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Abstract and Keywords

War is not the only or even the major cause of human suffering. But it is the cause for 
which we are most often most directly responsible. Our voluntary choices result in huge 
increases in mortality, massive refugee crises, and the dislocation of whole generations. 
So while there are other equally pressing problems facing humanity, none of them raises 
as pointed moral questions as those to do with whether and when we may take our 
polities to war and how we must fight if we do so. This Handbook offers a guide to 
thinking through the morality of war, from the perspective of contemporary analytical 
just war theory. This introduction explains the methodological and substantive choices 
made in designing the volume, then summarizes the key insights of the chapters to 
follow.
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1. Overview
On the global scale, war and other forms of political violence are not significant sources 
of human mortality. According to the World Health Organization, in 2012, global 
mortality rates from ’collective violence and legal intervention’ were 1.7 per 100,000 
(among those older than five).  Self-harm, by contrast, accounted for 11.4 deaths per 
100,000 members of the population. Road injury accounted for 17.7 deaths per 100,000. 
If we care about saving people’s lives, then, perhaps before thinking about war, we 
should direct our attention to, for example, improving water supplies to mitigate the 32 
per 100,000 deaths from digestive diseases. And yet global figures do not tell the whole 
story. Consider Western Asia. In 2000, deaths from collective violence and legal 
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intervention totalled 0.9 per 100,000. In 2012? 34.2. Deaths from intentional injuries rose 
in the same period from 10.2 to 41.5 per 100,000. It is not hard to conjecture what 
caused this massive increase, putting conflict and violence into the top ten causes of 
mortality in the region. The attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, the 
invasion of Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq, and the subsequent breakdown of Northern 
Iraq and Syria into poisonous civil war, together with other factors, account for an 
increase in mortality that equates to (on the assumption that the regional population is 
about 300 million) almost 200,000 excess deaths in 2012 relative to 2000. What’s more, 
deaths are just part of the story. For every person killed, hundreds have been displaced 
by war. The UNHCR reported in 2015 that worldwide displacement hit an all-time high, 
with refugees making up almost 1% of the world’s population.  War visits its victims with 
every other known kind of suffering as well.

Still, with all that said, many more people die from easily curable diseases and 
malnourishment than die from war. Why, then, should we care so much about war? 
Perhaps, although many do not acknowledge it, we are all somewhat responsible for the 
many avoidable deaths caused every year by poverty and its associated ailments. But at 
least some of us are surely responsible, to at least some degree, for the deaths caused by 
our governments in war. And citizens of those countries that have launched and 
supported the wars in Western Asia over the past two decades are indirectly responsible
—to at least some degree—for those additional 200,000 deaths a year. We had better be 
very sure, then, that we understand the rights and wrongs of our governments’ and our 
combatants’ actions; otherwise, by any reckoning, an inordinate moral burden lays on our 
shoulders.

In the past, many serious thinkers believed that there were fundamental differences 
between people, such that we need treat only those with whom we share important traits 
in common as moral equals. But every decent person now believes that all people are 
created equal. And in war we use the vast power of the state (or the inchoate power of 
collective action in the absence of a state) to aim at the death and destruction of our 
moral equals. War matters not only because of the terrible toll it takes on human lives 
and the environment, but because it is practically the only sphere of human conduct in 
which we actively aim at such terrible ends—and believe that it might be justified to do 
so.

Some think that war is in decline.  We question the validity of social scientific predictions 
based on a small sample size that is so clearly skewed by geopolitical factors, such as 
whether there is a hegemon. We also note that, if war is in decline, political violence is 
not.  And we note that even if the ’total wars’ of the twentieth century are a thing of the 
past, we are now in an age where the effects of war can permeate ordinary life as never 
before. One man can bring havoc to the streets of Nice with little more than a shipping 
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truck. Unmanned aerial vehicles can target individuals in their homes, far from any 
identifiable ’front line’. Mortality from war might be on the decline. But the practice of 
war—and the war machine—are in rude health.

With this background in mind, this Handbook offers a guide to thinking through the 
ethics of war. We have two aims: to introduce the reader to a broad (though not 
exhaustive) range of the central topics in just war theory and to make significant 
advances in each of those debates. Our focus has been squarely on shedding light on a 
perennial moral problem. But ’just war theory’, taken broadly, is one of the most exciting 
areas in contemporary moral and political philosophy, and we also hoped to showcase 
this burgeoning field. Thus, the chapters in this handbook share an overarching 
methodology. They are all either engaged in or informed by contemporary analytical 
moral and political philosophy. We do address methodological disputes, but those 
disputes are in-house. We cover the history of just war theory, but only the Western 
tradition in which contemporary analytical just war theory has its roots.

Much of the most exciting work of the past twenty years has radically called into question 
the traditional, Western way of doing just war theory, and we are sympathetic to that 
scepticism. Nonetheless, we structured the volume conventionally, allowing the chapters 
to do the questioning, rather than the table of contents. Accordingly, the handbook has 
five parts. The first focuses on methodology, allowing us to explore how to think about 
the morality of war (within an analytical approach). The second part focuses on historical 
just war theory in the Western tradition to which analytical just war theory has the 
greatest debts.  The remaining parts are structured according to the conventional 
categories of ’jus ad bellum’, ’jus in bello’, and ’jus post bellum’. Jus ad bellum governs 
the morality of the resort to war, jus in bello governs conduct in war, and jus post bellum
governs the aftermath of war. The Latin labels have shallower roots than one might 
believe: they are a sometimes useful shorthand, nothing more.

