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As the ancient historian Tertullian wrote, “Deception, harshness, and injustice are the regular order of battles.
”  This fundamental recognition of war's nature served as a warning to those who would engage in battle: when wars are to be fought, one ought to consider all their aspects.  From the Medieval times to our own, these considerations involved not only the enemy's strength relative to one's own, but additionally the side effects of those battles.  Medieval just war doctrine sought to recognize and limit these effects to actual participants in the battle, and thereby to minimize the effect on nearby innocents.  Yet although this is still certainly a consideration, our modern war traditions have moved further and further away from the traditional understandings of war.  To understand this shift, however, a historical perspective is needed.  This paper will therefore examine the history of just war doctrine in the Medieval time period, and then examine some causes of its decline.  This paper will primarily be dedicated to examining the three modern alternatives to just war theory: total war, positive international law, and Catholic war doctrine.  This paper will then demonstrate the superiority of positive international law over its competitors.


It is first essential to understand some of the basic terms which will be used throughout this paper.  The American Heritage Dictionary defines “war” as being “A state of open, armed, often prolonged conflict carried on between nations [or] states...
” Karl von Clausewitz further clarifies the nature of war in his important treatise, On War, by noting, “War...is an act of violence intended to compel our opponent to fulfill our will.
”  It is worth noting that modern societies sometimes require an official declaration of war for a conflict to be classified as a war, but this is not universally true.


Of course, the definition of what a “just war” entails is at the heart of Medieval just war doctrine.  The Medieval world was primarily affected by those notions of just war developed by Saints Augustine and Thomas.  In fact, Aquinas' own writings on just war draw heavily upon direct quotes from Augustine, and thereby it seems reasonable to assume that Augustine was one of the earliest developers of just war doctrine.  Augustine's writings, however, had comparatively little effect until they were popularized by Aquinas.  It consequently seems worthy to examine how Aquinas defined a “just war,” and to further see some practical effects of his conceptualization.


Aquinas primarily deals with just war doctrine in his seminal theological work Summa Theologica.  He considers many varied topics within its numerous pages, but our purpose may be fulfilled by examining his “On War” section.  Following the formula he had consistently utilized throughout his text, he begins by noting, “It seems it is always sinful to wage war.
”  After some considerations of why this may be the case, Aquinas proceeds to his proper definition:


In order for a war to be just, three things are necessary.  First, the 
authority of the sovereign by whose command the war is to be waged.  
For it is not the business of a private person to declare war...Secondly, 
a just cause is required, namely that those who are attacked should be 
attacked because they deserve it on account of some fault...Thirdly, it 
is necessary that the belligerents should 
have a right intention, so that 
they intend the advancement of good, or the avoidance of evil.
 

Aquinas further clarifies the nature of these criteria when he specifies that all are particularly applicable to your personal side in the battle, and are independent of each other.  In other words, it is necessary that all three be fulfilled; the failure of a single criterion will render the war unjust.  “For,” Aquinas notes, “it may happen that the war is declared by the legitimate authority, and for a just cause, and yet be rendered unlawful through a wicked intention.
”


These criteria, further, were not to be taken lightly.  They existed as part of the coherent whole of Christianity.  They were not to be considered in the abstract, but rather taken to have actual effects on the way battles were to be conducted.  A short example of this will clarify the degree to which Christianity as a whole was reflected in Medieval just war tradition.  


After Aquinas' definition of “just war,” he proceeds to an examination of whether or not it is lawful for ambushes to be laid in wartime.  Aquinas notes the Biblical exhortation found in Deuteronomy 16:20: “Thou shalt follow justly after that which is just.
”  He then applies this to the nature of ambushes, and states, “...[A]mbushes, since they are a kind of deception, seem to pertain to injustice.
”  It would seem, then, as if one could not be a consistent Christian and lay ambushes for the enemy.  


