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Presented at the International Studies Association—South Regional Meeting,Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama, October 10, 1993.
 Just-War Theory & its Non-pacifist Rivals
 Kenneth W. KempDepartment of PhilosophyUniversity of St. Thomas
 St. Paul, Minnesota
 1. Introduction
 The just-war theory, which has been the standard answer to the question of themorality of war since the early middle ages, can be summarized as follows:
 J1: Killing other human beings (including the waging of war) is notalways wrong.
 J2: The Jus ad bellum:1
 A person has a right to participate only in wars which are: (a) declared by legitimate authority,(b) waged for a just cause (i.e., to right a wrong), for thevindication of which war is both proportionate and the lastresort, and(c) rightly intended (i.e., aimed at justice and peace).
 J3: The Jus in bello: A soldier at war has a right to perform only those actions whichare:(a) approved by legitimate authority,(b) discriminate, proportionate, and militarily necessary, and(c) rightly intended.
 Just-war theorists have their internecine disputes—e.g., over the interpretation of lastresort, the prominence of prospect of success, and the scope of just cause.2 Thereare also, at the margins of the just-war theory, controversies over whether thecriteria are moral absolutes, as traditionalists hold, or whether such restrictions asnon-combatant immunity (a corollary of the jus in bello criterion of discrimination)sometimes give way.3
 1 The term jus ad bellum refers to the right to go to war. The just war theory insists that this is a limited right,i.e., that there are restrictions on the jus ad bellum. Removing all the restrictions makes the right unlimited;eliminating the right would make war always wrong.2 There are also variations in the formulation that do not seem to be merely verbal, but which have not generatedany careful discussion in the literature. Examples include the relevance of a formal declaration of war and theciriterion of “comparative justice” listed by the American Catholic Bishops in The Challenge of Peace: God’sPromise and Our Response (1983).3 The classical defenders of the tradition were all moral absolutists. John Ford, “The Morality of ObliterationBombing,” Theological Studies 5 (1944): 261-309, argues for the absolute wrongness of killing the innocent. Non-absolutist interpretations of the just-war theory are offered by Michael Walzer, Just & Unjust Wars (Basic Books,1977) and William V. O’Brien, The Conduct of Just & Limited War (Praeger, 1981).
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 Of course, not everyone accepts the just-war theory as the correct account ofmorality and war. Not only pacifists, but some non-pacifists as well, reject thetheory. One can often gain a deeper understanding of an answer to a particularquestion by contrasting it with other proposed answers to that same question.Answers to the question of whether war is ever morally permissible can be classifiedas follows.
 Waging war is either susceptible to moral appraisal or it is not. If is is susceptibleto moral appraisal, then it must either always be wrong (“pacifism”) or sometimesbe permissible. If it is sometimes permissible, then it must either be evaluated by thetenets of the just-war theory or by the tenets of some other theory.
 The relationship between pacifism and the just-war theory has been fairly welltreated in the literature on this question. The last word on this contrast has by nomeans been said, but that will not be the topic of this paper. For the contrastbetween the just-war theory and its non-pacifist rivals (unlike that between just-wartheory and pacifism) while not unexplored, is still in need of a good map. In thispaper I attempt to provide such a map and to say something about what is wrongwith these non-pacifist alternatives.
 There have been a few attempts to delineate that conceptual space. That space, asis suggested above, includes two sub-spaces.
 The claim that waging war is not susceptible to moral appraisal (Theory X1), isdiscussed by Richard Wasserstrom,4 who calls it “moral nihilism with respect towar.” Wasserstrom distinguishes three different senses of moral nihilism’s centralclaim. In the first (“descriptive”) sense, the claim is merely that morality does not infact influence decision-making in wartime. According to the second (“prescriptive”)sense, moral considerations should not influence them. According to the third(“analytic”) sense, war is not even the kind of thing to which moralityconsiderations can apply. The first interpretation of the claim raises historicalquestions, but not philosophical ones. It is surely not true, but even if it were, itstruth would have no relevance to the question of whether moral considerationsshould influence policy-making during wartime. The second and third interpretationsraise questions about the scope and content of morality. They will be discussedbelow.
 The other non-pacifist alternative to just-war theory accepts the claim that war issusceptible to moral assessment, but rejects the claim that this assessment should bemade in accordance with the tenets of the just-war theory. This pigeonhole is filledby other taxonomists of views on the morality of war. Roland Bainton writes:5
 Broadly speaking, three attitudes to war and peace were toappear in the Christian ethic: pacifism, the just war, and thecrusade. Chronologically, they emerged in just this order.
 4 “On the Morality of War: A Preliminary Inquiry” Stanford Law Review 21: 6 (June 1969): 1636-1656.5 Christian Attitudes toward War & Peace (Abingdon, 1960), p. 14.
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 John H. Yoder6 contrasts the just-war theory with both the “holy war” theory andwith national interest theories. In Section 7, I express my concerns about the realityof the contrast between historical “holy war” theories and just war theory. WhetherI am right or wrong about that, the Bainton-Yoder analysis (perhaps partly becausethey confine themselves to explicitly Christian views) vastly oversimplifies theterrain.
 Since the point of this paper is to clarify the content of the just-war theory bycontrasting it with its non-pacifist rivals, the paper is organized on the basis ofdifferences between those rival views and the just-war theory. As non-pacifisttheories, they share with the just-war theory its acceptance of J1. Their differencesfrom it are created by their radical modification, or rejection, of J2-3. Note that J2and J3 are logically independent. The rejection of J2 is not equivalent to the rejectionof any restrictions on what one may do once war has begun. Similarly, the rejectionof J3 does not grant a nation the right to go to war whenever it wants to do so.
 Rejection of both J2 and J3 seems to leave morality with no point of applicabilityto war. This double rejection is a form of moral nihilism with respect to war, whichwill be discussed in Section 2. Rejection of either one, considered separately, will bediscussed in Section 3. Those alternatives which result from either addition ofsignificant new criteria or from replacement of some criteria with substantivelydifferent (but somehow formally similar) ones, will be discussed in Sections 4-6.
 2. Moral Nihilism with Respect to War
 Moral nihilism with respect to war, as defined above, challenges the verypossibility of applying moral predicates to acts of or within war. It is captured in theRoman proverb, inter arma silent leges, and its English counterpart, “All’s fair inlove and war.” This may be the view of Karl von Clausewitz, who, in the openingchapter of On War, lays out his understanding of the nature of war. His rejection ofJ2 is implicit in the following passage:7
 War is therefore a continuation of policy by other means. It isnot merely a political act but a real political instrument…. Whatstill remains peculiar to war relates merely to the peculiarcharacter of the means it employs.
 If the peculiar character of the means employed had anything to do with morallimitations on the right to go to war, this would surely be the place to say so, butClausewitz does not. His rejection of J3 is more explicit:8
 6 When War is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking (Augsburg, 1984), Ch. 1. See also, his “How ManyWays are There to Think Morally About War?” in Journal of Law & Religion 11(1994–5):1:63–82.7 Book I, ch. 1, §24.8 Book I, ch. 1, §3.
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 Philanthropic souls may imagine that there is a way to disarm oroverthrow our adversary without much bloodshed…. Agreeableas it may sound, this is a false idea which must be demolished.…We can never introduce a modifying principle into thephilosophy of war without committing an absurdity.