2. Part One: Method
In the opening chapter, Seth Lazar offers an overview of recent debates in analytical just 
war theory. He notes the divide between ’traditionalist’ writers, seeking very broadly to 
vindicate the moral foundations of the laws of armed conflict, and ’revisionists’ who call 
those foundations into question. The most prominent issues at stake have to do with the 
jus in bello and, in particular, with the principle of noncombatant immunity (also known 
as the principle of discrimination) and the moral equality of combatants. The former 
protects noncombatants (those who are not part of the armed forces of a party at war, 
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nor directly participate in hostilities) against intentional attack in war. The latter is the 
moral equivalent of the legal position that the permissions and prohibitions in the laws of 
war apply to all combatants equally, regardless of whether their aims are just or unjust. 
Lazar argues that the substantive dispute between revisionists and traditionalists is in 
part sustained by their different approaches to thinking about the morality of war. 
Traditionalists tend to start by thinking about war and drawing on the resources of 
contemporary political philosophy. Revisionists tend to start by thinking about the ethics 
of harm outside of war and drawing on contemporary moral philosophy. But, Lazar 
argues, revisionists can (indeed must) also draw on political philosophy, and 
traditionalists must also attend to the insights of moral philosophy. Just war theory must 
not be conducted solely through hypothetical thought experiments that bear little 
connection to the reality of war. But we must not allow the pervasive horror of war to 
blind us to the underlying moral reality—that people have fundamental rights, and killing 
in war can be justified only if we can explain how those rights are either lost or 
overridden.

Helen Frowe’s chapter addresses the distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello
that structures most discussions of just war theory (and indeed this Handbook). She 
argues that this framework is misleading since it implies that there are two aspects of 
war—the war ‘as a whole’ and the way in which the war is conducted—and that each is 
subject to distinct moral constraints. But, Frowe argues, there is a single set of moral 
principles that determines the justness of actions that cause nonconsensual harm. If this 
is correct, there cannot be distinctive ad bellum or in bello principles. Frowe also denies 
that this distinction reflects a contrast between a limited range of goods and harms that 
determines the justness of specific offensives in war and a wider range of goods and 
harms that determines the justness of the war as a whole. She argues that when we are 
assessing the justness of combatants’ actions, there is no principled reason to restrict the 
range of relevant goods and harms to those that are a direct upshot of their particular 
offensive. Whether an offensive is proportionate, for example, depends on all the goods 
and harms to which it contributes or which it prevents and not on some morally arbitrary 
subset of goods and harms directly caused by the agent or members of her military unit. 
Frowe also rejects the notion that the concept of jus ad bellum is valuable because it 
enables us to evaluate whole wars, arguing that such summative assessments of war are 
often misleading. We would do better, she argues, to focus on more nuanced assessments 
of individual actions.

In his contribution to this section, Gregory Reichberg examines the historiography of just 
war theory. He argues that the idea of the just war as a scholarly tradition emerged 
comparatively late in the early modern period, when the label ’just war’ is applied 
retrospectively by writers attempting to identify a canon of the ethics of war, often in 
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order to reject the idea that war might sometimes be justified. Reichberg rejects the 
popular view that Augustine is the first systematic writer on just war, arguing instead 
that it is Gratian who first compiles disparate works into a single text (his Decretum).

Reichberg identifies various ways in which recent debates in the ethics of war are pre-
empted by historical texts. For example, Luis de Molina viewed war as an essentially 
legal mechanism for resolving disputes, thereby placing warring parties on an equal 
footing in a manner evocative of more recent defences of the moral equality of 
combatants, such as Michael Walzer’s. Vanderpol, in contrast, rejects the legal model in 
favour of a moral standard, prefiguring work by critics of Walzer such as Jeff McMahan.

The final chapter in this section, by Jeremy Waldron, explores the implications of the 
ethics of war for the laws of war. In particular, Waldron cautions against undermining 
international law through philosophical discourse. While in most modern states domestic 
law is sufficiently robust to withstand critique and often adapt accordingly, international 
law is comparatively nascent and fragile. Waldron is especially concerned by the recent 
erosion by moral philosophers of the principle of noncombatant immunity. Revisionist just 
war theorists have argued that the correct approach is to discriminate not between 
combatants and civilians, but between those who are morally liable to harm and those 
who are not. Many revisionists nonetheless grant that, as a matter of law, the existing 
principle of discrimination is a useful convention that helps to minimize the harms of war. 
Waldron rejects both the thought that the principle is mere convention and the thought 
that such a convention is justified if, but only if, it minimizes harm.

Waldron’s chapter highlights an ongoing concern for those proposing revisionist accounts 
of war—namely, whether the laws of war should (if they could) be altered to reflect what 
these philosophers take to be the morality of war. Moreover, Waldron urges revisionists 
to take seriously what he call the ’ethical burden’ of publicly criticizing and potentially 
undermining laws that, he argues, represent ’elementary moral restraint’ in the midst of 
war.

3. Part Two: History
Although contemporary analytical just war theorists rarely focus on their debt, they owe 
much to a Western tradition of thinking about the just war, grounded in Ancient Greece 
and Rome, substantially developed by the early Church fathers and later the Scholastics, 
and becoming most influential among the post-Westphalian theorists of public 
international law. This Western tradition is, of course, just one among others (and, of 
course, treating it as a single tradition is somewhat artificial). Nor was it hermetically 
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sealed: Western just war theorists drew on the work of their various counterparts. But 
our focus in this Handbook is on contemporary analytical just war theory, and its roots 
are in this Western tradition.