Aquinas reasons on theological ground, however, that such is not the case.  He begins by arguing: 


The object of laying ambushes is in order to deceive the enemy.  Now 
a man may be deceived by another's word or deed in two ways.  First, 
though being told something false, or through the breaking of a 
promise, and this is always unlawful...Secondly, a man may be
deceived by what we say or do, because we do not declare our 
purpose or meaning to 
him.  Now we are not always bound to do 
this...For this reason...a soldier has to learn the art of concealing his 
purpose lest it come to the enemy's knowledge.

In other words, as a central part of being a Christian, Aquinas thought that internal consistency was quite important.  A Christian's morals are to apply to all aspects of life, and the conduct of war is no exception to that rule.  


It should not be thought, however, that these three criteria were the only considerations in mainstream just war doctrine.  As James Johnson notes in his book Morality and Contemporary Warfare,


[The] end of peace...reasonable hope of success, overall 
proportionality, and last resort are, for just war tradition in its classic 
form, all prudential tests to be applied as additional check when the 
[aforementioned] deontological requirements have been met.
  

Thus, as developed elsewhere by Aquinas and others, innocents are not to be specifically targeted in war, and unnecessary enemy suffering ought to be prevented if possible. 


Within its own time, the notion of a Medieval just war was relatively well understood.  As the shift from the Medieval to Modern historical period occurred, however, what formerly seemed clear became more tricky.  As the Medieval worldview was being overthrown, then, it ought not be surprising that the Medieval notion of just war began to fall into disfavor as well.  The specific causes for this are too numerous to mention in any detail, but it does seem as if there is one cause both which cannot be ignored and which will play an important role in our later analysis.  That cause, although called different names by different historians, most frequently revolves around the rise of individualism and modern liberalism.  Drs. Nelson and Olin examine this trend in their book Why War?, and come to the following conclusion: 


To be 'free' in the context of liberalism means to be unfettered by 
traditional, 
hierarchical authority or concentrations of power in the 
state or in private hands.  It means the freedom to seek private ends 
and it calls 
upon the competitive individual, with an absolute right to 
life, liberty, and property to serve the common good by seeking his or 
her own individual gain.
 (emphasis in original) 

This quotation is particularly relevant for our purposes, specifically because it indicates the breakdown of traditional loci of authority.


This breakdown becomes particularly fatal to just war theory when the definition of a “just war” is considered again.  Remember that one of the primary criteria for a just war is that it must be fought with right intention.  When there was a single locus of authority, it was comparatively easy, although still difficult enough, to determine the leader's intention.  One merely had to discern what the head of state's intentions were, and then it could be determined if criterion three had been fulfilled.  With the rise of modern liberalism and its associate individualism, however, it was far more difficult to determine whether a right intention exists.  James Johnson supports this position when he argues:


The coalescence of just war tradition took place in an historical 
context in which the concept of sovereignty was more often associated 
with the person of the ruler of a political entity than with the entity 
itself...The development of just war tradition in the modern period has 
been 
marked by fundamental changes in...the politics of 
war...[Specifically,] by 
the rise of the modern state...
”

For example, at and around this time period, the idea of an assembly body making legislation began to become popular.  If a declaration of war were to be drafted, then, whose intentions must be examined to determine if they are “right”?  Is it to be the intentions of every single member of the legislative body?  Perhaps only the heads of the legislative bodies?  Or could only the stated intentions written explicitly into the legislation itself be examined?  There were no good answers to these questions, and this deafening silence did more to kill just war theory than perhaps anything else could have.


Once the traditional notion of just war went by the wayside, then, three primary alternatives emerged to Medieval just war theory: total war, Catholic war doctrine, and positive international law.  As mentioned earlier, it will be the purpose of this paper to argue that positive international law is the best alternative among these three main options.  Before this position can be fully argued, however, it is necessary to have a clear background on each theory.  Consequently, the next pages will be dedicated to an examination of each theory.