 Similar views appear in the writing of Machiavelli. In the “Exhortation toLiberate Italy from the Barbarians,” with which he concludes The Prince,Machiavelli wrote: “Here is a just cause; iustum enim est bellum quibusnecessarium, et pia arma ubi nulla nisi in armis spes est.”9 And “necessary”, forMachiavelli, meant necessary to the growth, expansion, and glory of the state.Machiavelli readily acknowledged the value of the traditional virtues of honesty,kindness, &c. among the citizenry, but his adherence to the maxim, Salus populi,suprema lex, in the Discourses on the First Ten Books of Titus Livy,10 and to thepresumably related emphasis in The Prince on the prince’s maintenance of his ownpower led him to a more limited estimation of their worth for the public man.11 Theevil of the men with whom he must deal makes it necessary for the prince, if he is tobe successful, to follow a different morality.12 The problem is that “men in generalare ungrateful, voluble, dissemblers, anxious to avoid danger and covetous ofgain.”13
 And it must be understood that a prince, and especially a newprince, cannot observe all those things which are consideredgood in men, being often obliged, in order to maintain the state,to act against faith, against charity, against humanity, and againstreligion. And, therefore, he must have a mind disposed to adaptitself according to the wind, and as the variations of fortunedictate, and, as I said before, not deviate from what is good, ifpossible, but be able to do evil if constrained.
 In conclusion:14
 9 [‘For that war is just which is necessary; and those arms righteous which are taken up where there is no hopeexcept in arms.’] The quotation is from Livy’s account of a speech of Gaius Pontius. Gaius Pontius’ conception ofnecessity is arguably within the scope of justice—he is preparing to resist a punitive raid in a case where, whilepunishment is deserved, restitution has been refused. (History, 9.1)10 Cf. III, 41.11 Machiavelli himself seems to have had some reservations about whether one ought to undertake public serviceunder these conditions:
 Such methods [as are necessary] are exceedingly cruel, and are repugnant to any community, notonly to a Christian one, but to any composed of men. It behoves, therefore, every man to shunthem and to prefer to live as a private citizen than as a king with such ruination of men to hisscore. (Discourses, I, 26)
 12 The Prince, Ch. XVIII.13 Op. cit., Ch. XVII.14 Discourses, I, 9.
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 It is a sound maxim that reprehensible actions may be justifiedby their effects, and that when the effect is good,…it alwaysjustifies the action.
 Moral nihilism with respect to war, but not in general, is a curious kind of view.This two-tier account of morality, maintains that some, but not all, of our actions aresubject to moral assessment. Some of its defenders argue that it is only war that isdifferent. Others argue that this difference extends to international relations ingeneral, war only being a special case. It has been defended on at least three distinctgrounds.
 a. Analytic Nihilism & the Necessity of War. Some moral nihilists begin withthe reminder that moral predicates have never been held to apply to all our actions,but are restricted to those that are free, i.e., to our choices.15 War, they continue, isnot a matter of choice but of necessity. So, war is not a matter to which moraljudgments are applicable. In Thucydides famous phrase, “What made war inevitablewas the growth of Athenian power and the fear which this caused in Sparta.”16 Thiswould be a defense of what Wasserstrom called the analytic sense of moral nihilism.
 The problem with this argument against the applicability of morality to war isthat it is based on an equivocation.17 There are at least three things that those whosay that war is necessary might mean.
 First, they might mean that war will always remain a feature of internationalrelations—that war (in general) is inevitable. No matter what we do, war will sooneror later break out. This proposition, even if true, does not make any particularnation’s decision to go to war immune from moral assessment. One might as wellsay that crime, in the same sense, will be always with us and conclude that bankrobbery is not subject to moral appraisal.
 Second, they might mean that a particular war is necessary, that, given thedomestic politics of two rival nations, the war party in each will come to power andcarry out its policy. Concretely, perhaps by 1940 war between Japan and the USwas inevitable. That may or may not be true, but it is not inconsistent with the claimthat the decision to go to war was a free decision which is a legitimate subject ofmoral assessment. Jeannette Rankin bears the peculiar distinction of being the onlyMember of Congress to have voted against declaration of both World Wars.Obviously what it was possible for her to do was possible for every congressman. Ifenough had done so, the United States would not have been at war in 1917 or in1941. If enough did so in every country, there would be no war at all. Going to warmight be the best possible choice in a given situation, but it is never the onlypossible one.
 Third, they might mean that, given a certain policy objective, war would be anecessary (i.e., indispensable) means of attaining it. Again, it may be true that certainpolicy objectives can only be attained by waging war, but the fact that war is an
 15 See, for example, St. Thomas, Summa Theologiæ, 1a2æ, Qq. 1& 6.16 Peloponnesian War, I.27.17 This critique of moral nihilism is made in more detail in Walzer, op. cit., ch. 1. (Walzer calls moral nihilism“realism.”)
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 indispensable to the attainment of previously chosen ends does not provide it withan immunity from moral assessment. Perhaps those ends should be abandoned, orperhaps seeking them should be deferred until it can be accomplished by othermeans. On the other hand, perhaps they should not be deferred, but the question ofwhether, say, an unjust peace is better than a just war is a moral question.
 b. Prescriptive Nihilism & the Nature of State Action. Second, someAmerican political realists have argued against the applicability of moral predicatesto international relations in general (and hence to war as well) on the grounds thatall state actions are different, in a morally significant respect, from those of individualhuman beings.
 Hans Morgenthau, for example, says that “the individual may say for himself:‘Fiat justitia, pereat mundus…,’ but the state has no right to say so in the name ofthose who are in its care,”18 In a similar vein, Ernest W. Lefever warns against thedanger of “personal purity becoming more important than political effectiveness”19
 and Arthur Schlesinger, jr., says that:20
 As a trustee for others, they [sc., statesmen] must defendinterests and compromise principles. In consequence, politics isan area where practical and prudential judgment must havepriority over simple moral verdicts.
 Several authors have quoted Camillo, Count di Cavour’s remark that “If we haddone for ourselves what we did for the state, what scoundrels we would be.”
 It is not always clear exactly how those passages are to be taken. For it may bethat the “compromise of principle” which Schlesinger has in mind is only aviolation of a prima facie duty, say, the duty not to harm others. Given theemphasis on the peculiar responsibility of the statesman, it may mean that those ingovernment, due to their special responsibility for the common good, are entitled toviolate prima facie duties in ways which private citizens are not. Some position ofthis sort is essential to many theories of criminal punishment.21 It is not a version ofmoral nihilism.
 The claim that the constraints of morality do not apply to the actions of states,however, faces two problems. First, state actions are conceived and executed byindividuals who cannot escape from moral responsibility just by pointing to the factthat they thought up some misdeed in concert with, or acting on behalf of, others.Second, the argument fails to recognize that heads of government are not justrepresentatives and executives of the public will; they are also leaders. What theysay and propose helps form what the public is willing to do. A public that demandsthat its officials undertake some morally objectionable enterprise may well besusceptible to dissuasion. A political leader has an obligation to promote the
 18 Politics Among Nations, 5th ed. rev. (Knopf, 1970), p. 10-11.19 “Morality vs. Moralism,” in Ethics & World Politics: Four Perspectives, ed. Ernest W. Lefever (JohnsHopkins, 1972), p. 4.20 “National Interests & Moral Absolutes,” in Lefever, loc. cit., p. 24.21 Cf. St Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, Q. 40, a. 3.