Part Two begins with Rory Cox’s survey of the early development of, and relationship 
between, jus ad bellum and jus in bello in the Western just war tradition up to Aqiunas. 
Cox rejects several orthodoxies concerning the evolution of these branches of the ethics 
of war. In particular, he denies James Turner Johnston’s claim that jus ad bellum was 
primarily developed by theologians, whereas jus in bello was developed by lawyers and 
soldiers. For example, it is popularly believed that Augustine focused exclusively on the 
justice of resorting to war. But, Cox argues, his demand that soldiers fight with right 
intention entails that they eschew cruelty, using only proportionate and necessary force. 
Thus, properly understood, Augustine is making both ad bellum and in bello prescriptions. 
Similarly, writers often thought to be solely concerned with the conduct of war also 
impose restrictions upon the waging of war. Adomnán’s Cáin, for example, primarily aims 
at developing a form of noncombatant immunity, but also recognizes a constraint of 
legitimate authority on the waging of war. Cox argues that writings on jus ad bellum and
jus in bello are consistently intermingled in this way, and, over time, culminate into a 
substantial body of morally sophisticated work on the ethics of war.

In his chapter, Daniel Schwartz tackles the late Scholastics: Francisco de Vitoria, Gabriel 
Vázquez, Francisco Suárez, and Luis de Molina. He begins by exploring Suarez’s judicial 
model of offensive war—that is, war undertaken with the aim of rectifying past injustice—
and contrasting Suarez’s and Vitoria’s accounts of the scope of a sovereign’s jurisdiction. 
In this debate, we can see the early roots of disagreement about humanitarian 
intervention. For Suarez, the sovereign’s jurisdiction is limited to his or her own territory, 
and he or she may wage war only to fend off incursions into that territory. But Vitoria 
posits a community of the ’whole world’ that can rightfully wage war to prevent or repair 
wrongdoing against others—arguing that one could permissibly wage a war of 
intervention against the Aztecs to prevent their widespread practice of human sacrifice.

Much of Schwartz’s chapter examines the late Scholastics’ views on the morality of 
individual combatants’ refusing to fight in what they believe to be an unjust war. Greg 
Reichberg has argued that, since Vitoria thought that combatants who wrongly believe 
their side’s cause to be just are merely excused, he cannot be enlisted in support of the 
moral equality of combatants. Schwartz challenges this view, arguing that while the 
Scholastics did indeed distinguish between justifications and excuses, they nonetheless 
took excuses to be action-guiding. Combatants whose evidence wrongly suggests that 
their war is just have duties to fight. While this doesn’t generate complete moral parity 
between just and unjust combatants, it moves them closer to parity than others have 
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thought. The final part of this chapter explores the Scholastics’ take on the permissibility 
of killing innocent people in war.

Pablo Kamanovitz’s chapter explores the writings of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-
century theorists Hugo Grotius, Christian Wolff, and Emer Vattel, focusing on the notion 
of ’regular war’. Kalmanovitz identifies three central features of regular war: it is fought 
by sovereign states (or groups that aim to be such states) to settle disputes between them 
in the absence of any higher authority, it requires a formal declaration of war that marks 
the transition to the laws of war, and it concludes with a formal peace treaty. He 
contrasts this with the typical understanding of the just war as an entirely moral project 
focusing on the justice of the cause, the liability of the aggressor, and the vindication of 
the victim’s rights. Regular war is a rejection of, in particular, the view that war can be 
reduced to the morality of ordinary life and interpersonal relationships. Rather, it takes 
the institutional features of states and the relationships between them to determine the 
morality of war.

Kalmanovitz elucidates how writers such as Grotius distinguish between how we judge 
individual actors and states and how we draw up our laws. Grotius, he argues, does not 
seek to justify the actions of unjust soldiers, ’but rather to justify the legal permissions 
that are granted to them’. Similarly, while we might criticize a given state for engaging in 
an unjust war or failing to assist in a just war, the laws of war should nevertheless be 
neutral about jus ad bellum since international law is ill-equipped to make reliable 
judgments about when war is warranted. These weaknesses of international law appear 
again in the work of Wolff and Vattel, who lament the endemic uncertainty and 
indeterminacy of the law. However, Kalmanovitz argues that the demand that 
belligerents make public declarations of war that set out their cause and that must 
persuade a ’global audience’ of its justice have the (perhaps often unrealized) potential to 
serve as a check on aggression.

4. Part Three: Resort
In the first chapter of Part Three, Allen Buchanan offers a critical assessment of 
contemporary analytical just war theory and, in particular, its focus on objective moral 
principles at the expense of ’action-guiding norms’. Military and political leaders suffer 
from both epistemic limitations and potentially corrupting motivations, such as the desire 
to be re-elected. Asking them to determine the objective justification of their actions 
might yield worse results than insisting that they adhere to clear norms, even if the 
content of these norms departs from the objective moral facts. For example, rather than 
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enjoining political leaders to wage interventionist wars only when war is proportionate—
which requires them to make an assessment of proportionality that they may skew in 
favour of whatever verdict is most likely to lead to re-their re-election—we should instead 
insist that they follow a rule, according to which wars of intervention are permissible only 
to prevent genocide or mass killing. Similarly, a heuristic proscribing preventive war 
might be advisable even if preventive war can in principle sometimes be justified. Some 
justifications for war are ’practically dangerous’ even if theoretically sound. Buchanan 
then explores the implications of this heuristic approach for our practices of praising and 
blaming leaders. The final part of the chapter explores the practical aims of theorizing 
about jus ad bellum, considering the ways in which such theorizing might be brought to 
bear on the law or communicated to practitioners and policy-makers.

David Luban’s contribution also tackles the practicality of jus ad bellum theorizing, 
focusing on the predicament of an individual combatant who is ordered to fight but is 
unsure whether her war is unjust. Luban’s main target is Jeff McMahan’s proposal that 
we should provide moral guidance to combatants by establishing an ad bellum ’court’ that 
could offer authoritative judgments about whether a war is just. Luban argues that 
merely compiling a panel of experts each of whose presence is uncontroversial will be a 
mammoth task; once compiled, the panel must then try to agree on particular cases. This, 
too, would be near impossible: even analytical just war theorists—a small and otherwise 
homogeneous group—disagree vehemently on many issues in just war theory. Any 
broader sample would be still more disputatious. Making an informed judgment will also 
require vast amounts of information that might be very dangerous or costly to obtain. 
And, since international bodies such as the UN Security Council already offer judgments 
on the use of force, combatants will need to decide which body to trust when those 
judgments conflict. In such cases, a jus ad bellum court might well increase rather than 
diminish a combatant’s uncertainty about what to do.