The notion of total war is neither difficult to understand nor a particularly new idea.  Because he was so important in its development, it may be helpful to look to Karl von Clausewitz's On War to understand what exactly this phrase entails.  As noted before, von Clausewitz believes that the ultimate aim of war is the complete and total subjugation of another to the belligerent's will.  To practically obtain that goal, then, Clausewitz believes that “[T]he enemy must be disarmed, and disarmament becomes therefore the immediate object of hostilities in theory.
”  If total disarmament of the enemy is the prime goal, then what is the best means of achieving this goal?  Fortunately, von Clausewitz provides us with a rather lengthy but nonetheless essential answer to this question:


...[I]t follows that he who uses force unsparingly, without reference to 
the bloodshed involved, must obtain a superiority if his adversary uses 
less vigor in its application.  The former then dictates the law to the 
latter...This is the way in which the matter must be viewed and it is to 
no purpose, it is even against one's own interest, to turn away from 
the consideration of the real nature of the affair because the horror of 
its elements excites repugnance.

In essence, von Clausewitz argues here that the side which uses force most unsparingly will, all other things being equal, necessarily win the conflict.  Right intentionality, much less the end of peace and all other considerations are to be neglected within this paradigm.  Rather, if one is to win the victory, one must ruthlessly use whatever force is available to utterly subjugate the enemy.  


This notion, although popularized by von Clausewitz, is hardly an original creation of his.  It rather goes back to the ancient Greek times, if not earlier.  Perhaps the first recorded historical example can be seen in the so-called “Melian Controversy”; this topic is a paradigmatic example of total war in practice.  An examination of how total war plays out in practice seems worthy of inclusion.  


Around 416 BC, the Athenians sent envoys to the island of Melos.  This small Lacedaemonian colony was originally neutral, but upon provocation by the Athenians, assumed an attitude of open hostility towards them.  To “remedy” this problem, a number of Athenian envoys were sent for a conference.  The following brief excerpts by the Athenians toward the Melians will exhibit the true nature of total war:


You know and we know, as practical men, that the question of justice 
arises only 
between parties equal in strength, and that the strong do 
what 
they can, and the weak submit...For this is not a competition in 
heroism between equals, where your honour is at stake, but a question 
of self-preservation, to save you from a struggle with a far stronger 
power.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the Melians were not persuaded by this “might makes right” method of negotiation, and consequently attempted to fight off the Athenians.  They ultimately failed, sadly, and Thucydides records the results: 


[T]he Melians surrendered at discretion to the Athenians, who put to 
death all the grown men whom they took, and sold the women and 
children for slaves; subsequently they sent out five hundred settlers 
and colonized the island.

Within the total war tradition, the enslavement of an originally neutral force is considered to be morally allowable.  In fact, because the women and children are part of the enemy's assets within the total war paradigm, it is necessary that they be enslaved.  Although some of these actions may have been distasteful and even regrettable, they were all actions uniquely aimed towards using force more unsparingly than their opponents, and to consequently achieve the goal of total war.  


Catholic war doctrine, in direct contrast to total war, sees war's justification as being similar to that in Aquinas' day.  As Joseph McKenna, the originator of this doctrine in 1960, notes, “Catholic thinkers believe that war can be morally justified, in the light both of reason and revelation.”
  Unsurprisingly, what justifies war is seen as being an outgrowth of classical just war tradition, and in fact sees itself as being the outgrowth of both Augustinian and Thomistic ideals
.  


The similarities between Catholic war doctrine and those of the tradition are numerous.  A brief summary of what Catholic war doctrine entails will serve to illustrate both their similarities as well as to clarify its exact nature:


The war must be initiated by competent authority.  It must be waged 
to meet a verified, serious injury.  The good at which it aims must be 
proportionate to the evil which flows from it.  It must be begun in the 
reasonable hope that its objective will be achieved.  It must be 
undertaken only after all peaceful remedies have been exhausted.  The 
agents responsible for the war must have a right intention.  The means 
employed must themselves be morally good or indifferent.

