
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

Jus Post Bellum and Christian Perspectives on the Ethical Use of Force:  
Reframing the Traditional Debate 

 
Jeremy S. Stirm, Ph.D. 

 
Mentor: Paul Martens, Ph.D. 

 
 

This dissertation examines the potential effect of the jus post bellum (post-war 

justice and peace) debate on the larger just war framework in order to argue that this 

category has the potential to reframe the traditional debate between various Christian 

responses to the ethical use of force.  In addition to the traditional debates between 

Christian realism, pacifism, and the just war tradition, there has arisen in recent decades a 

debate within just war circles regarding the presumption against war thesis.  While the 

debates between these various responses to the ethical use of force have produced some 

beneficial effects, the contemporary debates have become increasingly partisan and 

stymied in a state of gridlock.  I utilize the developing jus post bellum discussions as a 

lens through which to view anew the traditional debates and move beyond the impasse. 

The emphasis on the relationship of the phases of war (in bello, ad bellum, and 

now post bellum) that emerged from jus post bellum discussions challenges recent trends 

in the use of just war reasoning by both presumption against war advocates and classic 

just war supporters.  What is more, jus post bellum discussions have given us a new way 



 
 

to speak meaningfully about the ethically complex notion of humanitarian intervention in 

the form of The Responsibility to Protect (R2P).  The three pillars of R2P, the 

responsibility to prevent, react, and rebuild, correspond to the traditional just war 

categories of in bello, ad bellum, and post bellum respectively, and once again emphasize 

the importance of the relationship of the phases of war and a holistic just war approach.  

While disagreement concerning the ethical use of force persists at the ad bellum level 

between the just war tradition, Christian realism, and pacifism, this reality does not rule 

out post bellum cooperation.  This project concludes with a practical application of a 

robust jus post bellum strategy, arguing that care for the moral injury of returning 

warriors provides one area of common cause for collaboration between Christian realists, 

pacifists, and just war supporters. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

1.  Prolegomena 
 

The air was crisp and cool, and the sky was clear and deep blue.  It was just after 

dinner.  I sat on the front porch drinking tea with my ODA (Operational Detachment 

Alpha) team commander.  We were discussing the day’s events and what lay ahead for 

tomorrow.  My team had just completed a combat tour in Afghanistan.  Now we were in 

Uzbekistan on a training mission.  Both of us were anxious to return home to our family 

and friends. 

Amidst the discussion that evening was the then possible U.S. led invasion into 

Iraq.  Looking up at the clear night sky that evening in late March 2003, we both knew it 

in our gut.  If we were going to invade Iraq, tonight would be the perfect night to do it.  

The next morning we watched the live news broadcasts of U.S. tanks advancing towards 

Bagdad.  Our prediction was proven correct.  The U.S. was now engaged in combat 

operations in both Afghanistan and now Iraq.  

Both of these wars were of course precipitated by the events of September 11, 

2001.  It has been over a decade since the attacks on the World Trade Center in New 

York and the Pentagon in Washington, D.C., and the failed attempt that ended in a field 

near Shanksville, Pennsylvania.  While questions concerning how such horrific events 

could transpire on U.S. soil have not totally abated, other increasingly pressing questions 

are persistently being asked. 
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The U.S. has pronounced an end to the war in Iraq and has subsequently executed 

its withdrawal of troops from Iraq and continues to contemplate an end to its presences in 

Afghanistan.  Yet, as President Barrack Obama indicated in a speech given at Fort Bragg, 

North Carolina, ceremonially marking an end to the nine-year Iraq War, ending wars is 

an especially precarious business: “It’s harder to end a war than begin one.”1  While there 

are the obvious logistical, economic, and political concerns about ending wars, there are 

also important ethical and moral questions that need to be addressed.  In recent years, the 

category of jus post bellum has resurfaced to address the moral considerations of post war 

justice and peace.  While the literature on jus post bellum continues to grow within 

various academic fields including political philosophy, international relations, and 

military science,2 Christian theology, however, has been relatively slow in addressing this 

important component of just war thought.3 

                                                           
1 For the full text of the President’s speech, see 

http://www2.nbc17.com/news/2011/dec/14/complete-text-president-obamas-speech-fort-bragg-ar-
1713958/. 

2 For some of the pertinent scholarship from political philosophy, see Gary J. Bass, “Jus Post 
Bellum,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 32, no. 4 (October 1, 2004): 384–412; Brian Orend, War and 
International Justice: A Kantian Perspective (Waterloo, Ontario, Canada: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 
2000); Brian Orend, “Jus Post Bellum,” Journal of Social Philosophy 31, no. 1 (Spring 2000): 117–137; 
Brian Orend, “Justice after War,” Ethics & International Affairs 16, no. 1 (March 1, 2002): 43–56; Brian 
Orend, “Jus Post Bellum: A Just War Theory Perspective,” in Jus Post Bellum: Towards a Law of 
Transition From Conflict to Peace, ed. Carsten Stahn and Jann K. Kleffner (The Hague: T.M.C. Asser 
Press, 2008), 31–52.  For international relations, see Alex J. Bellamy, “The Responsibilities of Victory: Jus 
Post Bellum and the Just War,” Review of International Studies 34, no. 4 (2008): 601–625; Inger Österdahl 
and Esther van Zadel, “What Will Jus Post Bellum Mean? Of New Wine and Old Bottles,” Journal of 
Conflict and Security Law 14, no. 2 (June 20, 2009): 175 –207; Carsten Stahn and Jann K. Kleffner, Jus 
Post Bellum: Towards a Law of Transition From Conflict to Peace (The Hague: T.M.C. Asser Press, 
2008); Robert E. Williams and Dan Caldwell, “Jus Post Bellum: Just War Theory and the Principles of Just 
Peace.,” International Studies Perspectives 7, no. 4 (November 2006): 309–320.  For an introduction to the 
literature in military science, see Ricard P. DiMeglio, “The Evolution of the Just War Tradition: Defining 
Jus Post Bellum,” Military Law Review 186 (2005): 116–63; Rebecca Johnson, “Jus Post Bellum and 
Counterinsurgency,” Journal of Military Ethics 7, no. 3 (November 2008): 215–30; Davida E. Kellogg, 
“Jus Post Bellum: The Importance of War Crimes Trials,” Parameters, Autumn 2002, 87–99. 

3 “Ethicists have also recently proposed that moral reasoning about war must consider the jus post 
bellum, that is, postwar justice,” Matthew A. Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in 
the Just War Tradition,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 32, no. 2 (2012): 134.  
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2.  Purpose 

In this dissertation, I propose to explore the potential effect of the jus post bellum 

(post-war justice) debate on the larger just war framework in order to argue that this 

category has the potential to reframe the traditional debate between various Christian 

responses to the ethical use of force.  The jus post bellum debate offers compelling 

responses to some of the important and lingering questions offered by the interlocutors in 

the debate, i.e. Christian realism, pacifism, and just war.  In turn, the jus post bellum 

debate offers fresh questions for consideration.  The advantage of this approach is at least 

three-fold:  (1) It reestablishes peace as the centerpiece in every phase of discussions 

concerning the ethical use of force; (2) while not overly simplifying the complexities of 

the various components of the debate, it nonetheless holds the potential to build bridges 

between the traditional interlocutors (Christian realism, pacifism, and just war) by 

incorporating diverse strands of Christian thinking about the ethical use of force, thus 

incorporating the best critical and substantive engagements across the spectrum of 

                                                                                                                                                                             
“Since then [1994], mostly philosophers, political theorists, international law scholars, and 

military scientists have treated this neglected dimension of just war, while bishops and theologians have 
largely been silent on the issue (12)…Missing from these discussions [of jus post bellum] has been a 
theological voice” (177), Mark J. Allman and Tobias L. Winright, After the Smoke Clears: The Just War 
Tradition & Post War Justice (MaryKnoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2010).  Allman and Winright are referring to 
an article by Michael J. Schuck published in 1994, Michael J. Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing 
Elements in Just War Theory,” The Christian Century 111, no. 30 (October 26, 1994): 982–84.  Schuck’s 
article marked a significant turning point concerning theological reflection on jus post bellum concerns. 
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Christian responses to the ethical use of force;4 and (3) it extends the theological 

engagement within the larger jus post bellum debate.5 

 
3.  Preliminary Background 

Christian perspectives on issues of war and peace vary.  Within the concerted 

efforts of the recovery of the just war tradition during the latter half of the twentieth 

century, three central positions emerged: pacifism, just war, and Christian realism.6  

While my own sympathies reside with the just war tradition, this is not a just war versus 

pacifism versus Christian realism project.  Rather, I attempt to allow each interlocutor to 

speak in its own unique voice as much as possible while attempting to see how jus post 

bellum answers certain critiques and offers new ones.  

For the purposes of this project, I cast the contemporary positions as rooted in the 

mid-20th century American theological debates.  Initiating the conversation, Reinhold 

Niebuhr employed Christian realism to offer a critique of both pacifism and just war.  

Niebuhr’s charge concerning the sectarian, and thus politically ineffective, nature of 

pacifism motivated vociferous responses from John Howard Yoder and others.  While 

some in the pacifist community discerned a “backhanded compliment” in Niebuhr’s 
                                                           

4 Put another way, this study also fills a gap in that it brings together three prominent Christian 
approaches to the ethical use of force.  For instance, “The absence of such a synthetic study of the just war 
tradition vis-à-vis contemporary Christian realism and pacifism is a real lacuna in the literature,” David D. 
Corey and J. Daryl Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction (Wilmington, Delaware: 
Intercollegiate Studies Institute, 2012), 267 n 1. 

5 The literature on jus post bellum continues to grow within various academic fields including 
political philosophy, international relations, and military science.  For some of the pertinent literature, see 
nn 2 and 3 above. 

6 James Turner Johnson understands Reinhold Niebuhr and his Christian Realism to be a pivotal 
figure in this recovery.  He writes, "The principle locus of the recovery of just war tradition has been in 
American thought, and Reinhold Niebuhr's rejection of the Christian and humanistic pacifisms of the 1930s 
stands at the beginning of that recovery," Just War Tradition and the Restraint of War: A Moral and 
Historical Inquiry (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1981), 330. 



 
 

5 
 

assessment, Yoder was not among them.7  Niebuhr’s engagement with the just war 

tradition was no less colorful.  Like his rendering of pacifism, he tends to view just war 

as too idealistic. 8  While he provides a cogent warning concerning moral pretentions and 

war, namely, he realizes that nations may employ just war theory as a moral smoke 

screen to justify their dubious actions, there are, like in his treatment of pacifism, areas in 

his account of the nature of the just war tradition that are significantly underdeveloped.9 

Chronologically following Niebuhr, the pacifist theologian John Howard Yoder 

also sought to engage just war thinking on its own terms.  In his discerning work, When 

War is Unjust, Yoder attempts to approach just war thinking by employing just war’s 

own principles for ethically engaging the harsh realities of war.10  As I will argue in this 

project, his challenge to keep just war honest has had some positive effects among just 

war theorists.  In the end, however, Yoder’s account is lacking in that he engages only 

                                                           
7 Agnus Dun and Reinhold Niebuhr, “God Wills Both Justice and Peace,” Christianity and Crisis 

15, no. 10 (1955): 75–78; Reinhold Niebuhr, “Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist,” in The Essential 
Reinhold Niebuhr : Selected Essays and Addresses, Robert McAfee Brown, ed. (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1986): 102-22;  John Howard Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence 
and Peacemaking, ed. Glen Stassen, Mark Thiessen Nation, and Matt Hamsher (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos 
Press, 2009); John Howard Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, ed. Theodore J. 
Koontz and Andy Alexis-Baker (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2009). 

8 John D. Carlson summarizes this notion nicely, when he writes, "For Niebuhr, just war is an 
attempt to achieve a moral judgment about the use of force that can transcend the historically contingent 
character of the moral criteria on which that judgment relies," in “Reinhold Niebuhr and the Use of Force,” 
in Reinhold Niebuhr and Contemporary Politics: God and Power (Oxford University Press, USA, 2010), 
189. 

9 Supporters of Niebuhr readily admit that his near equating just war with natural law is both 
incorrect and results in a weakened engagement with just war.  John D. Carlson, “Is There a Christian 
Realist Theory of War and Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr and Just War Thought,” Journal of the Society of 
Christian Ethics 28, no. 1 (2008): 133–161 and Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Volume 
1: Human Nature (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1941, reprint Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 
1996), esp. chapter 10 “Justitia Originalis” (pp. 265-300). 

10 John Howard Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 2nd ed. 
(Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 2001). 
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one particular account of just war thought, known in the contemporary discussion as “the 

presumption against war” thesis.11 

In short, while Niebuhr has engaged both pacifism and a form of just war in his 

writings, he fails to adequately address or understand the more complex and nuanced 

version of the just war tradition.  Likewise, Yoder has engaged both Christian realism and 

the just war tradition and, while Yoder’s engagement with just war is more robust and 

thorough than is Niebuhr’s, he also fails to engage a thicker account of the just war 

tradition.  In the end, therefore, the most significant proponents of the pacifist and realist 

positions ended up talking past one another thereby suggesting that the debate between 

pacifists and non-pacifists (often lumping together realist and just war adherents) had 

reached an impasse.12    

 
4.  Problem 

In recent decades some just war advocates have sought to overcome this 

stalemate.  James Childress was the pioneer of what has come to be termed the 

“presumption against war thesis” (PAW) or the “convergence thesis.”13  This thesis seeks 

to find similarities between just war and pacifism.  It does so by claiming that both just 

war and pacifism share a common ground, a prima facie duty to do no harm or a common 
                                                           

11 Compare, for instance, the different characterizations concerning the function and nature of the 
just war tradition in John Howard Yoder, When War Is Unjust, "The State of the Question," (pp. 119-129) 
and James Turner Johnson, “The Just War Idea: The State of the Question,” Social Philosophy and Policy 
23, no. 1 (2006): 167–195.  See also D. Stephen Long, “Ramseyian Just War and Yoderian Pacifism: 
Where Is the Disagreement?,” Studies in Christian Ethics 4, no. 1 (1990): 58–72. 

12 Carlson highlights the impasse, he writes, "Much clarity and many intriguing ideas about justice 
and war have emerged as a result of the pacifist-just war engagement.  But I would add that some of these 
dialogues have run their course," “Is There a Christian Realist Theory of War and Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr 
and Just War Thought,” 135. 

13 James F. Childress, “Just-War Theories: The Bases, Interrelations, Priorities, and Functions of 
Their Criteria,” Theological Studies 39, no. 3 (1978): 427–45. 
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presumption against the use of force.  The difference between the two strands of thought 

is that just war asserts that under certain conditions the prima facie duties may be 

overridden. Childress’s position has engendered both considerable support and 

opposition.  For example, the U.S. Catholic Bishops’ Pastoral Letter, The Challenge of 

Peace, draws specifically from Childress’s work.14  The later Methodist Bishops’ 

Pastoral Letter, In Defense of Creation, also takes up the presumption against war 

language.15  On the other hand, while acknowledging that it is commendable to find 

common assumptions at work in differing Christian approaches to war and peace, critics 

of the presumption against war thesis argue that the price is too high; they argue that the 

presumption against war thesis undercuts and misinterprets the purpose, the telos, of the 

just war tradition, and subsequently misuses the tradition.   

One of the misuses often mentioned by proponents of the classic just war tradition 

(anti-presumption against war advocates) is the use of jus in bello criteria by presumption 

against war advocates to negate jus ad bellum reasons for going to war.  For instance, as 

in the case of nuclear pacifism, the argument is made that the destructiveness of modern 

weapons rules out nearly all occasions of a just war in the modern period.  Jus in bello 

(nuclear weapons) concerns are employed against just war reasoning itself. 

In complexifying the debate, the presumption against war thesis also has the 

potential to fracture the debate. One could briefly indicate the difficulties as follows: (1) 

Because the presumption against war thesis shares some of the same convictions as 

pacifism—it understands the telos of the just war tradition is to minimize the actual 
                                                           

14 Johnson, “The Just War Idea.” 

15 Paul Ramsey and Stanley Hauerwas, Speak Up for Just War or Pacifism: A Critique of the 
United Methodist Bishops’ Pastoral Letter “In Defense of Creation” (University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1988). 
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instances of war, subsequently it seeks to limit the instances of war through the 

implementation of a strict interpretation of just war principles; advocates of the “classic” 

or “hawkish” just war position resist it.  Additionally, the presumption against war 

advocates claim that war is the lesser of two evils, thereby creating a natural link with 

Christian realism.  (2) On the other hand, the presumption against war advocates assert 

that the “classic” just war proponents are overly zealous in their rush to war and, 

therefore, they fail to exercise any real prophetic voice in the political arena, a criticism 

of the tradition also shared with Christian realism. 

Even these two summary statements sufficiently indicate that the agreements and 

disagreements between the competing positions do not break down neatly.  One is usually 

left with one of two choices: either follow Niebuhr’s attempt to (over) emphasize 

divergence between the various ethical positions or, to an equal extent in the opposite 

direction, (over) emphasize convergence as with the presumption against war supporters.  

Rather than accepting either of these choices, I believe there are new areas of engagement 

for Christian realism, pacifism, and the just war tradition that can only be provided by the 

concept of jus post bellum.  In recent years, while Christian just war advocates have been 

arguing about the presumption for or against war, other disciplines have been 

investigating issues pertaining to the end of war. Only recently have theologians begun to 

engage this important facet of just war thinking.  This project seeks to extend that 

engagement. 

 
5.  Plan of the Project 

Because there is no monolithic approach to the ethical use of force, the second 

chapter of this project sketches the background of the current discussion by outlining the 
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various perspectives of Christian realism, pacifism, and the just war tradition as they 

came to be understood in the 20th century.  In this context, I will situate each position 

along a spectrum of Christian responses to the ethical use of force, attempting to 

highlight both positive and negative elements in each trajectory of thought. 

Having established the central convictions of the basic groups participating in the 

discussion, the third chapter presses the historical context further by examining the most 

prominent theological engagements, prior to any serious engagement with jus post 

bellum, between the various approaches.  It begins by highlighting Niebuhr’s lively 

articulation of Christian pacifism in relation to just war criteria, followed by Yoder’s 

responses and exchanges with Niebuhr, the just war tradition as a whole and, most 

specifically, the presumption against war thesis.  Lastly, this chapter explores and 

summarizes the ongoing argument among just war theorists concerning the role of a 

presumption against force.16  

Moving towards a constructive direction, the fourth chapter critically examines 

the emerging concept of jus post bellum and highlights the manner in which jus post 

bellum begins to address certain issues and questions present in the current debates 

among various Christian approaches to the ethical use of force and the manner in which it 

raises new ones.   

Beginning with Michael J. Schuck’s instigation for a theological turn to jus post 

bellum—“postwar behavior must come under moral scrutiny” 17—this chapter traces the 

                                                           
16 Those who argue for a presumption against war in the just war tradition, include: Richard B. 

Miller, James Childress, James Sterba, John Hymers, and Tobias Winright.  Just war theorists who argue 
against the notion of a presumption against war in the just war tradition, include: Paul Ramsey, James 
Turner Johnson, George Weigel, Jean Bethke Elshtain, Daniel Bell, Joseph E. Capizzi, and Darrel Cole. 

17 Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 982. 
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move from the prioritization of the most prevalent categories concerning entering and 

conducting war (i.e. jus ad bellum and jus in bello) toward the demand for moral 

principles dealing with postwar justice.  To that end, I will introduce Schuck’s three jus 

post bellum principles: (1) repentance (i.e. a new posture of humility for the victors), (2) 

honorable surrender (i.e. an attempt to protect the human rights of the vanquished), and 

(3) restoration (i.e. assistance in rebuilding the social infrastructure of the defeated 

nation) which, together, “serve as a litmus test for the sincerity of the just war claims 

made before and during the conflict”18 and subsequently, offer an initial impetus for 

reexamining the partitioning of the phases of war. 

This chapter then turns to the further developments offered in the run-up to the 

U.S. led invasion of Iraq by noted Catholic moral theologian Kenneth R. Himes, critically 

examining how he discerned a connection between the trend towards widening just cause 

(usually a jus ad bellum concern and initially rooted in its limited expression as self-

defense in the pre-WW II era) to include humanitarian intervention in light of the 

genocides of the 1990s, and post war concerns.  In a second direction, part of the critical 

analysis on this section will focus on Himes’s further widening of the principle of just 

cause to include “pre-emption” because, while Himes agrees that there may be cases 

where pre-emption may be morally justified, he also warns that “An international order 

where pre-emption becomes more commonplace is not a stable future.”19 Himes 

illustrates, therefore, both the broadening of just cause beyond self-defense but also the 

need to discipline the expansion.  Despite the ambiguity on this point, the chapter will 

                                                           
18 Ibid., 983. 

19 Kenneth R. Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War Tradition,” December 3, 2002, 
http://www.jknirp.com/himes2.htm. 
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affirm Himes’s conclusion that “One result of the debates over humanitarian intervention 

[as a just cause] has been greater attention to the aftermath of war.”20   

Chapters five and six then move forward constructively to argue that jus post 

bellum considerations entail two critical perspectives for reframing the current disputes 

concerning Christian responses to the ethical use of force.  First, in chapter five, 

following Schuck, jus post bellum considerations serve as a “litmus test” which 

incorporates, and yet moves beyond, Yoder’s concern with keeping just war honest, a just 

war tradition with all its teeth.  By beginning with the end in view, jus post bellum 

criteria reemphasizes the telos of action, moving beyond attempts to simply limit (as 

pacifism and presumption against war advocates tend towards) or justify (as the “classic” 

just war tradition tends towards) the use of force, while also highlighting the reality that 

ad bellum deliberations and in bello actions have post bellum consequences.  Therefore, 

jus post bellum discussions critically challenge the non-contingent ideals and traditional 

understanding of the relationship of the phases of war often assumed by Christian 

realism, pacifism, and just war reasoning. 

Chapter six addresses the effects of genocide and humanitarian intervention which 

motivated much of the discussion of jus post bellum in the first place.  Noting the 

progression in positive international law from the U.N. Charter to the Genocide 

                                                           
20 Ibid. Subsequent thinkers offered various lists of jus post bellum criteria and some began to 

move beyond general principles to offer specific recommendations for action.  For example, Louis V. 
Iasiello, “Jus Post Bellum: The Moral Responsibilities of Victors in War,” Naval War College Review 57 
(2004): 33-52, enumerates seven moral precepts of jus post bellum.  Additionally, Davida E. Kellogg, “Jus 
Post Bellum: The Importance of War Crimes Trials,” Parameters (Autumn 2002): 87-99, insists that war 
crimes trials are an essential and mandatory component of post conflict justice.  Furthermore, in addition to 
offering important questions (when does the jus post bellum phase begin and what are the consequences of 
jus post bellum failure?), Doug McCready, “Ending the War Right: Jus Post Bellum and the Just War 
Tradition,” Journal of Military Ethics 8, no. 1 (Jan 2009): 66-78, cautions against confusing the means with 
the ends concerning jus post bellum issues. 
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Convention and finally to R2P (the Responsibility to Protect).  I argue that certain ethical 

proposals have been mapped onto various pillars of R2P, namely “just peacemaking” (ad 

bellum concerns) onto “the responsibility to prevent” pillar and just policing (in bello 

concerns) onto “the responsibility to react” pillar.  Neither the just peacemaking nor the 

just policing proposal move the discussion beyond the state of gridlock, and what is 

more, I argue that just policing actually serves to enhance jus post bellum and rebuilding.  

Furthermore, I illuminate how the responsibility to rebuild corresponds to jus post bellum 

discussions. 

Lastly, the final section of chapter six addresses McCready’s persistent 

question:21 what does disagreement in the ad bellum period mean for the various 

Christian responses to the use of force in the post bellum environment?  If pacifism 

disagrees with the just war tradition and Christian realism about the use of force ad 

bellum, does this entail disagreement and disengagement in the post bellum phase?  I 

think not.  While commenting primarily concerning social and institutional change, 

McCready nonetheless offers a potent question for Christian realists, pacifists and just 

war proponents to post war ethics: “do other nations and international organizations have 

any responsibility to assist in the reconstruction effort and in maintaining regional 

security, even if they opposed the war?”22  Like just war advocates who found themselves 

on separate sides of ad bellum issues, and yet came to share a common sense of post war 

duties, just war advocates, pacifists, and Christian realists may nonetheless find common 

                                                           
21 McCready offers a series of questions concerning the development of jus post bellum.  The 

question highlighted in this section is the third question in the series.  Doug McCready, “Ending the War 
Right.” 

22 Ibid., 76.  See also, Kenneth R. Himes, “The United States at War: Taking Stock,” Theological 
Studies 71 (2010): 190–209. 
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cause in the post war environment.  In closing this project, I look to the case of returning 

warriors as a practical application of post bellum cooperation. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 
Identifying the Framework:  Christian Perspectives on War and Peace 

 
 

…scatter the peoples who delight in war. 
Psalms 68:30 

 
 

1.  Introduction 
 
In this chapter, the central aim is to highlight key emphases in each of the various 

positions explored in this project: Christian realism, pacifism, and the just war tradition.  

Having identified the framework in this chapter, in later chapters, notably chapter three, 

the interaction and debate among various interlocutors and proponents of these key points 

is examined.  In examining the existing debates key differences between the various 

positions are brought into sharper focus and crucial areas of agreement begin to emerge 

as well.  By some estimates, the dialogue between the various positions has reached a 

state of gridlock, with interlocutors on all sides seemingly talking past one other.  

However, with the incorporation of jus post bellum concerns, opportunities to reframe the 

traditional debate between these various Christian responses to the ethical use of force 

begin to materialize.  The second part of this project examines some of these propitious 

opportunities. 

The chapter begins with an analysis of Reinhold Niebuhr’s Christian realism.  

Robin Lovin notes that while Niebuhr was not the originator of the theological movement 

known as Christian realism, he was nevertheless, “the most important voice of this 
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movement.”1  Niebuhr’s recognition as an authority concerning Christian realism and his 

piercing assessment of both pacifism and just war make him an integral part of the 

discussion. 

The next section of this chapter turns to an examination of pacifism.  I begin by 

exploring pacifism from certain external portrayals, primarily from philosophical and 

historical perspectives.  These external descriptions often characterize pacifism as overly 

optimistic, even utopian.  What is more, some external descriptions portray pacifism as 

sectarian, or even as politically irrelevant.  These external accounts provide a telling 

contrast to the internal depictions of pacifism as narrated by John Howard Yoder. 

Yoder serves as the primary representative of the pacifist position in what 

follows.  This is due in large part to the fact that he has written extensively on Christian 

realism, pacifism, and just war.  Yoder argues to set his brand of pacifism apart from 

various other manifestations of nonviolence and provides a spirited assessment of 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s critique of pacifism.  Additionally, his direct engagement with the 

just war tradition, and in places his narration of pacifism in terms of just war criteria, 

makes him an ideal interlocutor for this project.2 

                                                           
1 Robin W. Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Realism (New York: Cambridge University 

Press, 1995), 2. 
2 While Stanley Hauerwas is likewise an important proponent of pacifism and critic of the just war 

tradition, engagement with his work will be sporadic and primarily in footnotes.  As Daniel Bell notes, 
“Although Stanley Hauerwas is one of the most prolific and best known theological critics of war and 
advocates of Christian nonviolence active in scholarly circles today, one might be surprised upon surveying 
the corpus of his work to discover the relative paucity of articles treating matters of war and peace…The 
point of this observation is that Hauerwas’s reputation as a leading theological voice against war and for 
pacifism is not based on the sheer volume of his ideas but has a great deal to do with the volume and 
vivacity of his public presentation of those ideas,” Daniel M. Bell, “The Way of God with the World: 
Hauerwas on War,” in Unsettling Arguments: A Festschrift on the Occasion of Stanley Hauerwas’s 70th 
Birthday, ed. Charles R. Pinches, Kelley S. Johnson, and Charles M. Collier (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 
2010), 112. 
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Last, this chapter introduces the just war tradition.  While pacifism and Christian 

realism are introduced primarily through key individual figures, the section on just war 

draws from a broader range of authors.  This is due partly to the fact that just war does 

not have such pivotal figures as do pacifism with Yoder or Christian realism with 

Niebuhr, though perhaps at one time Paul Ramsey could have served such a role.  As I 

will be developing two distinct strands of just war thought later in this project, more than 

one author was needed to articulate these developments.  Key voices from within the 

tradition are drawn upon for their significant contributions.  Notable in this regard are 

Paul Ramsey, James Turner Johnson, and James Childress. 

 
2.  Christian Realism 

2a.  Introduction 

I begin the examination of Christian realism by outlining Niebuhr’s importance 

both in terms of the mid-20th century American theological debates concerning the use of 

force and his enduring influence among contemporary politicians.  As this section 

highlights, Niebuhr’s influence has remained strong from the World Wars to the Cold 

War and to the current War on Terrorism.  Next, before engaging Niebuhr’s Christian 

realism in earnest, I contextualize Niebuhr’s thought by way of a brief discussion of his 

reaction against certain idealist movements in his day.   

I understand the core conceptions of Niebuhr’s thought to be his understanding of 

humans’ pursuit of self-interest and power, and the ethical distinction between the social 

and the individual.  Based on a phenomenological analysis of the human situation, he sets 

out these bedrock ideas in Moral Man and Immoral Society.  Reinhold Niebuhr’s 

Christian realism differs from the more ancient form of realism as found in Thucydides’ 
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Melian Dialogues.3  Thomas Pangle and Peter Ahrensdorf provide a succinct summary of 

the realism contained in the Dialogues.  They write, 

The spokesmen of imperial Athens repeatedly defend their city’s expansionist 
foreign policy by claiming not that their city has a natural or divine right to 
conquer or to rule other cities but rather that ‘right,’ or justice, is altogether absent 
in relations between states…justice has no power of its own in international 
affairs because the real world is indifferent to justice…The Athenians do not 
contend, then, that ‘might makes right’ in the arena of international relations; they 
contend, rather, that right simply has no place in that arena.4 
 
Niebuhr would have considered the Athenians as unrealistic as utopian pacifist 

idealists.  The Athenians cast off morals as having no place in politics, while some 

idealists would see moral principles as wholly determinative in politics.  Niebuhr viewed 

“moral standards as relevant, but not determinative, for foreign policy.”5  For Niebuhr 

                                                           
3 Thucydides, The History of the Peloponnesian War, trans. Rex Warner (New York, NY: Penguin 

Books, 1954), book 5.84–116, pages 400–408. 
4 Thomas L. Pangle and Peter J. Ahrensdorf, Justice Among the Nations: On the Moral Basis of 

Power and Peace (Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 1999), 14, 16.  They provide further 
context concerning the Dialogues.  They continue, “Thus the Melians respond to the purportedly ‘realistic’ 
amoralism of the Athenians by making what they insist is the reasonable claim that there really and truly 
are powerful gods who effectively enforce justice in the world, that those divinities aid the righteous, no 
matter how weak, and visit destruction upon the wicked, no matter how strong, and therefore that justice 
will ultimately prevail (17)…The Athenians here do not respond to the Melians’ argument by denying the 
Melians’ assumption that there are just gods who reward and punish human beings according to their 
desert.  Instead, the Athenians argue against the Melians on the basis of precisely the Melians’ own 
assumption that such gods do exist.  For the Athenians argue that all human beings are evidently compelled 
by a necessity of their nature…to wish above all for what is good for themselves and to pursue that power 
which they believe to be in their interest, regardless of what justice demands.  Since all human beings are 
thus evidently compelled to care more about self-interest than about justice, the Melians are not in any way 
morally superior to the Athenians but are simply prevented by their military weakness from acting as the 
mighty Athenians act.  Precisely if it is true, as the pious Melians believe, that there are gods who favor the 
just against the unjust, the gods cannot favor either side in this conflict.  For this conflict, like all conflicts 
in international affairs, is, the Athenians contend, not between the just and the unjust but rather between 
tow equally self-interested parties and hence between tow morally or amorally equivalent parties” (18). 