However, Luban also rejects the idea that a combatant can simply ignore her conscience 
and be obedient to her state. Combatants are moral agents, capable of deliberation; they 
must obey orders to fight manifestly just wars and disobey orders to fight manifestly 
unjust wars. But, in the face of doubtful wars, combatants may defer to their state. He 
defends this third claim by invoking the moral importance of retaining civilian control of 
the military—a factor that he claims is largely overlooked by just war theorists but that 
provides compelling support for a presumption in favour of combatant obedience in cases 
of uncertainty.

A ’bloodless invasion’ is an act of aggression that initially threatens only political or 
territorial rights but in which defending these rights will lead to bloodshed on both sides. 
International law and conventional morality suggest that national defence is permissible 
against such lesser aggressions, but many just war theorists argue that this conclusion 
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lacks defensible moral foundations. In his contribution to this section, David Mapel 
explores the permissibility of resisting bloodless invasions, especially from the 
perspective of interpersonal morality. Prima facie, it seems that if a mugger threatens 
lethal force unless his victim hands over her purse, she ought to hand over the purse 
rather than try to kill him. Killing to defend her purse is disproportionate. But Mapel 
points out that these kinds of ’conditional threats’ are nearly always accompanied by 
uncertainty. And it is not clear that the victim must take the risk that the mugger is 
trustworthy and will not try to kill her even if she complies. This speaks in favour of 
allowing force in the face of conditional threats.

However, Mapel suggests that considerations of proportionality have significantly more 
weight when defence risks harm to innocent people—as war invariably does—than in 
cases that involve only an attacker and a victim. When defence aims at protecting only 
lesser interests, such as political rights, it will likely be disproportionate to kill innocent 
people as a side effect. Perhaps we should revise the laws of war and conventional 
morality to reflect this more restrictive stance on national defence.

Anna Stilz’s chapter explores the neglected question of when, and why, states have 
territorial rights and the circumstances under which these rights give rise to a just cause 
for war. Stilz argues that individuals’ interests in ’located life plans’ are nearly always 
sufficiently weighty to generate duties for others not to interfere with their occupancy of 
a given piece of land. Excepting cases in which respecting such a duty compromises 
another agent’s capacity to live a minimally decent life and cases where occupancy was 
preceded by unjust expulsion, Stilz argues that occupancy generates a preinstitutional 
moral right to land. And, since individuals have justice-based reasons to accept the 
authority of a just state, a state that offers a just system acquires jurisdiction over the 
land that its citizens occupy. When that state is also self-determining, this provides an 
additional reason for other potentially just states not to interfere with its territory. 
However, like Mapel, Stilz is sceptical about whether territorial rights can generate a just 
cause for defensive war in the range of cases in which it is commonly supposed to do so. 
In cases where the imposed political system is not radically different from the system 
arising from self-determination, arguably, the harms of war—again, most notably the 
deaths of innocent people—would not be justified in order to defend territorial rights.

Henry Shue’s contribution focuses on the ad bellum requirements of proportionality and 
last resort. Shue thinks we have a just cause for war only if going to war will avert a 
great evil; war is a last resort only if, of all the means for averting that evil, war is the 
least harmful. Proportionality may be assessed only if the last resort condition has been 
met. Shue argues that all the evils that would not occur but for the war being fought 
count when determining whether the war is proportionate, including those that the 
enemy will inflict if we resist their aggression. He distinguishes five types of evil relevant 
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to ad bellum proportionality: (1) the evil one directly inflicts (roughly, harm to civilians 
caused by one’s own offensives); (2) the evil that will be inflicted by others on people to 
whom one owes a duty of care (roughly, harm to one’s own civilians caused by the 
enemy’s offensives); (3) the evil that will be inflicted by others on people to whom one 
does not owe a duty of care (harms to foreign civilians caused by the enemy’s offensives); 
(4) a ’moral contingency’ of unpredictable evils that one cannot yet identify, but that 
inevitably occur in war; and (5) environmental damage. Shue argues that since the 
proportionality calculation judges the total evil of war—and does not assign blame or 
responsibility for those evils—it would be ’fundamentally dishonest’ to exclude some of 
these evils because they are inflicted by the enemy. After all, if one is fighting a defensive 
war, all the evils of war are in some sense the responsibility of the aggressor. Insofar as 
we grant the need for ad bellum proportionality judgments at all, we have already 
accepted the relevance for our actions of the evils for which others are responsible.

Shue argues that the proportionality of resort differs from the proportionality of conduct 
since in bello proportionality considers only one of the evils just listed—civilian losses that 
one’s own operation inflicts—and compares this to the military advantage sought. His 
argument here draws on existing international law. For Shue, the in bello rules are meant 
to limit the destruction caused by people who have already decided to fight, even if they 
should not be fighting at all. He thus supports the familiar Walzerian position that each 
individual offensive of a war can be in bello proportionate, even if the war as a whole is ad 
bellum disproportionate.

In his chapter, Cheyney Ryan carefully distinguishes between personal pacifism and 
political pacifism. He describes personal pacifism as an opposition to all forms of killing, 
including in personal self-defence. Political pacifism, in contrast, opposes war as a social 
practice, seeking to undermine what Ryan calls ’the war system’: ’the practices of killing 
and destruction that characterize war making, and the practices of mobilizing human and 
material resources to those ends that characterize war building’. It focuses on developing 
institutional alternatives to war that enable the peaceful resolution and avoidance of 
conflicts. Political pacifism is compatible with the permissibility of killing in personal self-
defence.