Although the general outline of this plan is similar to traditional just war doctrine, there are a number of small yet important differences.  First of all, this doctrine explicitly recognizes a limited right to self-defense
, something which had never been fully done by the tradition.  Secondly and perhaps most importantly, it attempted to make itself applicable to modern nuclear conflicts, especially the possibility of war with the U.S.S.R. or one of its satellites.  For example, this doctrine recognized that all-out nuclear war could conceivably kill tens of millions of civilians, and then pointedly questioned whether this might not invalidate nuclear war as a concept.
  Although the debate on this issue still continues, it also demonstrates the scholastic elements underlying current Catholic war doctrine.


The main remaining alternative to these paradigms is commonly called “international law,” but more strictly and appropriately ought to be called “positive international law.”  It is currently best embodied by the United Nations (UN), although its historical originator is typically held to be Grotius.  Initially, positive international law including non-formalized understandings between nations, but now that has been expanded to include formal written treaties as well.  Within this conceptual framework, a nation's actions are not right or wrong based upon any external referent for morality, but upon their accordance with international agreements.  These agreements are ideally made before a difficult situation arises, so as to avoid the danger of the military victors defining their actions as having been just ex post facto.  Although formal treaties can be repudiated by particular nations, truly international conventions, particularly those ratified by the UN as a whole, cannot be rescinded.  Prime examples of these sorts of agreements include the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and the Geneva Conventions on Warfare.  The underlying assumption is that, unlike conventional morality, international agreements are cross-cultural and therefore universally applicable.  Further, positive international law contains an additional benefit from not relying on a moral justification for war.  Dr. Inis Claude, Jr., clarifies this important advantage when he writes,


To present-day observers, the medieval doctrine of just war seems 
likely to produce a situation in which each party to a conflict declares 
itself to be 
waging a justified battle against injustice and, egged on by 
the passionate conviction that the wicked must be utterly undone, 
converts the struggle into a crusade. 

Dr. Claude willingly concedes that this was not as great a concern during the Medieval period, but nevertheless argues that it is a legitimate concern for today's diplomats.  When a moral criterion is used for justifying war, there is the great danger that a simple military conflict will be conflated into an intractable moral battle between two utterly irreconcilable foes.  Because positive international law does not rely on moral but legal justification for war, it does not contain this danger.


Now that we have examined both Medieval just war theory and its three competing successors, the time has now come to evaluate these three options to fully understand why positive international law is the best alternative.  I will begin by examining the merits of positive international law versus those of total war, then proceed to an examination of why positive international law is superior to Catholic war doctrine.


When compared with positive international law, total war seems to be both opposed to our moral intuitions and a dangerous paradigm to adopt for conflicts.  Certainly neither of these reasons empirically proves total war to be the wrong framework to adopt, but together they certainly give us good reason to believe that total war is an inferior paradigm.


When the situation is considered objectively, most persons are not willing to do absolutely whatever it may take to vanquish their enemies.  There certainly is disagreement about “appropriate” actions in war and what those constitute, but almost all persons have some limit over which they will not cross.  For example, if the only way to win a conflict were to exterminate all enemy citizens in poison gas chambers, a significant portion of the people in the world would find this to be unacceptable.  Dr. Inis Claude commented on this phenomenon, and specifically noted that,


People sometimes think, or pretend to think, that they believe all 
engagements in war are indistinguishably acceptable and approvable, 
or unacceptable and condemnable, but rarely do they believe in either 
of these positions...We may be aware that discrimination is difficult 
and dangerous...yet we are likely to find it impossible to refrain from 
discriminating between what we regard as just and as unjust resorts 
in war. 
 

Despite our own pretenses at true post-modernism, then, there seem to exist moral lines which the majority of individuals are unwilling to cross.  Our internal moral compass knows that what the Athenians did to the Meleans was wrong, and this tendency we have indicates a weakness in the paradigm of total war.

   Along similar lines, there is certainly a great danger associated with a total war framework for conduct in wars.  Especially in our modern-day period, the danger of nuclear war between hostile parties remains a true danger.  It is less likely than in the past that it will be a conflict between the USA and Russia, but the danger has now shifted to a conflict between smaller powers such as India and Pakistan.  Nevertheless, were total war to be accepted as the best paradigm for conduct in war, there is a real chance that a large portion of Earth's population could be exterminated, a possibility which raises both grave moral and pragmatic concerns.  