The extent to which Thucydides himself subscribed to such a realist notion is still debated.  For 
various contemporary attempts at interpreting Thucydides as a realist and criticisms of such attempts, see 
sources at 267 n 1 and 268 n 5. 

5 Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Realism, 11 n 18. 
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“right” (values, ethics, norms) is as real as is self-interest.  Both must be taken into 

account, held in tension, and balanced.6 

Niebuhr wanted to maintain the importance and necessity of ethics.  As a 

Christian ethicists, Niebuhr eschewed the title of theologian.  However, he sought to give 

some theological muscle to his phenomenological skeleton of self-interest and dual 

conception of ethics (individual and moral).  In An Interpretation of Christian Ethics 

Niebuhr begins to build his theological case for his argument set forth in Moral Man and 

Immoral Society.  He extends further his theological articulation in The Nature and 

Destiny of Man.  These three works operate to extend Niebuhr’s “observations” 

concerning human nature in a more biblical and theological direction. 

 
2b.  Reinhold Niebuhr’s Enduring Influence 

James Turner Johnson understands Reinhold Niebuhr and his brand of Christian 

realism to be a pivotal moment in the recovery of just war thinking.  He writes, “The 

principle locus of the recovery of just war tradition has been in American thought, and 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s rejection of the Christian and humanistic pacifisms of the 1930s 

stands at the beginning of that recovery.”7  Likewise, concerning the importance of 

                                                           
6 Robin Lovin provides a good description concerning Niebuhr’s attempt to take both ideals and 

self-interest into account.  He writes, “It is a mistake in purely descriptive terms to adopt a version of 
political realism that treats values and ideals as irrelevant to political choices, even as it is a mistake to 
suppose that we could create a situation in which these norms were the only determinant of action.  A 
generation that believed it could create a situation in which the Christian norms alone would be relevant 
needed to be attentive to the stubborn realities and hidden distortions of self-interest, but a generation that 
saw only the stubborn realities and hidden distortions was as ‘unrealistic’ as its sentimental predecessors,” 
Ibid., 10–11. 

Neibuhr highlights the importance of balance when, he writes, “It [the ethic of Jesus] has nothing 
to say about the relativities of politics and economics, nor of the necessary balances of power which exist 
and must exist in even the most intimate social relationships,” Reinhold Niebuhr, An Interpretation of 
Christian Ethics, Library of Theological Ethics (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2013), 39. 

7 Johnson, Just War Tradition and the Restraint of War: A Moral and Historical Inquiry, 330.  
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Reinhold Niebuhr’s thought, John H. Yoder writes, “Niebuhr is, without much challenge, 

the most important American theological mind of the twentieth century.”8 

Niebuhr, while important in terms of the historical recovery of the just war 

tradition, also holds a prominent place in contemporary political and theological 

discussions. 9  In a telling article in the New York Times, then Senator Barrack Obama 

offered high praise for Reinhold Niebuhr.10  At one point in a somewhat tedious 

interview, David Brooks asked Obama, “Have you ever read Reinhold Niebuhr?”  Brooks 

noted the change in tone in the former Senator as, Obama responded, “I love him.  He’s 

one of my favorite philosophers.”  Brookes then inquired, “What do you take away from 

him?”  Obama’s response is instructive. 

‘I take away,’ Obama answered in a rush of words, ‘the compelling idea that 
there’s serious evil in the world, and hardship and pain.  And we should be 
humble and modest in our belief we can eliminate those things.  But we shouldn’t 
use that as an excuse for cynicism and inaction.  I take away…the sense we have 
to make these efforts knowing they are hard, and not swinging from naïve 
idealism to bitter realism.’ 

 
The President rehearses, albeit in broad strokes, some of the major emphases of 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s thought.  First, according to Obama, Niebuhr emphasizes our need to 

be “humble and modest in our belief we can eliminate those [evil] things.”  The need for 
                                                           

8 Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 285.  However, as Edmund N. 
Santurri points out, Hauerwas qualifies this statement, saying that Reinhold Niebuhr is important merely to 
get a handle on the times in which he worked.  Stanley Hauerwas, interview by Dan Morehead, “Stanley 
Hauerwas on Reinhold Niebuhr,” YouTube, May 7, 2010.  Accessed at 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r50uiHeewf8.  For Santurri’s rebuttal of Hauerwas’ claim see, Edmund 
N. Santurri, “Introduction,” in An Interpretation of Christian Ethics (Louisville, KY: Westminster John 
Knox Press, 2013), ix–xxix. 

9 See the advertising blub on the back cover of a recent edition of one of Niebuhr’s works.  “Cited 
by politicians as diverse as Hilary Clinton and John McCain, Niebuhr’s masterpiece on the incongruity 
between personal ideals and political reality is both an indictment of American moral complacency and a 
warning against the arrogance of virtue.”  Reinhold Niebuhr, The Irony of American History, With a New 
Introduction by Andrew J. Bacevich (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008). 

10 In what follows, references to President Obama’s comments on Reinhold Niebuhr come from, 
David Brooks, “Obama, Gospel and Verse,” The New York Times, April 26, 2007, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/26/opinion/26brooks.html.  



 
 

20 
 

“modesty” at this juncture resides in part in the fact that no matter what extent we claim 

to act out of moral conviction, we always act with self-interests at heart as well.  This 

area will be one of the major criticisms he levels against the just war tradition.  That is, 

that just war does not take well enough into account that nation’s often act out of self-

interest, whether they clothe their action in moral language or not.  The reality is that we 

act out of self-interest.    

Second, the plea for humility and modesty is “not a call for inaction.”  Here is 

where Niebuhr’s critique of pacifism surfaces in Obama’s comments.  As chapter three 

will further elaborate, one of Niebuhr’s major critiques of pacifism is that it is politically 

irrelevant.  

Third, Obama states, “I take away [from Niebuhr]…the sense we have to make 

these efforts knowing they are hard.”  It is perhaps on this point that Obama’s comments 

find a most sympathetic ear from the just war tradition and it is here that Niebuhr echoes 

an Augustinian dilemma.  The just war tradition readily affirms the difficulty of making 

judgments, especially in terms of confronting evil actions with the use of force.  

Likewise, Augustine echoes this sentiment when he comments upon the “fateful” position 

of the judge.  If he tortures an innocent man, he may get an innocent man to confess to a 

crime he did not commit.  On the other hand, if he does not, then a guilty man may go 

free.  The judge is in no easy position, but make a judgment he must.11 

Fourth, we must not move back and forth between “naïve idealism to bitter 

realism.”  Both naïve idealism and bitter realism would affirm the idea of “serious evil in 
                                                           

11 Augustine, The City of God, trans. Marcus Dods, The Modern Library Classics (New York: 
Modern Library, 2000), book 19, chapter 6 (pp. 681–83).  Unless otherwise noted, all citation to The City of 
God are from this edition.  Here “necessity” rears its ugly head; the judge ‘must,’ that is it is ‘necessary’ 
that he make a judgment, knowing that he may make the wrong judgment.  However, as point three above 
indicates, this reality is not an excuse for inaction. 
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the world”.  Idealism, however, would seem to lack the humble and modest attitude 

towards our ability to eliminate such evil.  It is at this point that Obama and Niebuhr 

distance themselves most markedly from “the grand Bushian rhetoric about ridding the 

world of evil and tyranny.”12  There are real limits concerning the eradication of evil in 

the present context.  On the other hand, “bitter realism” may tend to lapse into 

“cynicism.”  Succumbing to the thought that evil cannot be overcome, for whatever 

reason, this cynicism seeks not to eliminate evil; but rather employ evil for its own 

ends.13  Thus, Obama and Niebuhr, seek a path between idealism, which is where 

Niebuhr situates both pacifism and just war, and bitter realism.14 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s significance to conversations concerning Christian debates 

concerning the ethical use of force is well attested.  Both James Turner Johnson and John 

Howard Yoder note his significance concerning theological ethical discussions in the 

twentieth century.  Barrack Obama’s high praise for Niebuhr demonstrates that his brand 

of Christian realism is still influential in places of political power even today.  It is to 

Niebuhr’s articulation of Christian realism that we now turn. 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                           
12 Brooks, “Obama, Gospel and Verse.” 
13 Niebuhr’s classification of war as a “lesser evil” suggests at least some linkage to this realism. 
14 Brooks, “Obama, Gospel and Verse.” references end here.  For more on Obama’s association 

with Reinhold Niebuhr, see Erik Owens, “Searching for an Obama Doctrine:  Christian Realism and the 
Idealist/Realist Tension in Obama’s Foreign Policy,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 32, no. 2 
(2012): 93–111; William F. Felice, “President Obama’s Nobel Peace Prize Speech: Embracing the Ethics 
of Reinhold Niebuhr,” Social Justice 37, no. 2–3 (2010): 47–60. 
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2c.  Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Realism 

Reinhold Niebuhr is often viewed in opposition to the Social Gospel movement 

and its idealistic desire to “Christianize the social order.”15  This desire was especially 

prevalent in America.  As Robin W. Lovin states, “The notion that an earthly paradise 

could be built with American people and material resources gained credence from an 

interpretation of scripture that said that this was, after all, God’s own plan from the 

beginning.  For too many Americans, the Bible was a key text in supporting that view of 

history.”16  Christian realism would seek to rethink and make a fresh appraisal of such 

idealism, with its linking of optimistic faith with the American enterprise.   

Niebuhr’s disdain for the Social Gospel was rooted in the larger distinction 

between realism and idealism.  As Niebuhr himself argued,  

In political and moral theory ‘realism’ denotes the disposition to take all factors in 
a social and political situation, which offer resistance to established norms, into 
account, particularly the factors of self-interest and power.  In the words of a 
notorious ‘realist,’ Machiavelli, the purpose of the realist ‘is to follow the truth of 
the matter rather than the imagination of it; for many have pictures of republics 
and principalities which have never been seen.’  This definition of realism implies 
that idealists are subject to illusions about social realities, which indeed they are.  
‘Idealism’ is, in the esteem of its proponents, characterized by loyalty to moral 
norms and ideals, rather than to self-interest, whether individual or collective.  It 
is, in the opinion of its critics, characterized by a disposition to ignore or be 
indifferent to the forces in human life which offer resistance to universally valid 
ideals and norms.17   

                                                           
15 Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Realism, 41–46.  As Lovin also points out (43 n 24), 

this slogan was the title for one of Walter Rauschenbusch’s flagship works of the Social Gospel movement, 
Walter Rauschenbusch, Christianizing the Social Order (New York: Macmillan, 1912). 

16 Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Realism, 45.  It would seem both John Howard Yoder 
and Stanley Hauerwas would agree with Niebuhr on this point.  As will be argued later, there are some 
initial and important points of agreement between the pacifist and realist camps, however, how these ideas 
are subsequently worked out in the various proposals results in competing views of social action. 

17 Reinhold Niebuhr, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” in Christian Realism and Political 
Problems (New York: Scribner’s, 1953), 119-120.  Though Niebuhr was not the founder of Christian 
realism, nonetheless, “He was to be the most important voice of Christian realism,” Colm McKeogh, The 
Political Realism of Reinhold Niebuhr: A Pragmatic Approach to Just War (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 
1997), 5.  Lovin cites Douglas Clyde Macintosh and Walter Marshall Horton as the “founders” of Christian 
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For Niebuhr the brutality of World War I and the economic crisis of the Great 

Depression, to name just two events contemporaneous with his development of Christian 

realism, were “forces in human life” that could not be ignored.18   

Reinhold Niebuhr’s thought is a complex amalgam of secular (Marxist sociology 

– perhaps most clearly seen in Moral Man and Immoral Society), experiential, and 

theological thinking.19  An important aspect of his thought is the basic distinction that is 

posited between individual and social morality and the tension which arose with his 

application of this ethical dualism to the Jesus ethic.  Niebuhr would further ground this 

ethical dualism in his articulation of Christian anthropology and the attendant tension 

between human freedom and human finitude.  This tension exhibited in his account of 

human anthropology is likewise one instantiation of a larger project of dichotomy that 

marks much of Niebuhr’s work.   

By the early 1930s Reinhold Niebuhr was already a published author.  With the 

publication of Moral Man and Immoral Society in 1932 his place as a prominent voice in 

the social ethics scene was solidified.  With this text, Niebuhr set out to dismantle the 

overly optimistic attitude of the liberal culture.  However, as Langdon Gilkey notes, this 

was a book “largely of social and political analysis, with hardly any theological 

                                                                                                                                                                             
realism, while the term was perhaps coined by John C. Bennett.  Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian 
Realism, 1–2.  See also, Robin W. Lovin, Christian Realism and the New Realities (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2008), 43–83. 

18 For a more detailed account of the various historical factors preceding and surrounding 
Reinhold Niebuhr, see Gary Dorrien, The Making of American Liberal Theology: Idealism, Realism, and 
Modernity 1900-1950 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003), esp. 435–482, 516–521; Gary 
Dorrien, Social Ethics in the Making: Interpreting an American Tradition (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 
2009), esp. 226–304. 

19 McKeogh, The Political Realism of Reinhold Niebuhr: A Pragmatic Approach to Just War, 13–
17. 
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content.”20  Indeed, the logic of Niebuhr’s case against liberalism was based not in 

Scripture or Christian theology, “but rather by empirical argument.”21  Niebuhr’s 

attempts at a more theological grounding of the issue would come later. 

Writing almost thirty years after the initial publication, Niebuhr summarizes the 

thesis of the book.  He writes, 

The central thesis was, and is, that the Liberal Movement both religious and 
secular seemed to be unconscious of the basic difference between the morality of 
individuals and the morality of collectives, whether races, classes or nations.  This 
difference ought not to make for a moral cynicism, that is, the belief that the 
collective must simply follow its own interests. But if the difference is real, as I 
think it is, it refutes many still prevalent moralistic approaches to the political 
order.22 

 
Thus, part of the project of Moral Man and Immoral Society was to rehearse certain futile 

attempts at harmonizing two moral perspectives, the individual and the social.  From the 

individual and inner perspective, unselfishness serves as the highest moral value.  The 

same individual, however, finds himself or herself living within a social group.  From the 

social perspective, justice is the highest moral ideal.  This tension between the individual 

and social, or love and justice, Reinhold Niebuhr also terms as a conflict between ethics 

and politics.23 

There are irreconcilable difference in the two types of morality and errors 

associated with each.  Religious morality, which is suited for the individual, may actually 

encourage certain social injustices by uplifting unselfishness and discouraging self-

assertion against the oppressor.  The effectiveness of this way is weakened when applied 
                                                           

20 Langdon B. Gilkey, “Introduction,” in Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and 
Politics (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), xii. 

21 Ibid., xiii. 
22 Reinhold Niebuhr, "Preface to the 1960 Edition," Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in 

Ethics and Politics, Library of Christian Ethics (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), xxiii. 
23 Ibid., 257. 
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to social or collective human relationships, where justice rules.  Niebuhr states, 

“unselfishness, is inappropriate to the action of a state.  No one has a right to be unselfish 

with other people’s interests.”24  Conversely, political morality may place too heavy an 

emphasis on self-assertion, thus throwing off current social injustices only to replace 

them with newer and shrewder forms of tyranny and oppression (the victim becomes the 

victimizer).25  Rather than continually and abortively attempting to reconcile these two 

moral aspects, the individual and the social, Niebuhr avers, “It would therefore seem 

better to accept a frank dualism in morals than to attempt a harmony between the two 

methods which threatens the effectiveness of both.”26   

Niebuhr pushes his thesis further, when he writes, “The ethic of Jesus does not 

deal with the immediate moral problem of every human life…It has nothing to say about 

the relativities of politics and economics, nor of the necessary balances of power which 

exist and must exist in even the most intimate social relationships.”27  His critique of 

Liberal Christianity was centered in part on their ill-conceived notion that the ethic of 

Jesus, love, could be applied directly to social situations somehow transforming society.  

Liberalism domesticated the Jesus ethic and sought to consecrate the relative.28  

However, Niebuhr writes, “As a matter of practical necessity and social responsibility, 

even the Christian is compelled to leave that ethic behind in grappling with the exigencies 

of a fallen world.”29  While not directly relatable to political and social situations, the 

                                                           
24 Ibid., 267.  
25 Ibid., 262–263. 
26 Ibid., 271. 
27 Niebuhr, An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 39. 
28 Ibid., 167–198. 
29 Santurri, “Introduction,” xii. 
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Jesus ethic, the “impossible ethical ideal” was still relevant.  Niebuhr was critical of 

Orthodox Christianity as it had cast love as irrelevant to history and the human 

experience.  Despite the impossibility of actualizing fully the Jesus ethic in history, 

nonetheless it was important as it stood both as a judge concerning all human attempts at 

achieving justice in the social realm, and yet served to move justice beyond mere self-

interest.30  As Niebuhr writes, “The Kingdom of God is always at hand in the sense that 

impossibilities are really possible, and lead to new actualities in given moments of 

history.  Nevertheless every actuality of history reveals itself, after the event, as only an 

approximation of the ideal; and the Kingdom of God is therefore not here.  It is in fact 

always coming but never here.”31 

Niebuhr begins to flesh out the individual and social distinction he made in Moral 

Man and Immoral Society.  In terms of the Jesus ethic, it is applicable to individual 

morals, but not directly applicable to the social realm, yet not totally superfluous either.  

Given the social egoism of groups, force and coercion are necessary in the social realm, 

as such; love cannot be a social or political strategy.  Niebuhr will come ultimately to 

ground this ethical dualism in human nature.  He intimates in this direction when, he 

writes, 

There is, in short, no problem of history and no point in society from which one 
may not observe that the same man who touches the fringes of the infinite in his 
moral life remains imbedded in finiteness, that he increases the evil in his life if 
he tries to overcome it without regard to his limitations.  Therefore it is as 

                                                           
30 Niebuhr, An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 101–135.  Santurri writes, “Despite its 

impossibility, then, love makes its presence felt as the force propelling whatever moral achievement is 
possible, as the generator of values like equality that lure systems of justice beyond settled standards, as the 
spirit of prophetic criticism subjecting all moral notions, including equality, to imaginative 
reevaluation..Thus love exerts its historical influence even as its full realization transcends historical 
possibility,” Santurri, “Introduction,” xiii. 

31 Niebuhr, An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 58. 
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important to know what is impossible as what is possible in the moral demands 
under which all human beings stand.32 
 
Niebuhr explicates the tension in terms of human nature.  Humans are both finite 

creatures and made in the image of God.  From this, he elaborates three aspects to human 

existence.  (1) The image of God represents humans’ ability to transcend or rise above the 

mundane existence of the every day.  In a word, humans are free to transcend both 

themselves and society.  (2) Humans are also limited by their nature, to an extent 

determined.  In a word, humans are finite.  (3)  Humans are sinful.33 

Humans live in a tension between freedom and finitude.  Sin arises as one seeks to 

overcome this tension by denying either of these realities.  Pride is the overexertion of 

one’s freedom and attempt to deny one’s finitude.  The human ego overreaches or under-

reaches its limitedness.34  Sin as sensuality occurs when humans under-reach.  One fails 

to properly exercise one’s ability to transcend and instead over-realizes one’s finitude.35  

As with the Jesus ethic, in which one must hold the ideal and real in tension, so to 

concerning human nature, one must hold in tension humans’ freedom and finitude, 

recognizing the reality of both and the dangers inherent in over-reach or under-reach in 

either direction.36  

In Moral Man and Immoral Society, Reinhold Niebuhr argues for a dualistic ethic, 

one for the individual and one for social relations.  As he moves forward in An 

                                                           
32 Ibid., 135. 
33 Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Volume I: Human Nature (Louisville: 

Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 150. 
34 Ibid., 186–203. 
35 Ibid., 228–240. 
36 “The truth is that moral evil emerges from the peculiar conditions that mark human agency, 

conditions, whose proper description employs concepts in paradoxical combination – freedom and finitude, 
transcendence and creaturely limitation,” Santurri, “Introduction,” xiv. 
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Interpretation of Christian Ethics, he seeks to extend this argument by illustrating how 

the ethic of Jesus relates to the individual and the social, respectively.  His argument is 

that the ethic of Jesus is primarily for individual ethics, but that it is not superfluous 

concerning social ethics.  The Jesus ethic stands in judgment on all human efforts to 

establish justice and also serves to move human efforts past a mere exertion of human 

self-interest. 

He attempts to highlight the importance of the ethic of Jesus as the impossible 

possibility to the social.  There is a distinction and tension between the individual and 

society (Moral Man and Immoral Society).  There is, likewise, a tension in the 

application of the ethic of Jesus to the individual and society (An Interpretation of 

Christian Ethics).  This tension, it is later argued (The Nature and Destiny of Man), is 

grounded in the nature of humanity itself, as evidenced in the Christian doctrine of 

original sin, which manifests itself in humanity’s tension between its freedom and 

finitude.  Concerning relations among nations, and their propensity to war, Santurri 

writes, “Niebuhr warns, the struggle for even relative justice carries the danger that 

agents of that justice will see their cause in absolute rather than relative terms and will 

pursue their ends with an unmitigated fury fueled by the cruelty of self-righteousness.”    

Santurri continues, “Such is especially true in the case of war because ‘men do not fight 

for causes until they are ‘religiously’ devoted to them; which means not until the cause 

seems to them the center of their universe of meaning.’”37  What is more, “however just 

the cause, human moral perceptions and accomplishments are indicted by ‘a transcendent 

perspective from which ‘all our righteousness are as filthy rags.’”38  For Niebuhr, both 

                                                           
37 Ibid.  Santurri is quoting from An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 233-234. 
38 Ibid.  Santurri is quoting from An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 229-230. 
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pacifism and just war are varying examples of moral overreach, an attempt to deny or 

overcome the given tension between the ideal and the real (freedom and finitude or love 

and justice), in the political realm. 

 
3.  Pacifism 

 
In turning to an examination of pacifism, this section begins by exploring 

pacifism from certain external portrayals, primarily from a philosophical perspective and 

historical accounts.  These external descriptions often characterize pacifism as almost 

entirely concerned with war.  Hence, such descriptions for pacifism as “anti-war-ism” 

emerge.  Additionally, some external descriptions often characterize pacifism as overly 

optimistic, even utopian.  What is more, some external descriptions portray pacifism as 

sectarian, or even as politically irrelevant.  These external accounts provide a telling 

contrast to the internal depictions of pacifism as narrated by John Howard Yoder.   

The external descriptions and the various emphases within pacifism itself were 

not lost on Yoder.  In his articulation of pacifism, Yoder surveys over twenty varieties of 

pacifism, all lacking in one form or another.  In the end, Yoder offers his own account of 

pacifism, the pacifism of the messianic community.   

Philosophically, pacifism can be understood in part as “a code of conduct but it is 

also a theory or set of theories about the moral status of war.”39  What is more, “Its most 

important philosophical rival is the traditional doctrine of the just war.”40  More 

specifically, pacifism is taken “to be the name of a set of theories or beliefs which have as 

                                                           
39 Jenny Teichman, Pacifism and the Just War: A Study in Applied Philosophy (New York: Basil 

Blackwell, 1986), xi. 
40 Ibid. 
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a common feature opposition to war: I shall call it ‘anti-war-ism.’”41  In the preceding 

understanding, there are at least two premises at work.  First, pacifism is said to be 

focused upon the issue of war.  Second, that just war doctrine is pacifism’s most 

important rival.  While both premises are true to a certain extent, they are in need of 

further clarification.  For example, it seems that Yoder would argue that pacifism is as 

concerned with peace, if not more so, than it is with war.  Also, in naming just war as the 

most important philosophical rival, this characterization lends itself to the tendency to 

break the discussion down into pacifism and non-pacifism (often lumping just war and 

Christian realism together).   

While admitting that any typology will necessarily oversimplify the various 

strands of both secular and religious pacifism, James F. Childress nonetheless offers a 

four-fold classification for major types of pacifism.  First, he identifies deontological 

pacifism.  This view holds that Christian participation in war is wrong as it violates one 

or more of Christianity’s commands (for example: do not kill, love your neighbor, be 

imitators of Christ).  He associates both John Howard Yoder and Stanley Hauerwas in 

this type of pacifism, noting, “This first type of pacifism emphasizes the Christian’s 

witness rather than the consequences of that witness.”42  Second, pragmatic pacifism, 

which usually holds to an optimistic understanding of human nature, believes pacifism 

will work as a social strategy bringing about a greater effect of good over bad 

consequences in the social order.  Third, the pacifism of redemptive witness as put 

forward by the Quakers and criticized by Reinhold Niebuhr.  Lastly, nuclear pacifism 

                                                           
41 Ibid., 2. 
42 James F. Childress, “Pacifism,” in James F. Childress and John Macquarrie, eds., The 

Westminster Dictionary of Christian Ethics (Westminster Press, 1986), eBook Collection (EBSCOhost), 
EBSCO host (accessed March 29, 2013), 447. 
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rejects only modern wars, not all of them, due primarily to modern war’s disproportionate 

and indiscriminate nature due to the use of nuclear weapons.43 

Turning to articulations of pacifism from critiques of the pacifist position, James 

Turner Johnson makes the following observation concerning pacifism in relation to other 

Christian attitudes towards the ethical use of force, “Roland Bainton’s three-part typology 

of Christian attitudes towards war and peace, in which pacifism is opposed to the just war 

and holy war positions” oversimplifies the complexity of each position. 44  Pacifism, as 

Johnson understands the matter, is a more multifaceted position that Bainton allows. 

Johnson highlights “Two important themes, significantly different from each 

other, run through historical pacifism in western culture, including the present debate.”45  

He summarily describes the two positions as utopian and sectarian in nature.  He 

identifies the Renaissance humanism of Erasmus with the utopian variety.  Erasmus and 

his ilk opposed the use of political force due in large measure to war’s destructive effects.  

While they rejected violence as evil in itself, the utopian variety of pacifism readily 

accepted the state as the agent of change to bring about the end of war.  If Christian 

princes could be put in place, then following Christian themes, the princes, and by 

association the state, could usher in a world order void of violence and war.46 

On the other hand, the Anabaptist Reformers understood state violence as an 

inevitable part of history, and in some instances even “ordained by God.”  According to 

                                                           
43 Childress, “Pacifism.” 
44 James Turner Johnson, “Two Kinds of Pacifism: Opposition to the Political Use of Force in the 

Renaissance-Reformation Period,” The Journal of Religious Ethics 12, no. 1 (1984): 40.  Johnson is 
referring to Ronald H. Bainton, Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace, 17th printing, 1990 (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 1960). 

45 Johnson, “Two Kinds of Pacifism: Opposition to the Political Use of Force in the Renaissance-
Reformation Period,” 40. 

46 Ibid., 45–51. 
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Johnson, the pacifism of the Anabaptists, embodied in the Schleitheim confession, is 

deemed sectarian in nature.  Not rejecting violence on the grounds of the humanists, this 

brand of pacifism stands in opposition to the state.  On this view, the state itself is part of 

the problem, not the mechanism by which violence will come to an end as with the 

humanists.47 

Reinhold Niebuhr likewise distinguishes between types of pacifism.  He 

concentrates on two particular brands that he describes as sectarian and eschatological 

pacifism.  Groups like the Quakers and the Mennonites, respectively represented these 

brands of pacifism.  For Reinhold Niebuhr, the Quakers were to be maligned for their 

progressive or evolutionary understanding of history, which held out hopes for the social 

realization of the Kingdom on earth.  The Quakers consider the love manifested in the 

individual life to be the driving force behind the eventual redemption of society itself.   

Conversely, for Reinhold Niebuhr, the Mennonites were to be respected.  As he 

observed, their leader Menno Simons “was never under the illusion that ‘suffering love’ 

would gradually become historically successful and would overcome the world.”48  This 

“suffering love” was a sign and symbol of the Kingdom of God, a kingdom which God 

himself would bring about in His own time.49 

As articulated above, these various external descriptions often overemphasize 

pacifism’s concern to be exclusively reactionary or anti-war.  Others, while recognizing a 

higher degree of complexity within pacifism, tend to (over) emphasize the twin themes of 

eschatological utopianism or sectarianism as integral outcomes of pacifism.  As will be 
                                                           

47 Ibid., 51–55. 
48 Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Volume II: A Christian Interpretation 

(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 177 n 6. 
49 Ibid., 169–180. 
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argued below, Yoder, one of the leading proponents of Christian pacifism, likewise 

discerned a complexity of ways to articulate pacifism.  However, in the end, Yoder 

articulates one particular understanding of pacifism, namely the pacifism of the messianic 

community 

Yoder was aware of the fact that pacifism is not a monolithic venture.  In his 

critique of Karl Barth’s stance on war, Yoder enumerates no fewer than five distinct 

types of pacifism.50  In the same address he notes his intentions “to disentangle and 

interpret” a wide range of pacifisms in a future work.51  Whether or not Nevertheless was 

the specific book referred to in his critique on Barth, he, nonetheless, seems to have 

fulfilled his earlier intention with this later work.52 

In Nevertheless, “the reader is confronted with twenty-nine clearly distinguished 

arguments against war.”53  Yoder notes the various presuppositions and concerns that 

motivate some to arrive at such positions.  In the final analysis, however, Yoder notes 

that in the face of such diversity, “In their denunciation of war, however, it be explained, 

the moral commonality of all of them is greater than the systematic diversity.”54  

According to Yoder, it is not simply about the rejection of violence, it is about following 

the Jesus of the Gospels.   

                                                           
50 John Howard Yoder, Karl Barth and the Problem of War and Other Essays on Barth, ed. Mark 

Thiessen Nation (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2003), esp. 35-39. 
51 Ibid., 37 n 4. 
52 John Howard Yoder, Nevertheless: The Varieties and Shortcomings of Religious Pacifism, 

Revised and expanded edition (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1992).  All references are to the revised and 
expanded edition. 

53 John K. Stoner, “Forward,” in Nevertheless: The Varieties and Shortcomings of Religious 
Pacifism, Revised and expanded edition (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1992), 9.  This numbering takes into 
account “the eight types covered only briefly (chapter 17) in both editions” (9). 

54 Yoder, Nevertheless: The Varieties and Shortcomings of Religious Pacifism, 143. 
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In chapter 19 of Nevertheless, “Pacifism of the Messianic Community,” Yoder 

takes up the task of explicating his own brand of pacifism.  For Yoder, the pacifism of the 

messianic community “is the only position for which the person of Jesus is 

indispensable.”55  That is, while Christians may, and indeed many do, hold to one or 

more of the various positions examined in Nevertheless, none of the other positions holds 

Jesus as indispensable.  In explicating his emphasis upon the person of Jesus, Yoder does 

not launch into metaphysical or ontological discussions of the two natures of Jesus.  