Ryan further contrasts political pacifism with ’just war pacifism’—the view that, although 
war could in theory be just, all actual wars have failed to satisfy the just war conditions 
(and are likely to continue to do so). Ryan suggests that as societies have become 
increasingly reluctant to fight wars—and as individuals have become increasingly 
reluctant to serve in them—it has become harder to distinguish pacifism from a general 
aversion to war. However, he argues that pacifism’s absolute rejection of war is its 
defining characteristic: any practically possible war is always wrong, under any 
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circumstances. He thus dismisses the challenge posed to absolutism by hypothetical wars 
(such as wars in which only culpable people are harmed, and only to the extent to which 
they are liable, in order to prevent some utter catastrophe). Whether such a war could be 
just is irrelevant since there is no practically possible war that could satisfy these 
conditions.

Yitzhak Benbaji’s chapter examines the ad bellum requirement that wars be fought by a 
legitimate authority. Historically, this has been interpreted as granting only states or 
representatives of aspiring states the power to wage a just war. The requirement has 
been rejected by some revisionist writers who argue that if a war satisfies the other ad 
bellum conditions, then ordinary individuals may fight it regardless of whether they are 
authorized to do so by their state.

Benbaji describes what he calls a Factual Condition that summarizes the background of 
most wars: (1) there is a group (Actor) that fights the war, made up of decision-makers 
(typically a government) and enactors (typically the armed forces); (2) Actor represents a 
larger group in whose the name the war is fought—the Political Society; (e) the war is 
fought to secure a good for a third group, Beneficiaries; and (4) the war uses resources 
that belong to, and imposes risks on, a fourth group, Bearer. Benbaji suggests that, 
usually, Political Society is identical with Beneficiaries and Bearers—that is, wars are 
usually fought in the name of the group that it is intended to defend, using that group’s 
resources and exposing that group to the risks of war. However, these groups can come 
apart—a war of humanitarian intervention might be undertaken in the name of one 
group, using their resources, but be intended to benefit an entirely different group. 
Benbaji suggests that each of these groups can confer or withhold its authorization with 
respect to a war. However, while the vetoing of a war by the Beneficiary or Bearer 
groups is evidence that the war fails the other ad bellum conditions, a failure to obtain 
Political Society authorization is not indicative of the war’s being otherwise unjust. It 
instead shows that a decision to fight the war would be ’morally defective’.

The final chapter in the Resort section is Jonathan Parry’s exploration of civil wars and 
revolutions. As Parry points out, only a small percentage of recent wars have been fought 
exclusively between states. The overwhelming majority involve substate groups. Parry 
suggests that thinking about these conflicts can shed light on the theoretical debates 
between reductive individualists, who argue that war is morally continuous with the use 
of force outside of war, and exceptionalists, who argue that there are some justifications 
for killing that obtain only in war. Parry identifies four kinds of exceptionalism: (1)
collectivist exceptionalism, which invokes the fact that war is a group activity; (2)
authority-based exceptionalism, which invokes the legitimacy of orders issued by 
institutions fighting wars; (3) contractualist exceptionalism, which invokes the mutually 
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beneficial status of agreements between warring parties to accept certain norms; and (4)
pragmatic humanitarian exceptionalism, which invokes the humanitarian importance of 
accepting exceptional justifications for killing in war as a means of reducing the overall 
suffering of war.

Parry argues that each of these forms of exceptionalism is challenged by substate 
conflicts. For example, contractualist exceptionalism has been developed in the context of 
agreements between (minimally decent) states. It is thus silent on the topic of non-state 
actors. The force of collectivist exceptionalism rests on the controversial idea that when 
sufficiently robust structures are in place, a group can count as acting together in a way 
that effects some change in its actions’ normative status. But substate groups will often 
be much less robust than states, which makes it even harder to show that they have 
genuine collective agency of the sort that can generate the exceptional justification for 
killing. More generally, since these exceptions are meant to apply only to killing in war, 
exceptionalism seemingly requires some account of whether a conflict counts as a war—
what Parry calls the Demarcation Problem. But the myriad forms of substate conflict 
suggest that there will be a substantial range of indeterminate cases in which 
exceptionalism neither prohibits nor permits killing. The second part of this chapter 
considers the circumstances in which substate groups might be justified in resorting to 
violence—specifically, whether the standard jus ad bellum criteria apply to insurgencies. 
In particular, Parry explores the role that consent plays in the permissibility of resorting 
to force.

5. Part Four: Conduct
In their chapter, Christian Barry and Lars Christie consider in depth the moral equality of 
combatants (the doctrine, recall, that combatants on all sides of any conflict have the 
same rights and immunities). They argue that views that categorically reject or support 
Equality are problematic, whether mounted from an individualist or collectivist position. 
They defend an individualist approach to the morality of war, according to which 
nonculpable combatants may retain their rights to life even if on the unjust side in war. 
This would yield a limited defence of Equality since it would not hold for all unjust 
combatants, and it would entail only that many combatants on both sides of a war have 
the same immunities; it would not entail that they have the same permission to kill.

Saba Bazargan’s chapter tackles one of the central tenets of traditional just war theory—
namely, the idea that noncombatants enjoy moral immunity to intentional harm. 
According to international law, combatants may be intentionally attacked, but 
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noncombatants may only be unintentionally harmed as a proportionate side effect of 
pursuing a legitimate military objective. The moral counterpart to this legal position is set 
out most famously in Walzer’s Just and Unjust Wars, where he argues that all combatants 
have lost their rights not to be killed because they have allowed themselves to be made 
into dangerous men. Noncombatants, in contrast, do nothing to forfeit their usual rights 
against being harmed. As Bazargan outlines, Walzer’s defence of noncombatant immunity 
has been substantially undermined by revisionist critics such as Jeff McMahan. McMahan 
argues that moral responsibility for causally contributing to an unjust threat is sufficient 
for liability to defensive harm, provided that harming the responsible person is necessary 
to avert the unjust threat for which she is responsible. This criterion will not map onto 
the distinction between combatants and noncombatants since many noncombatants are 
causally responsible for unjust threats, and combatants on the just side of a war are not 
typically responsible for unjust threats.