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 common good, but not at any price, and if he cannot lead his community awayfrom such misconduct, he had best resign his post as one he is incapable of handling.
 One wonders whether these authors could really mean that there are no moralrestraints on foreign policy. More plausible is that what are ordinarily called“moral” restraints they refuse to call “moral” on the basis of a restricted (I wouldsay impoverished) understanding of morality. An idea of what that impoverishedaccount is can be gleaned from those passages in their writings that emphasize thefact that states are collective entities.
 Morgenthau, for example, emphasizes that politics is “an autonomous sphere ofaction and understanding apart from other spheres, such as economics…, ethics,aesthetics, and religion.”22 Its concern is “the concept of interest defined as power.”The concern of morality (as of such other normative systems as law and mores) is“to keep aspirations for power within socially tolerable bounds” since theseaspirations might otherwise either “tear the society apart” or “deliver the life andhappiness of the weak to the arbitrary will of the powerful.”23 It is on the basis ofsanction, not of content, that morality is distinguished from other normativesystems. And it is precisely its sanction, pangs of conscience and remorse, thatmakes it inapplicable to entities (such as states) which do not have consciences.
 In another passage, Morgenthau sheds more light on his understanding ofmorality and its limits:24
 Political realism is based upon a pluralistic conception of humannature. Real man is a composite of “economic man,” “politicalman,” “moral man,” “religious man,” etc. A man who wasnothing but “political man” would be a beast, for he would becompletely lacking in moral restraints. A man who was nothingbut “moral man” would be a fool, for he would be completelylacking in prudence.
 Prudence, Morgenthau elsewhere defines as “the weighing of the consequences ofalternative political actions.”25
 The pursuit of national interest is nevertheless subject to certain restraints, whicheven Morgenthau sometimes characterized as moral. Morgenthau devotes Part V ofhis book to “Limitations of National Power: International Morality & World PublicOpinion.” In the introduction to his chapter on “International Morality” he writes:26
 22 Op. cit., p. 5.23 Op. cit., p. 232.24 Op. cit., p. 14.25 Op. cit., pp. 10-11.26 Op. cit., pp. 236-237.
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 On the other hand, there is the misconception…that internationalpolitics is so thoroughly evil that it is no use looking for morallimitations on the aspirations for power on the internationalscene. Yet,…statesmen and diplomats…do less than theyprobably could [sc., to further the power objectives of theirrespective nations] and less than they actually did in otherperiods of history. They refuse to consider certain ends and touse certain means, either altogether or under certain conditions,not because in the light of expediency they appear impractical orunwise but because certain moral rules interpose an absolutebarrier. Moral rules do not permit certain policies to beconsidered at all from the point of view of expediency. Certainthings are not to be done on moral grounds, even though itwould be expedient to do them.
 Morgenthau discusses a number of ways in which morality has in fact acted as aconstraint on policy. One example is the reluctance to assassinate foreign leaders. Atanother point he writes:27
 It is especially in the refusal to consider seriously the possibilityof preventive war, regardless of its expediency in view of thenational interest, that the moral conduct of war as such hasmanifested itself in recent times in the Western world. When warcomes, it must come as a natural catastrophe or an the evil deedof another nation, not as a foreseen and planned culmination ofone’s own foreign policy. Only thus might the moral scruples,rising from the violated moral norm that there ought to be nowar at all, be stilled, if they can be stilled at all.
 So the only question seems to be whether it is appropriate to call theseconstraints “moral.” There is no point in getting bogged down in a dispute over theuse of a word, but it does seem helpful to emphasize a couple of points. First, it isappropriate to use the term “moral” whenever the object of appraisal is humancharacter. Second, political leaders too have characters which are shaped by andreflected in their public actions as much as in their private ones. One does not haveto believe that the principles of public and private conduct are identical to accept thispoint. Morgenthau and the other American realists have not made their case againstthe moral appraisal of the actions of states.
 c. Hobbesianism & the International Situation as a State of Nature. Thereis another reason why the relevance of morality to international relations issometimes denied, namely that the circumstances which make morality applicable ininterpersonal relations simply do not exist among nations. This is the view ofThomas Hobbes. His exemption of the state (or, more precisely, of the men whodirect it) from adherence to ordinary moral rules in their relations with other nations
 27 Op. cit., p. 244.
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 is based on a distinction between men interacting within a commonwealth (i.e.,within the context of a compact with a sovereign who undertakes for them to keepthe peace) and sovereign rulers interacting in (the international counterpart of) astate of nature. Hobbes emphasizes the importance of morality inside thecommonwealth28 but denies its relevance to the state of nature, his view of which issummarized in the following passage:29
 And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for anyman to secure himselfe, so reasonable as Anticipation; that is, byforce, or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can, so longtill he see no other power great enough to endanger him: Andthis is no more than his own conservation requireth, and isgenerally allowed….Hereby, it is manifest, that during the timemen live without a common Power to keep them all in awe, theyare in that condition which is called Warre; and such a warre asis of every man against every man.
 In this condition (1) “There is…no mine and thine distinct; but only that to be everyman’s that he can get; and for so long as he can keep it,” and (2) “Force and fraudare…the two cardinal virtues.”
 Hobbes is explicit about the fact that international relations are like the state ofnature:30
 But though there had never been any time, wherein particularmen were in a condition of warre one against another; yet in alltimes, Kings, and Persons of Soveraigne authority, because oftheir Independency, are in continuall jealousies, and in the stateand posture of Gladiators; having their weapons pointing, andtheir eyes fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Garrisons,and Guns upon the Frontiers of their Kingdoms; and continuallSpyes upon their neighbours; which is a posture of War.
 Hobbes’ Right of Nature,31 “the Liberty each man hath, to use his own power,as he will himselfe, for the preservation of his own Nature; that is to say of his ownLife; and consequently, of doing any thing, which in his own Judgment, and Reason,hee shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto,” when transferred to theinternational sphere, would seem to entail rejection of any moral constraints on war.However, Hobbes’ the Fundamental and Second Laws of Nature, viz., “That everyman, ought to endeavour Peace, as farre as he has hope of obtaining it; …” and“That a man be willing, when others are so too, as farre–forth, as for Peace anddefence of himselfe he shall think it necessary, to lay down this right to all things;and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he would allow other
 28 See, e.g., The Leviathan, Pt. II, Ch. 30.29 Op. cit., Pt. I, Ch. 13.30 Ibid.31 Op. cit., Ch. 14.
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 men against himselfe;” would seem to require efforts to set up a world government,rather than to permit waging war at will. But Hobbes concedes that sometimespeace will be unattainable. In those cases, the other branch of the same FundamentalLaw (omitted in the above quotation) says that the person (or ruler) in the State ofNature “may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of war.”
 Such a view of war will stand or fall with the soundness of Hobbes’ generalmoral theory.
 3. Radical Permissivism.
 The just-war theory can be made more permissive by removing some of thecriteria. The eliminated criteria could come either from the restrictions on the jus adbellum or from those on the jus in bello. At the extremes are the claims that either(1) reasons of state are sufficient justification for waging war (i.e., that the jus adbellum is unlimited) or (2) reasons of war (or military utility) are sufficient reason forany military operation (i.e., that the jus in bello is unlimited).32 The alternatives to J2and J3 are, therefore the doctrines Staatsraison (raison d’état) and Kriegsraison(raison de guerre), respectively. More modest challenges to the just-war theorymight remove only some of the restrictions. For example, one might reject theprinciple of non-combatant immunity without rejecting the entire jus in bello. Thissection of my paper will say a little more about how each of those views has been ormight be defended.
 a. Political Permissivism. Changing the just-war theory by replacing J2 withthe doctrine of Staatsraison leaves as the following account of morality and war:
 A nation may go to war whenever it wants to do so (or,whenever it would be in its interest to do so), but there aremoral limits on what it may do to win the war.