Rather, he emphasizes obedience and imitation to the example of Jesus.56  

The person of Jesus is both fully human and normative for ethics.  To deny either 

claim is to fall prey to either ebionitism or docetism.57  Yoder’s understanding of the 

person of Jesus is  linked intimately with his ethical outlook.  In making his case Yoder 

emphasizes the Pauline notion of the logic of solidarity and the importance of imitating 

Jesus. 

In his discussion of the Pauline material, Yoder posits the logic of solidarity.  The 

logic of solidarity that Yoder believes unfolds in the teachings of the Apostle Paul means 

that what one says concerning humanity must apply to Jesus and what is said about Jesus 

must in some way be true of believes also.  Put another way, with an eye towards 

emphasizing Jesus’ humanity, to the extent that Jesus was fully human (incarnated), what 

he did is what we are supposed to try to do.58 

                                                           
55 Ibid., 134. 
56 John Howard Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 2d ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 24–25, 

98, 102. 
57 Ibid., 10, 98–99. 
58 John Howard Yoder, Preface to Theology: Christology and Theological Method, Introduction 

by Stanley Hauerwas and Alex Sider (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2002), 94–123. 
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Following from this logic of solidarity between Jesus and humanity comes an 

emphasis upon obedience and imitation.  However, it is the cross specifically and 

exclusively that beckons us to imitation.  Yoder notes, “Only at one point, only on one 

subject – but then consistently, universally – is Jesus our example: in his cross…There is 

thus but one realm in which the concept of imitation holds…This is at the point of the 

concrete social meaning of the cross in its relation to enmity and power…Thus – and 

only thus – are we bound by New Testament thought to ‘be like Jesus.’”59 

To be like Jesus is to accept suffering and resist the temptation to seize power.  

This is the overtly political manner in which Yoder reads the temptation narrative of 

Luke’s Gospel.60  As Yoder writes, “The one temptation the man Jesus faced…was the 

temptation to exercise social responsibility, in the interest of justified revolution, through 

the use of available violent means.”61  This spurning of “responsibility” is grounded in 

the life of community together. 

One does not simply summon the will to follow and imitate Jesus Christ, nor does 

one do so by simply following a text, such as Scripture.  Rather one is formed by a 

community to follow Jesus Christ in a particular fashion.62  Yoder turns Reinhold 

Niebuhr’s individual/social distinction on its head.  In critiquing “Niebuhr’s social 

ethics,” Yoder claims,  

                                                           
59 Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 95 and 131, respectively. 
60 Ibid., 24–33. 
61 Ibid., 96. 
62 Daniel M. Bell, Jr., as former student of Stanley Hauerwas, argues much the same for the just 

war position.  That is Bell argues much like Yoder believes that Christians are formed in community to be 
pacifists, Bell wants to argue the same concerning just warriors.  Living according to the just war tradition 
becomes a form of Christian discipleship in which Jesus really does matter and make a difference in the 
lives of the believers in community.  Daniel M. Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship: Recentering 
the Tradition in the Church rather than the State (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2009). 
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For the body of Christ differs from other social bodies in that it is not less moral 
than its individual members.  If being a perfectly loyal American, a freemason, or 
a bourgeois, identifies a man with that group egoism in such a way as to make 
him less loving than he would be as an individual, the contrary is true of being a 
member of Christ.  Thus the thesis of Moral Man and Immoral Society falls down 
in the crucial case, the only one which is really decisive for Christian ethics.63 

 
As for Yoder, it is only from within the context of a community that one can follow 

Jesus’ example.64   

Indeed, it is from the group, and not necessarily the biblical text from which one 

learns that nonviolence is the appropriate response to the imitation of Jesus.  

Furthermore, it is only pacifists who read the Bible correctly.65  For Yoder, pacifism is 

less a theory than a way of life in community based on the imitation of Jesus Christ.66 

 
 

                                                           
63 See, John Howard Yoder, “Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Pacifism,” Mennonite Quarterly 

Review 29 (April 1955): 115. 
64 This notion of group morality in Yoder, namely the importance of ecclesiology for ethics, has 

been much championed and developed further by Stanley Hauerwas.  For a recent critical account that 
centers on Hauerwas’ ecclesiology, see Nicholas A. Healy, Hauerwas: A (Very) Critical Introduction, 
Interventions (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014).  

More directly related to the topic of this project, Hauerwas highlights the power of certain 
narratives and practices that bind certain groups together.  In a recent work he avers, “war is the glue that 
gives Americans a common story,” Stanley Hauerwas, War and the American Difference: Theological 
Reflections on Violence and National Identity (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011), xvi.  The 
second section of the book is aptly entitled “The Liturgy of War,” and the third and last section is entitled 
“The Ecclesial Difference.”  He seeks to provide an alternative narrative or liturgy other than war, namely 
the church.  He writes, “The heart of this book is my attempt to imagine what it means for the church to be 
an alternative to war” (xiii). 

65 John Howard Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, ed. Theodore J. Koontz 
and Andy Alexis-Baker (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2009), 20; Stanley Hauerwas, Dispatches from 
the Front: Theological Engagements with the Secular (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press Books, 1994), 
puts the matter more bluntly.  He writes, "Therefore, one cannot show that Christians are committed to non-
violence on the basis of this or that text of Scripture.  That limitation does not mean that texts are 
unimportant or that some texts may not be particularly significant for learning how to live nonviolently.  
But no account of Christian nonviolence can be justified by any particular biblical text or group of texts.  
the text of the Bible in and of itself does not require pacifism.  Rather, only a church that is nonviolent is 
capable of rightly reading, for example, Romans 13" (118). 

66 Lisa Cahill understands Yoder’s, among others, strand of pacifism as “obediential or fiduciary.”  
She further notes, “Christian pacifism is not in the first place a theory at all, but a way of life…Key to 
pacifism is the fact that it is a communal practice in imitation of Christ’s servant hood and cross,” Lisa 
Sowle Cahill, “Theological Contexts of Just War Theory and Pacifism: A Response to J. Bryan Hehir,” The 
Journal of Religious Ethics 20, no. 2 (Fall 1992): 261. 
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4.  Just War Tradition   

The final conversation partner in this project is the just war tradition.  In what 

follows I offer some introductory remarks and definitions of the just war tradition and 

then briefly sketch the development of the tradition according to four significant shifts: 

(1) beginnings with Augustine of Hippo, (2) medieval developments, accomplished 

through an examination of Thomas Aquinas, (3) the early-modern period, and (4) the 

post-World Wars period.67  The fourth period, which corresponds roughly to the recovery 

of the just war tradition in the second half of the twentieth century, will be examined in 

the next chapter.  Following the brief historical survey of the tradition, I explore some 

contemporary understandings of just war, highlighting certain constants present in the 

tradition.  Lastly, I briefly illuminate the traditional ethical categories of just war 

thinking, namely jus ad bellum and jus in bello criteria. 

While pacifism denies any recourse to the use of force and Niebuhr’s Christian 

realism casts suspicion on moral claims in political relations, the just war tradition seeks 

a middle ground between these two competing positions.  The just war tradition 

specifically attempts to give us a moral vocabulary to speak about the ethical use of force.  

While some understand just war in terms of a universalized theory, many scholars discern 

a more malleable and historically developed character concerning the just war tradition.68   

                                                           
67 In the development of just war thought presented here I have adopted and adapted the historical 

framework of Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 27–37; David L. Clough and Brian Stiltner, 
Faith and Force: A Christian Debate about War (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2007), 
52–59. 

68 Camilla Bosanquet, “Redefining Jus Post Bellum,” in International Society of Military Ethics 
(Springfield, VA, 2007).  For example, Bosanquet argues that the primary function of the just war theory is 
to limit conflict, and likewise understands the task of just war theorists to develop universal and 
transcendental principles and not specific recommendations for action.  Thus, concerning jus post bellum 
specifically, “The challenge of the just war theorist, then, is…to develop universal jus post bellum 
principles” (1).  It is at this juncture concerning the nature of just war reasoning where, in some instances, 
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There are, in the contemporary literature, some worthwhile definitions of the just 

war tradition: 

D1:  “The just war tradition refers to the tradition of ethical reflection 
carried out by theologians, lawyers, philosophers, and soldiers…and the just war 
theory refers to the set of criteria that emerge from this tradition.”69 

 
D2:  “the teaching of the just war ‘is not a fixed deposit founded upon 

scriptural text or papal pronouncement’ but is the fruit of ‘reflection on the 
interplay between moral values and the harsh realities of a turbulent world.’”70  

 
D3:  “The term ‘just war tradition’ refers broadly to a body of moral, legal, 

and political wisdom that has developed over the history of western culture on the 
justification of armed force and the limits of justified use of such force.”71 

 
D4:  Concerning Paul Ramsey’s thinking on the matter, Johnson further 

states, “Clearly in Ramsey’s thought, as in Ambrose’s, the primary ethical 
question for the Christian is not whether to engage in violence but how to act out 
of love toward the neighbor.”72 

 
Each of these definitions touches upon aspects of the just war tradition and highlight the  

diverse and complex nature of the tradition.  For instance, D1 notes that, while the just 

war tradition is a theological practice, it has interacted and continues to draw from the 

well spring of various secular disciplines as well.  D1 further relates that certain definite 

criteria have developed within the tradition.  D2 highlights the just war tradition’s affinity 

with Christian realism.  D3 stresses the historical nature of the tradition and the important 

notion of serving to both limit and justify the use of force.  The emphasis on love of 

                                                                                                                                                                             
language concerning just war can be telling.  For instance, Bosanquet refers to the just war theory, whereas 
many who support a more protean understanding refer to the just war tradition. 

69 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 133–134. 
70 Kenneth R. Himes, “Intervention, Just War, and U.S. National Security,” Theological Studies 65 

(2004): 150.  Himes is quoting from Michael Quinlan, “Don’t Give Up on the Just War,” Tablet, no. 257 
(July 19, 2003): 4. 

71 James Turner Johnson, “Just War in the Thought of Paul Ramsey,” Journal of Religious Ethics 
19, no. 2 (Fall 1991): 183.  While Johnson mentions both justification and limitation of justified use of 
armed force, it will be argued later that he often places a heavy emphasis on the former. 

72 Ibid., 188.  Emphasis original. 
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neighbor is the focus of D4.  Each of these definitions underscores various aspects of the 

rich tradition. 

As many of these definitions affirm, the just war tradition has developed over 

time, yet there are core factors that have remained the same.  Perhaps Richard B. Miller 

best encapsulates this point.  He writes, “When viewed as a tradition rather than a static 

doctrine, the conditions that define a just war are forever protean, subject to development 

as international relations and technological discoveries provide new materials for ethical 

reflection.”73  It is, it seems, just war’s protean nature that allows it to both change and 

yet remain the same. 

Key figures stand out in Christian history in the development of the just war 

tradition, and Augustine of Hippo (354-430) is one of those key figures.  Allman and 

Winright state, “Augustine is regarded as the father of the just war tradition within 

Christianity.”74  I briefly highlight two of Augustine’s teachings, the reason(s) for going 

to war and his notion of right intention or the purpose of the just war to secure peace, as 

these will be important themes later in this project. 

Augustine’s writing on the topic of just war was sporadic; he never wrote a 

treatise dedicated exclusively to just war.  While Augustine did not write a systematic 

work on just war doctrine, he did highlight important aspects that will be taken up, 

debated and scrutinized by the later tradition.  Augustine thinks it is important to know 

the reason(s), or just cause, why one contemplates or ultimately decides to go to war.  He 

                                                           
73 Richard B. Miller, ed., War in the Twentieth Century: Sources in Theological Ethics (Louisville, 

KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), xiii. 
74 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 29. 
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writes, “A great deal depends on the causes for which men undertake wars.”75  It was for 

Augustine, the correcting or righting of a prior injustice or wrong act that constituted a 

just reason or cause for waging war.  He writes, “For it is the wrong-doing of the 

opposing party which compels the wise man to wage just wars.”76 

In establishing the reasons for waging wars, Augustine also calls attention to an 

important distinction concerning types of wars.  For Augustine, just wars are wars of 

necessity not wars of desire.  The unjust wars of desire are motivated by the “lust for 

power” and the desire simply to expand one’s kingdom.77  Wars of desire and domination 

are unjust for Augustine. 

Augustine describes his understanding of a war of necessity, he writes, “the wise 

man will wage just wars.  As if he would not all the rather lament the necessity of just 

wars, if he remembers that his is a man.”78  Elsewhere, in a letter to Boniface, Augustine 

writes, “Therefore it ought to be necessity, and not your will, that destroys an enemy who 

is fighting you.”79  It is thus out of necessity to right an injustice and not desire that one is 

compelled to wage war.  In contemporary terms, “Augustine justifies the state in going to 

                                                           
75 Augustine, “Reply to Faustus the Manichean,” bk. 22, chap. 74, in The Nicene and Post-Nicene 

Fathers, trans. R. Stothert, 1st series, vol. 4 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1886), 69–76.  Reproduced in Arthur 
F. Holmes, War and Christian Ethics, Second edition (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005), 65. 

76 Augustine, The City of God Against the Pagans, trans. R. W. Dyson (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1998), 19.7, p. 683. 

77 Augustine, “Reply to Faustus the Manichean,” 22.74, reproduced in Holmes, War and Christian 
Ethics, 64 and Augustine, The City of God Against the Pagans, 4.14, p. 122. 

78 Augustine, The City of God Against the Pagans, 19.7, p. 683. 
79 Augustine, “Letter 189:  Augustine to Boniface,” in Augustine: Political Writings, ed. E. M. 

Atkins and R. J. Dodaro, Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2001), para. 6, p. 217. 
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war when doing so constitutes the best available remedy for righting injustices…Wars 

fought for aggrandizement of the state are never permissible.”80 

Building upon his understanding of what justifies war and war being a necessity, 

Augustine believes that wars are to be waged with the right intention.  For Augustine, the 

intention or goal at which all wars are to aim is peace.  He writes, “Peace out to be what 

you want, war only what necessity demands.  Then God may free you from necessity and 

preserve you in peace.  For you don’t seek peace in order to stir up war; no – war is 

waged in order to obtain peace.  Be a peacemaker, therefore, even in war, so that by 

conquering them you bring the benefit of peace even to those you defeat.”81  Our desire 

in waging wars of necessity, therefore, should be peace.  While there is more that could 

be said concerning Augustine’s sporadic account of the just war tradition, it was the task 

of later writers to begin to bring the disparate pieces of the puzzle together.  Thomas 

Aquinas was influential in this regard. 

Thomas Aquinas (ca. 1225-1274), building upon the Augustinian foundation, 

deals with the topic of just war in his Summa Theologica with lucid brevity.  His direct 

treatment of war is found in the second part of the second part of the Summa (secunda 

decundae partis), within his larger treatment of charity.  In addition to his great 

synthesizing work, Aquinas also appears to be the first thinker to hold that in order for a 

war to be just it is necessary that it meet three criteria: legitimate authority, just cause, 

and right intention.82 

                                                           
80 John Mattox, Augustine and the Theory of Just War, Continuum Studies in Philosophy (New 

York: Continuum, 2009), 51. 
81 Augustine, “Letter 189:  Augustine to Boniface,” para. 6, p. 217. 
82 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, trans. The Fathers of the English Dominican Province, 

complete English edition, 5 vols. (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, 1981).  Located at ST II-II 40.  
Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 32; Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 46. 
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Thomas is likewise understood to have introduced at least two innovations into 

the tradition.  First, he builds on Augustine’s notion of the right intention, of bringing by 

way of “harsh kindness” peace to one’s enemy neighbor.  Aquinas broadens the notion.  

As one contemporary author states, “Aquinas gave more prominence to the concept of 

defending the common good.  Just war seeks to undo the harm wrongdoers inflict upon 

themselves by sinning against their neighbor and against justice, and to address the 

damage the wrongdoer has inflicted upon the common good of the community.”83 

Second, Aquinas brought an innovation concerning self-defense.  The innovation 

came not under a discussion of war itself, but under the topic of murder.  Aquinas 

affirmed that it was just for an individual to defend himself or herself, so long as he or 

she did not indent to kill the assailant.  He points out that every action has two effects, 

one intended and one that is not intended.84  As Bell recounts, “What he [Aquinas] has in 

mind here is private individuals acting to defend themselves against an aggressor and in 

the course of that defense, while not intending to do so, inadvertently killing the 

attacker.”85  Aquinas’ argument came to be termed “the principle of double effect.”86 

In the early modern period, prominent figures include Francisco de Vitoria (c. 

1486-1546) and Hugo Grotius (1583-1645).  Vitoria was innovative in his marshalling of 

natural law against the Spanish conquests in the New World.87  As Corey and Charles 

write, “Vitoria argued, war with the Indians to acquire their land or to convert them to 
                                                           

83 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 32–33. 
84 ST II-II 64.7. 
85 Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 47. 
86 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 33; Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 

47. 
87 Francisco de Vitoria, Vitoria:  Political Writings, ed. Anthony Pagden and Jeremy Lawrance, 

Reprint 2001, Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 1991).  On the American Indians (231-292) and On the Law of War (293-327). 
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Christianity is unjust because Indians and Spaniards both have rights.”88  Hugo Grotius, 

considered the father of international law, “devoted very little attention to right intent in 

his treatment of just war.”89  Through these writers, “the just war tradition merged with 

the development of international law.”90   

Just war reasoning stands behind much of and has become concretized to a certain 

extent in such documents as the Geneva Convention and the Kellogg-Briand Pact.  Then, 

as Corey and Charles relate, “The first Hague Convention took place in 1899.  From then 

to the last decades of the twentieth century, it is fair to say that the primary locus of 

development of the just war tradition was in the law.”91  The stage is set for the fourth 

period of development in just war thinking, part of which I illuminate in the following 

chapter. 

What this brief survey purports to illustrate is that with this codification period, 

ethical reflection concerning the use of force slowed.  However, as noted, “Having fallen 

into a state of neglect in previous centuries, the just war tradition experienced a revival in 

the aftermath of World War II”92 and “it has seemed necessary to many just war scholars 

                                                           
88 Corey and Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 132. 
89 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 35.  Hugo Grotius, The Rights of War and Peace, 

trans. A. C. Campbell (London: Dunne, 1901). 
90 Corey and Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 13. 
91 Ibid., 13–14.  They continue, “However, the fields of law, morality, and theology are not 

perfectly coterminous, and while benefits accrued from incorporating the tradition into law, certain costs 
soon appeared as well.  Law is a blunter instrument than morality and theology.  Many things may be legal 
that are not necessarily moral.  Nor do we look to the law to save our souls.  Therefore, the need for ethical 
and theological analysis of war did not evaporate with the codification of the tradition – or large swaths of 
it – into law” (14). 

92 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 134. 
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from the late twentieth century to the present to rejuvenate the ethical and theological 

modes of reflection in order to supplement and reform international law.”93 

In contemporary discussions, and since the concerted efforts at the recovery of the 

just war tradition in the mid-twentieth century, discourse concerning just war reasoning is 

usually divided into two categories.  The first category, jus ad bellum, addresses 

questions concerning when and if the resort to war might be justifiable under certain 

conditions.  One might understand jus ad bellum to address issues “before war” breaks 

out.  The second category, jus in bello, addresses questions concerning how wars are to 

be ethically conducted and fought.  What means (methods, weapons, tactics) are morally 

justifiable once the question of going to war has been resolved.  One might understand 

jus in bello to address questions concerning “during war.”  I examine briefly these two 

sets of categories below. 

There are generally five jus ad bellum criteria that are widely agreed upon by just 

war proponents: (1) just cause, (2) legitimate or competent authority, (3) right intention, 

(4) last resort, and (5) reasonable chance of success.  In contemporary discussions, just 

cause is often given pride of place among the just war criteria and narrowly defined in 

terms of self-defense.94  In contrast, for Augustine just cause included the defense of the 

defenseless and innocent, the punishment of wrongs and avenging of injuries, and the 

                                                           
93 Corey and Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 14.  For a fuller account of the 

historical development of the just war tradition, see the remainder of Corey and Charles’ work.  Also, see 
James Turner Johnson, Ideology, Reason, and the Limitation of War: Religious and Secular Concepts 
1200-1740 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1975); James Turner Johnson, Just War 
Tradition and the Restraint of War: A Moral and Historical Inquiry (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press, 1981).  For more recent succinct accounts of the historical development, see Mark J. 
Allman and Tobias L. Winright, After the Smoke Clears: The Just War Tradition & Post War Justice 
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2010), 22–37 and Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 23–69. 

94 Stephen L. Carter, “Behind the ‘Just War Theory’” (presented at the Aspen Ideas Festival, 
Aspen, CO, August 8, 2008), http://wordforword.publicradio.org/programs/2008/08/08/. 
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recovery of that which was wrongfully taken.95  As will be discussed later in this 

dissertation, the criterion of just cause has been rather circumscribed to include self-

defense alone in the modern period.  However, with the advent of the genocides of the 

1990s, there has been much discussion concerning the need for humanitarian intervention 

to count as a just cause.  In all ages, wars of aggression have been considered to be 

clearly unjust.  Thus, in order for a war to be just, it must first have a just cause for going 

to war. 

Second, not only must there be a just cause, just wars may also only be waged by 

a legitimate or competent authority.  That is, individuals or groups cannot legitimately 

declare war on other individuals, groups, or nations.  Only those vested with the public 

authority and considered legitimate may declare or wage war.  However, the legitimacy 

of a ruler’s authority may be questioned if the ruler ceases to function as a legitimate 

authority by pursuing the public good.  For instance, if an authority uses chemical 

weapons on the citizenry on which he or she is supposed to be protecting them and 

pursuing the common good, is that leader still a legitimate authority?  Here is where 

questions of revolution, and once again, humanitarian intervention come into play. 

Right intention is the third core jus ad bellum criterion.  While most other just war 

criteria have been concretized to some extent in international law, right intent is the one 

criterion that has been left behind by the international law community.96  It is difficult to 

blame them, how, after all does one legislate intent?  Also it is thought that nations do not 

have intentions, only people do.  The right intention for any war is peace.  That is, just 
                                                           

95 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 30. 
96 Österdahl and van Zadel, “What Will Jus Post Bellum Mean?”.  On the one hand, they argue, 

“A new legal system of jus post bellum will need moral legitimacy to function.”  On the other hand, noting 
the differences between the moral and legal traditions, they write, “for example the fact that international 
law does not endorse the just-war rule of right intention” (188). 
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wars aim at peace as their end.  Wars fought for revenge or hate are wars fought with and 

for the wrong intention. 

Last resort and reasonable chance for success are thought by some to be 

secondary prudential criteria.  Last resort is sometimes expressed as “reasonable” or 

“feasible” last resort.97  If the belligerent country has not complied with the first ten U.N. 

resolutions, is it reasonable to think that they will suddenly comply with the eleventh?  

The point of this criterion is that force should not be the first and only option attempted.  

Diplomatic efforts, sanctions, and other measures short of war are to be employed first.98 

Finally, reasonable chance of success is understood as a corollary to jus ad bellum 

proportionality by some.99  The use of force being contemplated must not be a suicide 

mission for those contemplating the war.  There must be a reasonable hope that the war 

will be won and in a timely manner.100   

Having briefly discussed the ethical criteria concerning issues leading up to war, I 

will now briefly address the just war criteria that govern the ethical conduct during war, 

                                                           
97 Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 185. 
98  “The reason use of force is placed last among the options to be considered is found in the other 

two prudential criteria, overall proportionality of good over evil and reasonable hope of success…The 
prudential requirement of last resort thus interacts with the other two prudential criteria to guide the 
decisions of state craft as to whether to use justified force in a given case,” Johnson, Ethics and the Use of 
Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 27. 

99 Miller, War in the Twentieth Century: Sources in Theological Ethics, xv.  It seems reasonable 
chance of success would have ruled the battle for the Alamo as unjust, sorry Texas. 

100 Some scholars, following the jus ad bellum formulation of the U.S. Catholic Bishops’ pastoral 
letter, The Challenge of Peace, include proportionality and relative justice, bringing the jus ad bellum 
criteria to a total of seven.  So for example see, Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 43–44. and 
Miller, War in the Twentieth Century: Sources in Theological Ethics, xv.  All three follow the Catholic 
Bishops’ formulation of jus ad bellum criteria.  John Kleiderer, Paula Minaert, and Mark Mossa, eds., Just 
War, Lasting Peace: What Christian Traditions Can Teach Us (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Books, 2006), 
23 and 26 add only proportionality, bringing the total to six jus ad bellum criteria.  Bell, Jr., Just War as 
Christian Discipleship.  John Mattox, Augustine and the Theory of Just War, Continuum Studies in 
Philosophy (New York: Continuum, 2009) posits a slightly different listing.  He also includes a chart 
comparing and contrasting the meaning of the various jus ad bellum criteria as found in Cicero, Ambrose, 
and Augustine (73-85). 
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jus in bello: discrimination and proportionality.  The first jus in bello criterion is 

discrimination.  This principle is also often referred to as noncombatant immunity.  The 

principle of discrimination seeks to protect noncombatants on or near the battlefield.  

Noncombatant personnel should not be intentionally targeted in war.  This extends to 

include such things as hospitals, churches, water supplies, and other non-military 

structures.  In the conduct of war, one is to discriminate in one’s selecting of targets.   

There is some disagreement as to what, means or ends, the jus in bello criterion of 

proportionality refers to.  For example, Allman and Winright argue in terms of means.  

That is, in the conduct of warfare one should employ proportionate means and avoid 

overkill.  They employ as an analogy the escalation of force in which police officers are 

to employ discriminate force.  They note, “One ought not to use a sledgehammer to swat 

a mosquito on her neighbor’s forehead; it would be disproportionate and morally 

wrong.”101 

On the other hand, James Turner Johnson understands the jus in bello criterion of 

proportionality in terms of ends.  To understand proportionality in terms of means, 

Johnson notes, “focuses on the destruction caused by the use of force and not on the 

destruction caused by the evil the use of force seeks to oppose.”102  As such, Johnson 

claims, “There is a proportionality argument for the use of overwhelming force which 

may blanket the opposition so completely as to cause it to collapse with relatively little 

bloodshed.”103  He further notes, “opposing force with similar force can lead to more 

destruction, not less,” therefore, he concludes, “the proper measure of proportionality in 
                                                           

101 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 49. 
102 James Turner Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 

Justice, International Law and Global Security (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2011), 28. 
103 Ibid. 
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just war terms is not more versus less force but harm done against good done; calculation 

of whether a given amount of force is proportionate or disproportionate follows from 

that.”104 

 
5.  Conclusion 

In this chapter I have illuminated three Christian perspectives concerning the 

ethical use of force:  Christian realism, pacifism, and the just war tradition.  Pacifism 

denies recourse to violence, while Christian realism and the just war tradition affirm it in 

varying ways.  In the following chapter I will highlight some of the major debates that 

have occurred in the latter half of the previous century between these three Christian 

ethical views concerning the use of force. 

                                                           
104 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

Iron Sharpening Iron:  Christian Perspectives Interact 
 
 

Come now, let us reason together, says the LORD. 
Isaiah 1:18 

 
 

1.  Introduction 

In this chapter, I build upon the foundation laid in the previous chapter.  To do so 

I first attempt to sharpen the distinctive characteristics of the three approaches to the 

ethical use of force examined in this project.  Through this examination the differences 

and similarities of the positions are refined.  Second, having provided a descriptive 

analysis of the various positions presented in this project, this chapter serves to set the 

stage for the introduction of jus post bellum discussions illuminated in chapter four and 

the constructive work that will follow in chapters five and six. 

 
2.  Christian Realism and Pacifism 

John Howard Yoder and Reinhold Niebuhr, key representatives of pacifism and 

Christian realism respectively, represent two distinct visions concerning the Christian and 

the social order.  However, they do share some common features.  For instance, both 

have a similar understanding concerning the Jesus ethic.  Both camps affirm the 

absoluteness of the Jesus ethic, but part company concerning the application of it.  What 

is more, both pacifism and Christian realism hold to a war as a lesser evil understanding, 

though as I explain below, they arrive at this conclusion by varying routes. 
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Niebuhr rejects any direct application of the Jesus ethic to the realm of the 

political.  Yoder, however, discerns some deep theological flaws in Niebuhr’s approach 

and ends up arguing for the political relevance of the Jesus ethic.  In the end, the two 

camps seem to have reached a state of gridlock with charges of heresy and irrelevance 

flying from Niebuhr and charges of heresy and compromise coming from Yoder. 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s optimistic outlook fueled his early pacifism.  “In the 1920s,” 

writes Colm McKeogh, “the young Niebuhr was a religious and political liberal, 

convinced that unselfishness was the key to progressive politics.”1  However, the post-

World War I Niebuhr was a pragmatic pacifist.  As McKeogh notes, “He now renounced 

war, not because it violated the example of Jesus, but because pragmatism could allow no 

war.”2  Nauseated by the sufferings caused by the First World War and the suffering due 

to the retaliatory nature of the Versailles Peace Treaty, Reinhold Niebuhr rejected war 

because it would be the worst evil to perpetrate upon humanity.3 

Even while he still espoused pacifism, he was critical of much of the pacifism that 

he witnessed in the United States.  Reinhold Niebuhr writes,  

Meanwhile the insistence of many American peace idealists that America must 
not enter Europe and make its problems ours until Europe disavows the use of 
force merely tends to become an ethical sublimation of an essentially selfish 
national position.  It gives moral sanction to a policy of isolation that has its real 
basis in quite other considerations.  The real reason why we do not associate 
intimately with Europe is that we have many advantages that might be sacrificed 
in a too intimate fellowship.4   

                                                           
1 McKeogh, The Political Realism of Reinhold Niebuhr: A Pragmatic Approach to Just War, 20. 
2 Ibid., 21. 
3 Ibid., 22. 
4 Reinhold Niebuhr, “A Critique of Pacifism,” in Love and Justice: Selections from the Shorter 

Writings of Reinhold Niebuhr, ed. D. B. Roberson, Library of Theological Ethics (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), 246.  In other words, for Reinhold Niebuhr, these American peace 
idealists were pacifists because they did not want to get involved because they had a good thing going in 
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America was after all one of the few economically stable countries at the time.  Not only 

would Niebuhr carry this self-critical attitude with him as he turned the corner on 

pacifism, it would become a corner stone of his Christian realism.5 

 
2a.  Reinhold Niebuhr’s Critique 

In his well known essay, “Why the Christian Church is not Pacifist,” Reinhold 

Niebuhr sets out his critique of pacifism by presenting a two-fold thesis:  (1) “the failure 

of the church to espouse pacifism is not apostasy, but is derived from an understanding of 

the Christian gospel which refuses simply to equate the Gospel with the ‘law of love’” 

and (2) “the refusal of the Christian Church to espouse pacifism is not apostasy and that 

most modern forms of pacifism are heretical.”6  For the sake of clarity, I will treat each 

part of the thesis separately. 

 
2a1.  Thesis one:  Gospel 

                                                                                                                                                                             
the U.S.A. and did not want to mess it up (i.e. did not want to risk their economic stability to help their 
European neighbors). 

5 McKeogh, The Political Realism of Reinhold Niebuhr: A Pragmatic Approach to Just War, 21–
22.  It is not my intention to trace Reinhold Niebuhr’s move from pacifism to Christian realism, but simply 
to note: 1) that such a change did in fact occur and had subsequent affects on his later teaching, and 2) the 
manner in which he held to his pacifist beliefs are similar to the manner in which he held to his later 
Christian realism beliefs. 