Opponents have rejected this notion, claiming that the danger of the human species' extinction through nuclear war has always been low.  Although certainly it is not the most likely outcome, it is a real possibility when one considers the dangers of today's nuclear weapons and the vast amount of fissionable material which remains unaccounted for.  Encouraging the adoption of this paradigm holds an inherent risk, and more importantly an unnecessary one.  When one sees the moral lines which we hesitate to cross and the unnecessary danger this paradigm holds for us, then, this suggests that there is good reason to fear the adoption of the total war paradigm.


If total war is seen to be inferior to positive international law, though, this may be seen as a gain for Catholic war doctrine.  After all, Catholic war doctrine takes itself to have neatly sidestepped both the conflicts with our inner moral sense and the possibility that a total war could meaningfully harm the human race.  It may seem, then, that Catholic war doctrine is the best framework.  Although these two problems are avoided, however, there exist two others which Catholic war doctrine fails adequately to deal with.


Initially, Catholic war doctrine fails to have any cross-cultural appeal whatsoever.  Although a vague and indeterminate sense of right and wrong seems to exist in all mankind, various cultures and societies have extremely different visions of what those prohibitions might or might not be.  If a diplomat from a Buddhist or Islamic country were presented with the Catholic war doctrine, there is no intrinsic reason for them to accept it on a philosophical level.  As a brief example, a non-Western diplomat would not necessarily find could find the central presupposition of right and wrong as objective truths a philosophically compelling one.  If there would likely be disagreement over such a basic concept, finding a moral consensus through Catholic war doctrine seems to be, at best, an unlikely outcome.  Consequently, Catholic war doctrine would have to be accepted or rejected on the basis of its pragmatic considerations.  This paradigm, however, does not take itself to be justified on a pragmatic level but rather a moral one.  By virtue of this, Catholic war doctrine cannot fulfill its own criterion for moral justification for the overwhelming majority of the world's citizens.  


In direct contrast with this, however, stands the cross-cultural appeal 

of positive international law.  Because it is mutually agreed-upon by the world's citizens, its tenets rest not on morality but on commonality.  One may, in essence, be wholly immoral and utterly depraved, yet still be held to account within the paradigm of positive international law.  It therefore ought to be considered pragmatically superior to Catholic war doctrine.


Further, Catholic war doctrine cannot avoid inherently subjective questions whenever it attempts to make moral judgments.  As just a brief example, it is helpful to consider the case of self-defense.  Positive international law regards the right of self-defense as being absolute; a nation may always defend itself from another nation's attack.  However, Father Joseph McKenna notes, 


The right of self-defense is not, however, absolute.  It may be 
exercised only if action is urgently needed and no other remedy is at 
hand; only so much violence is allowed as will repel the unjust 
aggressor; a justified attack may not be resisted at all. 
  (italics 
mine)

This crucial position, however, fails to answer even basic questions.  When, for example, is self-defense “urgently needed,” and against to what could that possibly be compared?  What does it mean for another remedy to be “at hand?”  Does that, for example, include remedies which are not at all  convenient but which could be utilized at unnecessary expense and risk?  Further, what if this option were to increase the death and suffering of those on both sides of this conflict?  There exist no easy answers to this within the Catholic war doctrine, and in fact little reason to believe that these answers, if they existed, would be compelling to anyone outside of Catholicism.    


Against this troublesome picture of both total war and Catholic war doctrine stands the more workable and just picture of positive international law.  Ironically, both workability and justice are united in the justification for positive international law, and it is on these basis that positive international law is superior to its competitors.  


