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Unless we take and keep the moral high ground, our military superiority
will ultimately fail us.

‘That ‘s the trouble, you know,” Yossarian
mused sympathetically. ‘Between me and
evety ideal I alwaysfind Scheisskophs,Peck-
hams,Korns, andCathcarts.And thatsort of
changestheideal.”

“You must try not to think of them,” Ma-
jor Danby advised affirmatively. “And you
must never let them change your values.
Ideals are good, but peoplearesometimesnot
sogood. You musttvy to look up at thebigpic.
ture.”

Catch-22,JosephHeller (1955)

T here were plenty of Scheis-
skophs, Peckhams, Korns, and

Cathcartsstifling efforts to achievean
ideal in Kosovo. U.S. policymakers
failed miserablyto masterthe ABCs
of policy andstrategy.They changed
theideal of intervention
in Kosovo, which wasto
save Kosovar Albanian
lives, and managed to
transform a just cause
into an unjust war, and
an unjustwar into a fee-
ble, protracted, and Pyrrhic peace.
After the bombing of the Chinese
Embassyin Belgradeon 7 May, the
U.S. charged’affaires at the United
Nations(U.N.) said:

It’s very important, despitethis, to
keepour eyeon thebig picture,and
thebigpictureis that SlobadanMilo-
sevic is responsiblefor what’sgoing
on in Yugoslavianow.

This is the samemorally bankruptrea-
soningthatweusetojustify continued
bombing and sanctionsof Iraq, as if
immoral actionscan be mademoral
by placingthe burdenof cessationof

the killing on theleaderof the people
killed by the bombingandsanctions.
Seen through a moral or practical
prism, the unfortunateconsequences
of our performancein theBalkanswill
lastwell into the nextcentury.

It would serveour civilian andmil-
itary leaderswell to revisit just war
theory,as articulatedby St. Thomas
Aquinas, amongothers,apply it to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) interventionin Kosovo,
andrecalibratetheir moral compass-
es accordingly, as they grapplewith
modern dilemmaspitting suffering
againstsovereignty,andcontemplate
the United States’ role in the U.N.,
and the U.N.’s role in the world.
Morality is not only the prerogative

ceptions based on stringent moral
criteria, particularly if force is to be
usedto intervenein a conflict within
a sovereignnation. The moral crite-
ria are consideredin responseto
threebasic questions.The first two
questionsrelatetojusadbellum,jus

-

tice of the war; the third questionto
jus in bello, justice in the war.

Thefirst qyestionis why, orfor whatpur-
pose,canforcebeused?Theansweris to de-
fendhumanlife andhumanrightsor to
preservepolitical order.Serbian“ethnic
cleansing,”intent on destroyingthe Al-
banianmajority, which could only be
calledgenocideas definedby the 1951
U.N. Convention, was justification
enoughfor NATO’s use of force. Ser-

bian and Russianchicken
andegg argumentsabout
whether Serbs or NATO
caused the suffering are
specious.When Milosevic
sought to preserve Yu-
goslav sovereigntyandpo-

litical order,first throughultranationalist
rhetoric and rabble-rousing,and ulti-
mately throughthe expulsionandmur-
derofKosovarAlbanians,he completely
forfeited the precariousjustice of his
cause.NATO’s causewasjust,andevery-
one,includingMirjanaMarkovicknewit,
however,whenwe posethe secondand
third questions,wefind thatajustcause,
while necessary,canbe insufficient to
guaranteethejusticeof theuseof force.

• The secondquestion is when, and un-
der what conditions, can force be used?
The answeris whentheaction is char-

“It would serveour civilian and military leaders
well to revisit just war theory

of statesmen;it is also the province
of generals,andlately, far too few of
them seemcapableor willing to en-
ter the moral arena.We are tasked
with fighting a different kind of war
and enforcing a different kind of
peacethesedaysandwe mustbepre-
pared morally, mentally, and physi-
cally to meetthechallengesthey pre-
sent. The most important of these
challengesis the moral one.

According to Harvard ethicist
ReverendJ. Bryan Hehir, the pre-
sumptionagainstthe use of force in
just war theorydemandsspecific ex-
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acterizedby the following: right in-
tention, properauthority, last resort,
moral probabilityof success,andpro-
portionality. In the caseof Kosovo,
preventinggenocide was a right in-
tention, and far morecrediblejustifi-
cationthansay.savingNATO. NATO
could havebeencalled a proper au-
thority under Chapter VIII of the
U.N. Charter, butwas less legitimate
acting on its own, outsidethe Char-
ter. Assumingthat they would notbe
successful in obtaining a Security
Council resolutionapprovingthe use
of force,the UnitedStatesandNATO
chosenot to pursue it. That choice
erodedthe moral criterion of last re-
sort; in lieu of a resolution,the Unit-
ed Statesand NATO satisfied them-
selves with the coercedcooperation
of the Kosovar Albanians at Ram-
bouillet and the preordainedfailure
of RichardHolbrookein Belgrade.