As James Childress points out, “Niebuhr defended his pacifism on pragmatic grounds.  It is 
important to state this defense carefully, for his later attacks on pacifism were aimed primarily at certain 
pragmatic defenses, although he continued to offer pragmatic support for (relative) pacifism and nonviolent 
resistance.  His pragmatic justification of international politics was negative.  He did not claim that 
nonviolence would produce the best results or that it would work, but that international violence would be 
‘worthless’ and ‘suicidal.’”  James F. Childress, “Reinhold Niebuhr’s Critique of Pacifism,” The Review of 
Politics 36, no. 4 (October 1974): 472.  Continuing this logic further in Niebuhr’s eventual critique of 
pacifism one sees how the use of force becomes, not necessarily the right thing to do, but the lesser of two 
evils.  Sure war, the use of force in the international arena, would bring disorder and a degree of 
devastation, but it was not certain that it would be “worthless” or “suicidal” as the pacifist option was 
certain to be in the arena of international affairs. 

6 Reinhold Niebuhr, “Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist,” in The Essential Reinhold 
Niebuhr:  Selected Essays and Addresses, ed. Robert McAfee Brown (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1986), 102 and 106 respectively. 
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Two claims ground the refusal to equate the Gospel with the law of love for 

Reinhold Niebuhr.  It is helpful to discern these claims in terms of the function and the 

content of the Christian religion for Niebuhr.  First, it is helpful to understand what he 

understands concerning the function of religion in general.   

In his discussion of the heretical forms of pacifism, Niebuhr begins to relate his 

understanding of the function of religion when he highlights one crucial fact that makes 

these modern forms of pacifism heretical.  He writes, “It is important to recognize this 

lack of conformity to the facts of experience as a criterion of heresy.”  He continues, “All 

forms of religious faith are principles of interpretation which we use to organize our 

experience.”7  For the Christian religion not to be heretical, it must account for all aspects 

of human experience, to include love and sin.  This is why Niebuhr can write,  

The finality of Christianity cannot be proved by analyses which seek to reveal that 
the law of love is stated more unambiguously and perfectly in the life and 
teachings of Christ than anywhere else.  Christianity is a religion which measures 
the total dimension of human existence not only in terms of the final norm of 
human conduct, which is expressed in the law of love, but also in terms of the fact 
of sin…It believes, in other words, that though Christ is the true norm (the 
‘second Adam’) for every man, every man is also in some sense a crucifier of 
Christ.8   
 

That is why, for example, when Yoder makes the explicit claim concerning the cross as 

the norm for human behavior, Niebuhr would say that Yoder is not addressing the whole 

of Christianity.9  Thus, according to Niebuhr, the function of the Christian religion is to 

account for the law of love and sin. 

                                                           
7 Ibid., 105. 
8 Ibid., 102. 
9 John Howard Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 2d ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 130-

131.  Yoder writes, “There is thus but one realm in which the concept of imitation holds – but there it holds 
in every strand of the New Testament literature and all the more strikingly by virtue of the absence of 
parallels in other realms.  This is at the point of the concrete social meaning of the cross in its relation to 
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Next, Niebuhr addresses the content of the Christian religion, which for him 

includes both the power of righteousness and justification.  For Niebuhr the content of the 

Gospel is not simply to be equated with the law of love, rather,  

The gospel is something greater than the law of love…The good news of the 
gospel is not the law that we ought to love one another.  The good news of the 
gospel is that there is a resource of divine mercy which is able to overcome a 
contradiction within our souls, which we cannot ourselves overcome.  This 
contradiction is that, though we know we ought to love our neighbor as ourselves, 
there is a ‘law in our members which wars against the law that is in our mind’ 
(Rom. 7:23), so that, in fact, we love ourselves more than our neighbor.10 

 
The Gospel is the remedy for our inability to keep the law of love, not a subsequent 

enablement to do so.  Niebuhr goes on to explain, “The grace of God which is revealed in 

Christ is regarded by Christian faith as, on the one hand, an actual ‘power of 

righteousness’ which heals the contradiction within our hearts.”11  In Christ this power of 

righteousness is made manifest and “defines the actual possibilities of human 

existence.”12  He continues, “On the other hand, this grace is conceived as ‘justification,’ 

as pardon rather than power, as the forgiveness of God, which is vouchsafed to man 

despite the fact that he never achieves the full measure of Christ.  In that sense Christ is 

the ‘impossible possibility.’”13 

Concerning salvation, there is a tension between the power of righteousness and 

forgiveness.  Niebuhr presents the horns of the dilemma in his own words, “The question 

is whether the grace of Christ is primarily a power of righteousness which so heals the 

                                                                                                                                                                             
enmity and power.  Servanthood replaces dominion, forgiveness absorbs hostility.  Thus – and only thus – 
are we bound by New Testament thought to ‘be like Jesus’” (131). 

10 Niebuhr, “Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist,” 111 and 102–103. 
11 Ibid., 103. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
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sinful heart that henceforth it is able to fulfill the law of love; or whether it is primarily 

the assurance of divine mercy for a persistent sinfulness which man never overcomes 

completely.”14  Or put another way, “Was the emphasis upon sanctification or 

justification?”15  For Niebuhr, the accent is on the latter.  He states,  

Loyalty to him [Christ] means realization in intention, but does not actually mean 
the full realization of the measure of Christ…The New Testament does not, in 
other words, envisage a simple triumph of good over evil in history.  It sees 
human history involved in the contradictions of sin to the end…It believes that the 
Kingdom of God will finally resolve the contradictions of history; but for it the 
Kingdom of God is no simple historical possibility.16 
 

The function of religion is to account for all human experience, which includes love and 

sin.  If a religion, including a form of Christianity, fails to conform to the facts of 

experience then it is heretical.  Concerning the content of the Gospel, it is not necessarily 

a divine enablement.  Rather the Good News is that we can be forgiven when we fail to 

love our neighbor correctly, not primarily an enablement to do so. 

 
2a2.  Thesis two: Modern Pacifism is Heretical 

In addressing his second thesis, “the refusal of the Christian Church to espouse 

pacifism is not apostasy and that most modern forms of pacifism are heretical,” Reinhold 

Niebuhr explores two forms of pacifism and a misunderstanding concerning the Jesus 

ethic.  The pacifism that is not a heresy, he writes, “is simply a version of Christian 

                                                           
14 Ibid., 111. 
15 Ibid., 112. 

 16 Ibid., 103 and 113 respectively.  This is reminiscent of the argument Niebuhr had worked out 
prior to his essay criticizing pacifism.  “The Kingdom of God is always at hand in the sense that 
impossibilities are really possible, and lead to new actualities in given moments of history.  Nevertheless 
every actuality of history reveals itself, after the event, as only an approximation of the ideal; and the 
Kingdom of God is therefore not here.  It is in fact always coming but never here,” Niebuhr, An 
Interpretation of Christian Ethics, 58. 
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perfectionism.”17  It is associated with “medieval ascetic perfectionism” and the 

“Protestant sectarian perfectionism” associated with Meno Simmons.  While this form of 

pacifism seeks sincerely to follow the law of Christ, it does not present itself as a political 

strategy.  Niebuhr writes, “perfect love in individual life was not presented as a political 

alternative.”18  This form of pacifism is not a heresy.  It is viewed positively as it serves 

to remind us that all humans’ pursuits of social justice are relatively adequate, though 

never perfectly just.19 

For Niebuhr there are modern forms of Christian pacifism that are heretical.  This 

heretical pacifism has an overly optimistic view of human nature.  What is more, having 

found the doctrine of original sin as too pessimistic, it rejects this doctrine.  This heretical 

pacifism has “reinterpreted the cross so that it is made to stand for the absurd idea that 

perfect love is guaranteed a simple victory over the world.”20  Neither does this breed of 

pacifism comport with “the facts of human existence.”21 

The core of Niebuhr’s assumptions concerning these classes of pacifism and his 

subsequent critique of the heretical breed of pacifism are found in his earlier work.  For 

instance, he writes,  

Nothing is clearer than that a pure religious idealism must issue in a policy of 
non-resistance which makes no claims to be socially efficacious.  It submits to 

                                                           
17 Niebuhr, “Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist,” 1986, 103. 
18 Ibid., 104.  Here he again highlights the individual/social distinction, which he worked out 

earlier in Niebuhr, Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics. 
19 “It is this kind of pacifism which is not a heresy.  It is rather a valuable asset for the Christian 

faith.  It is a reminder to the Christian community that the relative norms of social justice, which justify 
both coercion and resistance e to coercion, are not final norms, and that Christians are in constant peril of 
forgetting their relative and tentative character and of making them too completely normative,” Niebuhr, 
“Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist,” 1986, 104. 

20 Ibid. 
21 As already mentioned above, “It is important to recognize this lack of conformity to the facts of 

experience as a criterion of heresy,” Ibid., 105. 
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any demands, however, unjust, and yields to any claims, however inordinate, 
rather than assert self-interest against another…This type of moral idealism leads 
either to asceticism…or at least to the complete disavowal of any political 
responsibility.22 

In sum, Niebuhr distinguishes between a perfectionist pacifism, which he finds 

praiseworthy, and a heretical pacifism against which he marshals various levels of 

criticism.  Thus, Niebuhr’s backhanded compliment: on the one hand, perfectionist 

pacifism is not heretical and, even praiseworthy; on the other hand, it is also sectarian and 

politically irrelevant. 

 
2a3.  Jesus’ Ethic 

 
For Niebuhr these modern forms of heretical pacifism likewise misunderstand the 

import of the ethic of Jesus, thus his critique of the heretical pacifism focuses on the 

nature and application of the Jesus ethic.  According to Niebuhr, the nature of the Jesus 

ethic is one of non-resistance.  As early as Moral Man and Immoral Society, he writes, 

“Nothing is clearer than that a pure religious idealism must issue in a policy of non-

resistance which makes no claims to be socially efficacious.”23  In this quote, Niebuhr 

himself highlights the link between the nature and application of the Jesus ethic.  Non-

resistance is not to be confused with non-violence.  The distinction is important for 

Niebuhr.  In chapter seven of Moral Man and Immoral Society he is formulating a larger 

argument that violence in itself is not inherently evil.  In doing so, he emphasized the 

distinction that I am highlighting above.   

For Niebuhr, there must be a distinction made between non-resistance and all 

forms of resistance, including both violent and non-violent forms of resistance.  

                                                           
22 Niebuhr, Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics, 264. 
23 Ibid. 
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Likewise, resistance may take different forms, and there is a distinction between violent 

and non-violent resistance.    For, as he points out, non-violent strikes or boycotts are 

harmful to some in some fashion in order for the boycott to be effective.24  

I stated above that for Reinhold Niebuhr there “must” be a distinction between 

non-resistance and all forms of resistance.  In moving from a discussion of the nature to 

the application of the Jesus ethic, it should become clear why this “must” be the case.  

For Niebuhr, Jesus’ ethic is one of non-resistance (nature), but he further adds that it is 

also an ineffective social strategy (application).  Jesus’ ethic cannot be applied on a social 

or political level.  At the social level coercion is necessary to keep self-interest in check.  

Once one accepts the necessity of this “coercive factor,” non-resistance is no longer 

applicable in the social arena.25  Thus, the pacifists with non-violent, yet in some sense 

coercive means wrongly attempt to apply Jesus’ ethic to political situations.26 

Therefore, to summarize, Niebuhr presents pacifism with a dilemma: be heretical 

or be irrelevant.  Those that have attempted to apply the Jesus ethic to the social level are 

heretical, partly due to their misunderstanding concerning the nature and application of 

the Jesus ethic.  The heretical pacifists attempt to justify their use of the Jesus ethic to the 

social realm by way of non-violence.  But this misconstrues the nature of the Jesus ethic, 

                                                           
24 Ibid., 240–244. 
25 In order to live in a social group, interests must be squelched, and the vehicle by which this is 

done is through power or coercion.  Force is necessary for community living.  He explains, “While no state 
can maintain its unity purely by coercion neither can it preserve itself without coercion,” Ibid., 3.  
States/groups require coercion, thus Niebuhr’s “coercive factor,” Ibid., 20. 

26 See Niebuhr, Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics, chapters 7 and 9; 
and Neibuhr, An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, esp. chapter 2, in which he writes, "The absolutism and 
perfectionism of Jesus' love ethic sets itself uncompromisingly not only against the natural self-regarding 
impulses, but against the necessary prudent defenses of the self, required because of the egoism of others.  
It does not establish a connection with the horizontal points of a political or social ethic or with the 
diagonals which a prudential individual ethic draws between the moral ideal and the facts of a given 
situation.  It has only a vertical dimension between the loving will of God and the will of man" (39). 



 
 

58 
 

which is one of non-resistance, not non-violence which can be coercive on some levels.  

As an ethic of non-resistance, the Jesus ethic is not immediately pertinent to the task of 

attaining justice in a sinful and fallen world.  In this way, therefore, while non-resistance 

is a laudable goal individually speaking, on a social level it is ineffective and irrelevant.   

 
2a4.  Reception of Reinhold Niebuhr 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s critique of pacifism received mixed reviews from the pacifist 

community.  Some appreciated his analysis, while others, notably John H. Yoder, did 

not.27  Childress astutely highlights a methodological mechanism at work in Niebuhr’s 

analysis that may account, in part, for the acceptance of Niebuhr’s analysis by some in 

the pacifist community.  Childress notes, “he [Niebuhr] tended to set up positions in 

ideal-typical terms…often limiting his opponents’ possible options to two.  He would 

describe his opponents’ positions in general terms and try to offer them the horns of a 

dilemma.”28 

The horns of the dilemma presented by Niebuhr were nonresistance or 

effectiveness, or put differently be heretical or be irrelevant.  One simply could not be 

both socially effective and practice nonresistance.  The Mennonites, accepting Reinhold 

Niebuhr’s terms of the debate, did not understand themselves as pacifists who sought to 

be socially effective.29  Rather, in order to embrace their nonresistance these Mennonites 

were ready to withdraw into closed communities and accept the label of apolitical as they 

                                                           
27 Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 297.  Craig A. Carter, The Politics of 

the Cross: The Theology and Social Ethics of John Howard Yoder (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2001), 45–
47.  Both authors mention Donovan Smucker and John R. Mumaw as leading Mennonite supports of the 
Niebuhrian compliment.  

28 Childress, “Reinhold Niebuhr’s Critique of Pacifism,” 473. 
29 Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 297. 
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refused to pursue social or political effectiveness as the liberal pacifists did.  For Yoder, 

this brand of Mennonite thinking was an “accommodation to Reinhold Niebuhr,” not the 

historical stance of the peace churches, and his “backhanded compliment” that while on 

the one hand Mennonites were consistent in their nonresistance, and on the other hand 

that they were likewise irrelevant.   

 
2b.  Yoder’s Counter-Critique 

When Yoder comes to challenge Niebuhr’s description, he notes, “After 1945, 

there were no pacifist writers to speak of who did not take account of Niebuhr’s 

analysis.”30  In highlighting Yoder’s critique of Reinhold Niebuhr, it is helpful to note 

areas in which Yoder and Niebuhr find themselves in agreement.  First, is their insistence 

on the absoluteness of Jesus’ ethic.  Both Yoder and Niebuhr condemn “childish 

effort[s]” that seek to read certain New Testament in order to prove “that not all killing is 

forbidden by some sort of negative legalism.”31  

Both Yoder and Niebuhr hold to a war as a lesser evil motif, though they arrive at 

this conclusion through different routes.  For Yoder, just war is a compromise.  This 

compromise is narrated primarily through the fall from grace of the early church in the 

time of Constantine.  Daniel Bell summarizes this reasoning, when he writes, “following 

                                                           
30 Ibid., 296. 
31 John Howard Yoder, Revolutionary Christianity: 1966 South American Lectures, ed. Paul 

Martens et al. (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2011), 73.  Concerning Yoder’s and Niebuhr’s agreement 
concerning the absoluteness of the Jesus ethic, Yoder writes, “The duty of absolute love as taught and 
exemplified by Jesus is not debatable for Professor Niebuhr,” (73). 

Yoder’s interpretation of Jesus driving out the money changers from the temple is interesting as 
well, see Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 40–43.  Commenting on Yoder’s efforts to ameliorate the 
difficulties, Corey and Charles note, “Yoder, recognizing the problem, takes great pains in Politics of Jesus 
(pp. 42-43) to explain that the whip was likely used on the animals, not on the merchants, and that the verb 
‘cast out’ actually ‘posits no violence.’  We may grant him the possibility (and this is all he argues for) that 
the whip was not used on the merchants; yet it is hard to understand Christ’s response to the money 
changers in general as anything other than force or ‘resistance,’” Corey and Charles, The Just War 
Tradition: An Introduction, 270 n 46. 
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Jesus in nonviolence and love makes sense when you have no responsibilities for the 

wider society.  But once you can exert an influence on the direction of the ship of state, 

such moral purity is a luxury that can no longer be afforded.”32 

Bell likewise, summarizes Niebuhr’s argument, when he writes,  

If Jesus is the ideal that orients our moral lives, our lives are also determined by 
the reality and persistence of sin – both our own sin and the sin of others.  Caught 
between these two poles, the ideal of the call of Jesus and the hard reality of sin, 
we cannot in any simple or straightforward manner follow Jesus.  Instead, we do 
the best we can; we strive for the lesser evil.  Thus we resort to the violence of 
just war as a lesser evil in the sincere hope of warding off greater evils like 
unchecked tyranny and longstanding oppression.  Just war is a lesser evil for the 
sake of preventing a greater evil.  And God’s grace forgives us for falling short of 
the genuinely good.33 

 
For Niebuhr, the motif of war as a lesser evil is part and parcel of his entire program.  As 

fallen creatures, we can never achieve full justice or love in the social realm.  As such, we 

must compromise.  Jesus preached an ideal message of love and peace.  However, in this 

world mired by sin it is not possible to live by that ideal in our individual lives, much less 

so in the social arena.  Thus, we must compromise the pure ethic of Jesus.34 

Continuing his critique, Yoder claims there are several errors, including the 

ethical implications Niebuhr derives from the “fact” of sin and his rehabilitation of 

“selfish motives of self-preservation as ethical determinates,” in Niebuhr’s account.35  

However, there is a more worrisome error yet. Yoder writes, 

                                                           
32 Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 32.  See also, Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, 

Peace, and Revolution.  Yoder writes, “If the pre-Constantinian church was pacifist, the New Testament 
was pacifist,” (20).  See also, in the same work, “The Pacifism of Pre-Constantinian Christianity,” (27-41) 
and “The Meaning of the Constantinian Shift,” (42-56).   

33 Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 33. 
34 Bell rejects this war as lesser evil motif and argues that Jesus does in fact make a difference here 

and now concerning just war specifically.  For Niebuhr’s war as lesser evil mentality, see also, Paul 
Ramsey, The Just War: Force and Political Responsibility (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 1983), 259–278. 

35 Yoder, “Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Pacifism,” 114. 
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The most significant objection of all against Neibuhr is however still deeper.  His 
argument that the presence of sin in the world justifies or necessitates an ethic 
which is no better than enlightened opportunism claims to agree with Christian 
insights as the nature of man and of the good.  That there is a great degree of 
agreement between Niebuhr’s analysis of man’s need and the Bible’s must be 
granted; but it is just as clear that Niebuhr’s answer to that need is not the Bible’s.  
For Niebuhr derives his ethics from the fact of man’s predicament, and the Bible 
derives not only ethics, but everything, from the fact of God’s redemption.  Those 
Christian doctrines which relate to the redemption are consistently slighted by 
Niebuhr, transferred to another realm of being, or read as mythological 
expressions of man’s capacities for transcendence.36 

 
Yoder cites four distinct doctrines that pertain to this “most significant objection.”  

First, Yoder is critical of Niebuhr’s separating of the cross and resurrection.  This 

separation results in, among other things, Niebuhr’s emphasis on “forgiving grace” at the 

expense of “enabling grace.”  That is, in Niebuhr’s emphasis on the cross and sin, he 

necessarily places an emphasis on the need for forgiveness, salvation as pardon.  

However, Yoder wants to argue that while forgiveness is certainly central, it is not the 

exclusive work of salvation.  The believer is not only forgiven, but also “enabled” to live 

the resurrection life, which includes pacifism.37 

Second, related to the discussion of cross and resurrection is Yoder’s critique of 

Niebuhr’s account of regeneration.  Yoder writes, “the doctrine of regeneration means 

that ethics for Christians and ethics for unregenerate society are two distinct 

disciplines.”38  The “tensions” and “impossible possibilities” inherent in Niebuhr’s 

account are not located in the nature of man as Niebuhr claims, rather they are the result 
                                                           

36 Ibid., 115.  
37 Ibid., 115.  Yoder is not alone in his assessment.  For instance, Daniel Bell senses a 

circumscribed soteriology at work in Niebuhr.  Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship, 34–38.  
Likewise, Paul R. Kolbert, “Rethinking the Christological Foundations of Reinhold Niebuhr’s Christian 
Realism,” Modern Theology 26, no. 3 (2010): 437–65., states, “The best feature of Niebuhr’s retrieval of 
classical Christianity is a thick Augustinian notion of sin that is so universal that it taints every individual 
and every human collective endeavor…Niebuhr advocated a strong retrieval of an Augustinian doctrine of 
sin without an Augustinian Christology” (440 and 442, respectively). 

38 Yoder, “Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Pacifism,” 116. 
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of an attempt to construct an ethics for all, both Christian and non-Christian alike.  The 

new birth and subsequent regeneration in the believer’s life open up new ethical vistas 

not available to all (via natural law or reason).39 

Third, connected to both Yoder’s critique of resurrection and regeneration is his 

critique of Niebuhr’s pneumatology, or lack thereof.  Given his account of resurrection 

and regeneration, and that, these are the works primarily of the Holy Spirit; a lack of such 

an account would seem to follow in Niebuhr.  The power of the Holy Spirit “opens a 

brand-new realm of historic possibilities.”  Thus, Niebuhr’s impossible possibility 

becomes possible through the work the Holy Spirit.40 

Last, Yoder analyzes Niebuhr’s account of the church, or once again, his lack 

thereof.  It is within the context of the church that the power of the resurrection, 

regeneration, and work of the Holy Spirit are operative.  Therefore, once again, Yoder’s 

critique follows a certain logic, in that the lack of emphasis on each of these areas 

(resurrection, regeneration, and pneumatology) in the thought of Niebuhr are 

interconnected.  Yoder highlights that the church, the body of Christ is “the bearer of the 

meaning of history,” not the United States of America.41  Yoder writes, “For the body of 

Christ differs from other social bodies in that it is not less moral than its individual 

members.”42  As such, Yoder turns Niebuhr’s social/individual distinction on its head.  

That is, for Yoder it is the community, social body of the church, which is capable of 

living more morally that the individual on his or her own devices.43 

                                                           
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid., 115. 
42 Ibid. 
43 Ibid., 115–116. 
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In sum, Reinhold Niebuhr and John Howard Yoder find themselves in agreement 

on some preliminary issues, absoluteness of the Jesus ethic and war as a lesser evil.  

According to both, for Christians to engage in the use of force, even one deemed as 

“just,” is to be involved in compromise.  Niebuhr’s solution to this compromise is “to 

accept a frank dualism in morals,” whereby the believer, at the social level, joins in the 

dirty work of politics and force.44  For Yoder, compromise is not an option, and thus he 

holds to his pacifist convictions.  Yoder senses many flaws in Niebuhr’s theology that 

flows from his willing acceptance of compromise. 

Yoder and Niebuhr’s debates have had far reaching effects in the larger just war 

discussions.  Namely, these designations of war, even a just war, as a lesser evil and a 

sort of compromise will be taken up into just war thinking itself.  The resulting struggle is 

witnessed in the presumption against war debate covered in the last section of this 

chapter. 

 
3.  Christian Realism and Just War 

Through the above analysis of the interactions between Christian realism and 

pacifism (represented largely by Reinhold Niebuhr and John Howard Yoder), certain 

differences and similarities were identified.  In this section, Niebuhr’s concern that just 

war is employed as a moral smoke screen is taken up and held in contrast to the reasoning 

of the just war tradition. 

It is apparent that pacifism is a distinct position from Christian realism, as argued 

in the previous section.  Additionally, it is evident that pacifism and just war represent 

                                                           
44 Niebuhr, Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics, 271.  Niebuhr’s frank 

dualism, in part, “would distinguish between what we expect of individuals and of groups…The distinction 
between individual and group morality,” Ibid., 271–272. 
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two distinct views concerning the ethics of war.  While it has been argued that some have 

collapsed these two views in their attempt to identify Reinhold Niebuhr as a just war 

thinker, or at least attempted to conceive of the two as composing a single non-pacifist 

camp, there are significant differences in these approaches to the ethical use of force.45 

 
3a.  The Jesus Ethic 

At least two fundamental features distinguish Christian realism and just war apart 

as two distinct visions of Christian social behavior.  One the one hand, one thing that 

readily separates the just war tradition from Christian realism is the one thing that 

Christian realism and pacifism have in common, namely their understanding of the nature 

of the ethic of Jesus.  All three traditions understand love to be central to the ethic of 

Jesus (see for instance, Matthew 22:37-40).  However, “The fundamental issue that 

distinguishes the just war tradition from other positions on war…concerns the question of 

the proper relationship between ‘the law’ and the more abstract duty to love…Just war 

writers beginning with Augustine…will not allow the simple equation of love with 

                                                           
45 It is not my intent here to ferret out the many, and in places important, nuances that exist 

between even these three fields of thought.  Rather, the aim is simply to highlight the fact that not all non-
pacifist positions are the same.  I fully recognize that there are variations on each of these positions as well.  
Bainton’s early attempts at typology have been contested on several fronts.  Roland H. Bainton, Christian 
Attitudes Toward War and Peace: A Historical Survey and Critical Re-Evaluation, 17th ed. (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 1990).  Proponents from both the Christian realist and pacifist camps have sought to 
distance Reinhold Niebuhr from the just war position, all the while however, noting that similarities do 
occur on occasion.  For instance, the Christian realist John D. Carlson is critical of recent attempts by just 
war proponents (J. Daryl Charles, Jean Bethke Elshtain, and James Turner Johnson) to too readily identify 
Reinhold Niebuhr within the just war camp, see Carlson, “Is There a Christian Realist Theory of War and 
Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr and Just War Thought,” 133.  Furthermore, the Mennonite pacifist John Yoder 
distinguishes realism and just war as distinct types, both in contrast to the pacifist position.  See John 
Howard Yoder, “How Many Ways Are There to Think Morally About War?,” Journal of Law and Religion 
11, no. 1 (1995): 83–107.  This essay is a more refined presentation of Yoder’s earlier work on typologies 
concerning the ethics of war, see Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 27–41, chapter 
two is entitled "Refining Our Typology on the Ethics of War.” 



 
 

65 
 

nonresistance.”46  For instance, both Yoder and Niebuhr view Jesus’ injunctions in the 

Sermon on the Mount as ethical mandates, as what love requires absolutely and without 

exception.  Love becomes synonymous with nonresistance.  For Yoder this results in an 

absolute ethical pacifism, while for Niebuhr, the result is a willingness of Christians to 

engage in sin when it is responsible to do so.47  This conclusion, is, on the other hand, the 

second fundamental distinction between Christian realism and classic just war tradition. 

While on the one hand pacifism and Christian realism share a common 

characteristic which sets them both apart from the just war tradition (the absoluteness of 

the Jesus ethic), on the other hand, pacifism and the just war tradition share a 

characteristic (the belief that one should not commit evil that good may result) which sets 

both apart from Christian realism.  Keith Pavlischek narrates this difference as such,  

It is here that the modern Niebuhrian form of realism most obviously dissents 
from the classical form of Christian realism embodied in traditional just war 
theory.  The classical just war tradition shares with the pacifists the belief that if 
Jesus condemns an action as vicious and otherwise prohibits his disciples from 
engaging in that action, or if Holy Scripture more generally prohibits an action, 
then Christians are obligated to refrain from that action.  The classical Christian 
just war tradition agrees with Christian pacifism in their insistence that Christians 
ought not do evil so that good may come.48 

                                                           
46 Corey and Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 221.  See particularly in this 

regard Augustine, “Letter 138: Augustine to Marcellinus,” in Augustine, Augustine: Political Writings, ed. 
E. M. Atkins and R. J. Dodaro (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 30–43. 

47 While this dissertation is not primarily an exegetical project, I would be remiss if I did not 
recognize that the Sermon on the Mount looms large in these discussions.  An important pacifist reading of 
the Sermon on the Mount is Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament (San Francisco: 
Harper San Francisco, 1996).  A contemporary approach that seeks to understand the Sermon as 
functioning as a “verbal icon,” which emphasizes the notion of “character formation” as the primary 
motivation behind the Sermon on the Mount, a move which leaves the door open to a just war reading of 
the Sermon, see Charles Talbert, Reading the Sermon on the Mount: Character Formation and Decision 
Making in Matthew 5-7 (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006).  Talbert further argues that, when read in 
the proper context, the context of Matthew, the New Testament, and the Canon as a whole, respectively, the 
Sermon offers guidance in “character formation,” who we are, and “decision making,” what we do.  Not 
understanding the Sermon on the Mount as a collection of ethical mandates concerning the expected 
behavior of Jesus’ followers, Talbert writes, “There may be occasions when love of neighbor trumps one’s 
commitment to non-retaliation” (92). 

48 Keith Pavlischek, “Reinhold Niebuhr, Christian Realism, and Just War Theory: A Critique,” in 
Christianity and Power Politics Today: Christian Realism and Contemporary Political Dilemmas, ed. Eric 
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As already alluded to above, the just war tradition, beginning with Augustine 

understands things differently.  The precept “turn the other cheek” is not to be taken 

literally as a codified rule set down for all time.  In this letter to Marcellinus, Augustine 

marshals the examples of Jesus and Paul, both arrested at various times and before the 

authorities.  Neither of them literally “turned the other check.”  As Augustine recounts, 

Jesus’ actions kept the one who struck him from sinning even more.  Paul offered a 

rebuke.  Augustine relates that, at times, evil doers “need to be set straight” with 

“benevolent harshness.”  Rather than allow them to continue in their sin (i.e. hit you 

again), they “require healing through pain.”  According to Augustine, for their own good, 

they need to be corrected even against their will if necessary.  The motivating factor in 

this correction is “paternal love,” the benefit of the one being corrected.49 

Reinhold Niebuhr’s early account of the just war tradition is quite thin.  His 

identification of just war with a particular reading of medieval Catholic natural law 

thinking fails to take account of the historical depth and rich theological development of 

the tradition.  Niebuhr’s reading of the just war tradition motivates him to view just war 

through legalistic lenses.  While there was some development in Niebuhr’s thought 

concerning the notion of just war, he never stopped being suspicious of what he 

understood to be just war’s high regard for reason, natural law, and its inherent 

legalism.50 

                                                                                                                                                                             
D. Patterson (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 57.  James Turner Johnson (Ethics and the Use of 
Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 124–25) highlights this lesser evil logic operative in other 
writers as well.  For example, Michael Walzer’s account of a “supreme emergency,”  Just and Unjust Wars, 
4th ed. (New York: Basic Books, 2006) and Michael Ignatieff, The Lesser Evil (Princeton, New Jersey: 
Princeton University Press, 2004). 