Positive international law, unlike its competitors, is clear and explicit in its requirements.  Unlike the “highly circumstantial”
 morality of Catholic war doctrine or the pragmatic morality of total war doctrine, positive international law is designed to have been codified before a questionable circumstance arises.  Thus, when a modern day dictator such as Saddam Hussein commits atrocities in the conduct of a war, he may be held accountable under Geneva and other international conventions.  Further, there is an ever-growing body of international law designed to clarify what is and what is not allowed within the rules of a particular international treaty.  In the case of normal disagreements, the UN General Assembly and Security Council exist as relatively unbiased sources which may be consulted.  Unlike both alternatives, though, positive international law relies on codified international agreements rather than on transient standards of one form or another.  The fact that such international standards exist, then, show positive international law to be both more just and more workable than its two main competitors.  


As briefly mentioned before, positive international law also applies equally to all.  To be blunt, there is no reason whatsoever to suppose that a ruler of a nation is necessarily competent to  make judgments about the rightness of a war.  Dr. Donald Wells pointed out this shortcoming when he noted:


If rulers were saints and scholars there might be some reason to 
suppose that their judgments on war were adequate.  Actually, there 
are no plausible reasons to suppose that secular leaders have 
intentions that will meet even minimal standards of humaneness.


In short, it is plausible to believe that national leaders may not be capable of making the correct moral decision when faced with the requirements imposed by Catholic war doctrine.  Further, given the dangers inherent in modern war, there is little room for error in such a decision.  Positive international law, however, gives a relatively objective framework within such decisions can be made.  Once again, this demonstrates the justice and workability of positive international law, especially in comparison with its competitors.  


Certain individuals, however, have suggested a possible drawback to positive international law.  Although it takes itself to be a workable alternative to other competing paradigms, certain critics have questioned what would happen if positive international law were to codify and encourage blatantly immoral behavior.  Although this is certainly a possibility, there are two reasons to believe that it is not a fundamental flaw.  Initially, there is no good reason to suspect that positive international law will ever systematize immoral actions, especially given its track record.  Although it has certainly had any number of opportunities to do so, such international bodies as the United Nations and the International Criminal Court have been widely regarded as being positive forces for justice rather than injustice.  Secondly, given the large numbers of signatories to truly international agreements, it seems highly unlikely that an immoral principle could be codified without someone pointing out its immoral nature.  Based upon its proven track record and the unlikelihood of an immoral law going unchallenged, this issue cannot be regarded as a defeater for positive international law.


Further, there has always been a question of what occurs when dictators or nations do not sign on to international agreements.  To a large extent, this may seem to be a larger issue than it is.  After all, the overwhelming majority of the world's nations are signatories of certain important international agreements such as the UDHR, and can be prosecuted for failing to follow these agreements.  Because atrocities occur most frequently in “third-world” countries
, the UN, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank require acceptance of international treaties before international aid will be given.
  Thus, the cases where a dictator is wholly free of international laws of every sort are rare and indeed growing rarer.  Indeed, they have disappeared to a large enough extent that it is functionally a non-issue.


In summation, the paradigm of positive international is the correct successor to the Medieval notion of just war.  Although certainly the Medieval paradigm of just war worked well enough in its day, the onset of the modern period encouraged the development of three alternative paradigms.  Among the options of total war, Catholic war doctrine, and positive international law, the latter is demonstrably superior to its competitors.  It provides both comparatively clear standards and standards which are universally applicable to all international leaders.  In short, in comparison with its alternatives, it is both more workable and more just.

Works Cited:

Adamson, Erica.  “International Aid in the Modern World.”  European Journal of International Relations 32-4.  (1993): 64-71.

American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language. 4th ed.  New York: Houghton Mifflin, 2004.

Aquinas, Thomas.  Summa Theologica. Trans. Peter Kreft. New York: Ignatius Press, 1994.

Claude, Inis. “Just Wars: Doctrines and Institutions.” Political Science Quarterly. 95-1 (1980): 83-96.  

Frederickson, David.  “Worldwide Atrocities and their Dangers.”  Conflict Management and Peace Studies 27-3.  (1991): 128-134.

Johnson, James.  Morality and Contemporary Warfare.  Newhaven: Yale UP, 1999.  