 This version of permissivism accepts war as a morally unproblematic means ofachieving political ends, but does insist that war is a rule-governed activity. War, onthis view, is like a duel or a jousting tournament. It is not like a brawl, for in a brawlthere are no rules; but neither is it like law enforcement, for in law enforcement, oneside (the police) claims an exclusive right to the use of force.33 Perhaps this is theview of war that would have been taken by a Renaissance condottiere.
 32 Strictly speaking, of course, reasons of state and military necessity are themselves a kind of limit. They rule outat least gratuitous violence.33 Note that the defense of just wars is often made by analogy to law enforcement. St. Thomas, for example,writes: “Just as it is lawful for rulers to have recourse to the sword in defending the common weal against internaldisturbances, when they punish evil-doers, … so too it is their business to have recourse to the sword of war indefending the common weal against external enemies” (ST, 2a2æ, Q. 40, a.1). John Calvin uses the same argument:“If kings have been entrusted with the power to preserve the tranquillity of their own territories…and if they justlypunish those robbers, whose injuries have only extended to a few persons, shall they suffer a whole district to beplundered and devastated with impunity? For there is no difference, whether he who in a hostile manner invades,disturbs and plunders the territory of another to which he has no right, be a king, or one of the meanest of mankind:all persons of this description are equally to be considered as robbers and are to be punished as such.” (Institutes ofthe Christian Religion, IV, 20).
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 This view has serious problems. Wars initiated merely to promote some interestof the attacking nation will involve unjust killing. The soldiers of the nation attackedare, until they fight back, innocent in the etymological sense, i.e., not harmingothers, and even after they do so they are innocent in the other sense of not havingdone anything to deserve harm. As long as no individual is entitled to inflictintentional harm on the innocent (which I believe to be true, but will not argue forhere), the fact that the innocent person on whom harm is to be inflicted is a citizen(or a soldier, for that matter) of an inconvenient nation has no moral relevance.Here, if ever, Pascal’s lament applies:34
 Can anything be more ridiculous than that a man should havethe right to kill me because he lives on the other side of thewater and because his ruler has a quarrel with mine, though Ihave none with him?
 Even when all the soldiers on both sides are people who have freely chosen to besoldiers—those, that is, who enjoy war for its own sake or have made anunconstrained choice of it as a means to some other end—and thus cannot be saidto be treated contrary to their wills, political permissivism is only plausible if consentof the victim makes homicide permissible. The maxim scienti et volenti nulla fitiniuria to the contrary notwithstanding, neither the law, nor common moralityaccepts consent as exculpating homicide. Political permissivism cannot, in the finalanalysis, be justified. There must be more to the jus ad bellum than the willingnessto fight.
 b. Military Permissivism. A second version of permissivism accepts thedoctrine of Kriegsraison but not that of Staatsraison. It is thus permissive withrespect to military means, but not with respect to political ends:
 There are only certain conditions that would justify going to war,but once those conditions are met, a nation is entitled to doanything useful for (or necessary to) winning the war.
 This is, perhaps, the view held by General Douglas MacArthur, whose April 19,1951 speech to Congress includes the following remark:
 I know war as few other men now living know it, and nothing tome is more revolting. I have long advocated its completeabolition.…But once war is forced upon us, there is no otheralternative than to apply every available means to bring it to aswift end.…In war, indeed, there can be no substitute for victory.
 On this view, war is hell. Waging war at all thus requires strong moraljustification. Thus the doctrine of Staatsraison is rejected. Those who force anothernation to go to war by treating it unjustly are to be condemned. But from the factthat war is hell it also follows that justice should be done and peace reestablished as
 34 Pensées, V, 294.
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 quickly as possible. If certain means (say, the burning of Atlanta with its citizensevacuated or, for that matter, of Hiroshima with its citizens still at home) contributeto victory then they are permissible (if not required). Refusal to use means thatwould hasten victory is irresponsible since it leaves everyone in the hell of warlonger than is necessary.
 Accepting this view presupposes two things. First, it presupposes the dubiousfactual claim that the awfulness of war is more closely tied to the length of the warthan to the nature of the means used. Second, it presupposes the controversial moralclaim that worthy ends (whether in the sense of objectives or consequences)sometimes justify morally abhorrent means.
 4. Narrowing the Permission: National Interest Restrictivism
 In contrast to the views considered above, some critics of the just-war theoryseem to reject it because they believe that it is too permissive of war. One version ofthis objection is the crypto-pacifist objection that just-war theorists are just too lax inthe application of their criteria.35 Strictly speaking, of course, this is a criticism notof the just-war theory, but of just-war theorists. Another, theoretically moreinteresting, version of this line of criticism maintains that the traditional theorysimply does not include all the relevant criteria. That is another way ofunderstanding a certain strand of American realism.
 These theorists sometimes argue that no war should be fought unless it is “in thenational interest.” This is just an application of their more general suspicion of theintrusion of moral considerations into policy-making. Morgenthau’s examples ofsuch unjustified intrusion are not focussed on such traditional concerns of militaryethics as the proper immunity of prisoners or noncombatants, but on theappropriateness of non–recognition of governments whose domestic policies we findabhorrent (e.g., Communist China, 1949) or of rallying (militarily) to the defense ofthe victims of aggression (e.g., Belgium in 1914 or Finland in 1939).36
 The realist concern to separate politics from morals is grounded in the danger ofwhat Kenneth W. Thompson calls “the beckoning will–of–the–wisp of moralcrusades against evil which eventuate so often in the strident calls for preventivewar.” George Kennan argues for this point in the following passage:37
 Government, particularly democratic government, is an agentand not a principal; and no more than any other agent can itattempt to substitute itself for the conscience of the principal.This last would be true even if the people at large were anindividual. Still more is it true when the principal is not anindividual but, as in the case of the American people, a greatmass of individuals.
 35 John Yoder is one of the more prominent proponents of this critique. It can also be seen in some of thearguments about whether the American liberation of Kuwait met the criterion of last resort.36 Op. cit., pp. 12-14.37 “Ethics & Foreign Policy: An Approach to the Problem,” in Hesburgh & Halle, op. cit., p. 43.
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 The activity for which the government official has undertaken responsibility ischaracterized as follows by Kennan:38
 Foreign policy is conducted by governments, as a function oftheir governmental responsibility; and it must serve the purposesof government generally. The government of human beings isnot a moral exercise. It is a practical function, made necessary,regrettably, by the need for order in social relationships and forcollective discipline….