Up until the first bombs were
droppedon 24 March,U.S. andNATO
policy anddiplomacyseemeddesigned
to leadto a war ratherthanavoidone;
yet onceNATO aggressionwasunder-
way, PresidentClinton, himself, in an-
nouncingthe startof airstrikesthathe
saidweredesignedto preventa wider
war, statedemphatically, “I don’t in-
tend to put our troops in Kosovo to
fight a war.” Somuch for SunTzu and
surprise.The meanschosento wage
thewar, that is, by airpoweralone,and
broadcastingthis messageto the ene-
my reducedthe probabili-
tyof success.Recallingthe
haunting words of a sol-
dier in Vietnam,“We had
todestroythevillage in or-
der to saveit,” NATO, in
the faceof Milosevic’s in-
transigence,destroyedthe
Former Republic of Yu-
goslavia (FRY) from the air, but
whetherit savedKosovo remainsto be
seen.NATO’s useof force, by limiting
itself to airpoweralone,producedevils
anddisordersgreaterthan theevil it in-
tended,butfailed, to eliminate.While a
ground war may have caused more
“collateraldamage”initially, combined
with airpower, it would have beena
more credible deterrent. Then, had
that deterrentfailed, what the Depart-
ment of Defensecalls “Full Spectrum
Dominance”could havebeenapplied
to achieveour objectives.But the Unit-
ed Stateswas worried aboutcasualties

and American public support, so we
wentwith air alone.Milosevic wasright
when he told a reporteron 29 April
that NATO miscalculated.“You are
not willing to sacrificelives to achieve
our surrender.But wearewilling to die
to defendour rights as a sovereignna-
tion.” The United Statesand NATO
weremorewilling to kill thanto die for
their cause,and Miosevic called our
bluffs. Unfortunately for him, he was
wrong about his own peoples’willing-
nessto die to defendtheirrightsasa
sovereignnation.

• The third questionis how, or by what
means,canforcebe used?The answeris
that forcecanbe usedby meanspro-
portional to the threat that take into
account noncombatantimmunity.
The natureand timing of the appli-
cation of meansmatters.Kosovo pre-
sentedthe United StatesandNATO
with a curious paradoxarising from
thechoice to useairpoweralonethat
becameescalatory,amongotherrea-
sons, to prove their commitment;
when in fact, as retired Marine Lt-
Gen BernardE. Trainorhas pointed
out, the litmus test of that commit-
mentwould havebeenthefieldingof
ground troops. United States’ will-
ingness to kill but not to die in the
Balkans was at least partly attribut-
able to the United Statesequating
our peripheral or vital interests to
NATO’ s survival interests—NATO

“The American people and Congress . . . did
not believe that two wrongs made a right, and
they sawno evidencethat bombing was bringing
an end to the evil.

should have been first to offer
ground troops to fight in Kosovo.
This willingness-to-kill-but-not-to-die
disconnectcausesthe United States
to resortto coercivediplomacywith-
out a viable deterrentand,whenthat
fails, to turn to military force where
it is compelledto useits technologi-
cal powerto advantageto defeatthe
enemywithout risking casualties.But
American and Allied unwillingness
to risk casualties increases the
courageand resolveof the enemy,
which, in Kosovo, causedthe United
Statesto escalatethe only meansin

its kit—airstrikes. Former Secretary
of StateHenry Kissinger said, “I’ve
neverseena period in which obliga-
tions were defined so readily and
spreadaroundso recklessly.”

In Kosovo,our resolvewas greater
than the resourceswe were willing to
commit to the action; meanswereun-
equal to undefinedends.Immorality
residedin the mismatch.Unsubstanti-
atedclaims by the FRY indicatedthat
NATO airstrikes killed thousandsof
noncombatantsand wounded thou-
sandsmore.Whetheronebelievesthe
statistics is moot. The train, the con-
voy, the bus, the hospital,theembassy,
the houses,thehumanshields—thecat-
astrophicconsequencesof our bomb-
ing—flashed across television screens
aroundthe world. TheAmericanpeo-
ple and Congressdecidednot to sup-
port the President’sair warandnot to
use “any means necessary to stop
Milosevic because,in simple terms,
they did not believethat two wrongs
made a right, and they saw no evi

-

dencethat bombingwas bringingan
endto the evil; in fact, many believed
that the bombingaddedits own evil.
The Germans had second thoughts
aboutthe bombingas thecoalition be-
gan to unravel, dismayedlike Mary
Robinson, High Commissioner for
HumanRights,that “warmaking [had]
becomethe tool of peacemalting.”Of
course,it hasalwaysbeenthatway, but
the fact remainsthat badwar makes

badpeace.After the war,
the Albaniansand Serbs
continuedtoplay musical
murderunderthe peace-
keeping forces’ noses,
but this timeit wastheAl-
banians’turn to kill.