49 Augustine, “Letter 189:  Augustine to Boniface.” 
50 Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Volume I: Human Nature, 280–300; Johnson, Ethics 

and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 103–25.   
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While his views did progress, nonetheless, he continued to lament just war’s 

inability to provide a “foolproof yardstick” for Christians to employ in their ethical 

reasoning concerning the use of force.51  Concerning the limitations of just war, Niebuhr 

states, “There is no adequate definition of a just war which can surely be applied to the 

various conceivable war situations with which the nations may be confronted.”52  That is 

to say, the ever-changing situation in international affairs makes the limited legalistic just 

war unable to be applicable to every conceivable situation that may arise on the 

international scene.53 

Niebuhr goes on to rehearse three various manifestations of the just war theory.  

The first two he rejects, but the third proposal he accepts in a limited fashion.  First, he 

identifies the “traditional concept of a just war, which is the official position of Roman 

Catholicism.”  The Roman Catholic position “defines a just war as one in which just 

means are used to defend a just cause.”54  This conception is commendable for its 

emphasis on means/ends considerations in that it attempts to limit disproportionate 

                                                                                                                                                                             
For instance, Reinhold Niebuhr scholar, Robin Lovin, notes, “Niebuhr’s own attention focuses on 

natural laws ethics as formulated in the Catholic tradition.  He brings to this examination a Protestant 
prejudice against natural law which he never entirely loses.”  Lovin, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian 
Realism, 15. 

51 Dun and Niebuhr, “God Wills Both Justice and Peace,” 77. 
52 Ibid., 76. 
53 Niebuhr’s critique holds some weight in so far as legalistic models of just war reasoning go.  

However, more robust and non-statute oriented models of just war reasoning are less susceptible to this 
Niebuhrian critique.  See Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian Discipleship; Daniel M. Bell, Jr., “The Moral 
Crisis of Just War: Beyond Deontology Toward a Professional Military Ethic,” in Applying the 
Professional Military Ethic Across the Spectrum of Operations, ed. Mark H. Wiggins and Chaplain (MAJ) 
Larry Dabeck, Fort Leavenworth Ethics Symposium Report (Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Command and 
General Staff College Foundation Press, 2011), 9–23. 

54 Dun and Niebuhr, “God Wills Both Justice and Peace,” 77. 
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violence.  However, in the end, due to its lack of precise guidance, Niebuhr concludes, it 

is “more likely to confuse than to illumine the conscience.”55 

Second, Niebuhr rehearses what he understands just war based upon international 

law to entail.  While this approach offers concrete guidance, this guidance is both 

“primitive and partial” and may lead “to a false legalism.”56  For Niebuhr, the closest 

notion of just war he can support is a war “to defend the victims of wanton aggression, or 

to secure freedom for the oppressed.”57  He applauds the “simplicity, and flexibility” of 

this notion of a just war.  It is “simple” in that it is not encumbered by a lengthy list of 

rules and “flexible” in that it can apply to various contexts in an ever-changing 

international scene.  The down side of such a view, however, is that it provides “little 

precise guidance to the conscience.”58 

Niebuhr provides for two rather distinct types of wars in the above definition.  

The first type is rather straightforward.  To defend against aggression is to advocate for 

wars of self-defense.  This conception aligns nicely with both contemporary 

manifestations of just war tradition and international law.  Both of these schools of 

thought affirm self-defense as a just cause for waging a just war.  Though, one will note, 

Niebuhr does not advocate in terms of “just cause” language. 

The second part of the definition addresses a type of warfare that is a bit more 

controversial and, more importantly for this project, begins to touch upon issues of 

humanitarian intervention and post war justice and peace (jus post bellum).  In his 

definition, he continues, “the concept of a just war does not provide moral justification 
                                                           

55 Ibid. 
56 Ibid. 
57 Ibid. 
58 Ibid. 
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for initiating a war of incalculable consequences to end such oppression.”59  “Initiating a 

war” could in today’s parlance refer to wars of humanitarian intervention, which will be 

addressed in chapter six.  

As I note in the next chapter concerning the development of jus post bellum 

discussions, the humanitarian crises of the 1990s, for instance Rwanda and Kosovo, were 

a large impetus for the development of jus post bellum principles.  In the following 

chapters, I illustrate some of the complexities associated with “initiating war.”  Legally it 

could not be justified, yet in some circumstances it seemed to be morally required. 

 
4.  Pacifism and Just War 

In this section, I concentrate on Yoder’s interaction as he has sought to engage 

just war thinking directly and on its own terms.  As with the previous section, I do not put 

forth a critique of pacifism itself; I seek to critically engage pacifism’s critique and 

dialogue with the just war tradition as articulated by John H. Yoder.  In doing so, I 

address two main topics. 

First, Yoder addresses what he perceives to be certain misuses of the just war 

tradition.  When he seeks to engage the just war tradition itself as a just war interlocutor, 

it is a particular version of just war thought that he employs, a version associated with the 

presumption against war thesis.60  Additionally, his understanding of just war shows 

vestiges of a Niebuhrian realist understanding of just war, especially the notion of war as 

a lesser evil.  Second, Yoder also argues for the relevance of the pacifist position.  In 

places, he does so by attempting to illustrate the analogous nature of just war and 

                                                           
59 Ibid., 78. 
60 I will develop the presumption against war thesis more fully in the section that follows. 
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pacifism.  While doing so, he attempts to utilize just war language and logic in 

articulating the relevance of non-violent action.   

Yoder’s engagement with the just war position is well documented in his writings.  

For example, he has written an entire book (When War is Unjust) and section of a book 

(Section II.  The Dialogue with Jus War: The Case for Mutual Learning) dedicated to the 

“mutual learning” of the two traditions.61  In his engagement, he addresses particular 

abuses of the just war tradition, for instance the view associated with the “anything goes” 

logic of “Rambo” or views that would base ethical decisions concerning the use of force 

on divine right or national interest.62  In many instances, I am in agreement with his 

critique of these abuses.63  Yoder also acutely articulates the reality that various non-

pacifist positions exist.  He rightly notes that there is not simply pacifism and the just war 

position.  He further observes that the just war tradition is not as monolithic as some 

might assume.  He insightfully, and in large measure correctly in my opinion, points out 

obvious weaknesses of logic and application in rouge just war positions such as the 

Rambo mentality and the just war without its teeth.64  However, surveying his interaction 

with the ethical use of force at this level, one could interpret Yoder as positing an 

argument on behalf of just war against those who would, and it seems sometimes do, 

                                                           
61 Some of these works, include: Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, chs. 2, 

4–8, 22; Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking; Yoder, The War of the Lamb: 
The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, chs. 6–9; John Howard Yoder, “Just War Tradition: Is It 
Credible?,” Christian Century, March 13, 1997, 108:9; John Howard Yoder, “How Many Ways Are There 
to Think Morally About War?,” Journal of Law and Religion 11, no. 1 (1994): 83–107. 

62 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 89, 119–121. 
63 Ibid., 50–70, esp. 63 for “just war with all its teeth”; Bell, Jr., Just War as Christian 

Discipleship, 90–100. 
64 Yoder, “How Many Ways Are There to Think Morally About War?,” 1994; Yoder, When War 

Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, esp. ch. 5 (50–70). 
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misuse it, and yet it is a particular version of just war reasoning he comes to articulate, 

one closely aligned with the presumption against war thesis.65 

When Yoder does come to address just war itself, he engages in a particular 

articulation of the just war tradition.  As Daniel Bell writes, Yoder “was an outspoken 

proponent of the realist view that just war is a lesser evil.”66  In one instance, Yoder 

himself writes, “war may be right or wrong and it’s an evil in any case.”67  Elsewhere he 

avers, “The just-war tradition considers war to be an evil, but claims that under certain 

circumstances it is justifiable, because to engage in war would be less evil that to permit 

the execution of some threat.”68  Thus, according to Yoder’s articulation of the just war 

tradition, it is justifiable to do evil so that good may come if certain circumstances obtain.  

While I have already briefly mentioned Yoder’s association with the just war tradition as 

lesser evil, it is important to note the connection here with the presumption against war 

thesis. 

The war as a lesser evil understanding is further evidenced by Yoder’s 

appropriation of the presumption against war thesis.  Yoder’s appreciation for the 

presumption against war thesis is clearly visible in his enthusiastic reception of James 

Childress and his analysis of the U.S. Roman Catholic bishops’ pastoral letter, The 

Challenge of Peace.  Yoder cites Childress approvingly on more than one occasion. 

Childress claims that there are certain prima facie rights or duties operative in the moral 

                                                           
65 A similar argument is made concerning Hauerwas, see Bell, “The Way of God with the World: 

Hauerwas on War,” 119. 
66 Ibid.  Yoder feels that instead of him being Niebuhrian it is Niebuhr who remains sympathetic to 

pacifist ways.  Concerning Niebuhr’s rejection of the crusade mentality, Yoder writes, “Niebuhr remained a 
pacifist in that he called this use of violence sin, as a mainstream just war theorist would not do except at 
the edges,” Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 292. 

67 John Howard Yoder, “Can There Be a Just War?,” Radix 13, no. 2 (October 1981): 4. 
68 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 1–2. 
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logic of the just war tradition.  One such prima facie right is the right not to be harmed, 

and correlatively the duty of all to harm no one.  This prima facie duty Yoder believes 

just war and pacifism to hold in common, thus they are “complementary.”69 

Yoder also garners support for his argument from The Challenge of Peace.  He 

notes the progression of thought in Catholic Social thinking from Gaudium et Spes to the 

pastoral letter The Challenge of Peace.  The Second Vatican Council document Gaudium 

et Spes conditionally offered legal acknowledgment to conscientious objectors.  The 

pastoral letter states, “they [pacifism and just war] share a common presumption against 

the use of force as a means of settling disputes.”70  Yoder cites this approvingly and 

believes it further reinforces his position.71      

Second, in articulating his account for the relevance of the pacifist position, Yoder 

utilizes just war language and logic in articulating the relevance of non-violent action.  In 

places, he does so by attempting to illustrate the analogous nature of just war and 

pacifism.  The result is a form of just war thinking that really serves to blur the distinction 

rather than clarify the positions of just war and pacifism. 

                                                           
69 Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 86–89.  Elsewhere, 

he writes, “pacifism and just war are complementary in their logic; both consider war an evil, although they 
differ in how that presumption works itself our practically,” Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in 
Just-War Thinking, 88. 

70  The Challenge of Peace, par. 120-121, cited in Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of 
Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 87. 

71 I do not claim that Yoder makes this assertion.  In fact, when he speaks of the presumption 
against war thesis in the just war tradition he generally does so to highlight the similarities between just war 
and pacifism.  However, if pushed, the logic actually serves to highlight a core foundational difference 
between the two schools of thought.  Thus, Yoder’s attempt at showing similarities is perhaps counter-
intuitive.   

A difficulty still remains concerning the similarity of just war and pacifism.  As Yoder himself 
points out, for those committed to non-violence the prima facia duty not to be harmed is “inalienable.”  
That is, for pacifism this right is irrevocable and absolute.  Thus, while there may be a “presumption” 
against harm in the just war tradition, there is no “presumption” in pacifism, the duty is absolute.  As such, 
just war must compromise its moral standing, and overrides this presumption whenever it deems justifiable 
to engage in violence.  The just warrior, by necessity no doubt, thus engages in the evil/sin of violence, 
although he or she presumes against such use. 
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Rejecting the Niebuhrian “backhanded compliment” that pacifists were consistent 

yet irrelevant, Yoder seeks to overcome this Niebuhrian conceived dilemma.72  Yoder 

begins by defining the terms involved.  To begin, he defines non-violence as “modes of 

activism which are characterized by renouncing violence in order that other kinds of 

power (‘truth’, ‘consent’, ‘conscience’) may work.”73  Within this definition of “other 

kinds of power,” Yoder later includes sanctions, boycotts, and work stoppages.74  

One area of special note in which Yoder argues that just war and pacifism are 

complementary is the just war criterion of last resort.  Yoder writes, “The most obvious 

interlock between the systems [of just war and pacifism] is the notion of ‘last 

resort…Last resort would logically demand the development of alternative instruments of 

conflict.’”75  It is argued that the threshold of last resort will not be as easily reached if 

the effectiveness of non-violence is acknowledged and experienced.  Likewise, if earnest 

planning and national resources were put into the development of non-violent strategies 

this research and training would again enhance the effectiveness of non-violence.76 

                                                           
72 Yoder, Christian Attitudes to War, Peace, and Revolution, 298. 
73 Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 85.  The material 

contained in The War of the Lamb, chapter 6, “Just War and Nonviolence: Disjunction, Dialogue, or 
Complementarity?” was originally given as John Howard Yoder, “Just War and Non-Violence: Disjunction 
or Dialogue?,” in Proceedings, International Association for Scientific Exchange on Violence and Human 
Co-Existence, Second World Conference July 13-17, 1992, ed. V. Crauchy, vol. 2 (Montreal: Editions 
Montmorency, 1995), 171-178, www.theology.nd.edu/people/research/yoder-john/documents/justwar.pdf.  
All subsequent references are to the pagination in The War of the Lamb. 

74 Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 90–91. 
75 Ibid., 90.  For an alternative perspective, see Joseph E. Capizzi, “On Behalf of the Neighbour: A 

Rejection of the Complementarity of Just-War Theory and Pacifism,” Studies in Christian Ethics 14, no. 2 
(2001): 87–108. 

76 In his attempt to dissect the various issues surrounding the presumption against war debate, 
Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition.”, who uses the term 
“presumption against violence” or “PAV,” attempts to “show that there have in fact been three operative 
understandings of the presumption against violence” (134).  He notes, the third option, “PAV-C is 
equivalent to the just war criterion of last resort.  This criterion mandates that, in a concrete situation of 
conflict, Christians should try all reasonable nonviolent means of resolving the conflict before resorting to 
violence.  All of the authors involved in this debate have affirmed this criterion but have differed in 
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Yoder further incorporates the just war notion of legitimate authority in his non-

violent tactics.  He affirms the need for a legitimate authority in working through the 

various non-violent options.  Not only is there a need for qualified leadership, but “there 

needs to be as well some definition of the people in whose name the nonviolent conflict 

proceeds.”77  While Yoder further qualifies that this authority cannot have the shape of 

governments of nation-states, he fails to provide any further “definition.” 

One would think that a major advantage of employing non-violent means would 

be the lessening of violence involved.  However, Yoder states, “The use of nonviolence 

in settings of great conflict run the risk of provoking counter-violence.”78  Yoder also 

admits the possibility of damage to property and “uninvolved persons.”79  As such, he 

advocates for the use of something analogous to the just war criterion of proportionality.   

Then, Yoder gives what appears to be a nonviolent action account of the doctrine 

of double-effect.  He writes, “The use of nonviolence in settings of great conflict runs the 

risk of provoking counter-violence…Nonviolent action runs the risk of doing or 

triggering damage to property and to uninvolved persons.  Boycotts and work stoppages 

may cause harm analogous to the innocent suffering caused by war.  In any important 

clash (although much less so than in war) some such ‘collateral and unintended’ damage 

cannot be avoided.”80  Damage may be done and the innocent may suffer, but “less so 

                                                                                                                                                                             
whether they consider it a presumption against violence and what relation it has to the other senses of the 
term” (135). 

77 Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 91. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Yoder’s “uninvolved persons” is analogous to just war’s “noncombatants.”  It is also interesting 

to note that immediately following the comment on “uninvolved persons,” the original lecture includes the 
following sentence: “That damage, as with violence, may excalate [sic].”  Yoder, “Just War and Non-
Violence: Disjunction or Dialogue?,” 175.  The sentence is not included in The War of the Lamb. 

80 Ibid., 175. 
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than in war.”  He continues, “What matters morally, then, is that the struggle be so 

structured that all foreseeable damage of these kinds be avoided, and that there be 

provision for compensation.”81 

In sum, Yoder’s critique of certain misuses of just war reasoning is a welcome 

call to clarify one’s use of the just war tradition.  Likewise, his willingness to engage just 

war reasoning on its own terms is laudable as well.  He even employs just war reasoning 

in places in his attempt to argue for the relevance of the pacifist position.  However,  

Yoder’s association with the just war as a lesser evil and his attempt to argue for the close 

association between just war and pacifism in places are areas that will be picked up and 

emphasized by the presumption against war camp in the internal debates that raged 

within the just war tradition.  It is to this form of just war thinking and its engagement 

and argument with “classic” just war reasoning that this project now turns. 

 
5.  Just War in Dialogue with Itself:  Perilous Presumptions 

In this final section, I examine an internal struggle within the just war camp that 

has been ongoing for decades now.  Certain proponents of the just war tradition have 

picked up on certain similarities and differences with both Christian realism and 

pacifism.  Some in the just war camp have discerned an (over?) identification of just war 

with certain precepts of pacifism.  Others in the just war camp have resisted such inroads 

into just war thinking by pacifist thinking.  The result has been the manifestation of, at 

least, two distinct camps within the just war tradition.   

Those emphasizing the similarities between pacifism and just war discern a 

common presumption against the use of force in both positions.  Those who have resisted 

                                                           
81 Yoder, The War of the Lamb: The Ethics of Nonviolence and Peacemaking, 91. 
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this pacifist influence in the just war camp seek to emphasis a presumption against 

injustice, not violence, as grounding the telos of the just war tradition.  The debate has 

been far reaching. 

I begin by citing two examples of this bifurcation within the just war tradition, 

one from Catholic social theory and one from Protestant ethics.  The two examples are 

provided so as to highlight that this is neither a Catholic nor a Protestant ethical issue.  

Next, I illuminate some of the major contours of the debate.  In the end one can discern a 

just war with pacifist leanings on one side and a just war with realist leanings on the other 

side, though this too may be an over simplification of the issue.  With the framework 

established and the discussion in grid lock, in the following chapters I turn to jus post 

bellum discussions to provide a way forward. 

The current state of affairs in just war thinking is that there are at least two camps 

entrenched in different understandings of the nature of the just war tradition.  On the one 

side are those who have been associated with the presumption against war thesis.  This 

camp believes that the just war tradition shares with pacifism a presumption against the 

use of force.  This presumption is where just war thinking begins.  On the other side of 

the debate are those who oppose such grounding of the just war tradition.  Instead of a 

presumption against war, there exists in the just war tradition a presumption against 

injustice.  It is this disdain for injustice, not an aversion to violence itself, which marks 

the starting point for just war thinking.  Evidence for this bifurcated understanding of the 

just war tradition is readily evident in the current just war literature. 

A comparison of literature from two respected ethicists in the field will serve as 

the first instance of this bifurcated approach and understanding of the nature of the just 
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war tradition.  In Appendix 1 “The State of the Question” of his When War is Unjust, 

Yoder sets out, among other things, his understanding of the nature of the just war 

tradition.  In the appendix, he attempts to see how just war reasoning will answer 

“questions [that] are dictated by the ground rules of ethics as an intellectual discipline.”82 

It should be noted once again, that Yoder does helpfully remind us that the realist 

or Rambo “anything goes” mentality must be analyzed and summarily rejected.  That 

being said, Yoder reveals his understanding of the nature of the just war tradition as, he 

writes, 

The relative restraints represented by the just-war tradition represent a degree of 
respect for the initial Christian rejection of all war.  Once war is contemplated, it 
must bear the burden of proof in the face of the negative presumption that war is 
always material evil (that is, harmful) and often morally wrong.  The various 
criteria of the just-war tradition are intended to safeguard the prima facie rights of 
others not to be harmed, or the duty not to harm others.83 
Yoder cites Childress at this point, who many would regard as the father of the 

presumption against war thesis.  Thus, for Yoder, via Childress, the just war criteria serve 

to limit the instances of going to war, which in turn “safeguards the prima facie rights of 

others.”  This limiting function, concerning the use of force which in itself is considered 

to be wrong, is the role of the just war tradition. 

 In an essay of nearly the same title as Yoder’s “The State of the Question,” James 

Turner Johnson understands the nature or role of the just war tradition somewhat 

differently.  Johnson situates the just war tradition between the two polarizing 

alternatives of pacifism, which rejects all war as evil, and realism, which can at times too 

                                                           
82 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 128. 
83 Ibid., 119. 
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easily devolve into total war .84  Johnson denies the presence of any such presumption 

against the use of force in the just war tradition.  He is an advocate for the retrieval and 

utilization of the classic just war tradition.  In the classic understanding of the just war 

tradition, Johnson writes, “For them [classic just war thinkers] it was not force as such 

that was wrong; for force, they believed, could be an instrument of good as well as evil, 

depending on how it was used.”85  In other words, force itself was not the issue, but rather 

the proper use of force by the sovereign was at stake.  As Johnson understands the matter, 

force itself has become the issue for both pacifists and the presumption against war camp. 

Johnson analyzes the presumption against war camp; not speculatively, but 

through historical reconstruction of the just war tradition.  He understands the just war 

tradition as classically conceived in such authors as Augustine and Aquinas to entail both 

deontological and prudential criteria.  The deontological criteria of sovereign authority, 

just cause, right intention, and the aim of peace take president over the lesser prudential 

criteria of proportionality of ends, last resort, and reasonable hope of success.  According 

to Johnson, in the classic just war tradition, the sovereign would determine whether the 

use of force was justified by employing the deontological criteria.  Then, after the use of 

force has been determined as justified would he then employ the prudential criteria.86  As 

                                                           
84 Johnson, “The Just War Idea.”  Johnson writes, “In the United States, before the contemporary 

recovery of just war thinking began, moral discourse on war was largely polarized between various forms 
of pacifist rejection of all war as inherently evil and an embrace of total war, expressed sometimes in terms 
of political realism and at other times in the language of crusade, as the necessary means of combating and 
wiping out evil when thrust upon us” (167). 

85 Ibid., 182. 
86 James Turner Johnson, “Just War Theory? What’s the Use?,” Worldview (August 1976): 41–47; 

James Turner Johnson, “Just War: The Broken Tradition,” National Interest no. 45 (Fall 1996): 27–36; 
James Turner Johnson, “Just War, As It Was and Is,” First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion & Public 
Life no. 149 (January 2005): 14–24; Johnson, The War to Oust Saddam Hussein: Just War and the New 
Face of Conflict, esp. 23–41; Nahed Artoul Zehr, “James Turner Johnson and the ‘Classic’ Just War 
Tradition,” Journal of Military Ethics 8, no. 3 (2009): 190–201. 
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he writes, “Not everything that is morally justified is prudent to do so.”87  He continues, 

“But to determine that a particular use of force is imprudent is not the same as 

determining that it would be unjust.”88  However, Johnson avers, this is precisely what 

the presumption against war camp does.  They employ the prudent criteria first using 

them against the case for a just cause/deontological criteria.  This type of reasoning is 

simply backwards according to Johnson.  As such, Johnson and Yoder testify to the 

existence of two distinct ways of understanding the nature of the just war tradition among 

Protestant ethicists, but this is not just a Protestant issue. 

In November 2003, the U.S. Jesuit Conference and the Woodstock Theological 

Center sponsored a discussion group at Georgetown University.  Among the topics of 

discussion was the recognition of two varying understandings of the just war tradition in 

Catholic theological thinking.  The fifty participants involved gathered in the shadow of 

the then impending U.S. invasion of Iraq to dialogue concerning the complexities of the 

just war tradition and to contribute to the process of decision making concerning the use 

of force in this country and around the world.  The participants explored “the different 

Catholic perspectives on issues of war and peace.”89  The discussions led them to 

dialogue concerning three traditions:  the nonviolent/pacifist tradition, the classical just 

war tradition, and the contemporary just war tradition.90  

                                                           
87 Johnson, “Just War, As It Was and Is,” January 2005, 20. 
88 Ibid. 
89 Kleiderer, Minaert, and Mossa, Just War, Lasting Peace: What Christian Traditions Can Teach 

Us, 1. 
90 The three traditions are dealt with most fully in chapters 2 and 3,  Ibid., 17–44.  Representative 

supporters of the pacifist tradition at the forum include: Michael Baxter, Jim Wallis, and Joan Chittister.  
Supporters of the contemporary just war position include: Drew Christiansen, Maryann Cusimano Love, 
and George Lopez.  Gregory Reichberg and Robert Royal are among the proponents of the classic just war 
position. 
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The two primary distinctive characteristics that differentiate the classic just war 

tradition from the contemporary just war positions are a strong presumption against the 

use of force and a move toward internationalism, especially concerning the criterion of 

just cause.  This presumption against the use of force “is key in the contemporary just 

war tradition” and is “based on a consciousness of the destructive power of modern 

weapons, especially nuclear weapons.”91  As such, “consciousness of recent history – the 

shattering events of the late twentieth century” has resulted in “greater emphasis on a 

presumption against the use of force.”92 

Another marked difference between the two just war positions concerns the 

criteria of just cause and legitimate authority.  In fact, these two criteria become 

intertwined in the contemporary articulation.  In the classical just war tradition the 

individual or group of representatives recognized by the citizens of that country were 

charged with safeguarding of the common good.  As such, the legitimate authority had at 

his or her disposal several reasons for going to war.  In the classical sense, just cause 

included legitimate defense, restitution, redress, and punishment.93  In the contemporary 

just war tradition, self-defense becomes the sole standard for just cause, which is 

reflected in contemporary international law.  If war is to be pursued for any other reason 

beyond self-defense, such as redress, restitution or punishment, then legitimate authority 

in any of these cases is ceded from the nation’s leader to an international body, such as 

                                                           
91 Ibid., 28 and 26 respectively. 
92 Ibid., 29. 
93 Ibid., 28. 
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the United Nations.  Thus, any just cause considered outside of legitimate defense alters 

what may pass muster as legitimate authority.94    

In summarizing the new Catholic emphasis, the report states,  

So when we speak of the contemporary just war position, we speak of a tradition 
that does not differ markedly from the classical just war position.  The differences 
lie in its consciousness of recent history – the shattering events of the late 
twentieth century – and the resulting greater emphasis on a presumption against 
the use of force.  This has led to some practical limitations on the conduct of war 
not found in the classical just war tradition.95   

 
The forum participants affirm the contemporary just war tradition’s emphasis on 

“practical limitations,” the contemporary tradition is also limited in its ability to speak 

morally to certain situations, namely humanitarian intervention and genocide.  By 

limiting the criterion of just cause to self-defense, the contemporary just war tradition 

limits its moral impact concerning humanitarian intervention.96 

 
5a.  The Growing Debate About Presumptions 

As previously mentioned, the recovery of the just war tradition began in earnest 

after World War II.  During this period, Paul Ramsey was an integral player in the 

reinvigoration of the tradition.  As time went on though, some uneasiness, not necessarily 

with the tradition, but with war itself, began to emerge.  The Vietnam War was very 

unpopular in the United States and abroad.  Due in part to the unpopularity of the 

Vietnam War, suspicion about the enterprise of war itself began to garner popularity.97 

                                                           
94 Ibid., 20–30. 
95 Ibid., 29. 
96  “However, Pope John Paul II has also indicated that recourse to war may be allowed for 

humanitarian reasons when whole peoples are at risk,” Ibid., 28. 
97 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 135–137. 
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Out of this context of the controversial Vietnam War, a band of Protestant 

ethicists began innovative conjecture concerning the use of violence.  Among them, 

James Childress proffered a distinctive thesis concerning the nature of the just war 

tradition.  He drew on the work of others’ more general pronouncements.  Childress’ 

thesis was innovative in that it was systematic and applied directly to just war thinking.98 

Drawing heavily upon the moral philosopher W. D. Ross, Childress proposed at 

least three innovative ideas that influenced subsequent just war thinking.  First, Childress 

proposed that just war thinking begins with a presumption against violence.  There is a 

prima facie duty not to harm others.  From this starting point, one may then begin to 

contemplate the various jus ad bellum criteria of the just war tradition, but our moral 

reasoning about war begins with the prima facie duty not to harm.  In certain instances, it 

may be deemed justifiable to override this initial and primary duty not to harm.  

Secondly, even once we have decided to override this initial presumption, the 

presumption continues to influence and inform our moral reasoning about the use of 

force.  This influence is evidenced in the jus ad bellum criterion of last resort and in the 

jus in bello criteria.  Thirdly, for Childress the presumption against violence serves as a 

common starting point for pacifism and just war tradition.  That is, the two schools of 

thought, rest on a common presumption against the use of force.99 

                                                           
98 While Childress is considered by some to be the “father” of the presumption against war thesis, 

Childress is actually building on the work of Ralph Potter.  See, Ralph Potter, “The Moral Logic of War,” 
in War in the Twentieth Century: Sources in Theological Ethics, ed. Richard E. Miller (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), 198–214.  See also, Kevin Carnahan, On Just-War Rationality: Away 
From Presumptions and Toward Prudence, forthcoming, 8; Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over 
Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 135–136.  

99 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 135–136; 
Childress, “Just War Theories”; James F. Childress, “Just-War Criteria,” in War or Peace? The Search for 
New Answers, ed. Thomas A. Shannon (New York: Orbis Books, 1980), 40–58. 
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Following the unpopular Vietnam War, further misgivings about the nature of war 

itself continued to emerge.  The Cold War brought about new concerns of nuclear assured 

destruction in which no one was a winner.  During the 1980s, the presumption against 

war language was further ensconced in the ethical landscape with its adoption by two 

prominent ecclesial documents, the U.S. Catholic bishops’ The Challenge of Peace 

(1983) and the United Methodist Conference of Bishops’ In Defense of Creation (1986). 

In his analysis of the Methodist Bishops’ letter, Ramsey begins to uncover various 

levels of commitment to the presumption.  Ramsey, in agreement with both pastorals, 

agrees that there is a presumption against war at the level of the jus ad bellum criterion of 

last resort.  However, Ramsey’s agreement seems to end rather abruptly at that level.  As 

such, he states, “Thus a presumption against injustice is a lexically prior presumption to 

the ‘presumption against going to war’ under ‘last resort.’”  He continues, “Confusion, 

not clarity, comes from saying that this is like pacifism’s rejection of any use of violent 

means.”100  Both pastorals seek to maintain the common ground between pacifism and 

just war. 

Ramsey, it seems, was on to something when he stated that “confusion” would be 

the rule of the day by attempting to ground just war and pacifism on similar ground.  

Excerpts from the U.S. Catholic Bishops’ letter highlight this confusion.  The letter 

states, “The church’s teaching on war and peace establishes a strong presumption against 

war which is binding on all; it then examines when this presumption may be overridden, 

precisely in the name of preserving the kind of peace which protects human dignity and 

                                                           
100 Paul Ramsey and Stanley Hauerwas, Speak Up for Just War or Pacifism: A Critique of the 

United Methodist Bishops’ Pastoral Letter “In Defense of Creation” (University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1988), 54, see also 81. 
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human rights.”101  The language in the first part of the excerpt, “strong presumption 

against war” and “overridden,” sound reminiscent of Childress’ logic.  However, in the 

final phrase one detects, if ever so slightly, an attempt to ground just war in something 

akin to Ramsey’s logic, “in the name of preserving the kind of peace which protects.”  