 What we have here is a return to the realist emphasis on the status of politicalleaders as vice-gerents39 of the people, but with the implications reversed. Asconsidered above, the fact of vice-gerency served as a constraint-removingconsideration. Here, it is a constraint-imposing one.40
 The view that no nation is obliged to fight a war that does not promote itsinterests41 might be defended in either of two ways. The first way focusses on thenature of political leadership. By what right, the defender of the restriction mightask, does the political leadership use the resources entrusted to it for purposes otherthan the promotion of the common (i.e., national) interest? The second way focusseson the limits of the rights of the majority. The preamble to the Constitution of theUnited States lists a number of the objectives which a federal government was toachieve—establishing justice, ensuring domestic tranquillity, providing for thecommon defense, promoting the general welfare, and securing the blessings ofliberty to the nation. It does not include promoting a new world order, rescuing thelatest victims of ancient feuds, and the like. Moreover, the argument might continue,this is not just an historical point. Although there is nothing wrong with individualsundertaking such projects—as they did, for example, in forming the LafayetteEscadrille in World War I or the Eagle Squadrons in World War II—there issomething wrong with the majority, having secured general consent for reasonablenational goals like those mentioned above, transforming the body politic into aninternational relief agency in which all who signed on to the original compact arecompelled to participate. The argument might be personalized by imagining a youngsoldier asking why his volunteering to defend his country entitles anyone to sendhim off to defend someone else’s.
 There are two things that might be said in reply. The first is that a peaceful worldorder is in every nation’s interest. If the answer to the question “Why die forDanzig?” was not clear in 1938, it should be clear to everyone by now. (It is not, of
 38 Op. cit., p. 42.39 Although the meaning of the term “agent” is clear enough when it is explicitly contrasted with the term“principal,” the fact that its broader, etymological, sense is still prevalent in philosophy makes the substitution ofthis less common alternative term appropriate.40 There is, of course, no inconsistency in claiming that a certain consideration removes some constraints andimposes others.41 Interests here must, I think, be construed rather narrowly; probably as wealth or power. On a sufficiently broaddefinition of the term, the constraining force of that criterion would disappear.
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 course, but it should be.) But that reply only denies that the national interestrestriction really rules out anything that passes the criterion of just cause.
 In starker contrast to the national interest restriction on the right to go to war isthe claim that the community as a whole has a right, or even perhaps a duty, tocome to the aid of the victims of aggression. This duty was stated in a general wayby St. Thomas Aquinas in the following passage:42
 Not to resist evil … in the sense of tolerating patiently thewrongs done to others … is an imperfection, or even a vice, ifone can suitably resist the wrongdoer.
 It is stated with explicit reference to war by Pope Pius XII:43
 Among the goods of humanity some are of such importance forsociety, that it is perfectly lawful to defend them against unjustaggression. Their defense is even an obligation for the nations asa whole, who have a duty not to abandon a nation that isattacked.
 The general duty to aid our fellow man, and the fact that help is sometimes onlypossible at the national level, found a basis on which a government can require itscitizens to cooperate in fulfilling that requirement.
 5. Broadening the Permission: Altruistic Permissivism
 The third class of rivals differs from the just-war theory not by adding or deletingcriteria, but by replacing the just-war theories focus on just cause as a necessarycondition of justified war with some other condition. A number of commentators,both supporters and critics of the just-war theory, have suggested that there issomething odd about the term just-war theory. Charles P. Lutz, for example, says44
 There is … one additional problem with the ethic of the just war.That is the very name it has carried down through the centuries:“just war.” The implication is that a given war can—objectivelyand theoretically—be just. This suggests that a war, or war ingeneral, may be viewed as a positive good. A better term for thetradition would be “war as less evil under well-definedcircumstances”—but it is clear why such a label never caughton.
 But the name is exactly right, as consideration of the alternatives taken up in thenext two sections makes clear.
 42 Summa Theologiæ 2a2æ, Q. 188, a. 3, ad 1.43 “Christmas Message of 1948,” in Acta Apostolicæ Sedis 41 (1949): 5-15.44 “Introduction,” to John Howard Yoder, When War is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking (Augsburg,1984), p. 9. See also James Childress, “Just-War Criteria,” Moral Responsibility in Conflicts (Louisiana StateUniversity, 1982).
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 The just-war theory requires that war be a response to some precedent wrong,an act of injustice on the part of those being attacked. In the words of St. Thomas,“those against whom one fights must deserve it on account of some fault.”45 St.Augustine (though probably without committing himself on the question of whetherthis list is exhaustive) identifies three kinds of just cause—repelling attack,recapturing things taken, and punishing wrongdoers. Justifiers of war (or of variouswars) have offered two kinds of defense of war that are hard to construe as attemptsto do justice. The first kind of defense is altruistic, expressing a concern with thewell-being of the other nation. The second kind of defense is more narrowlyfocused, concerned only with the well-being of one’s own nation. Each of theserivals to the just-war theory could be adopted as matters of disjunctive addition.Presumably, these theorists do not want to reject that claim that wars could befought to remedy an injustice. They do not, however, believe that the aim ofrighting a wrong is a necessary condition for a justified war. So, they add a second,alternative permission. All of the other restrictions on the jus ad bellum, as well asthe entire jus in bello, (presumably) remain untouched.46 These views will be takenup in this and the next section respectively.
 Wars motivated by concern for the well-being of some other people usuallyinvolve the conquest of that people as the necessary means of providing them withthe good in question. Such wars can be further divided into wars concerned withthe religious well-being of the conquered and those concerned with their political oreconomic well-being.
 The term “Crusades” is often used to refer to such religious wars, but the termis historically and etymologically inappropriate. Historically, some of the Crusadeswere not concerned with the conversion of the conquered, and some wars not socalled did have that as their object. Etymologically it is odd because otherproselytizing religions (e.g., Islam) have fought such wars. Both that term, and theterm “holy war” in addition (perhaps from consideration of the Biblical conquest ofCanaan), sometimes suggest a war of extermination, which, of course, is notconsistent with the objective of converting the conquered to the true religion.History does show that such wars can accomplish their objectives. The Albigensiansare gone; the Saxons are still Christian. But however much good adhering to thetrue religion might bring to the as-yet unconverted, refusal to do so is no act ofinjustice, at least not against other human beings. Wars of conversion, even if theycould be justified would not be “just wars.”47
 Wars have also been defended on the grounds that they would promote thepolitical or economic well-being of the conquered. The clearest example would bethe defense of the European colonial wars of the nineteenth century on the groundsthat managing an empire (and civilizing primitive peoples) was the white man’sburden. Another possible example would be certain ideological wars, e.g.,Communist insurgencies, especially when combined with Lenin’s notion of the party
 45 S.T., 2a2æ, Q. 40, a. 1.46 Of course, it is possible for someone to combine one of the substitutions under discussion here with a rejectionof one or the other criteria. My point is that these are conceptually separable.47 For a fuller discussion of the concepts of Crusade and holy war as they actually occurred in Western intellectualhistory, see Section 7 below.
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 as vanguard of an as yet possibly unsupportive proletariat or with Stalin’sunderstanding of the leading role of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
 Interpretation of such ideological wars is complex. Looked at one way, they verymuch resemble the wars of conversion discussed above. The conqueror claims toknow of a way of life (religion, political system) that would benefit those who sharein it. Those who will not adopt it freely will have it forced upon them until, likechildren with vegetables, they come to appreciate it. But that is not the only way tolook at such wars. Wars fought, not at all as a response to a precedent wrong, butsolely to bring some new good to the conquered, must be distinguished from twoother kinds of war for the benefit of another nation where justice is involved,namely humanitarian intervention (e.g., Tanzania’s invasion of Uganda to overthrowIdi Amin and Viet Nam’s invasion of Cambodia to overthrow the Khmer Rouge)and law enforcement in areas where there is no government (e.g., the UNintervention in Somalia in 1992). In each of these cases, there are questions ofjustice. The Ugandan and Cambodian people were being treated unjustly. Theinvasions were aimed (though only in part in the latter case) at putting an end tothat injustice. These are different from more conventional wars because the injusticewas internal to the nation invaded, not a matter of an injustice inflicted by onenation on another. Defenders of ideological wars often claim that they too areresponding to an injustice, usually of colonial or class oppression. To the extent thatis indeed the case, wars of this type are not inconsistent with the just-war theory.
