nanjing/nanjing2.html [accessed 19 December 2019]] 

Ethics Regarding Soldiers
In the First World War especially, ethical considerations of the soldiers themselves were largely ignored in favour of tactical advance. The life of the soldier was not taken into consideration at all when tactics and strategy were employed by high command, instances like the Ypres Salient at Passchendaele and the Battle of the Somme are clear examples of this. At Ypres, the British Army wedged itself into a tactically disadvantageous location with little to no hope of winning in a clear and concise victory, essentially throwing men at the enemy until the enemy line eventually broke[footnoteRef:8]. The British command new that the Salient at Ypres was essentially a lost cause, knowing that a tactical disengagement would save the lives of thousands of men at the cost of a loss of land. The Third Battle of Ypres at Passchendaele still went ahead, the lives of over 200,000[footnoteRef:9] men were worth less than a location that provided no real tactical advantage to the Allies. This example can be called ethically and morally wrong because the Military Commanders knew that the Battle could not be won easily and were not certain of victory in the slightest. If we refer to Augustine’s principles of war and the right to go to war - Jus ad bellum: one of the criteria for a “Just War” is a high chance of success, if you are not certain you are going to win or at least have a high chance of success, you should not go to war/battle because if you do you are essentially throwing away the lives of men fighting for no real reason.[footnoteRef:10] The commanders at Ypres did not have a high chance of success and knew that severe man power would be lost in their attempts, exhibiting clearly that in warfare, ethical considerations – even of an armies own soldiers – are second to strategy and tactics, wasting countless human lives.  [8:  L. MacDonald, They Called It Passchendaele (London: Penguin Books, 1978) p. 65]  [9:  They Called It Passchendaele p.65]  [10:  Don Hubert and Thomas G. Weiss et al. "The Responsibility to Protect: Supplementary Volume to the Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty". (Canada: International Development Research Centre, 2001) p. 368] 

The theory of utilitarianism revolves around the concept of “greater good”, making sacrifices to improve the general state of affairs – “the costs of to the moral agent of being moral must be weighed against all other costs”. In the instance of war, the utilitarianist would claim that soldiers lying down their lives for the good of the civilians back home would be the most effective outcome in a “for the many, not the few” esq. statement. This would mean that the ethical considerations of the non-combatants are priority over military strategy as everything in this scenario is built around keeping the fighting limited to the soldiers and not the civilians in the style of true Limited War. The question being raised and simultaneously answered here is – Is it ethical to send soldiers to war in the first place? The answer in this regard is yes, the soldiers know their purpose and it is to serve for a greater good, to fight for their people. This theory becomes somewhat skewed in instances of Total War when conscription is in place because then the portions of the general public become soldiers and enter the fighting when originally they would not have; in situations like this it then becomes apparent that ethical considerations for soldiers become secondary to tactics in every single instance because people who would have never usually been soldiers are forced to be them and fight whether they wanted to or not. 
Throughout the 20th century there have been many wars in which ethical considerations did not play a large factor in military tactics and would very often come second to tactics. One previously discussed is the Vietnam War: the completely unethical excessive fire bombing and chemical attacks. Towards the end of the war, support from both the American public and the soldiers dropped significantly, after 20 years of brutal fighting, people had had enough – 140,000 men deserted the army in 1971[footnoteRef:11]. The public grew ever more upset by the atrocities being committed in Vietnam and it has been said that the public opinion of the war was a large contributing factor for why America pulled out of the war. From this, we can see that by putting ethical considerations as subsidiary to the imperatives of tactics and strategy it can very much harm the war effort more than aiding it.  [11:  The War Everyone Lost – and Won: America’s Intervention in Vietnams Twin Struggles p.97] 

Overall
By studying warfare in the 20th Century it can be extensively seen that ethics regarding both civilians and soldiers do come second to the imperatives of strategy and tactics. It can be seen that as a general rule that the people in charge of countries at war do not consider the lives of the soldiers they are sending to die any more than the civilians and enemy soldiers they are fighting against, obviously there are examples that are exempt from this (i.e. the nuclear bombing of Japan in order to save the lives of American soldiers). As we have seen though throughout this essay, in the cases studied, the majority of times a country acts in a way that endangers the lives of soldiers and civilians to employ military tactics, those instances are more often than not regarded in history as atrocities and military failures: The Third Battle of Ypres and The entire Vietnam War are prime examples of this. So, it can be said in conclusion that, throughout the 20th century warfare has been defined by tactics and strategy as opposed to ethical stances. Which, then leads me to believe that based on the wars of the 20th century, if commanders included ethical debates in their tactics then war could be a lot less brutal and would not be regarded as such pitiful wastes of life and instead become instruments of necessity.
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