This “preserving” and “protecting” of peace will be carried out with the use of force it 

seems to imply.  Thus, while the Catholic bishops unequivocally employ the 

“overridden” language, they seem to be attempting to distance themselves from 

Childress’s logic all the while employing his language.102 

A latter passage reinforces the confusion.  The letter states, “We should do no 

harm to our neighbors; how we treat our enemy is the key test of whether we love our 

neighbor…How is it possible to move from these presumptions to the idea of a justifiable 

use of lethal force?”103  One would do well at this point to ask, “Why is our treatment of 

the enemy the ‘key test?’ What of our treatment of the victim?”  The Bishops themselves 

seem to have such a similar question in mind as they attempt to answer their own 

question.  The letter states,  

In his [Augustine’s] view war was both the result of sin and a tragic remedy for 
sin in the life of political societies.  War arose from disordered ambitions, but it 
could also be used in some cases at least to restrain evil and protect the innocent.  
The classic case which illustrated his view was the use of lethal force to prevent 
aggression against innocent victims.  Faced with the fact of attack on the 
innocent, the presumption that we do no harm even to our enemy yielded to the 
command of love understood as the need to restrain an enemy who would injure 
the innocent.104 

                                                           
101 “The Challenge of Peace: God’s Promise and Our Response - A Pastoral Letter on War and 

Peace by the National Conference of Catholic Bishops,” Origins 13, no. 1 (May 19, 1983): 1–32, para. 70.  
Hereafter, The Challenge of Peace, paragraph number. 

102 Ramsey and Hauerwas, Speak Up for Just War or Pacifism: A Critique of the United Methodist 
Bishops’ Pastoral Letter “In Defense of Creation,” 81–82.  The authors of the pastoral seem to want to 
have it both ways. 

103 The Challenge of Peace, para. 80. 
104 The Challenge of Peace, para. 81. 
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Ramsey sees in this dilemma concerning the love of neighbor (enemy or victim) 

present in the pastoral letter a possible wedge of difference between the Catholic bishops 

and Childress’s position.  In attempting to clarify, he proposes a further question, “How 

then, in a world of conflicting neighbor relations, is it possible to move from the 

presumption of universal love for all to preference for some neighbors, and to the idea of 

a justifiable use of lethal force?”105  Ramsey understands that “the jus ad bellum criteria 

of justice and the restraint of evil to protect the innocent are the primary presumptions of 

just war, not the subordinate and derivative presumption against resort to force.”106  It 

seems Ramsey and the Catholic bishops arrive at varying understandings of the conflict 

between love of enemy and love of innocent.  As one author notes, for Ramsey “the just 

war tradition begins with a presumption for the defense of ordered justice, which he 

identifies with the priority of love for the victimized innocent over love for the enemy, 

both of which are rooted in the prior love of neighbor.”107  For the bishops, this conflict 

of loves in a fallen world leads to a more suspect view of the use of force itself and seeks 

to identify within the just war tradition, as Shadle states, “a nonabsolute norm against the 

use of force.”108 

During the 1990s, the two camps became more entrenched, while both appealed 

to the tradition to support their respective proposals.109  James Turner Johnson, one of 

leading historians of the just war tradition, is an outspoken opponent of the presumption 

                                                           
105 Ramsey and Hauerwas, Speak Up for Just War or Pacifism: A Critique of the United Methodist 

Bishops’ Pastoral Letter “In Defense of Creation,” 82. 
106 Ibid., 83 and 85.  Emphasis original. 
107 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 139. 
108 Ibid., 135. 
109 Ibid., 140–143. 
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against war interpretation of the just war tradition.  While Johnson’s analysis of the 

contemporary just war tradition’s grounding of the tradition in a presumption against war 

are varied, it is fair to say that his misgivings stem from at least two core areas.  First, 

Johnson holds to a particular understanding of just war as a political theory, which he 

believes has changed and is changing in the contemporary period.  Second, he discerns “a 

changed perception of war and its effects.”110 

Johnson has traced the historical development of the just war tradition more fully 

elsewhere.111  Here I simply want to take the conclusions of his formative work as he 

applies them to political theory in the classic just war tradition.  Johnson rightly admits 

that while Augustine did not write a full-length work on the just war tradition, his work is 

nonetheless important and formative for the tradition.  Concerning Augustine’s sporadic 

writings on the just war tradition, Johnson writes, “Yet though brief and few in number, 

these were important, for they underscored the idea that a Christian’s life in the world in 

history implies responsibility for assisting in creating and maintaining public order for the 

sake of justice and peace.”112  Thus, the aim of good politics as articulated by Augustine, 

as Johnson understands the matter, is order, justice, and peace.113 

As it developed, Johnson believes that the tradition arrives at certain “bedrock 

conceptions of the just war as defined in this tradition are those we find in place by the 

                                                           
110 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 37.  Shadle, “What 

Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 141. 
111 For instance, see James Turner Johnson, Ideology, Reason, and the Limitation of War: 

Religious and Secular Concepts 1200-1740 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1975); 
Johnson, Just War Tradition and the Restraint of War: A Moral and Historical Inquiry. 

112 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 16. 
113 Ibid., 15–20, 37. 
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end of this period of consolidation of the tradition, that is, the end of the Middle Ages.”114  

These bedrock conceptions, as expressed in the modern period came to be designated as 

two types of laws: jus ad bellum and jus in bello.  The first type of law dealt with when 

going to war was appropriate, while the second type addressed how wars should be 

conducted justly.  There developed likewise bedrock conceptions of jus ad bellum.  

Johnson continues, “So far as the resort to armed force was concerned, the settled classic 

form of just war tradition used the formulation found in Aquinas, that for such resort to 

be just it must be on sovereign authority, be for a just cause, not reflect wrong intention, 

and aim positively at creating peace.”115  From Augustine to Aquinas the tradition 

continued to develop.  However, the tradition reached its zenith with Aquinas and his 

three uncompromising, yet lucidly brief, criteria of sovereign authority,116 just cause and 

right intention. 

For Johnson the aim of good politics is related to the three bedrock jus ad bellum 

criteria of the just war tradition.  He relates the aim of good politics with the just war 

tradition when, he writes,  

On the terms of the Augustinian political theory that provided the basis for the 
traditional conception of just war, the community’s general good is described as 
depending on the three goods or perfections toward which the practice of politics 
should aim: order, justice, and peace.  The three requisites of the classic idea of 
just war – sovereign authority, just cause, and right intention – correspond directly 
to these three aims of right politics.”117   

                                                           
114 Ibid., 17. 
115 Ibid. and Summa theologiae II-II, Q. 40. 
116 Carnahan shrewdly entitles the section of his book in which he critiques James Turner 

Johnson’s narrative of the modern moral collapse of idea of the sovereign, “The Story of the Beleaguered 
Sovereign,” see Carnahan, On Just-War Rationality: Away From Presumptions and Toward Prudence, 37–
44. 

117 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 37. 
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On this understanding, force itself is not the problem.  Force is not understood to 

be inherently evil.  Likewise, according to this view not all force is understood to be good 

either.  Force is a means to secure the good political order, justice, and peace of political 

life.  Whether or not the force is justified is a question for the just war tradition. 

In the contemporary period, this changes.  Thus, Johnson’s second major 

contention with the contemporary just war theory: force itself becomes the issue.  Force 

is understood as inherently evil and to be avoided at nearly all costs.  Emerging from the 

context of the Cold War and the threat of nuclear weapons, war itself became the thing to 

be overcome.  In this new context of nuclear weapons, Johnson notes two prominent 

reactions: efforts to reemphasize restraints on conduct in war and the rise in opposition to 

war itself.  Johnson singles out The Challenge of Peace as representative of this new 

contemporary view of just war, which approaches the use of force with a presumption 

against the use of force.  For Johnson the establishment and protection of the common 

good justified the use of force.  Only then, after a just cause had been established were 

questions of restraint considered.  For Johnson the just war tradition just is a political 

theory of the common good, a tool of statecraft to be employed by rulers to maintain the 

common good.  In the contemporary period, much of that has been lost and the just war 

tradition has simply become a list of rules to limit the instances of war.118  

Since the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New York City on 

September 11, 2001, the debate has taken a more polemical posture with both sides 

                                                           
118 James Turner Johnson, “Just War, As It Was and Is,” First Things: A Monthly Journal of 

Religion & Public Life, no. 149 (January 2005): 14–24; Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in 
Historical Perspective, 37–47.  Bell, Just War as Christian Discipleship, argues against such a rules based 
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talking past each other.  Thus, like much of the discussion in the just war versus pacifism 

debate, the debate seems to have hit a stalemate.119 

George Weigel is a central figure in some of the more interesting exchanges.  

Lamenting the “forgetfulness” surrounding the just war tradition, Weigel attempted to 

provide some much needed moral clarity concerning the use of the just war tradition.  

Proponents from all sides of the debate were reticent to accept Weigel’s assistance.120  

Weigel begins by claiming that “the fog of war” is no excuse to lapse into an 

amoral evaluation of war.  On this point, an overwhelming number of proponents on both 

sides of the debate are in agreement with Weigel.  However, the agreement is short lived.  

He goes on to claim that over past decades the “primary intellectual custodians” of the 

classic just war tradition have in fact forgotten the tradition.  Instead, the tradition has 

been kept afloat, not in “divinity schools and faculties of theology,” but rather “in the 

officer corps, in the Uniform Code of Military Justice, and at the higher levels of the 

Pentagon.”  This forgetting of the tradition by its primary custodians has resulted in some 

confusion concerning the tradition itself.121 

                                                           
119 Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 133–

134. 
120 As I am tracing debates within the just war tradition, my comments below focus primarily on 

just war critiques of Weigel’s position.  However, and entire issue of Mennonite Life was dedicated to 
responses to Weigle’s proposal: Chris K. Huebner, “Peace and War in the Nation-State and Beyond: A 
Response to George Weigel, ‘Moral Clarity in a Time of War,’” Mennonite Life 58, no. 2 (June 2003), 
www.bethelks.edu/mennonitelife/2003June/huebner.php.  Gerald W. Schlabach, “Clarity, Obfuscation and 
What Mennonites Should Learn from Weigel Anyway,” Mennonite Life 58, no. 2 (June 2003), 
www.bethelks.edu/mennonitelife/2003June/schlabach.php; Russell L. Meyer, “Clarity about War in a Post-
Christian World,” Mennonite Life 58, no. 2 (June 2003), 
www.bethelks.edu/mennonitelife/2003June/meyer.php; Ted Koontz, “Questions for George Weigel in 
Response to His ‘Moral Clarity in a Time of War,’” Mennonite Life 58, no. 2 (June 2003), 
www.bethelks.edu/mennonitelife/2003June/koontz.php. 

121 All quotes here from, George Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of War,” First Things 129 
(January 2003): 21. 
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Weigel’s definition of the just war tradition is telling.  “Thus,” he writes, “the just 

war tradition is best understood as a sustained and disciplined intellectual attempt to 

relate the morally legitimate use of proportionate and discriminate military force to 

morally worthy political ends.”122  He continues, “In the classic just war tradition of 

statecraft, what ‘justifies’ the resort to proportionate and discriminate armed force…is 

precisely the morally worthy political ends being defended and/or advanced.”123   

Having set these pieces in place Weigel moves to illustrate the distortions in the 

just war tradition caused by the “forgetfulness” mentioned earlier.  In recent times, some 

have begun to assert that the just war begins with a “presumption against violence” or 

“presumption against war.”124  The difficulty with this false starting point is that it 

distorts the tradition itself, as is evidenced Weigel claims in the 1983 U.S. Bishops’ 

Pastoral Letter, The Challenge of Peace.  In their letter, the bishops used in bello criteria 

against ad bellum criteria.  In other words, because nuclear weapons are so harmful, no 

war, which employs nuclear weapons, can be justified morally.  The in bello use of 

nuclear weapons forestalls any attempt to justify a war ad bellum. 

Here is where Weigel’s definition of just war becomes markedly visible.  For 

Weigel the just war tradition begins with the explication of the moral responsibility of 

government authorities, then it “continues with the definition of morally appropriate 

political ends, and only then takes up the question of means.”125  However, the 
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124 Weigel uses these two terms seemingly interchangeably. 
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“theologically dubious” presumption against violence begins with the means in order to 

evaluate the ends.126   

Weigel closes his essay by addressing the location of the just war tradition in 

public discourse.  For Weigel, as a theory of statecraft the just war tradition resides 

squarely with the political leaders, who are equipped with a “charism of political 

discernment.”127  As such, they are in a better position to make decisions of statecraft 

than religious leaders.  Earnest moral reflection is needed on the part of these religious 

leaders, but they also need to exercise “a measure of political modesty.”128 

In closing this section of the chapter, I highlight the impasse that has been reached 

between the two understandings of the just war tradition.  Paul Griffiths voices concern 

with Weigel’s proposal.  For Griffiths, Catholic appeals to just war language are 

employed predominately to support already arrived at conclusions.  Conservative 

Catholics, those on the “right” of the political spectrum, assert that U.S. action in 

Afghanistan is morally justified, and obviously so.  Those on the “left” of the political 

spectrum, equate in moral terms the U.S. action in Afghanistan with the atrocious actions 

of al-Qaeda.  Neither position is helpful according to Griffiths.129 

While Griffiths asserts that the new “default position” of Catholics in matters of 

war and peace is generally support for U.S. actions, Weigel discerns a functional pacifism 

as the new “default position” for many Catholics.130  For Weigel, in contrast to Griffiths, 
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127 Ibid., 27. 
128 Ibid., 27. 
129 Paul J. Griffiths and George Weigel, “Just War: An Exchange,” First Things, no. 122 (April 1, 

2002): 31. 
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the presumption in the just war tradition is a presumption for justice, not a presumption 

against violence.  A related theme in the presumption debate concerns the use of the just 

war tradition.  Those advocating for a presumption against violence place undue stress on 

the jus in bello criteria.  The jus in bello criteria are given priority over the jus ad bellum 

criteria.  However, if the primary function of the just war tradition is as a tool of statecraft 

for the sovereign authority, questions of means only enter the discussion after issues of 

justice are discussed.131   

Griffiths and Weigel would continue their debate, this time on logical grounds.132  

However, as time wears on and the two camps become more entrenched in their 

respective arguments rhetoric begins to rule the day.  As one author has commented, 

“Griffiths has not seriously engaged their [George Weigel and James Turner Johnson] 

work.”133  It seems Griffiths’ fear has come true to a certain degree in both camps.  To a 

degree, each camp employs the just war tradition to argue for already arrived upon 

conclusions, by attempting to (over) emphasize the duty of the tradition as either to limit 

or justify the use of force. 

Pacifists and just war proponents from both camps are not alone in their 

assessment of a stalemate.  Contemporary Christian realists have been following and 

analyzing the debate as well.  For instance, while not denying that some good has come 

from the debate, John D. Carlson highlights the possible exacerbation that the bickering 

may cause for some.  He writes, “Those unfamiliar with this longstanding moral tradition 

                                                           
131 Ibid., 34–36. 
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may exclaim in frustration, ‘Will the real just war theory please stand up?’”  He 

continues, “I hold little hope that one side will convince the other of the correctness of its 

approach to the idea of a just war.  Furthermore, without more mutual respect between 

these camps and more agreement on a shared context within which critics and proponents 

of any given war can argue, just war debates are likely to become increasingly 

partisan.”134  Others have noted that in the presumption debate, the two camps “often 

argue past one another rather than with one another” and “it is notable that little headway 

has been made in the debate on either side.  Occupying apparent polar opposite positions 

on the question of presumption, compromise between scholars representing the dueling 

presumptions seems impossible.  Neither cedes ground to the other in an ongoing turf 

battle in just-war thought.”135 

                                                           
134 John D. Carlson, “God, War, and the Secular: Varieties of Religious and Ethical Traditions,” 

Barry Law Review 7 (2006): 14. 
135 Carnahan, On Just-War Rationality: Away From Presumptions and Toward Prudence, 4 and 10 

respectively.  One wonders if this is what Yoder had in mind when he said that just war advocates should 
spend more time critiquing bad just war reasoning than bothering with such a minority position as pacifism. 

I have offered just a brief overview of the “presumption” debate in order to highlight its 
importance concerning jus post bellum issues.  For more on the debate, one may consult the following.  For 
arguments in favor of the presumption against war, see:  Childress, “JUST-WAR THEORIES”; Childress, 
“Just-War Criteria”; John Hymers, “Regrounding the Just War’s ‘Presumption Against Violence’ in Light 
of George Weigel,” Ethical Perspectives 11 (2004): 111–21; Richard B. Miller, “Christian Pacifism and 
Just-War Tenets: How Do They Diverege?,” Theological Studies 47 (1986): 448–72; Richard B. Miller, 
“Aquinas and the Presumption against Killing and War.,” Journal of Religion 82, no. 2 (April 2002): 173–
204; James Sterba, “Reconciling Pacifists and Just War Theorists,” Social Theory and Practice 18, no. 1 
(Spring 1992): 21–38; Tobias Winright, “The Liturgy as a Basis for Catholic Identity, Just War Theory, and 
the Presumption Against War,” in Catholic Identity and the Laity, ed. Tim Muldoon, vol. 54, Annual 
Publication of the College Theology Society (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2009), 134–51.   

For arguments against the presumption against war thesis, see:  Helmut David Baer and Joseph E. 
Capizzi, “Just War Theories Reconsidered: Problems with Prima Facie Duties and the Need for a Political 
Ethic.,” Journal of Religious Ethics 33, no. 1 (Spring 2005): 119–37, doi:10.1111/j.0384-
9694.2005.00185.x; ibid.; Capizzi, “On Behalf of the Neighbour: A Rejection of the Complementarity of 
Just-War Theory and Pacifism”; J. Daryl Charles, “Presumption against War or Presumption against 
Injustice?: The Just War Tradition Reconsidered,” Journal of Church and State 47 (2005): 335–69; 
Johnson, “Just War Theory? What’s the Use?”; Johnson, “Just War: The Broken Tradition”; Johnson, “Just 
War, As It Was and Is,” January 2005; Johnson, “The Just War Idea”; Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of 
War.”  

Thomas Aquinas has been the subject of some rather specific debate regarding the presumption 
against war question.  Gregory M. Reichberg summarizes the argument, “The first articulus of Thomas 
Aquinas’s seminal treatment of just war in Summa theologiae II-II, Q. 40 (‘De bello’) bears the title, 
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6.  Conclusion 

The rhetoric has become shrill and the debates have reached an impasse.  In this 

chapter, I have analyzed the interaction and debates between the various positions 

examined in this project.  The debates discussed were: (1) Christian realism and pacifism, 

(2) Christian realism and the just war tradition, (3) pacifism and the just war tradition, 

and (4) the debate concerning the presumption against war that has emerged from within 

the just war tradition itself, each ending in some degree of deadlock or unresolved 

tension.  In chapter four, I introduce the concept of jus post bellum, and subsequently 

highlight three important themes that surface in this discussion: (1) Shuck’s notion of 

testing the tradition, (2) the relationship of the phases of war, and (3) humanitarian 

intervention.  In the remainder of this project, I illuminate how jus post bellum 

discussions answer certain critiques offered in the debates, offer new questions for 

analysis, and uncover new areas of debate.  In sum, I explore how jus post bellum 
                                                                                                                                                                             
‘Whether waging war is always sinful?’  This creates the impression that the article’s main purpose was to 
show that resort to force is usually sinful, although occasions may arise when it will be justified.  Some 
commentators have thereby concluded that Aquinas sought to build a high fence around the idea of just 
war, restricting its application to all but the most urgent cases.  The title had been affixed by the learned 
saint in order to express a strong presumption against any resort to armed force, and in this fashion he 
discreetly voices his sympathy for the alternative tradition of Christian pacifism.  In other words, by 
‘starting with the idea that war might be sinful, Aquinas seems to establish a burden of proof in favor of 
nonviolence and against war,’”  “Thomas Aquinas Between Just War and Pacifism,” Journal of Religious 
Ethics 38, no. 2 (Je 2010): 219.  Reichberg mentions both Jean-Yves Calvez, “Violence et Christianisme,” 
in Entre Violence Et Paix: La Voix Des Religions, ed. Jean-Yves Calvez (Paris: Editions Facultes Jesuites 
de Paris, 2005), 97–111 and Richard B. Miller, “Aquinas and the Presumption Against Killing and War.,” 
Journal of Religion 82, no. 2 (April 2002): 173–204, whom he is quoting in the last sentence above (181), 
as a staunch proponents of this presumption against war view in Aquinas.  

Representative works that argue against any such presumption in Aquinas include:  James Turner 
Johnson, “Aquinas and Luther on War and Peace: Sovereign Authority and the Use of Armed Force,” 
Journal of Religious Ethics 31, no. 1 (Spr 2003): 3–20; Gabriel Palmer-Fernandez, “A Note on the Relation 
of Pacifism and Just-War Theory: Is There a Thomistic Convergence?,” Thomist: A Speculative Quarterly 
Review 59, no. 2 (April 1995): 247–259; and Gregory M. Reichberg, “Is There a ‘Presumption Against 
War’ in Aquinas’s Ethics?,” in Ethics, Nationalism, and Just War: Medieval and Contemporary 
Perspectives, ed. Henrik Syse and Gregory M. Reichberg (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of 
America Press, 2007), 72–97.  Shadle concludes concerning Aquinas' position, "The ruler's first obligation 
is to protect the common good, and questions about violence only follow as questions of means," “What Is 
at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War Tradition,” 142. 
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discussions are reframing the traditional debates concerning the ethical use of force 

among the positions examined in this project. 

In chapter five, I draw upon Shuck’s notion of jus post bellum principles serving 

as a “litmus test.”  I argue that a type of test or understanding concerning the purpose of 

the just war tradition is operative, at least in principle, if not stated directly among the 

various positions examined in this project.  I engage John Howard Yoder primarily as a 

just war tradition interlocutor and not as a pacifist, as he has provided diligent critiques 

concerning misuses of the tradition, especially certain realist readings of the just war 

tradition.136  In addition to Yoder, I analyze the use of the just war tradition by the 

presumption against war just war advocates and the classic just war tradition supporters.   

In their use of the just war tradition, I argue each of the approaches (Yoder, 

presumption against war, and classic just war tradition) understands the purpose of the 

just war tradition somewhat differently and thus utilizes the tradition differently.  For 

Yoder the test of the tradition is its ability to say “no” to particular wars.  The 

presumption against war supporters employ the just war tradition in a similar fashion, 

with the purpose of limiting the instances of war.  The classic just war advocates place a 

heavy emphasis on utilizing the tradition to provide justification for wars.  As such, 

Yoder and the presumption against war advocates emphasize the limiting function of the 

just war tradition, while the classic just war supporters place an emphasis on the 

justifying function of the tradition.  Thus, limiting wars or justifying wars, respectively, is 

how the tradition is tested in practice by the various positions examined. 
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I argue instead that the purpose of the just war tradition, is in fact, both to justify 

and limit war.  By either over emphasizing the notion of limiting the ethical use of force 

or by over emphasizing the justification of the use of force, the relationship of the phases 

of war (in bello, ad bellum, and post bellum) is obscured.  In chapter five I argue by 

recovering a proper understanding of the relationship of the phases of war, introduced in 

chapter four through an illumination of jus post bellum discussions, a more holistic 

understanding of the ethical use of force emerges, thus strengthening the just war 

tradition. 

With a healthy emphasis on the relationship of the phases of war in place, I turn to 

chapter six.  The just war tradition serves to provide one with an ethical vocabulary 

concerning the justifiable use of force; this use of force is thought to be justified if certain 

ethical parameters subsist.  Noting the issues that just war reasoning attempts to 

adjudicate, Louis V. Iasiello contends, “While most cultures hold to the principles that 

taking of human life is indeed wrong, the question must be asked whether any killing is 

ever justified.”137  This question has been at the heart of much of the debate between 

pacifism, Christian realism, and the just war tradition.  Jus post bellum discussions push 

the issue even further by demanding answers to even more exacting ethical questions.  

Iasiello captures this demand.  He asks an important question, “Are there situations or 

conditions in which killing is required as a moral obligation?”138   

In chapter six I illuminate one attempt at responding to this important ethical 

question.  I accomplish this task largely through an investigation of The Responsibility to 

                                                           
137 Louis V. Iasiello, “Jus Post Bellum: The Moral Responsibilities of Victors in War,” Naval War 

College Review 57 (2004): 34. 
138 Ibid. 
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Protect document that has emerged in light of jus post bellum discussions, especially in 

terms of humanitarian intervention.  I also highlight how jus post bellum discussions are 

instigating fresh analysis of ad bellum (just peacemaking) and in bello (just policing) 

considerations.  Additionally, I seek a way forward for those who continue to be in 

disagreement concerning the ethical use of force, that is, for those who remain at an ad 

bellum impasse.  I look to the case of the returning warrior as a practical application of 

jus post bellum criteria.  Thus, chapters five and six take up the debates of this chapter 

and analyze them through the lenses of jus post bellum discussions, which is the subject 

of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER  

A New Arrival on the Scene: Jus Post Bellum 

Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God. 
Matthew 5:9 

1. Introduction

The “new” in this chapter’s title, should not be understood exhaustively in terms 

of new understood as novel.  Rather, it is used to indicate that there has been a renewed 

interest in jus post bellum in the last few years.  There are, at various places, nascent 

elements of jus post bellum ethics in the various positions examined in this project as 

well.  Therefore, while the following does not seek to examine in detail every mention of 

jus post bellum concerns among the various interlocutors, this chapter does demonstrate 

that while jus post bellum is not a wholly novel concept, it has not been given the 

attention it deserves, at least among theologians, of the recent era. 

Looking back in the Christian tradition, Augustine addresses issues surrounding 

what we would now call jus post bellum ethics most generally under the rubric of the 

criterion of right intention.  He writes, “For you don’t seek peace in order to stir up war; 

no – war is waged in order to obtain peace.”1  Elsewhere he writes, “It is therefore with 

the desire of peace that wars are waged…peace is the end sought for by war.”2  He does 

not advocate that the pursuit of peace is a just cause for war, as such a notion would 

1 Augustine, “Letter 189: Augustine to Boniface,” paragraph 6 in Augustine, Augustine: Political 
Writings, ed. E. M. Atkins and R. J. Dodaro (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), page 217. 

2 Augustine, The City of God, trans. Marcus Dods, The Modern Library Classics (New York: 
Modern Library, 2000), book 19.12 and page 687. 
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conflate just cause with right intention.  Jus post bellum discussions help to concretize or 

give evidence of the “indiscernible and immeasurable” criterion of right intention.3  In 

fact, there is some discussion among just war advocates concerning right intention and 

jus post bellum.  Those just war advocates who do not affirm the need for a new third 

category of just war thinking, namely jus post bellum, often do so because they believe 

jus post bellum concerns are already present in the tradition, primarily under the criterion 

of right intention.  What is clear, however, is that the category of jus post bellum is 

present and yet not articulated sufficiently in the tradition as it stands. 

The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is two-fold: (1) to introduce the just war 

category of jus post bellum, and, (2) to set the agenda for the remainder of this project.  

Having examined jus post bellum concerns in this chapter, we will then be able to reach 

back and begin addressing some of the concerns raised in chapter three, thus beginning 

the process of reframing the traditional debate among the interlocutors here examined.  In 

the survey of scholarship in this chapter, I concentrate on theological articulations of jus 

post bellum discussions, and make reference to other fields of thought (political science, 

international relations, etc.) as a means to illuminate the theological discussion.   

In this chapter, I highlight three topics that emerge from the theological 

development of jus post bellum ethics:  (1) Shuck’s notion of testing the tradition, (2) the 

rise of jus post bellum concerns in light of the increased frequency of genocide and 

humanitarian interventions over the past decades, and (3) the relationship between the 

phases of war, that is, how jus post bellum concerns may inform our understanding of a 

proper relationship between the various phases of war (jus in bello, jus ad bellum, and jus 

3 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 100. 
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post bellum).  These topics comprise the focal points of the remaining chapters of the 

present work. 

 
2.  Theology’s Turn to Jus Post Bellum Discussions  

The theologians introduced in this chapter are presented in roughly chronological 

order and mention of specific jus post bellum criteria are mentioned only briefly, as we 

are here concerned with how the concept of jus post bellum ethics itself has an impact on 

the larger ethical discussions of the use of force among the various positions presented in 

this project.  Beginning with Michael J. Schuck, I then turn to some of the key 

contributors in the conversation, namely Kenneth R. Himes and two former military 

chaplains.  As military chaplains, both Doug McCready and Louis V. Iasiello bring to the 

table both a theological sensibility and a knowledge of the military operational 

environment where the ethical principles of the just war tradition are largely to be 

employed.  The section concludes with an analysis of the book length engagement of post 

war justice by Mark J. Allman and Tobias L. Winright.  The work of these theologians, 

while prominent in their own right concerning their contribution to the theological 

development of post war ethics, bears relevance for this project. 

 
2a.  Michael J. Schuck 

Michael J. Schuck is notably one of the initial voices in the contemporary 

dialogue surrounding post conflict justice.  He wrote a short article in 1994, after the 

conclusion of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, noting his dismay concerning the “scandalous 

trivialization of war” displayed by General Norman Schwarzkopf’s victory march that 
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paraded down the streets of Disneyworld with Mickey Mouse and Donald Duck.4  This 

display compelled him to ask, “If Christians are called upon to probe the moral propriety 

of entering [jus ad bellum] and conducting [jus in bello] war…should they not also be 

called upon to monitor the moral propriety of concluding a war through some set of jus 

post bellum principles?”5   

He responds to his own question, asserting, “postwar behavior must come under 

moral scrutiny.”6  In fleshing out his proposal he offers three jus post bellum 

principles/criteria which seek to provide this needed “moral scrutiny.”  The first principle 

is that of repentance, the “centerpiece” of jus post bellum criteria, and it calls for a 

postwar posture of humility by the victors.  Echoing Augustine, Schuck notes that the 

suffering and bloodshed that occurs even in a just war is a mournful occasion.  The pain 

and suffering endured on both sides of the conflict must be given due respect.  While it 

may be appropriate to celebrate the return of sons and daughters from the field of battle, 

this principle rules out any ostentatious nationalistic celebrations of victory.  Schuck’s 

insistence on a posture of humility and sensitivity to all parties involved in the conflict 

establishes the preliminary foundation to allow for postwar healing to occur.7  

                                                           
4 Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 982. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
7  Schuck inquires, “Did Augustine not say that even a just war constitutes a mournful occasion?” 

(982).  Precisely what constitutes this mournful occasion and the connection with repentance is not a settled 
matter.  For instance, for a critique of Schuck’s reading on Augustinian repentance in connection with a just 
war, see Darrell Cole, “War and Intention,” in International Studies Association (presented at the 
International Studies Association, New York, NY, 2009), 20–22.  For Cole’s own position on the matter, 
see Darrell Cole, “Just War, Penance, and the Church,” Pro Ecclesia 11, no. 3 (Summer 2002): 313–28.  
Likewise, some find “the criterion of repentance (as distinguished from humility) problematic…So 
repentance is an inappropriate criterion if the decision to go to war met jus ad bellum criteria and if the 
fighting itself compiled (for the most part) with jus in bello criteria.  The victor might regret war had 
become necessary, but the victor should not feel a need to repent of doing the right thing,” McCready, 
“Ending the War Right,” 71.  A contemporary classic concerning “penance” is Bernard J. Verkamp, “Moral 
Treatment of Returning Warriors in the Early Middle Ages,” The Journal of Religious Ethics 16 (Fall 
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Schuck’s second principle is the principle of honorable surrender, which seeks to 

minimize the possibility of future conflict and protects the fundamental human rights of 

the vanquished.  To this end, Schuck believes, “Victors would be expected to construct 

the terms and method of surrender in a manner that protects the fundamental human 

rights of the vanquished.”8  The ending of a war should have built into it mechanisms that 

seek to minimize the possibility of future conflict.  For example, overzealous terms of 

surrender could foster feelings of strife and disgrace on the part of the vanquished.  