 Pure just-war theorists must reject any extension of the jus ad bellum to caseswhere there may be a benefit to be bestowed, but there is no injustice to beremedied. The reason they must do so is that those against whom war is waged donot deserve to be injured or killed on account of any fault. Community resistance tothe bestowal of a benefit may be pig-headed, but it is not morally wrong. Indeedwhen one looks, not at isolated accomplishments such as the British suppression ofsati in India48 or the American Army’s cleaning up of Vera Cruz in 1917, but thebig picture of imperial involvement with subject peoples, it is not so clear that suchresistance is even pig-headed. Political and economic techniques and systems are notalways easily transplanted. The power to further the development of a subjectpeople seems, even more than other kinds of political power, to corrupt those whoacquire it.
 6. Broadening the Permission: National Interest Permissivism
 A second permission that might be added to the permission to wage war topromote justice is the permission to wage war to promote the national interest, butonly given that the other criteria (last resort, for example) are met. Since this is thethird time that considerations of national interest have appeared in this paper, it isperhaps appropriate to review the distinction between the three theories:
 48 Not, it must be emphasized, without the support of Indian reformers.
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 Radical Political Permissivism: The promotion of the nationalinterest is a sufficient reason to goto war.
 Moderate Political Permissivism: Waging war is only justified if(1) the war is
 (a) in the national interest, or(b) in a just cause; and
 (2) all the other criteria of thejust-war theory are met.
 Political Restrictivism: Waging war is only justified if(1) the war is
 (a) in the national interest, and
 (b) in a just cause; and(2) all the (other) criteria of thejust-war theory are met.
 On these views, the national interest is understood in terms of the elements ofpower—wealth, prestige, geopolitical or strategic situation, &c.49
 Two facts invite confusion. Indeed confusion with respect to them has been thebane of much recent public discussion of particular military operations.
 The first bedeviller of shallow thinkers is the fact that some wars that it is in thenational interest to fight are also matters of justice. The liberation of Kuwait, forexample, was in the United States’ economic interest, since Kuwait was animportant trading partner. It was also a matter of justice, since its union with Iraqwas a matter of conquest. The first point is sufficient for the radical permissivist; thesecond for the just-war theorist. For the moderate permissivist, both are necessary.If the Kuwaitis had chosen to become Iraq’s nineteenth province, it would still havebeen in the United States’ economic interest to separate it from Baghdad by force,but it would have been unjust to do so. That would make such an undertakingacceptable only to the radical permissivists. The fact that a certain war is in thenational interest does not undermine its status as a just cause.50 This point should beobvious, but it is often missed.
 The second source of confusion is the fact that it is generally not in a nation’sinterest to act unjustly (or even to be perceived to act unjustly). This Hobbesianpoint has been emphasized by many recent international relations theorists.Conquering a nation that has needed resources, even if it solves economic problems,may create new problems. A nation willing to conquer others may, for example,find it has created for itself security problems that it did not previously have as othernations take precautions against themselves being conquered. This is not, of course,invariably the case.
 49 This is, of course, a very narrow construction of the term. For a good discussion of this term’s problems andpossibilities, see W. David Clinton, The Two Faces of National Interest (Louisiana State, 1994).50 How it affects the criterion of right intention, I discuss in “Right Intention & the Oil Factor in the Second GulfWar,” Philosophy in the Contemporary World 1: 1 (Spring 1994): 15–20.
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 Once these confusions have been cleared up, we can proceed to the identificationof various versions of political permissivism. Three alternative lines of legitimationmight be cited—honor, wealth, and security. For each we will have to ask to whatextent the line of legitimation is an alternative to a consideration of justice. To theextent that each is distinguishable from justice, it may be difficult to determine towhat extent it is accepted by anyone as a possible legitimation of war. It is not toodifficult to find cases where such considerations seem to be the operative motive forwar, but the principals do not as often cite such alternative lines of legimation.Perhaps they are self-deceived, having convinced themselves that they have a rightto that in which in fact they only have an interest. Perhaps they merely lack candor,believing that their actions will be tolerated by others only to the extent that theactions are presented as oriented on justice rather than on self-interest.
 Let us first take up wars in vindication of national honor. In his declaration ofwar against Sweden, for example, Tsar Peter the Great said he was going to war“for the many wrongs of the Swedish King and especially because during the Tsar’sjourney through Riga, he suffered at the hands of the people of Riga many obstaclesand unpleasantnesses.” It is doubtful that this was Tsar Peter’s real reason for goingto war, for war with Sweden fit in well with Peter’s general political objectives. It isnot at all clear that Peter was badly treated during his stay in Riga. What is thecorrect protocol for a monarch travelling incognito, anyway? And surely the sentrywho shooed him away from the fortress wall which Peter was trying to sketch actedsensibly in doing so. But, aside from these historical worries, what can be said aboutvindication of a nation’s honor as a legitimizing cause for war?
 Two things. First, although a war in vindication of honor would seem to be easilyand sharply distinguishable from those waged in pusuit of justice, the distinction isnot, as it first appears, a difference in kind. For in what way is a nation’s honorinjured if not by treating it in a way that it does not deserve? For example, by failingto treat a nation’s monarch with the dignity befitting his rank. And what is it to treatsomeone in a way that is not due them if not an injustice?
 Second, although wars in vindication of a nation’s honor may not be formallydistinguishable from matters of justice, they are not, by that fact, automaticallyjustified. Even Suarez, who defends the legitimacy of such wars,51 insists that theinjury be grave. The simple fact is that it would not be easy for such an injury to riseto the level of gravity at which war would be a proportionate response. So, wars onpoints of honor will generally fail to be legitimate, not because they are not aboutjustice, but because they are destructive in a way disproportionate to the good to beachieved.
 Wars over wealth and security will require a similar effort to determine when andto what extent the wealth or security sought is a matter of justice and when it is not.
 Security interests might include the preservation of the balance of power orcontrol of geopolitically useful territory.
 Preventive wars to preserve the balance of power were a commonplace ofmodern European history. If an argument could be made that the balance of powerwere a necessary feature of the international system that each nation had a duty to
 51 On Charity (1621), D. 13,4,3.
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 help maintain, then disrupters of the balance would be doers of injustice and a warto prevent this injustice might itself meet the criterion of just cause. Whether itwould also meet the criteria of last resort and proportionality is more dubious.
 Wars to secure geopolitically useful territory could also conceivably be matters ofjustice. Presuming Israel’s right to be secure in its borders, a case might be madethat Syria’s long-standing hostility to Israel forfeited for them the right to controlthe Golan Heights, their possession of which made Israel particularly vulnerable toSyrian attack.