Bazargan argues that while the revisionist view is largely correct, it is incomplete. 
Specifically, he argues that the focus on liability through causation has led its proponents 
to overlook other grounds of liability, such as being a beneficiary of an unjust war. 
Bazargan claims that a certain type of war profiteers—those trading in large quantities of 
goods stolen from a civilian population as part of an unjust war—can be liable to be killed 
if they fail in duties of restitution. Such profiteers have an obligation to transfer the 
benefits that they obtain through wrongdoing—for example, the money that they make 
from trading the stolen goods—to the victims of the theft. Of course, this is fairly 
plausible—more controversial is the claim that profiteers may be killed if they fail to 
discharge this duty. But, as Bazargan argues, in war, the victim’s very survival may be at 
stake precisely because someone has stolen her resources. In such cases, the duty to 
disgorge the relevant benefits is especially stringent, and a refusal to do so can render 
lethal force proportionate.

Adil Ahmad Haque tackles the moral status of human shields. Both active shielding 
(moving civilians to military targets) and passive shielding (moving military targets into 
proximity with civilians) are prohibited by international law. But some philosophers have 
recently argued that the moral reasons against using civilians as shields may be less 
weighty than the law suggests and that the harming of civilians who are being used by 
the enemy as shields may be ’discounted’ compared to the harming of other civilians.

Haque begins by rejecting Cecile Fabre’s arguments that civilians on an unjust side of a 
war can render themselves liable to be used as shields by just combatants and that 
innocent civilians can sometimes permissibly be forced to serve as shields for their just 
combatants. Fabre suggests that using civilians as shields is easier to justify than 
intentionally killing civilians since it is the enemy who will be killing them—from the 
perspective of the side using the shields, their deaths are unintentional. Haque rejects 
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Fabre’s claim that individuals have distinct rights not to be unintentionally killed and not 
to be intentionally killed in favour of the view that we each have a single right not to be 
killed. He then argues that there is ‘hardly any moral difference’ between using a person 
in a way that inflicts unintended harm upon her and using a person in a way that 
occasions her being unintentionally harmed by someone else.

Haque also addresses the idea that, although using shields oneself is morally 
impermissible, one can nevertheless disregard or discount the deaths of people who have 
been forced into shielding by the enemy. According to this view, unintentionally killing a 
civilian who is being used as an involuntary shield is easier to justify than unintentionally 
killing a civilian who is not a shield. A comparison with conscripts is sometimes used to 
support this view. Conscripts, like shields, are forced to participate in the war. And yet 
most people believe that conscripts lack rights not to be killed and are legitimate targets 
of force. So, the fact that civilians are being forced to serve as shields does not show that 
they cannot be legitimate targets as well. Haque invokes a difference in the sorts of 
contribution that shields and conscripted combatants make to the war effort to argue that 
conscripts, but not shields, lack rights not to be killed. He suggests that the role of 
shields is sufficiently close to allowing harm that they need not bear very significant costs 
to avoid playing that role. Thus, they do not forfeit or weaken their rights against being 
harmed if they shield as a result of serious duress. However, he grants that voluntary 
shields who intend to dissuade or prevent attacks on unjust combatants or military 
targets can compromise their rights not to be harmed.

Perhaps one of the most familiar aspects of moral reasoning about killing in war is the 
Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE). As Victor Tadros explains in his chapter, there are 
various competing formulations of the DDE. But each formulation includes two 
components: a strict constraint on intentional harming and a less stringent constraint on 
unintentional, side-effect harming. The DDE is commonly thought to underpin the in bello
requirement of discrimination—that is, the requirement that force be aimed only at 
combatants. Civilians may be collaterally harmed as an unintentional side effect of 
pursuing a military objective but must never be intentionally harmed. However, despite 
its apparent centrality to the ethics of war, the truth of the DDE is deeply contested. 
Tadros offers a defence of the DDE, arguing that it is an important part of the most 
plausible general account of the permissibility of killing in war.

Much of the controversy surrounding the DDE focuses on the significance of intentions to 
permissibility. Some writers believe that we are more responsible for the outcomes that 
we intend compared to the outcomes we do not intend and that the more responsible we 
are for harms, the harder they are to justify. We might also think that (at least some) 
intentional harms involve using the victim in an especially objectionable way. Tadros 
suggests that both ideas help explain why there is a stricter restriction on intentional 
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harming. In particular, he argues that we should not distinguish between directly 
intended harms and directly intended actions that result in harm, and he defends the 
DDE against putative counterexamples. Moreover, he argues that this version of the DDE 
is superior to Frances Kamm’s purely causal account of broadly the same moral 
phenomena. Even though he grants the force of related distinctions, such as that between 
eliminative agency and opportunistic agency, and between opportunistic agency and 
manipulative agency, Tadros argues that intentions (and the DDE) still have work to do in 
the ethics of war.

Jeff McMahan’s chapter offers a careful investigation of the notion of proportionality and 
the related issue of necessity. He begins by drawing attention to some features of ad 
bellum proportionality, arguing that harm to combatants, if it exceeds what they are 
liable to, can render war disproportionate. McMahan also offers an account of the range 
of goods relevant to ad bellum proportionality, arguing that only the prevention or 
correction of a moral wrong can be a just cause for war and that it can be so only when 
those who must be attacked to prevent the wrong are liable to be harmed and there is a 
lesser-evil justification for killing nonliable people as a side effect of those attacks.