McKenna, Joseph.  “Ethics and War: A Catholic View.”  American Political Science Review.  54-3 (1960): 647-658.

Nelson, Keith and Olin, Spencer.  Why War?.  Berkeley: UC-Berkeley Press, 1979.

Tertullian, An Answer To The Jews. Trans. S. Thelwall.  New York: Kessinger, 2004.

Thucydides.  History of the Peloponnesian War. Trans. Rex Warner.  New York: Penguin Classics, 1954.

The Holy Bible. Deuteronomy 16:20.

Turner, Eric.  “International Law and Modern Society” International Conflict Review 84-2.  (1991): 512-523.  

Wells, Donald.  “How Much Can 'The Just War' Justify?” Journal of Philosophy 66-23.  (1969): 819-829.  

Von Clausewitz, Karl, On War. Trans. Kevin Routledge.  London: Penguin Publishing Group, 1982.

Works Consulted:

Johnson, James.  “Historical Tradition and Moral Judgement.”  The Journal of Religion 64-3. (1984): 299-317.

Miller, Lynn.  “The Contemporary Significance of the Doctrine of Just War.”  World Politics 16-2. (1964): 254-286.  

O'Connor, Thomas.  “A Reappraisal of the Just War Tradition.”  Ethics 84-2.  (1974): 167-173.

Smith, Dan.  “Just War, Clausewitz and Sarajevo.”  Journal of Peace Religion 31-2.  (1994): 136-142.

Tashjean, John.  “Pious Arms: Clausewitz and the Right of War.”  Military Affairs 44-2.  (1980): 82-83.

�	Tertullian, An Answer To The Jews. Trans. S. Thelwall.  New York: Kessinger, 2004.


�	American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language. 4th ed.  New York: Houghton Mifflin, 2004.


�	Von Clausewitz, Karl, On War. Trans. Kevin Routledge.  London: Penguin Publishing Group, 1982.


�	Aquinas, Thomas.  Summa Theologica. Trans. Peter Kreft. New York: Ignatius Press, 1994.


�	Ibid.


�	Ibid.


�	The Holy Bible. Deuteronomy 16:20.


�	Aquinas, Thomas.  Summa Theologica. Trans. Peter Kreft. New York: Ignatius Press, 1994.


�	Ibid.


�	Johnson, James.  Morality and Contemporary Warfare.  Newhaven: Yale UP, 1999.  


�	Nelson, Keith and Olin, Spencer.  Why War?.  Berkeley: UC-Berkeley Press, 1979.


�	Johnson, James.  Morality and Contemporary Warfare.  Newhaven: Yale UP, 1999.  


�	Von Clausewitz, Karl, On War. Trans. Kevin Routledge.  London: Penguin Publishing Group, 1982.


�	Ibid.


�	Thucydides.  History of the Peloponnesian War. Trans. Rex Warner.  New York: Penguin Classics, 1954.


�	Ibid.


�	McKenna, Joseph.  “Ethics and War: A Catholic View.”  American Political Science Review.  54-3 (1960): 647-658.


�	Ibid.


�	Ibid.


�	Ibid.


�	Ibid.


�	Claude, Inis. “Just Wars: Doctrines and Institutions.” Political Science Quarterly. 95-1 (1980): 83-96.  


�	Ibid.


�	McKenna, Joseph.  “Ethics and War: A Catholic View.”  American Political Science Review.  54-3 (1960): 647-658.


�	Ibid.


�	Wells, Donald.  “How Much Can 'The Just War' Justify?” Journal of Philosophy 66-23.  (1969): 819-829.  


�	Frederickson, David.  “Worldwide Atrocities and their Dangers.”  Conflict Management and Peace Studies 27-3.  (1991): 128-134.


�	Adamson, Erica.  “International Aid in the Modern World.”  European Journal of International Relations 32-4.  (1993): 64-71.


�	Turner, Eric.  “International Law and Modern Society” International Conflict Review 84-2.  (1991): 512-523.  