 Not a matter of justice was Stalin’s seizure of Viipuri from Finland in 1939.Stalin claimed that having the Russo-Finnish border so close to Leningrad (indeed,within artillery range) made insufficient provision for Soviet security needs.Similarly, the fact that Croatian control of the Prevlaka Peninsula leavesYugoslavia’s best harbor (the Bay of Kotor) useable only at Croatia’s pleasurewould not justify a Yugoslav attempt to rectify the border by resort to war. In thesecases, there may be an obligation on the part of nations possessing strategicallyvaluable territory not to threaten their neighbors, but there is no demand in justiceto cede those territories to nations for whom they would be useful to possess.
 Wars fought to secure an economic interest would be matters of justice only tothe extent that some resource holder had a duty to trade or share the resources inits possession. Again, failure to fulfill one’s duty in this respect would be a just causefor war only to the extent that it was a last resort and that war was a proportionateresponse. The difficulty of meeting these criteria should not be minimized.
 7. Holy War
 No discussion of the non-pacifist rivals of the just-war theory would be completewithout attention to the concept of crusade or holy war. The contrast between thisconcept and that of just war was introduced into the current analysis of Christianthinking on war by Roland Bainton, who presented it in his seminal ChristianAttitudes Towards War & Peace.52 Bainton sees this alternative Christianjustification of war both in some medieval authors and in some seventeenth centuryEnglish Puritans.
 What is holy war theory and how does it contrast with just-war theory? AsBainton characterizes it, holy-war theory varies from just-war theory in severalways. One of his definitions of this kind of war53—“a war conducted under theauspices of the Church for a holy cause”—bases the contrast on two points of thejus ad bellum. A later characterization is more elaborate:54
 52 See also his “Congregationalism: From the Just War to the Crusade in the Puritan Revolution,” The AndoverNewton Theological School Bulletin 35:3 (1943): 1–20. Bainton’s analysis is furthered by Michael Walzer in TheRevolution of the Saints (Harvard, 1965), ch. 8, and “Exodus 32 & the Theory of the Holy War: The History of aCitation,” Harvard Theological Review 61:1 (1968): 1–14.53 Op. cit., p. 111. He calls it a “crusade” and seems to distinguish holy wars from crusades (pp. 44–5). He doesnot draw the distinction very clearly and the authors he discusses do not use the word “crusade” in preference to “holywar.” Hence, I use “holy war” as the generic term.54 Christian Attitudes, p. 148
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 The crusading idea requires that the cause shall be holy…, thatthe cause shall be fought under God and with his help, that thecrusaders shall be godly and their enemies ungodly, and that thewar shall be prosecuted unsparingly.
 This adds a third point of difference with the just-war theory—rejection of the jus inbello. (Bainton later acknowledges, however, that “the claim that religious war istypically more brutal than secular war is difficult to document.”55) The rest of whatthis passage adds is extraneous to our interest here, for Bainton merges a list of thecriteria of a permissible war with what might be called a “conception of war.”56 (Ormaybe he here is attempting only to present the latter.) Bainton then gives us anaccount of holy-war theory according to which holy war justification can bedistinguished from just war justification on the basis of three criteria—authority,cause, and means.
 Is holy-war theory indeed an historically real alternative to just-war theory? Anumber of later investigators57 have challenged the sharpness of this distinction, oreven the propriety of making it at all. St Thomas’ criteria for a gaining theindulgence associated with a crusade are exactly parallel to his criteria for a justwar:58
 First, a cause pertaining to the honor of God, or to the necessityor utility of the Church; second, authority in him who grantsit,… third, that the one who wants to receive the indulgence bein a state of charity.
 James A. Brundage writes:59
 The holy war may be viewed … as a subset of the just war.Every holy war, to put it another way, was a just war, but notevery just war was a holy war.
 James Turner Johnson, who has reservations about Bainton’s taxonomy, sees themedieval theorists as open to both religious and secular war. He goes on to tracewhat he sees as a split between authors who are increasingly explicit about holy warand those (beginning in the seventeenth century) who permit secular holy wars only.Following Johnson, let us focus on the early modern period, when the explicit
 55 Op. cit, p. 115.56 For more on this distinction, watch for my “Conceptions of War” (in progress).57 See Leroy Walters, “The Just War and the Crusade: Antitheses or Analogies?” The Monist 57: 4 (1973): 584–94; James Turner Johnson, Ideology, Reason & the Limitation of War: Religious & Secular Concepts, 1200–1740(Princeton, 1975); David Little, “Some Justifications for Violence in the Puritan Revolution,” Harvard TheologicalReview 65 (1972): 577–589; and David Little, “‘Holy War’ Appeals and Western Christianity: A Reconsideration ofBainton’s Approach,” in John Kelsay and James Turner Johnson, eds., Just War & Jihad: Historical andTheoretical Perspectives on War & Peace in Western & Islamic Traditions (Greenwood, 1991).58 Quodlibetual Questions II.8.2.59 “Holy War & the Medieval Lawyer,” in Thomas Patrick Murphy, The Holy War (Ohio State, 1976), pp. 99–140, at 116–117.
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 controversy makes the contrast sharper. Did some theorists defend on religiousgrounds wars that would not count as just?
 Since cause is the focal criterion of just-war theory, it is best to begin the inquirythere. One cannot merely say that holy wars are somehow about religion and justwars are about justice, for when one asks what exactly is it for a war to be aboutreligion, one realizes that the categories are not exclusive.
 There has, to be sure been a difference of opinion among Christians overwhether wars of religion may be fought. Heinrich Bullinger, the 16th century SwissZwinglian whose Decades became required reading for the clergy of the Church ofEngland in 1586, wrote:60
 They err, that are of the opinion that no wars may be made indefence of religion. The Lord … bade not the magistrate to benegligent in looking to religion, neither forbad he him to defendand maintain the pureness of faith. For if it be lawful for themagistrate to defend with the sword the things of account, ofwhich sort are liberty, wealth, chastity, and his subjects’ bodies;why should he not defend and revenge the things of greateraccount, and those which are of greatest weight? But there isnothing of more and greater weight than sincere and truereligion is.
 Bullinger is explicit that such wars include wars to punish apostasy and beingdrawn to false idolatry. His conclusion61 is that “It is lawful … for the magistrate todefend his people and subjects against idolaters and by war to maintain and upholdtrue religion.” William Gouge, the seventeenth century Puritan divine of whomJohnson says62 “if ‘complete’ holy war doctrine is anywhere to be found,… it isperhaps in the treatises of William Gouge,” places first on his list of legitimatereasons for waging offensive war63 “Maintenance of Truth & Purity in Religion.”These distinctive tenets of the holy-war theorists are denied by Francisco deVitoria,64 Francisco Suárez,65 and others.
 Authors who affirm the right to wage wars over religious matters, however, donot set aside claims of justice in doing so. Alexander Leighton summarized hisaccount of legitimacy with respect to cause this way:66 “there must be a just cause,
 60 The Decades of Henry Bullinger (1549). Quoted from Thomas Harding, ed. (Cambridge, 1849), pp. 376–7.61 Op. cit., p. 378.62 Op. cit., p. 117.63 Gods Three Arrows: Plague, Famine, Sword (George Miller: London, 1631), Part III. “The Churches Conquestover the Sword,” p. 214. It is important to note that “offensive war” does not mean “aggressive war”—other cases oflegitimate offensive war, according to Gouge, are “Recovery of that which is unjustly taken away” and “Execution ofvengeance on such as have done publique wrong” (pp. 215–216; see also p. 293).64 On the Law of War (1539), I.3. Reprinted in translation in Political Writings (Cambridge, 1991).65 On Charity, D. 13,5. Reprinted in Selections from Three Works (Oxford, 1944).66 Speculum Belli Sacris or The Looking Glasse of the Holy War (1624), pp. 9–10.