Turning to in bello proportionality, McMahan rejects the traditional just war idea that the 
relevant good is its contribution to a military advantage, irrespective of whether one’s 
war is just. Military advantage is an essentially instrumental notion, and its value is 
derived from the end that it serves. Unjust combatants cannot satisfy in bello
proportionality because their actions contribute to unjust ends. McMahan grants that 
there might be morally bad consequences were combatants to come to accept this view, 
but he insists that this is irrelevant to the view’s truth. He then sketches four alternatives 
for how international law might interpret proportionality but suggests that none is 
appealing. He concludes that, for now, keeping the current law may be preferable to the 
alternatives, but notes that changes in the guidance provided by legal institutions might 
also effect a change in the best way to legislate.

Suzanne Uniacke’s chapter considers how reflecting upon the structure and moral 
character of terrorism can illuminate our understanding of the in bello requirement of 
discrimination. Uniacke defines terrorism as, paradigmatically, a violent attempt to 
further a political agenda by coercion—typically, by generating terror or insecurity by 
unpredictable attacks on illegitimate targets. These tactics are typically employed by non-
state groups who attack innocent people as a means of coercing a larger group or 
government into behaving in a particular way. However, Uniacke recognizes that one or 
several of these features may be missing from actions that we nonetheless regard as 
terrorism—these features are indicative, rather than constitutive, of terrorism. And, 
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although her account does not insist that terrorism is impermissible by definition, its 
features of coercion and violence make it presumptively wrongful.

Uniacke argues that terrorism should be judged by the moral standards that govern war, 
in particular the requirement not to target noncombatants. Much of the philosophical 
discussion of terrorism has focused on whether what appear to be instances of justified 
terrorism show that the requirement of discrimination is not an absolute prohibition, but 
rather an especially high moral hurdle. However, she also points out that the features of 
terrorism that most obviously speak to its wrongness—that it is coercive and harms 
innocent people—are not unique to terrorism, either in isolation or combination. Even the 
’structural’ feature of terrorism—that it objectionably makes use of people by harming 
them in order to coerce others—is not unique to terrorism: kidnappings for ransom, for 
example, harm the abductee in order to influence others.

Whether torture is a legitimate tactic of war has been the topic of significant public 
debate, particularly since the 2001 war in Afghanistan and the 2003 war in Iraq. Frances 
Kamm’s chapter begins by comparing and contrasting accounts of torture, such as the 
UN Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhumane or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment, and the United States Torture Statute, and also accounts from Henry Shue 
and David Sussman. These accounts vary with respect to, amongst other things, whether 
only someone acting in an official capacity can count as engaging in torture and whether 
torture must be aimed at a defenceless person (and whether being able to reveal 
information counts as a form of available defence).

Kamm’s central interest is in the relationship between what we may do to a person while 
she is actively threatening someone else and what we may do to her once she has 
completed her threatening act—for example, once she has planted the bomb and need do 
nothing else in order for the bomb to kill her victim. Kamm thus considers cases in which 
inflicting the sort of harm that one might inflict in a standard case of torture—such as 
giving a person repeated electric shocks—is necessary to prevent a threatener from 
completing threatening actions. She calls this torture* and argues that inflicting such 
harm could be permissible if it were necessary to prevent the killing of innocents. Even 
though certain acts of torture* and other forms of manipulation can be more disrespectful 
than killing a person, it is more important not to kill people than not to disrespect them. 
Moreover, Kamm suggests that torture* is permissible not only as a less harmful 
substitute for killing in cases where killing is permissible. Even when it is not permissible 
to kill a person while she is in the midst of threatening, torture* could be proportionate, 
given the lethal threat she poses to her victim. Thus, even if it is impermissible to kill 
people once their threatening action is complete, this does not show that it is 
impermissible to torture them.
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The last chapter in this section is Daniel Statman’s exploration of one of the most widely 
discussed topics in both academic and public debates on the ethics of war—namely, the 
moral permissibility of using unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs, or drones) and robots as 
means of fighting. Statman defends the use of these forms of technology on several 
grounds. He argues that they are more discriminate than available alternatives and more 
likely to be proportionate. He also cites their capacity to reduce the risk of harm to 
combatants and to increase the likelihood that states will wage justified wars of 
humanitarian intervention. These technologies also make it easier for states to resist 
aggression without resorting to the much more harmful means of full-scale war. Finally, 
they are cheaper than conventional wars, which makes resources available for pursuing 
other valuable ends.

Statman suggests that arguments that try to show the wrongness of using UAVs and 
robots often struggle to show any significant distinction between these weapons and 
conventional weapons. For example, it’s not clear why being killed by a remotely 
operated drone is more of a ’faceless’ or inhumane killing than being killed by a bomb 
dropped from a plane 20,000 feet in the air. He also rejects Paul Kahn’s argument that 
combatants who fight using drones, thereby avoiding risk to their own lives, cannot have 
a right to use lethal force against their targets. Kahn believes that a combatant’s ’licence 
to kill’ rests upon what he calls the ’reciprocal imposition of risk’ between opposing 
combatants. Statman argues that, amongst other problems, Kahn’s view renders 
humanitarian intervention impermissible since combatants who undertake interventions 
cannot claim to have antecedently been at risk in a way that would legitimize their use of 
force.

6. Part Five: Aftermath
The Handbook concludes with a section on endings and aftermath in the ethics of war. 
Darrel Moellendorf argues that the justice of ending a war—what he calls jus ex bello—
raises distinct moral problems. We cannot determine whether a war should be ended by 
focusing exclusively on whether it should have been started in the first place. It’s possible 
that a war that was unjustly begun—that failed the condition of being a last resort, for 
example—could be justly continued if the war itself has now made alternative resolutions 
impossible. Moellendorf therefore rejects David Rodin’s claim that such situations 
constitute a dilemma in which one would act wrongly in continuing the war, but also in 
stopping the war.