Therefore, terms of surrender should seek to foster the hope of a peaceful and 

harmonious future.9   

Furthermore, the principle of honorable surrender would rule out overly punitive 

terms in treaties ending wars.  Measures meant to humiliate the defeated would be 

prohibited.  He mentions the 1919 Versailles Treaty in this regard and he also provides, 

as an example, the dignified salute of Union Major General (MG) Joshua L. Chamberlain 

to Confederate MG John B. Gordon at the surrender of the Confederate troops at the end 

of the Civil War at the Appomattox Courthouse, April 12, 1865.10 

                                                                                                                                                                             
1988): 223–45.  This work was later expanded, see Bernard J. Verkamp, Moral Treatment of Returning 
Warriors in Early Medieval and Modern Times (University of Scranton Press, 2006).  

8 Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 982. 
9 For difficulties associated with building a case for humanitarian intervention exclusively on 

abstract, universal conceptions of human rights, see Jean Bethke Elshtain, “Just War and Humanitarian 
Intervention,” Ideas: The National Humanities Center 8, no. 2 (2001): 1-21.  Daniel Philpott argues for the 
superiority of "religious traditions, particularly the Abrahamic traditions, Judaism, Christianity, and Isalm" 
over "the liberal human rights tradition" concerning post war reconciliation.  See his “Religion, 
Reconciliation, and Transitional Justice: The State of the Field,” Social Science Research Council Working 
Papers (October 17, 2007): 1-46 and “An Ethic of Political Reconciliation,” Ethics & International Affairs 
23, no. 4 (December 2009): 389-407. 

10  Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 982-983.  Iasiello 
also mentions the difficulties associated with the ending of WW I and subsequent unrest due in no small 
part to the punitive nature of the Treaty of Versailles, Louis V. Iasiello, “Jus Post Bellum: The Moral 
Responsibilities of Victors in War,” Naval War College Review 57 (2004): 37-8. 

For more on the difficulties of unconditional surrender, see Elizabeth Anscombe, “Mr. Truman’s 
Decree,” in Ethics Across Cultures, ed. Michael Brannigan (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2004); ibid.; 
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Connected with the terms of an honorable surrender is Schuck’s third principle, 

the principle of restoration.  He notes, “The horrible effects of war on the former fields of 

battle continue long after the surrender.”11  The defeated, many of them innocent non-

combatants, are left to contend with the aftermath of a war torn landscape.  For example, 

there may be unexploded ordinance, unspent shell casings, and landmines remaining 

throughout the countryside.  At a minimum, the principle of restoration would entail 

returning to the field of battle and removing the implements of war (landmines, etc.).  In 

some cases, the victors would be called upon to assist in rebuilding the social 

infrastructure of the defeated nation.12 

Schuck believes these three jus post bellum principles/criteria could serve to 

achieve two goals.  First, the principles “could expand – like the already existing jus ad 

bellum and jus in bello principles – the moral sensibilities of people who believe that war, 

while evil, is sometimes necessary for the protection of human life.”13  He does not 

elaborate upon this important and positive functioning element of just war thinking, but 

he rather moves on to the second desired goal.14 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Elizabeth Anscombe, “War and Murder,” in The Morality of War: Classical and Contemporary Readings, 
ed. Larry May (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 2006), cited in  Andrew Fiala, “Practical Pacifism, 
Jus in Bello, and Citizen Responsibility: The Case of Iraq,” Ethical Perspectives 13, no. 4 (2006): 697 n 11. 

11 Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 983. 
12 Ibid., 983. 
13 Ibid. 
14 That Schuck does not emphasize the goal that adds to the positive function of the just war 

tradition is perhaps due to his opinion towards the just war tradition as a whole.  Later in the article he 
questions the moral adequacy of the tradition as a whole, but nonetheless concludes, “the theory is with us 
and will no doubt remain so for some time to come” (984).  He also notes “the surprising editorial in the 
Vatican-connected Jesuit publication La Civiltà Cattolica which, soon after the gulf war, called for the 
abandonment of the theory” (984).  For a rebuttal to the claims of La Civiltà Cattolica, see Patrick J. Dolan, 
Just War Theory in the Gulf War Debate: A Review and Assessment (Romae: Pontificia Studiorum 
Universitas a Sancto Thoma Aquinate in Urbe, 1997). 
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In the second place, he writes, “the principles could serve as a litmus test for the 

sincerity of the just war claims made before and during the conflict.”15  He introduces this 

litmus test at two levels, the national and individual.  Concerning the national level, he 

places emphasis upon the relationship between the various phases of conflict.  He writes, 

According to existing just war theory, disproportionate and indiscriminate 
violence in the conduct of war discredits moral claims for entering the war.  
Abuse of the jus post bellum principles would do the same.  Would this not 
establish for subsequent discussions of war a higher moral standard, one that 
would probe deeper into the victor’s actual motives?16 
 

How one wages a war (jus in bello) may reveal one’s true motives leading up to the war 

(jus ad bellum).  The moral justifications presented for having entered into a war may 

become tainted or diminished if in the prosecution of the war one utilizes 

disproportionate and indiscriminate violence.  One’s actions in the war may speak loudly 

concerning one’s true motives for entering the war.  The moral conduct in one phase 

affects the conduct in other phases.17  As such, how one understands the relationship 

between the various phases of war (jus ad bellum, jus in bello, and jus post bellum) is 

important as it can influence one’s understanding of the telos of just war reasoning.  As I 

argue in chapter five, a chronological understanding of the relationship between the 

various phases of war may lead to some troubling and disjointed conclusions. 

The litmus test for the individual soldier centers around the just war criterion of 

right intent.  Schuck notes, “the critical factor [for Augustine] in determining the 
                                                           

15 Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,” 983.  See also 
Carsten Stahn, “The Future of Jus Post Bellum” in Jus Post Bellum: Towards a Law of Transition from 
Conflict to Peace, where Stahn writes, “the anticipated ‘post bellum’ must coincide with ad bellum 
obligations” (233).  Stahn is writing within the context of a discussion concerning what is the appropriate 
transition between phases.  That is, when does ad bellum end and in bello begin, and when do jus post 
bellum issues begin/end?  Likewise, concerning the importance of jus post bellum concerns, Stahan writes, 
“Jus post bellum can no longer be seen as a mere annex to jus ad bellum and jus in bello” (233). 

16 Ibid., 983. 
17 Ibid. 



 
 

105 
 

possibility of a person’s involvement in a war as a Christian is attitude…As a result, 

Augustinian thought may well accommodate the jus post bellum principles as a test for 

discerning the warrior’s true attitudes before and during war.”18  While Augustine did not 

bequeath to later generations a complete just war doctrine, he did establish many of the 

key principles that were later developed more fully.19 

 
2b.  Kenneth R. Himes 

 
Writing in the aftermath of the first Persian Gulf War, Schuck’s concern, in a post 

war context, was how to govern morally one’s actions after the war.  A little more than a 

decade later, on what would turn out to be the eve of a U.S. led invasion of Iraq, Kenneth 

R. Himes drew upon the emerging category of jus post bellum.  Himes, this time in a pre-

war context, looked to the usefulness of jus post bellum moral considerations. 

Himes noted that the just war tradition was being employed to argue for both 

support and opposition to the war.  As he understood the debate, those arguing in favor of 

the Iraq war did so by appealing to jus ad bellum “in a new way,” a broader conception of 

just cause, namely regime change.  He further notes, “One formulation of opposition to 

the war also offers something new, a style of argument suggesting the need for a third 

category of just war principles, a jus post bellum, to govern right action after war.”20 

Himes began his historical reconstruction of just cause, therefore, with Pius XII.21  

In the wake of the wreckage of two world wars, questions concerning the legitimate use 

of force came under heavy scrutiny.  Force itself was perceived as a problem.  Catholics 

                                                           
18 Ibid., 983 and 984. 
19 Ibid., 983. 
20 Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War Tradition.” 
21 Ibid.   
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came to an increased agreement that just cause should be narrowly conceived, almost 

exclusively in terms of self-defense.22  In the ensuing Cold War, threats of nuclear war 

tended to reinforce the narrowly conceived criterion of just cause to self-defense.23 

At the same time, some begin to make appeals to revolution and secession as a 

means of liberation from harsh regimes.  At times, it was difficult to make a case for 

revolution in the shadow of the superpowers of East and West.  However, Paul VI and 

others eventually affirmed that not all revolutions were in violation of the just cause 

principle.  Thus, the recognition of the possible justness of revolution constituted the 

initial widening of just cause beyond self-defense exclusively.24 

In the 1990s, understandings of just cause would widen even more.  Given the 

atrocities and genocide in Bosnia, Rwanda, and other nations, there was increased 

pressure placed upon the U.S. and other countries to stop this horrific killing.  A pressing 

moral argument emerged, namely, despotic rulers should not be allowed to hide behind 

international law and the notion of national sovereignty. 

Therefore, this argument resulted in the conclusion that a country no longer had to 

wait to be attacked in order for there to be a just cause, self-defense.  This paved the way 

for a new argument for the justification of war, namely humanitarian intervention.  As 

Himes notes, “The most obvious and agreed upon example of humanitarian crisis is 

genocide.”25  Thus, John Paul II endorsed humanitarian intervention as a just cause for 

war in the case of genocide.  In the case of genocide, humanitarian intervention is rarely 
                                                           

22 Himes notes in this regard, John Courtney Murray, We Hold These Truths, 2nd ed. (Garden 
City, N.Y.: Doubleday Image, 1964). 

23 Himes, “Intervention, Just War, and U.S. National Security,” 142. 
24 Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War Tradition.” 
25 Kenneth R. Himes, “The Morality of Humanitarian Intervention,” Theological Studies 55 

(1994): 100. 
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questioned.  However, there remains debate concerning the just cause of humanitarian 

intervention in matters of “abuses of lesser magnitude” than genocide.26  

Further, Himes notes that in the run up to the Iraq war, there were arguments 

being offered which sought to move the category of just cause wider still.  A new case for 

just cause emerged, namely, what came to be termed “regime change.”27  In this context, 

Himes highlights what columnist George Will characterized as “The uniquely virulent 

constellation of four factors – Hussein’s character, the terrorists’ culture and apparatus of 

terrorism, and the technologies of mass destruction developed in the last 57 years – 

constitute of new kind of casus belli.”28  However, Himes goes on to argue that all of the 

“four factors,” save one, are present elsewhere in the world.  What makes the case against 

Iraq unique?  Himes claims the only factor unique to the Iraq situation is “the character of 

Saddam Hussein.”  Therefore, Himes concludes, the real issue is what to do with an evil 

dictator.29 

                                                           
26 Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War Tradition.” 
27 In itself, regime change is not a totally innovative policy for the United States.  In operation 

“Just Cause,” the United States military removed Manuel Noriega from power in Panama.  Himes notes 
other “covert means” employed in the 1950s into countries like Guatemala and Iran to implement changes 
in regimes.  “What is new,” Himes continues, “is the rationale.  In the past the explanation for United States 
intervention was the establishment of regional stability or the defense of human rights, or, rarely admitted, 
protection of economic interests.  Now the ‘casus belli’ is that unless we act a country will obtain weapons 
of mass destruction that will embolden a tyrant.  The cause for war is a future danger,” Ibid. 

28 Ibid.  Himes is quoting George Will, “Unprecedented Yet Defensible,” Sun Sentinel, September 
1, 2002, www.articles.sun-sentinel.com/2002-09-01/news/0208290889_1_regime-change-second-world-
war-iraq. 

29 Himes is not along in his assessment.  James Turner Johnson, “Humanitarian Intervention after 
Iraq: Just War and International Law Perspectives,” Journal of Military Ethics 5 (June 2006): 114–127, 
identifies three arguments for the use of force against Saddam Hussein in Iraq presented by President 
George W. Bush: “to preempt the likely use of weapons of mass destruction that regime either possessed or 
was actively seeking; to punish the Iraqi dictator for his repeated flouting of a number of UN Security 
Council resolutions dating to Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait in 1990, the military action to restore 
Kuwait, and the cease-fire that ended that military action; and to halt and punish the Hussein regime’s 
numerous and egregious violations of basic human rights of both Iraqis and citizens of neighboring states” 
(114).  Johnson goes on to contend that “any claim of humanitarian intervention [by the Bush 
administration] was never taken seriously; it was mere window-dressing for the real aims defined by power 
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Further, Himes notes that at least two camps exist: those calling for regime 

change and those seeking to employ a policy of containment.30  The notion of regime 

change falls within a category of pre-emption.  In considering pre-emption, there are 

generally two factors to be considered: the scale of the threat and the proximity or 

imminent nature of the threat.31  Himes notes some historical illustrations that have been 

employed to support the rationale for pre-emption:  Israel’s pre-emptive attack on Egypt 

in the Six Days War and the Cuban missile crisis.  Hypothetical illustrations are Pearl 

Harbor and the attacks on the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001.  That is, had 

the United States known these attacks were about to occur, she would have acted to 

prevent them.  The impending attacks would seem to satisfy the criterion of just cause, as 

Himes notes, “Just war theory acknowledges that the aggressor is not always the one who 

actually fires the first shot.”32  He further acknowledges that there may be cases where 

pre-emption may be morally justified.  He warns, however, that, “The example of U.S. 

action will certainly be used as a precedent for others to cite in permitting future pre-

emptive strikes…An international order where pre-emption becomes more commonplace 

is not a stable future.”33  He continues, 

Properly understood, preemption is an extension of the right of self-
defense…Preventative war is different.  Preventative war is meant to avoid some 

                                                                                                                                                                             
politics” (116).  The real aim, Johnson argues, of the invasion of Iraq was the “use of force to oust Saddam 
Hussein and his regime” (115). 

30 As Himes observed at the time, “In the minds of many leaders regime change is not a valid 
cause for war…It is this description [i.e. regime change] of justifying cause for war that has caused the rift 
between the U.S. and most of its allies…Most Western allies, not to mention Arab leaders, advocate a 
policy of containment rather than removal of Hussein,” Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War 
Tradition.” 

31 Himes writes, “The case for pre-emption, then, is that a threat involves danger that is serious 
and the likelihood of occurrence is high in the future if not in the immediate situation,” Ibid.  

32 Ibid. 
33 Ibid. 
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eventual or possible outcome that a state views as undesirable.  It is an attack 
launched in response to a future (and uncertain) threat.  Preventive war leads to a 
focus on capability not intent.  The result is a cycle of escalation as mutual fear of 
attack puts all parties on edge.34   

 
To summarize Himes’ narrative, then, just cause was narrowly conceived as self-

defense with Pius XII.  In the decades following World War II, advocates for political 

revolution argued their case for justifiable wars of liberation.  As such, Paul VI and 

others in the Catholic hierarchy did not rule out all such revolutions as comporting with 

the criterion of just cause.  Then came the issue of humanitarian intervention in light of 

the genocides of the 1990s.  Pushing the boundaries of just cause even further, some 

called for pre-emption and even preventative wars.35 

The intensified discussion concerning humanitarian intervention being a just 

cause has prompted a new set of concerns.  As Himes notes,  

One result of the debates over humanitarian intervention has been greater 
attention to the aftermath of war.  The question of what was achieved by 
humanitarian intervention is important, especially since the purpose was to 
enhance the well-being of people rather than punish or vanquish them.  The 
humanitarian basis for recent armed conflict has pushed a new set of issues into 
the forefront, issues which the just war tradition must take into account.36   
 
From the above quote, one can see that Himes links the post-war situation with 

the jus ad bellum criterion of just cause.  Himes supports Schuck’s three principles and 

                                                           
34 Himes, “Intervention, Just War, and U.S. National Security,” 148.  The issue of pre-emption is 

not entirely novel in the just war tradition.  However, it has been argued that the distinction between 
preemptive and preventive war is a modern distinction, one made apparent by the analysis of Walzer, Just 
and Unjust Wars, 74–85.  While it would be anachronistic to claim such a distinction exists in the classical 
Christian just war tradition, some have argued that the distinction is at least “highly suggestive” within the 
Augustinian corpus.  J. Warren Smith, “Augustine and the Limits of Preemptive and Preventative War,” 
Journal of Religious Ethics 35, no. 1 (2007): 141–62. 

35 More recently, the boundaries have been stretched even further in attempts to proffer 
counterproliferation as a just cause, Kenneth R. Himes, “A New Casus Belli? Counterproliferation in an 
Age of Terrorism,” in Applied Ethics in a World Church: The Padua Conference, ed. Linda Hogan 
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008), 126–33. 

36 Himes, “Intervention, Just War, and U.S. National Security,” 156. 
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adds one of his own.  He argues that, in the aftermath of war, the establishment of “civil 

society” is necessary to foster the repairing and re-growth of the societal infrastructure.  

With such an infrastructure in place, citizens of that country are then able to begin to 

restore the life of the nation.  Securing domestic peace and reestablishing policing and 

judicial bodies will aid in the protection of human rights and civil liberties, and establish 

“the human infrastructure for peaceful communal life.”37 

Himes, however, also offers a cautionary word.  He affirms that nations involved 

in humanitarian intervention have moral requirements placed upon them concerning the 

nations into which they intervene.  He warns, “there are limits to what one nation can do 

for another.”  Furthermore, he notes, “Stability, democracy, and prosperity – such hopes 

and goals are estimable.  But how realistic?  Iraq is rife with ethnic leaders who would 

see the end of Hussein as an opportunity to promote their particular faction’s agenda not 

build a nation”38  

 
2c.  Louis V. Iasiello 

Subsequent thinkers offered various lists of jus post bellum criteria and began to 

move beyond general principles to offer specific recommendations for action.  While 

establishing specific jus post bellum criteria is not a trivial matter, my purposes here are 

more foundational.  In what follows I will highlight key themes in the development of jus 

post bellum concerns that will be elaborated upon in later chapters, and only briefly 

enumerate particular criteria themselves.  To do so, I turn to Louis V. Iasiello. 

                                                           
37 Ibid. 
38 Himes, “The Case of Iraq and the Just War Tradition.” 
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Like Schuck, Reverend Louis V. Iasiello, OFM, Rear Admiral (Ret), former Chief 

of Navy Chaplains, also believes the current just war theory needs to be supplemented by 

certain precepts that address the moral and ethical responsibilities of the post war 

situation.  Iasiello grounds the need for further development in the just war theory, 

namely jus post bellum principles, in his understanding of the nature of just war theory 

itself and his emphasis upon right intention. 

Concerning the nature of the just war theory itself, Iasiello writes, “Taken 

together, the categories of jus ad bellum and jus in bello define what is traditionally 

considered the theory of just war.  It is a theory that transcends creed, culture, and 

politics, an ever-evolving philosophy historically adapted and revised to reflect the ever-

changing geopolitical realities faced by those who apply its principles.”39  While he 

acknowledges the universal and transcendent character of just war theory, it is his 

emphasis on the historical adaptability to the changing geopolitical environment that sets 

the agenda for the need for jus post bellum criteria. 

First, Iasiello notes the dominance of the West in contemporary warfare.  He 

writes, “military victories on the battlefield are virtually assured for the United States and 

its allies,” and, “it is no longer a question of if its [America and her allies’] military will 

win its major battles but of when and how.”40  Whereas in years past the overarching 

question concerned the outcome of the war, that is, who would win and who would lose, 

more recently attention has been focused elsewhere.  Questions concerning duration of 

the conflict and number of wounded have become the focus of attention.  According to 

                                                           
39 Iasiello, “Jus Post Bellum: The Moral Responsibilities of Victors in War,” 37. 
40 Ibid., 34 and 33 respectively.  Emphasis original. 
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Iasiello, given this current geopolitical reality, the U.S. and perhaps the West, must begin 

to devote more time to the oft-neglected category of post-war planning and execution.41   

Second, he recalls the protean nature of the just war tradition and highlights its 

dismal track record in this and the past century to adapt itself to the “ever-changing 

geopolitical realities.”42  He notes the lack of post war vision in the punitive terms of the 

Treaty of Versailles which was adopted at the conclusion of World War I.  He likewise 

notes the swift and decisive military victories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, and further 

notes the post conflict turmoil that persisted and persists still in these countries.  The new 

challenges faced in these conflicts have further necessitated the need for robust reflection 

upon the post-conflict situation.  Thus, the macro observations concerning the West and 

modern warfare and the more specific micro observations concerning the current wars in 

the Middle East have served to hasten the need for post-conflict reflection. 

Post-conflict deliberation does not pertain only to the end of war.  Iasiello writes,  

From war’s inception (jus ad bellum) and throughout its prosecution (jus in bello), 
the goal of all should be the establishment of a just and lasting peace.  Therefore, 
the long-term consequences of even a justified use of force require that just 
intention extend into the post bellum stage, thus demanding our consideration of a 
third category of just war theory (jus post bellum).43   
 

In short, nations must begin to recognize the need to exercise foresight in their war 

planning.  Even before a war begins, leaders must begin to plan for the termination phase 

of the war.  Likewise, throughout the execution of the war, it is essential that nations fight 

wars in a manner that is conducive to a positive post war environment.  Thus, Iasiello 

                                                           
41 Ibid., 34. 
42 Ibid., 37. 
43 Ibid., 39. 
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rightly emphasizes the connectedness of all phases of war.  The planning and execution 

in one phase influences the success, planning, and execution of other phases as well.44 

Iasiello goes on to enumerate seven jus post bellum criteria: (1) a healing mind-

set, (2) just restoration, (3) safeguarding the innocent, (4) respect for the environment, (5) 

post bellum justice, (6) warrior transition, and (7) the lessons of war.45  Once again, while 

specific criteria are not unimportant, in subsequent chapters it is Iasiello’s emphasis on 

right intention and his discerning of the need for jus post bellum insights via the changing 

geopolitical climate that will receive further analysis.  One of the changes he mentions is 

humanitarian intervention.  For example, he believes that stopping genocide constitutes a 

just intention.  Therefore, he is willing to claim that “today’s political climate demands 

we move from a presumption against the use of force to a presumption for justice.”46 

 
2d.  Doug McCready 

Similar to Iasiello, Doug McCready, a retired Army Reserve Chaplain, likewise 

emphasizes the importance of recognizing the connectedness of the various stages of war.  

He writes,  

The prewar and combat phase elements of the just war tradition are not 
independent…If peace is the desired end of every war, is it not incumbent upon 
the political leadership to consider what that peace might look like, whether it is 
attainable, and what means of prosecuting the war is most conducive to achieving 
it?47 
 

What McCready is driving at is the reality that when wars are concluded poorly the risk 

of future carnage is often amplified.  The reasons a nation decides to enter into a conflict 

                                                           
44 Ibid. 
45 Ibid., 40–51. 
46 Ibid., 39. 
47 McCready, “Ending the War Right,” 72. 
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will influence how that same nation determines its actions in prosecuting that conflict.  

What is more, contemplating the potential jus post bellum environment prior to the 

instigation of hostilities will likely encourage politicians to seek sensible and realistic 

goals.  Also, consideration of the end of the conflict will affect the “why” of choosing to 

go to war.  And further, the way a nation conducts itself in war, including the choice and 

implementation of weapons and tactics, treatment of prisoners of war, consideration of 

noncombatants, and environmental concerns, has the potential to enhance or degrade the 

possibility of post war peace.48 

McCready’s selection of jus post bellum criteria is informed by his emphasis on 

the relationship of the phases of war and his care not to confound the means with the 

ends.  His first jus post bellum criterion is right intention, which “addresses attitudes, not 

actions.”49  Second, he calls for retributive justice that includes both accountability and 

compensation but stops short of making specific recommendations that result in a 

confusion of means and ends.  For example, while a democratic government or war 

crimes trials are important issues to consider, to make either a requirement post bellum is 

to confuse the means with the ends.  The end is a more just social situation; a democratic 

government may or may not be the best instrument in accomplishing this end.  Likewise, 

while war crimes trials may be appropriate in bringing about post war justice, truth 

commissions may be more suitable in other situations.50  Third, he calls for the 

reestablishment of political, economic, and social infrastructures, something akin to 

                                                           
48 Ibid. 
49 Ibid., 74. 
50 Kellogg, “Jus Post Bellum: The Importance of War Crimes Trials.”  Kellogg calls specifically 

for war crimes trials as part of his articulation of jus post bellum criteria. 



 
 

115 
 

Himes’ “creat[ing] space for civil society.”51  The intent being to create a domestic 

environment post bellum which will enhance the prospects of a peaceful outlook and 

diminish the likelihood of sowing the seeds of future violence.52 

 

2e.  Mark J. Allman and Tobias L. Winright 

Mark J. Allen and Tobias L. Winright offer one of the first book length 

engagements with jus post bellum from a specifically Christian theological perspective.  

Noting the lacuna concerning theological material in this regard, they write, “Since 

[Schuck’s article], mostly philosophers, political theorists, international law scholars, and 

military scientists have treated this neglected dimension of just war, while bishops and 

theologians have largely been silent on the issue.”53  They further note the minimalist 

structure of much of this work and seek to offer a more theologically and morally robust 

account of post war ethics.54 

They write from the Christian just war tradition, evidencing sympathies towards 

just peacekeeping and just policing, and the U. S. Catholic Bishop’s pastoral letter The 

Challenge of Peace.  While the just war tradition and pacifism may disagree about the 

justifiable use of force, Allen and Winright notes points of convergence in the just war 

tradition and pacifism and claim that both agree with “just peacekeeping.”  They further 

note that Christian pacifists with just war tendencies are often sympathetic with “the 

responsibility to protect” (R2P) and humanitarian intervention.55 

                                                           
51 McCready, “Ending the War Right,” 74. 
52 Ibid., 74–75. 
53 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 12. 
54 Ibid., 12. 
55 Ibid., 3–13. 
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Before rehearsing their own jus post bellum proposal, Allen and Winright provide 

a review of the just war tradition and the burgeoning category of jus post bellum.56 In the 

course of explicating their account of a jus post bellum ethic they rehearse some of the 

nascent elements of jus post bellum ethics that are present in the just war tradition.57  In 

surveying the current literature, they provide analysis of works from various authors in 

philosophy, political science, and international relations.58   

Their four jus post bellum criteria are:  the just cause principle, the reconciliation 

phase, the punishment phase, and the restoration phase.  In the following, I treat in depth 

only their just cause principle as it is the most pertinent principle for the project at hand.  

And as Allman and Winright claim, the other criteria “are the natural consequences of the 

just cause principle and are best characterized by phases.”59 

Allen and Winright model their jus post bellum just cause principle on the jus ad 

bellum principle of just cause.  They believe actions post bellum can affect the moral 

standing of the larger war project, and, more specifically, they suggest that “the ‘good’ of 

a just war (ad bellum and in bello) can be undone post bellum.”60  They offer three 

objectives for the post bellum just cause.  The first objective of the post bellum just cause 

principle is accountability and the authors have two primary issues in mind.  

Accountability serves to ensure that the victor achieves the stated objectives of the jus ad 

bellum just cause.  If the victor fails to follow through in accomplishing the stated jus ad 

                                                           
56 Ibid., 21–56. 
57 Ibid., 58–66. 
58 Some of the interlocutors reviewed include: Brian Orend, Gary Bass, Mark Evans, Alex 

Bellamy, and Barrel Mollendorf, Ibid., 66–74.  For references to some of the pertinent literature, see 
“Chapter 1:  Introduction” to this project. 

59 Ibid., 101. 
60 Ibid., 86. 
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bellum just cause, the morality of the war may be in jeopardy.  This facet of 

accountability seeks to ensure that victors follow through and accomplish post bellum 

what they claim they will do ad bellum.61 

Further, accountability seeks to temper the ad bellum just cause claims.  In other 

words, if a nation claims the establishment of a democratic government as one of its just 

causes, then the nation has a moral obligation to stick around to ensure that this will 

happen.  While the establishment of democracy may be a noble objective, claiming such 

will place heavy post bellum requirements upon a nation.  Grand ad bellum just cause(s) 

make for much greater post bellum responsibilities on behalf of the victor.  As such, this 

facet of just cause accountability seeks to encourage leaders to think through the entire 

process (ad bellum, in bello, and post bellum) of accomplishing ad bellum just cause 

claims.62 

The second and third objectives of the post bellum just cause principle are “a 

means of restraint” and “proportionality.”  With these principles, the authors are seeking 

to ensure that no unjust gains are taken by the victor.  The authors note, “To go beyond 

what was identified as the just cause would be an act of aggression” and “Once a nation 

has achieved its declared mission, the conflict must end.”63  The authors give as an 

example the 1991 Gulf War, noting that had President George H. Bush ordered U.S. 

troops to march on Bagdad after the liberation of Kuwait was accomplished, it would 

have been an “act of aggression,” as “additional gains would be unjust.”64  The third 

objective, proportionality, calls for “measured and restrained” post war actions on the 
                                                           

61 Ibid., 87. 
62 Ibid., 87–88. 
63 Ibid., 88. 
64 Ibid. 
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part of the victor.  For example, unconditional surrender and demonizing the enemy are 

ruled out.65 

The author’s then go on to elaborate some of the practical implications of such a 

principle.  For example, they state, “Having a publicly declared post bellum plan in place 

before the shooting starts is essential to create an environment in which the nearly 

vanquished will see surrender as a viable option.”66  Encouraging nations to set out post 

bellum plans in advance is a welcomed development, they relate, in that it at least begins 

the process of thinking about post bellum issues before the conflict starts.  However, it is 

also problematic in that war is a rather unpredictable beast at times.  A host of questions 

surface at this juncture:  Is a nation morally (and/or legally) responsible for post bellum 

claims made prior to the war if, during the course of the war, the nation becomes 

incapable of meeting such claims?  Additionally, the tides of war often change, and 

frequently so.  How is a nation to know what the post bellum situation will look like once 

the war begins?  What if other nations join the fight?  Is the nation still held accountable 

to its original post bellum claims made prior to the war?  Some of these concerns are not 

lost on Allman and Winright, as will be seen in their critique of Orend below. 

One of the important aspects of positing a post bellum just cause principle and its 

close relationship with the ad bellum just cause principle, is that it serves to highlight the 

importance of the relationship of the phases of war (ad bellum, in bello, and post bellum).  

To illuminate the importance of these relationships, I briefly rehearse below Brian 

Orend’s account, which serves as the foundation against which Allman and Winright 

critically develop their own account. 
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Allam and Winright give examples of what they discern to be, on the one hand, a 

too loose association of the phases of war, and on the other hand, a too rigid association.  