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 which may briefly be exprest, under the maintenance of religion, or civil right,eyther for ourselves, or our Christian confederates.” William Cardinal Allen wrote:67
 The true way of defence for English Protestants in this casetouching the wars of Ireland, … should be … to prove that his[sc. the Pope’s] cause was not just.
 Francis Bacon, in his unfinished dialogue “An Advertisement Touching a HolyWar,”68 has one has of the characters distinguish five cases of holy war:
 (1) invasive war, only and simply for the propagation of the faith,without other cause of hostility …;
 (2) it being made part of the case that the countries were onceChristian … though now they be utterly alienated and no Christianleft …;
 (3) it be made a further part of the case that there are yet remainingin the country multitudes of Christians … to free them and deliverthem from the servitude of the infidels;
 (4) war for the purging and recovery of consecrate places, being nowpolluted and profaned; …
 (5) war for the revenge or vindication of blasphemies and reproachesagainst the deity …; or for the effusion of Christian blood, andcruelties against Christians, though ancient and long since passed.
 The five cases distinguished by Bacon do perhaps include some which any just-wartheorist might accept as legitimating war—at least if the third include religiouspersecution and the fourth destruction of religio-cultural property. What about theother items on the list? By stretching, one might attempt to make them matters ofjustice. They presume the truth of the Christian religion and then, perhaps, considerblasphemy, apostasy, and even simple neglect of the Gospel (by pagans, Muslims,and Jews) as unjustly denying God His due. In doing this, however, they can becontrasted with “secular” just-war theories in three ways. First, some assert a rightto vindicate ancient wrongs (2 & 5). Second, others assert a right to vindicatedistinctively religious wrongs (4 & 5). Third, one asserts a right to use military forceto attain a religious good (1). Obviously, each putative justification would have to beassessed on its own merits; acceptance of one does not logically require acceptanceof any of the others.
 If holy-war theory is distinguished by acceptance of such wars, however, itdiffers from ordinary just-war theory not by offering an alternative to justice, but bybroadening the conception of justice (or at least the range of justice-based concernson the basis of which war might be waged). It is, of course, always open to the just-war theorist to reject such wars, not as failing the criterion of just cause, but onsome other grounds. Perhaps such wars are beyond the competence de guerre ofany civil, or even any human, power. Perhaps they are never the last resort in
 67 A True, Sincere, & Modest Defence of English Catholics… (Herder, 1914), vol. 2, p. 63.68 See The Works of Francis Bacon (Houghton, Mifflin, 1878), pp. 21–48, at pp. 34–35.
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 righting the wrongs in question. Perhaps, whether because of unlikelihood of successor for other reasons, they are generically likely to fail the criterion of proportionality.
 Do holy-war theorists also challenge the criterion of legitimate authority? Not, inthe main, by denying that there must be a legitimate authority. Alexander Leighton,for example, says, “What the meanest souldier doth, hee must doe it by authority,which doth warrant him to doe many things, which otherwise were wereunlawfull.”69 Nothing in his text suggests that this applies only to some kinds ofwars and not to all. “Secular” just-war theory makes that authority the persons incharge of the political community. Gouge, no doubt because his Puritanmethodology keeps his eyes fixed squarely on the Old Testament history of Israelbegins his accounts of permissible wars by distinguishing “extraordinary wars”—those made by express charge of God—from ordinary offensive and defensive wars.Despite his willingness to see Roman Catholics as the modern Amalekites, he neverclearly expresses any expectation that extraordinary wars will be a feature of hisown day. Cardinal Allen, whose writings explicitly accommodate religious wars notwaged, in the first instance, on secular authority, conceives of holy war as warconducted under the authority of the Church.70 In this, he follows the teachings ofSt Thomas.71
 The idea that holy wars loosen the strictures of the jus in bello, seems to haveworked its way from Bainton into various contemporary treatments of this issue,but it does not seem to be grounded in the original sources.
 There are, to be sure, some authors whose texts suggest such a reading.Bullinger72 refers to cases where “the magistrate of duty is compelled to make warupon men which are incurable, whom the very judgment of the Lord condemnethand biddeth to kill without pity or mercy.”73 Whatever Bullinger may mean by thatphrase, however, he does not mean that the soldier in a holy war has a generallicense to kill, for he said a few pages earlier:
 Thus hitherto I have shewed you that it is lawful for themagistrate for to make war. … But if the magistrates purpose beto kill the guiltless, I declared in my former sermons that then hispeople ought not to obey his wicked commandments.
 Leighton and Gouge are even more explicit in their recognition of the restrictiveversion of jus in bello that characterized the just-war theory. Gouge, for example,says:74
 69 Speculum Belli Sacris or The Looking Glasse of the Holy War (1624), p. 20.70 Op. cit., ch. 6.71 Summa Theologiæ, 2a2æ, Q. 188, a.4 ad 2.72 Op. cit., p. 373.73 Op. cit., p. 376.74 Op. cit., pp 296–7.
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 Onely that which is lawfull must be lawfully used: to which endreceive a few directions:1. Shew that thou delightest not in bloud. Shed no more then ofnecessity (thorow the obstinacy of enemies) thou art forced toshed. If enemies yield and relinquish their hostility, sparethem.…2. Slay not such as cannot hurt thee, as weake women, agedmen, and young children.…3. Put not those whom thou slayest to exquisite torments. 4. What thou doest against thine enemies do in love. Love theirpersons though thou hate their practices. Pray therefore forthem.…5. Take heed of making that publique execution of justice anoccasion of executing private revenge …
 And Leighton:75
 In every warre be two things especially to be observed. That itbe Iustum & Iuste; just in itself, that is, justly undertaken; andthat it must be justly and duely followed.
 Leighton will not even allow lies or perfidy in war.76
 Perhaps it is merely a matter of convention whether this attempt to makereligious causes matters of justice makes holy-war theory a version of just-wartheory. If the designation is admitted, “secular” just-war theorists will merely saythat some versions of just-war theory are defective because they let in too muchwith respect to just-cause. This would be analogous to a current matter ofcontroversy—orthodox just-war theorists reject the details of such “just-wartheorists” as William V. O’Brien and Michael Walzer, both of whom accept, undersome circumstances, the killing of the innocent.77
 8. Conclusion.
 Theories often become clearer in a dialectic context. One understands them bestwhen one asks not only what they assert, but what they deny. I have attempted todo this systematically, with explicit attention to exactly which tenets of the just-wartheory are being denied and to what is being offered in their place. In one sense, thisapproach is not comprehensive, there are a number of ways in which the positionsdistinguished above could be combined. For example, one might accept bothreligious and political versions of moderate permissivism, or loosen the restrictionsof the jus in bello for some kinds of wars, but not for others. I have also notattempted to refute each of the versions I have discussed, and that for two reasons.First, there are too many of them. Second, the best refutation of them requires
 75 Op. cit., p. 9; see also pp. 247–250.76 Op. cit., ch. 29.77 O’Brien, The Conduct of Just & Limited Wras (Praeger, 1983); Walzer, op. cit., esp. ch. 16.
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 development of a positive case for the correctness of each of the tenets of the just-war theory. Constructing that case is a different project.
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