Moellendorf also rejects the view that the costs of a war that have already been incurred 
should be treated as ’sunk costs’ that are irrelevant to the proportionality of continuing 
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the war. He suggests that if we disregard past killings, there may be no principled point 
at which a war becomes disproportionate, no matter how much destruction lies in its 
wake. The chapter also outlines the principles that Moellendorf takes to determine the 
constraints on ending war. Foremost amongst these are that the war be ended as quickly 
as possible insofar as this is compatible in minimizing injustice and moral costs. But 
Moellendorf also grants a defeasible principle that one should negotiate in good faith and 
that negotiating parties should not make unjust demands based on their success in the 
war.

Cecile Fabre focuses on the role of jus post bellum—justice after war—in just war theory 
and its relationship to jus ad bellum and jus in bello. She begins by addressing the 
question of whether jus post bellum is properly part of just war theory at all, rather than 
part of political philosophy more generally construed. Whereas some writers have urged 
the need for the development of jus post bellum, Fabre finds their motivations for this 
project wanting. However, she also resists Seth Lazar’s claim that we should think of just 
war theory as having little to offer a full account of the ethics of peacebuilding. Lazar 
argues that when building peace after war, we need to look forward, whereas reliance on 
the tools of just war theory promotes recrimination and claims for compensation instead 
of prioritizing peacebuilding. Fabre defends a middle ground that grants the role of 
broader moral and political philosophy in developing an account of justice after war, but 
nonetheless insists that it makes a difference that what is aimed at is peace after war and 
not peace simpliciter.

For example, Fabre argues that a state’s duties in the aftermath of war can be partly 
determined by whether its resorting to war was just and whether the war was justly 
fought. She distinguishes between substantive justice—that is, who is entitled to what—
and procedural justice—that is, who should decide whether those entitlements are 
received. She then argues that the ad bellum and in bello justice of a belligerent’s war 
affects which peace terms will count as substantially just and who has the standing to 
negotiate peace terms. Fabre argues that those who have contributed to injustice can be 
liable to bear costs that it would be unfair to impose on innocent people. However, this 
interaction between the justice of the war and jus post bellum must be tempered by 
whether and how imposing such costs undermines the prospects for peace. She also 
suggests that some leaders, such as Hitler, can come to lack the standing to negotiate 
peace terms by engaging in especially egregious wrongdoing.

Jens Ohlin’s chapter offers a deontological defence of the anti-impunity norm: the 
principle that wrongdoing in conflict should not go unpunished. He argues that criminal 
trials, rather than nonpenal processes, best serve this norm. This contrasts with an 
instrumental justification that upholds the anti-impunity norm as the best way to prevent 
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recidivism by belligerents and to deter others from engaging in wrongdoing. Ohlin 
suggests that this debate in international law mirrors the debate in domestic criminal 
law. However, he also points out empirical differences between international crimes and 
domestic crimes that, he suggests, undercut the force of the instrumentalist justification 
as applied to international crimes. Those who engage in genocide, he argues, are already 
acting irrationally in a way that makes them much less responsive to the sort of 
incentives and sanctions provided by a system of punishment. Instrumentalist 
justifications of the anti-impunity norm may be plausible in the domestic context, but less 
so in international law.

In the final chapter of this section, Catherine Lu explores two kinds of reconciliation. 
Relational reconciliation concerns how we repair alienating relationships between 
individuals in the aftermath of conflict. Structural reconciliation concerns how we amend 
or replace the alienating social and political systems and practices that mediate these 
individual relationships. These forms of reconciliation have international counterparts, 
addressing the relationships between states and the systems that govern these 
relationships, respectively. Of these two forms of reconciliation, Lu argues that, despite 
being neglected by theorists in favour of relational reconciliation, structural 
reconciliation is ’analytically prior and normatively fundamental’ since it establishes the 
background conditions that bestow legitimacy on attempts to reshape relationships 
between agents.

Lu outlines two concerns: first, that the project of reconciliation might be misguided at 
the individual level, placing undue burdens on victims and setting unrealistic goals of 
unity and harmony; and second, that reconciliation might not be demanding enough at 
the structural level since it focuses on the individual actors involved at the expense of 
reflection on the systems that allowed wrongdoing to occur. Lu argues that when we 
conceive of relational and structural reconciliation as political projects, we circumvent 
the concern that reconciliation places excessive or inappropriate burdens on victim. And, 
of course, her proposal for structural reconciliation speaks directly to the concern that 
systems escape critical reflection.

Notes:

( ) Statistics taken from http://apps.who.int/gho/data/node.home

( ) http://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2015/6/558193896/worldwide-displacement-hits-all-
time-high-war-persecution-increase.html

( ) For a gruelling rundown of the horrors of war, see, e.g., Hugo Slim, Killing Civilians: 
Method, Madness and Morality in War (London: Hurst, 2007).
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( ) Steven Pinker, The Better Angels of Our Nature: Why Violence Has Declined (New 
York: Viking, 2011).

( ) Keith Krause, ‘From Armed Conflict to Political Violence: Mapping and Explaining 
Conflict Trends’, Daedalus 145 (4: 2016) Issue 4, Fall 2016.

( ) This is, of course, one tradition among others. Readers seeking a comparative 
approach to the ethics of war should consider Gregory M. Reichberg and Henrik Syse,
Religion, War, and Ethics: A Sourcebook of Textual Traditions (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2014).

( ) Gregory M. Reichberg, ‘Jus Ad Bellum’, in War: Essays in Political Philosophy edited by 
Larry May and Emily Crookston (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 11–29.
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