Clausewitz warned
that no one in his right

sensesoughtto starta warwithoutbe-
ing clear in his mind whathe intends
to achieveby that warandhow he in-
tends to fight it—don’t take the first
step without considering the last.
What PresidentClinton andcompany
didn’t get, andstill don’t get,is the im-
perativeconnectionbetweenendsand
means.If theendof U.S. policy wasto
savethe KosovarAlbanians,and air-
power alone was not achieving that
end, thensomethinghadto give; add
ground troops, or adjust the ends.
Clinton’s answer was to keep on
bombing. The United States and
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NATO, having had no clearvision of
an endstate,andsuffering self-inflict-
ed subtractionof their means, took
the first step, bombing, without con-
sidering the next, or the last. We
bombeduntil such time as we could
declarevictory, one that can only be
described, and projected, in retro-
spectas Pyrrhic. Ratherthanstrength-
en our negotiatingposition,bombing
weakenedit, andangered
and alienatedChinaand
Russia,whosevetopower
in the U.N. Security
Council threatened a
peacefulresolutionfavor-
able to the UnitedStates
and NATO, and whose
relationshipswith the United States
are relatively moreimportant to U.S.
foreignpolicy thanNATO.

The UnitedStatesandNATO hada
policy-strategymismatchthat brought
us to a military andmoralculminating
point—a point where the air war had
failed to defeatMilosevic andits esca-
lation or initiation of a ground war
causedus to lose our moral supenon-
ty regardlessof the final outcome,
which remainsto be playedout. Our
situationwas reminiscentof the“peace
with honor” dilemma the United
Statesfound itself in more than 25
yearsago, andironically, Clinton’s in-
strumentof choice in the Balkanswas
the sameas Nixon’s was in Vietnam—
bombing. JesseJackson,Kofi Annan,

andthe Pope,amongothers,were all
right. From an admittedlyideal moral
point of view, the United Statesand
NATO shouldhavestoppedthe bomb-
ing andgottenbackto doingwhat we
unfortunatelydo worst-diplomacy.

The more importantmoral point
is that the UnitedStateshad the op-
portunity to take the moral high
ground and reestablishorder from

“The United States and NATO had a policy-
strategy mismatch... [that] causedus to loseour
moral superiority regardless of the final out-
come,which remains to be played out.

the beginning by exercisingpreven-
tive diplomacy in the U.N. Security
Council before the fact. But this
would have required listening in-
steadof talking, cooperationinstead
of coercion, sharing power rather
than abusingit. Ironically, in the af-
termathof the Kosovo war, the Unit-
ed Statesfaces reengagementwith
the Russians,the Chinese,and the
U.N. from a morally disadvantageous
position. The StateDepartmenthas
no clue how to corral Albanians
whose goal is a greaterAlbania, or
how to muzzleKofi Annanwho is in-
tent on defenestratingthe definition
of sovereignty.They have no idea
how theUnitedStatesshouldlookaf-
ter our nationalinterestsin the U.N.

Whocareshow manytanksour air-

planesdid or did not kill? Weshould
haveworkedharderandlonger to ob-
tam consensusin theU.N. We should
have used ground forces and com-
binedarmsaspartof ajoint combined
taskforce to defeatthe FRY sooner.I
would evengo so far as to saythat as-
sassinatingMilosevic would havebeen
a more moral meansthan bombing
his people.Oncewefailedto do those

things,whetherwe like it
or not, our lack of moral
authority diminishedour
military might, as our
highest civilian and mili-
tary leaderscontinuedto
bomb even as they
passedthroughthe moral

culminatingpoint where small snap-
shotslike Korisa turnedinto abig pic-
turewhere our killing lookedno bet-
ter thanMiosevic’s murder.

We need to get the big picture.
Killing is a lastresort.TheUnitedStates
needsthe U.N. as much as the U.N.
needsthe UnitedStates.If we arenot
willing to die fora cause,weshouldnot
be too willing or anxious to kill for it.
Meansmatteras much as ends.Doing
rightis as importantas beingright.

US MC
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