Michael Walzer’s work is representative of a loose association of the phases (e.g. Walzer 

does not believe that soldiers should be held accountable for jus ad bellum concerns, only 

jus in bello concerns).  Therefore, Allman and Winright find his position to be 

disquieting.  Briand Orend, on the other hand, discerns such a great connection between 

each of the three phases that he claims that to fail in one area (ad bellum, in bello, or post 

bellum) constitutes a moral failure of the entire endeavor.  Allman and Winright find this 

approach troubling as well.67  

To make room for their constructive project, Allman and Winright highlight four 

areas in which Orend seeks to link the three phases of war.68   First, for Orend the jus ad 

bellum criterion of just cause ties all three phases or categories together.  Just cause is the 

criterion.  If the just cause is tainted, then it in turn taints the rest of the moral categories 

involved.  In other words, while meeting the moral demands of a just cause does not 

ensure the morality of the rest of the war categories, to fail at the fountain of just cause is 

to pollute the moral waters of the rest of the categories of just war.69 

                                                           
67 Ibid., 90–91. 
68 Orend’s work includes:  Brian Orend, The Morality of War (Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview 

Press, 2006); Brian Orend, “Jus Post Bellum: The Perspective of a Just-War Theorist,” Leiden Journal of 
International Law 20, no. 3 (September 2007): 571–591; Brian Orend, “Jus Post Bellum,” Journal of Social 
Philosophy 31, no. 1 (Spring 2000): 117–137; Brian Orend, “Kant’s Ethics of War and Peace,” Journal of 
Military Ethics 3, no. 2 (2004): 161–77; Brian Orend, “Kant’s Just War Theory,” Journal of the History of 
Philosophy 37, no. 2 (April 1999): 323–53; Orend, War and International Justice.  Concerning the relation 
of just cause and right intention, Orend defines right intention as such, “A state may go to war only with the 
intention of upholding its just cause,” Orend, “Kant’s Ethics of War and Peace,” 170.  On this point see 
also, Orend, “Kant’s Just War Theory,” 346; Orend, War and International Justice, 49. 

69 Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 92.  Orend uses images of a virus and the crucial 
opening notes of a musical performance that set the tone to illustrate the polluting effects of a faulty just 
cause. 
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Second, Orend believes that a nation should set out jus post bellum and jus in 

bello criteria as part of the ad bellum justification.  Allman and Winright agree with this 

approach as long as it aids in minimizing just war language being used as “moral 

camouflage for political realism.”70  Allman and Winright understand the precarious 

nature of warfare, that things on the ground change, often times frequently and quickly.  

Therefore, they recognize the difficulty in requiring a nation to make post bellum 

predictions in the ad bellum phase.  Additionally, they note a potential detrimental effect 

of such an insistence as well.   

Third, for Orend, while a nation may have multiple causes and intentions for 

waging a war, these should be limited.  There should be a set of primary reasons or 

objectives that are closely adhered to.  This will limit the “scatter shot” approach, just 

throwing out reasons hoping that one will stick and garner public sentiment.  Finally, 

Orend believes that the primary responsibility for jus post bellum requirements reside 

with the politicians, and not the soldiers in the field or military leaders.71 

In sum, Allman and Winright are critical of Orend’s account for two basic 

reasons: Orend’s heavy emphasis on just cause and his ethical purism.  First, Orend 

privileges the criterion of just cause by making all the other just war criteria contingent 

upon just cause.  While Orend privileges the jus ad bellum criteria, particularly just 

cause, Allman and Winright affirm the equal importance of all the criteria.  Second, 

Orend’s ethic purism asserts that failure in one area (ad bellum, in bello, or post bellum) 

constitutes a failure in all areas and this renders the moral prosecution of war virtually 

impossible.  Allman and Winright note that while Orend’s ethical purism may be 
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theoretically neat and tiny and somewhat satisfying, it does not comport with practical 

reality.  In response, Allman and Winright draw upon Reinhold Niebuhr’s conception of 

imperfect justice and assert, “a dose of realism takes just war theory out of the ivory 

tower and brings it down into the mud and blood of human existence.”72 

They posit a “sliding scale” of just war.  On the high end of the scale is a perfectly 

just war, which would be one that fulfills all the just war criteria in all phases of war (ad 

bellum, in bello, and post bellum).  On the lowest end of the scale would be the perfectly 

unjust war, one that fails all just war criteria in every phase of the war (ad bellum, in 

bello, and post bellum).  In between the two extremes are imperfectly just wars and unjust 

wars.  The authors claim to aim for imperfectly just wars.73 

Thus, while Allman and Winright emphasize a thick relationship between the 

various phases of war, they also recognize that perfect justice is not possible this side of 

the eschaton.  However, as their sliding scale indicates, there are better and worse 

instances of “imperfect justice.”  That is, “‘imperfect justice’ is not synonymous with 

‘unjust.’”74  

 
3.  Conclusion 

This chapter sought to accomplish a two-fold task: (1) to introduce the concept of 

jus post bellum and, in doing so, (2) to establish the foundation for the remainder of this 

project which will be built.  The following chapter takes up, among the various proposals 

set out in the first part of this project, a discussion of the relationship of the phases of war 

                                                           
72 Ibid., 95.  They also draw upon the phrases of John DiIulio (“tolerably just”), John Langan 

(“imperfectly just”), and Evans (“suboptimal acceptable peace”) , 95. 
73 Ibid., 98. 
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and how certain elements from within the just war tradition and jus post bellum principles 

may expand our moral sensibilities concerning the ethical use of force.  Once this is 

accomplished, I will move on to engage the burgeoning concept of humanitarian 

intervention in chapter six.   

In the introduction to this chapter, I mentioned the presence of nascent elements 

of jus post bellum within the just war tradition.  There is, however, variance within the 

tradition as to how these elements are to be appropriated in the contemporary context.  

On the one hand, there are those who believe that post bellum responsibilities are 

encapsulated within the classic just war tradition, particularly with the criterion of right 

intention.75  On the other hand, there are those who, while not denying the presence of 

elements of post war responsibility already within the just war tradition, are calling for a 

new third category of just war reasoning with its own set of distinct criteria.76  Whether a 

new third category is required remains unclear.  What is clear, however, is that the 

                                                           
75 For instance, James Turner Johnson writes, “That means coming to terms with what is necessary 

to rebuild such societies after the fighting has been ended.  Sometimes this is described as the problem of 
jus post bellum, though in my judgment it is already implied in the classic just war conception that the use 
of armed force is justified only when it aims at restoring or establishing peace.  However it is named, 
though, the implications for such rebuilding are already present in the idea of the end of peace as a 
necessary justifying cause for resort to armed force,” James Turner Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: 
Just War in Historical Perspective, Justice, International Law and Global Security (Burlington, VT: 
Ashgate, 2011), 166.  Elsewhere, he writes, “When we consider it closely, the just war thought sets a high 
bar for a contemporary conception of responsibilities after armed conflict.  Just as the classic conception of 
just war includes both what came to be designated jus ad bellum and jus in bello, it also includes what is 
now being called jus post bellum,” James Turner Johnson, “Moral Responsibility After Conflict: The Idea 
of Jus Post Bellum for the Twenty-First Century,” in Ethics Beyond War’s End, ed. Eric Patterson 
(Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2012), 21.  See also, “In the shadow of the invasion of 
Iraq in 2003,, some would now add a third class of criteria regarding justice in the aftermath of war (ius 
post bellum).  Since I think that these are already implicit in the ad bellum requirement of right intention, I 
do not accept the proposal,” Nigel Biggar, In Defense of War (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 
2013), 3. 

76 Mark J. Allman and Tobias L. Winright, After the Smoke Clears: The Just War Tradition & Post 
War Justice (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2010).  In a more recent account, in addition to a third category 
of jus post bellum, Allman and Winright have argued to add an additional fourth category dealing with 
issues of prevention, jus ante bellum.  Mark J. Allman and Tobias Winright, “Growing Edges of Just War 
Theory: Jus Ant Bellum, Jus Post Bellum, and Imperfect Justice,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 
32, no. 2 (2012): 173–91. 



 
 

123 
 

category of jus post bellum is present and yet not articulated or emphasized sufficiently in 

the tradition as it stands. 

Furthermore, care needs to be taken so as not to distort the tradition by making 

post war ethical considerations simply another jus ad bellum criterion to check off the 

laundry list of requirements.  It is difficult at best in a pre-war context to even envision 

what the post-war environment will look like, much less set concrete criteria in place 

before the conflict even begins.  However, there is a real responsibility to take accounting 

of within the just war tradition.  Johnson keenly underscores this responsibility.  He 

writes,  

Recognizing such responsibility [moral responsibility after conflict] and the 
reasons for it, moral and material, is not to specify particular kinds of action for 
particular kinds of parties that would cover all situations.  Not only would this be 
impossible to do in any detail because of the diversity of situations, but trying to 
define the responsibilities in this way would necessarily get in the way of drawing 
out the implications of the broader moral and political considerations that already 
point to such responsibility.  For this reason I am no fan of the term jus post 
bellum, because the term jus, literally “law,” it seems to imply that reflection on 
responsibilities after an armed conflict can be reduced to specific rules.  It may be 
possible to draw up such rules specifying certain kinds of behavior after certain 
conflicts, but this should be the result of decisions made on the basis of moral and 
political considerations of the conditions in each situation.  Responsibility after 
armed conflict is real, but its nature should be assessed anew for each concrete 
case.77 
 

While I do not necessarily share his aversion to the term jus post bellum, I am 

sympathetic with his reasoning.  In the following chapter, I argue that the moral 

responsibility after conflict, whether specifically articulated in terms of jus post bellum or 

note, has not been taken adequately into account in recent just war reasoning.  An 

emphasis present in the remainder of this project is to seek to call renewed attention to 
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the reality of post war ethical responsibility, that is, to reemphasize that a responsibility 

does exist. 

 The just war tradition guides our ethical deliberations concerning decisions to 

wage war, but also our actions during the conflict.  The new jus post bellum criteria 

encourage pre-war thoughtful reflection concerning the aftermath of the war.  New ideas 

and practices, however, are not to be feared because the just war theory has a long history 

of adapting to new challenges.  “It is our responsibility, as citizens and as disciples,” 

Himes writes, “to insure that the tradition develops in ways that lead to greater not less 

justice in the conduct of nations.”78   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Jus Post Bellum and Christian Perspectives on War and Peace: 
A Holistic Just War Tradition 

 
 

Peace ought to be what you want, war only what necessity demands…For you don’t seek 
peace in order to stir up war; no – war is waged in order to obtain peace.  Be a 
peacemaker, therefore, even in war, so that by conquering them you bring the benefit of 
peace even to those you defeat. 

Augustine of Hippo, Letter to Boniface 
 
 

1.  Introduction 
 
In this chapter I reach back and begin to address some of the core concerns in 

chapter three that were raised among the various interlocutors in the debate.  I accomplish 

this task by utilizing chapter four as a type of bridge.  That is, I want to see how jus post 

bellum discussions might begin to address some of the key features of the traditional 

debate between pacifism, just war, and Christian realism.  Also, in the next chapter, I will 

address new issues of concern, primarily humanitarian intervention, which have surfaced 

in connection with jus post bellum discussions. 

In this chapter I argue that various positions has come to utilize the just war 

tradition differently.  By illuminating how the just war tradition is employed by some of 

the various positions presented in this project I highlight how certain features of the 

tradition are given prominence over others.  Specifically, I argue that, on the one hand, 

John H. Yoder and the presumption against war just war camp overemphasize the 

tradition’s ability to limit the instances of war.  That is for these groups, the purpose or 

test of the just war tradition becomes its ability to say no to certain instances of war.  On 
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the other hand, proponents of the classic just war tradition have placed an overemphasis 

on the tradition’s ability to justify wars, resulting in an understanding that the purpose or 

test of the just war tradition is to provide justification for particular wars.  While neither 

tendency is set out in principle by either group, functionally, I argue, it is the case. 

Both of these practices of overemphasizing either the limiting or justifying 

principle of the just war tradition has produced detrimental effects.  On the presumption 

against war side, with the rise of the humanitarian crisis of 1990s, what was needed was 

an equal emphasis on the traditions positive function.  With such an emphasis on limiting 

wars, the thought of “initiating” a war was virtually untenable.  I will take up this issue in 

the next chapter. 

On the classic just war tradition side, the over emphasis on justifying war had 

negative effects as well.  As I illustrate, in the rush to justify war in Iraq in 2003 any sort 

of post war planning for peace was virtually ignored.  Two classic just war advocates, 

James Turner Johnson and George Weigel, both admit to this oversight. 

In this chapter, to correct this overemphasis on both sides, I marshal resources 

from within the just war tradition and the burgeoning concept of jus post bellum.  First, I 

seek to recover Paul Ramsey’s teaching that the purpose of the just war tradition is 

simultaneously to both limit and justify the ethical use of force.  By doing so, I bring a 

balanced emphasis to both poles (limiting and justifying).  Secondly, I take up the 

emphasis on the relationship of the phases of war from the previous chapter and illustrate 

how incorporating jus post bellum discussions at every level (ad bellum, in bello and post 

bellum) results in a more holistic view of the just war tradition.  Such a view guards 
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against oversight of ethical post war planning and yet allows equal emphasis to the 

tradition’s positive function as well. 

 
2.  Yoder’s Test for the Just War Tradition:  Limiting the Instances of War 

Yoder’s test for the just war tradition is a negative application.  That is to say, 

Yoder asks when the just war tradition has every said “no” to a particular war.  Yoder 

desires to explore the possibility of a valid just war tradition in part as “It would serve to 

confirm the integrity of my interlocutors.”1  He wants to take his interlocutors at their 

word and seeks to accept their claims to limit violence when possible. 

Additionally, even though Yoder is in disagreement with just war proponents, 

both claim concern for violence, injustice, and the loss of life.  Yoder states, “it is still the 

case that every time just-war proponents exercise effective discipline and limit the harm 

they do, fewer lives and other values will be destroyed than if they had not applied that 

restraint.”2  Thus, while Yoder would rather no wars be waged, if they are to be waged, 

he appreciates the restraints entailed in the just war tradition. 

It is in this context of seeking to take the just war tradition at its word and 

attempting to overcome certain caricatures that have developed over time that Yoder sets 

forth his test for the just war tradition.  He writes, “just-war criteria are meaningless if 

they cannot also demand, in particular cases, the refusal of some acts demanded by the 

national interest.”3  Elsewhere he states the test in terms of his dental analogy.  He states, 

                                                           
1 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 5. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid., 6. 
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“The simplest functional definition of the just-war tradition ‘with teeth’ is that one would 

rather sue for peace than commit certain legally or morally illicit belligerent acts.”4 

I do not wish to challenge the basic intent of Yoder’s test.  He is attempting to 

discipline the tradition and overcome a “blank check” mentality.  Yoder, like Niebuhr 

and many just war advocates, wishes to make the tradition honest by not allowing it to be 

co-opted for narrow national self interests.  Indeed, even Jean Bethke Elshtain agrees.  

She writes, “the just war tradition…[is] Mistakenly thought of by some as a way to 

endorse any war a nation decides to embark upon by throwing the mantel of ‘just’ or 

‘justice’ over the violence.”5  It would seem all the interlocutors in the discussion wish to 

disavow the use of the just war tradition in such a fashion.  That being said, however, 

there is an issue concerning Yoder’s test that touches more directly the topic at hand, 

namely jus post bellum discussions.   

Yoder’s test only addresses half of the issue.  It is at this juncture where jus post 

bellum discussions push Yoder’s test, thus expanding our moral sensibilities, as Shuck 

desired.  Yoder’s test is a negative application of a just war with all its teeth.  He only 

seeks to evaluate when the just war tradition is able to say “no.”  Yoder’s test is a limiting 

concept, addressing only limiting the instances of war.  In itself and as far as it goes, this 

may seem commendable.  However, what of the positive application of the just war 

tradition with all its teeth?  How, according to Yoder’s test, does one evaluate the 

tradition’s ability to address instances when the use of force may be an ethical 

imperative?   

                                                           
4 Ibid., 63. 
5 Elshtain, “Just War and Humanitarian Intervention,” 2. 
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Once again, this critical analysis of Yoder’s position is an attempt to push beyond 

the limits of his project, a concept that was not foreign to Yoder himself.  He 

acknowledged that we must “take note of some possible growing edges in the 

applicability of just-war thinking…We should expect growth both in refining the 

sensitivity of the concepts at work and in responding to new developments in the nature 

of war.”6  What is more, Yoder himself acknowledges the growing humanitarian crisis in 

his own day.  He takes note of the increased appeal to the term and concept of 

humanitarian intervention in places like Zaire in 1964, India in 1971, Tanzania in 1979, 

and more recently in places like Somalia and Rwanda.  However, concerning his 

treatment of the just war tradition, he does not imagine when the use of force might be 

morally required.7  

Elsewhere he is critical of the “notion of national sovereignty as an absolute.”8  

This notion of absolute national sovereignty is a major point of discussion concerning 

humanitarian intervention.  However, as we have seen above, the heightened awareness 

of genocide towards the latter part of the 20th century gave rise to the need for ethical 

reflection concerning humanitarian intervention.  On the heels of humanitarian 

intervention came the language of preemption and preventative wars.  How is Yoder’s 

negative application of the just war with all its teeth to address these new ethical 

conundrums concerning the ethical use of force?  The just war tradition was once more 

called to task and was in need of revaluation.  Discussions of jus post bellum addressed 

themselves, in part, to these new ethically complex realities. 

                                                           
6 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 97. 
7 Ibid., 100–101. 
8 Ibid., 131. 
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For now I only pose the question.  Later I press the matter further.  This 

shortcoming in Yoder’s execution of the just war tradition will be further highlighted 

when we address the issues of genocide and humanitarian intervention in the next 

chapter.  Additionally, as I argue below, just war advocates employed implied tests of the 

tradition as well. 

 
3. Contemporary Just War Theory:  Limiting the Instances of War 

It has been argued above that the just war tradition has fractured into at least two  

prominent camps: those advocating for a presumption against war and those arguing 

against such a presumption.  There have also been tacit tests employed from within each 

of these various just war camps.  I examine these understandings of the function of the 

just war tradition and explore to what degree jus post bellum discussions addresses the 

concerns connected with these understandings of the just war tradition. 

The presumption against war advocates place an emphasis upon the limiting 

function of the just war tradition.  That is, according to the presumption against war 

advocates the function of the just war tradition is to limit the instances of war.  In this 

regard, perhaps more than any other, it signals its affinities with pacifism and Yoder’s 

test for the just war tradition.  This of course makes sense, as many of the presumption 

against war advocates argue for a common grounding between just war and pacifism, that 

is, a presumption against war.9   

In addition to affirming a common ground between just war and pacifism, the 

presumption against war camp understands war to be a lesser evil.  This point it has in 

common with both Christian realism and pacifism.  It limits the concept of just cause to 
                                                           

9 Kleiderer, Minaert, and Mossa, Just War, Lasting Peace: What Christian Traditions Can Teach 
Us, 24–29. 
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self-defense and like Yoder, believes few wars are actually, or have actually been, 

justified.  All of these characteristics reinforce the understanding of the purpose of the 

just war tradition as a limiting function of just war.10 

As with nuclear pacifism or “modern-war pacifism,” which may be defined as 

“the position that the inherent destructiveness of modern war means that the only moral 

course is never to engage in war,”11 the presumption against war advocates privilege the 

jus in bello criteria.  In fact, the jus in bello criteria, and specifically the means or 

particular weapons used in the prosecution of wars, serve as an implied test for the 

presumption against war theory.  Participants of the U.S. Jesuit Conference and the 

Woodstock Theological Center convened a meeting in November 2003 at Georgetown 

University to discuss the Iraq War.  One of the conclusions reached at this meeting 

concerning the just war tradition, stated, “The distinctive qualities of the contemporary 

just war tradition are: A strong presumption against the use of force, based on a 

consciousness of the destructive power of modern weapons, especially nuclear 

weapons.”12  The use, or rather the non-employment, of nuclear weapons became a test 

for the justifiability of the use of force, as was the case for nuclear or modern-war 

pacifism. 

This focus upon nuclear weapons has produced an interesting and convoluted 

discussion.  The presumption against war advocates want to use nuclear weapons to 

stamp as illegitimate any war that would involve the use of nuclear weapons.  While 

                                                           
10 Ibid. 
11 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 22. 
12 Kleiderer, Minaert, and Mossa, Just War, Lasting Peace: What Christian Traditions Can Teach 

Us, 26. 
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George Weigel, a staunch opponent of the presumption against war thesis, argued to 

employ the acquisition of WMDs as a reason for preventative war.  Weigel writes, 

This “regime factor” is crucial in the moral analysis, for weapons of mass 
destruction are clearly not aggressions waiting to happen when they are possessed 
by stable, law-abiding states.  No Frenchman goes to bed nervous about Great 
Britain’s nuclear weapons, and no sane Mexican or Canadian worries about a 
preemptive nuclear attack from the United States.  Every sane Israeli, Turk, or 
Bahraini, on the other hand, is deeply concerned about the possibility of an Iraq or 
Iran with nuclear weapons and medium-range ballistic missiles.  If the “regime 
factor” is crucial in the moral analysis, then preemptive military action to deny the 
rogue state that kind of destructive capacity would not, in my judgment, 
contravene the “defense against aggression” concept of just cause.  Indeed, it 
would do precisely the opposite, by giving the concept of “defense against 
aggression” real traction in the world we must live in, and transform.13 

 
Thus, according to Weigel, we must incorporate the “regime factor” in our moral 

analysis.  As Weigel asserts, “preemptive military action to deny the rogue state that kind 

of destructive capacity [acquiring weapons of mass destruction] would not, in my 

judgment, contravene the ‘defense against aggression’ concept of just cause.  Thus, the 

“regime factor” and the existence of “parasite states” [terrorist groups] allow us to 

broaden the just cause criterion, according to Weigel, without “dismantling de facto the 

distinction between bellum and duellum.”14 

According to Weigel, the dangers of certain rogue nations acquiring WMDs 

would justify a war to prevent such procurement of WMDs.  Hence, he argues for the 

justifiability of preventative war.  Thus, proponents form within the just war tradition are 

leveraging WMDs as support both for and against the ethical use of force.15  There is a 

way forward in this dizzying debate. 

                                                           
13 Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of War,” 25. 
14 Ibid. 
15 See also, Himes, “A New Casus Belli? Counterproliferation in an Age of Terrorism.” 
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One such way forward is to realize that advancement in modern weapons 

technology is not the central moral issue at hand.  I will grant to the presumption against 

war advocates that it is difficult at best to make a case for the justified use of nuclear 

weapons.16  I will furthermore grant to Weigel that the procurement of WMDs by rogue 

nations or groups does not make for a stable international order.  However, technology is 

at best a secondary issue, not unimportant one will note, but not primary either.  Allow 

me to illustrate my point.   

Samantha Powers chronicles the grizzly story of how in Rwanda technologically 

unsophisticated machetes became in essence WMDs in their own right.  On the evening 

of April 6, 1994, Powers recounts, “Rwandan president Juvénal Habyrimana’s Mystère 

Falcon jet, a gift from French president François Mitterrand, had just been shot down, 

with Habyarimana and Burundian president Cyprien Ntaryamira aboard.”17  In the 

ensuing power vacuum and within hours, hard-line Hutu army officials were calling for a 

military takeover of the country.  What ensued in the following days was nothing short of 

a bloodbath.    

No nuclear weapons were used in the slaughter.  Rather some of the crudest and 

most technologically unsophisticated “weapons” were employed.  By one account from a 

U.S. Marine officer, “metal leaf-springs of cars were being sharpened into knives, and the 

scale of the slaughter was mammoth.”18  Powers documents the horrific genocide with 

meticulous detail.  In one instance, she recounts, 

                                                           
16 See also, Paul Martens, “The New Old Challenge to Just War Reflection: Nuclear Weapons,” 

Didaskalia, Fall 2005, 19–36. 
17 Samantha Powers, A Problem from Hell: America and the Age of Genocide (New York, NY: 

Harper Perennial, 2003), 329. 
18 Ibid., 355. 
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Because the Hutu and Tutsi had lived intermingled and, in many instances, 
intermarried, the outbreak of killing forced Hutu and Tutsi friends and relatives 
into life-altering decisions about whether or not to desert their loved ones in order 
to save their own lives.  At Mugonero Church in the town of Kibuye, two Hutu 
sisters, each married to a Tutsi husband, faced such a choice.  One of the women 
decided to die with her husband.  The other, who hoped to save the lives of her 
eleven children, chose to leave.  Because her husband was Tutsi, her children had 
been categorized as Tutsi and thus were technically forbidden to live.  But the 
machete-wielding Hutu attackers had assured the woman that the children would 
be permitted to depart safely if she agreed to accompany them.  When the woman 
stepped outside of the church, however, she saw the assailant butcher eight of the 
eleven children.  The youngest, a child of three years old, pleaded for his life after 
seeing his brothers and sisters slain.  “Please don’t kill me,” he said.  “I’ll never 
be Tutsi again.”  But the killers, unblinking, struck him down.19  
 

“The Rwandan genocide,” Powers goes on to report, “would prove to be the fastest, most 

efficient killing spree of the twentieth century.  In 100 days, some 800,000 Tutsi and 

politically moderate Hutu were murdered.”20  Machetes employed as WMDs indeed.  As 

James Turner Johnson notes, “The gross destructive capability of a weapon alone says 

nothing directly about whether its use is proportionate or not; that question hinges on how 

the weapon is used.”21  There has been much ink spilt and much moral indignation 

                                                           
19 Ibid., 334. 
20 Ibid.  These were the initial figures put forth by Philip Gaillard of the International Committee 

on the Red Cross.  However, as time went on it was discovered that the figure was actually over 1,000,000 
dead.  

Mario Aguilar, Theology, Liberation, and Genocide: A Theology of the Periphery, Reclaiming 
Liberation Theology (London, UK: SCM Press, 2009), 3 and 14 n 7 citing James Riordan and John 
Rucyahana, The Bishop of Rwanda: Finding Forgiveness Amidst a Pile of Bones (Nashville, TN: Thomas 
Nelson, 2007) reports "at least 1,117,000 people were killed at the hands of people they knew themselves" 
(3). 

21 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 28.  Johnson likewise 
cites the 1994 Rwandan massacre as an example.  I would note by whom it is used is important as well.  
The kind of person employing just war reasoning is important for Bell as well, see Bell, Jr., Just War as 
Christian Discipleship.  Stanley Hauerwas likewise comments, “I argue that only a person shaped by 
courage of the martyrs – that is, courage that is according to Aquinas exemplified by patience and 
endurance – would be capable of reasoning wisely about just war.  Too often just war is presented as if it 
makes no difference what kind of person or community is using the ‘criteria,’” Hauerwas, Dispatches from 
the Front, 220 n 4.  Hauerwas makes his argument in Stanley Hauerwas, “The Difference of Virtue and the 
Difference It Makes:  Courage Exemplified,” Modern Theology 9 (July 1993): 249–64.  For a reading along 
a similar vein, that is one that supports a virtue ethic approach via Thomas Aquinas to just war reasoning, 
but one that is more sympathetic to the just war tradition, see Gregory M. Reichberg, “Aquinas on 
Battlefield Courage,” Thomist: A Speculative Quarterly Review 74, no. 3 (July 1, 2010): 337–68. 



 
 

135 
 

expressed at the destructiveness and inherent immorality of modern technological 

weapons, and we would do well to remember, humans are still the ones that (ab)use such 

technology.22   

On the one hand, the presumption against war camp is legitimately concerned 

about the destructive nature of nuclear weapons.  On the other hand, Weigel’s analysis, at 

least, astutely highlights the reality that not all political regimes are created equal.  There 

just is, at least at a very base level, a difference between a stable nation having access to 

nuclear weapons and a rogue nation or terrorist group having access to them.23  The level 

of fear and concern is different in each instance.  All of this is not to say that the 

presumption against war camp is correct in its “nuclear pacifist” stance, nor that Weigel’s 

argument that the possibility or even likelihood of a rogue nation or group procuring 

WMDs automatically serves as a just cause for a preventative war.  While both concerns 

are morally legitimate, there may, however, be another way in which to think about this 

important issue. 

I have argued thus far that the just war’s ability to limit instances of war has 

served as a test for both Yoder and the presumption against war camp.  This has resulted 

in an inability to address the pressing concerns associated with humanitarian intervention 

in any substantive manner.  On the one hand, by (over) stressing just war’s limiting 

function, Yoder and the presumption against war breed of just war thinking potentially 

make it too difficult to fight wars that should be fought.  On the other hand, in what 

follows I argue that the just war’s ability to justify war has served as a test for proponents 

                                                           
22 For a sampling of essays in this regard, see Part IV of Richard B. Miller, ed., War in the 

Twentieth Century: Sources in Theological Ethics (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), 
233–343 and Part VII of Holmes, War and Christian Ethics, 315–399. 

23 Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of War.” 
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of the classic just war camp.  Their privileging of political leaders in certain aspects of 

just war deliberation has aided in this end.  This (over) emphasis on just war’s ability to 

justify wars holds the potential to make it too easy to fight wars that should not be fought 

(certain instances of regime change and counter-proliferation come to mind).  

Additionally, rushing to justify war too quickly has resulted in a failure to take proper 

account of post war concerns.  So much energy was used in finding and supporting a just 

cause, that jus post bellum discussions have been largely overlooked in the recent past.   

 
4.  The Classic Just War Tradition:  Justifying Instances of War 

In this section I argue that certain opponents of the presumption against war camp 

privilege political leaders in the deliberation process of just war reasoning.  These classic 

just war proponents place a heavy emphasis on the just war tradition’s ability to justify 

the positive use of force.  Both this privileging of political leaders and the emphasis on 

justifying wars have resulted in the forgetting of a crucial just war component, namely 

post bellum considerations. 

Both James Turner Johnson and George Weigel have been avid opponents of the 

presumption against war thesis.  Both have written seminal articles in this regard.24  In 

what follows I will draw heavily from these anti-presumption against war writings. 

 
4a.  George Weigel and the Forgotten Just War Tradition 

Weigel’s case against the presumption against war thesis has already been 

illuminated in chapter three, thus I briefly highlight some of the more salient points in 

what follows.  In the wake of the events of September 11, 2001, and in a rejoinder to “the 

                                                           
24 James Turner Johnson, “Just War: The Broken Tradition,” National Interest, no. 45 (Fall 1996): 

27–36 and Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of War.” 
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response of American Catholic intellectuals,” George Weigel and Paul Griffiths debated 

the nature of the just war tradition.25  George Weigel has been a staunch opponent of the 

presumption against war thesis.  In an opening exchange with Paul Griffiths, Weigel 

begins to set out his agenda.  Griffiths claims that the usual position for many American 

Catholics “is an unthinking adherence to the doctrine of American exeptionalism.”26  

Weigel counters, claiming “The new Catholic ‘default position’ is more accurately 

described as a functional pacifism that mistakenly imagines itself an authentic develop of 

the just war tradition.”27 

Recall Weigel’s definition of the just war tradition from chapter three.  He writes, 

“Thus, the just war tradition is best understood as a sustained and disciplined intellectual 

attempt to relate the morally legitimate use of proportionate and discriminate military 

force to morally worthy political ends.”28  He continues, “In the classic just war tradition 

of statecraft, what ‘justifies’ the resort to proportionate and discriminate armed force…is 

precisely the morally worthy political ends being defended and/or advanced.”29  

Additionally, Weigel draws attention to the importance of the bellum / duellum 

distinction.  Namely, that bellum refers to the employment of force by public authorities 

who have the moral obligation for the common good of those in their charge.  Duellum, 

on the other hand, is force employed by private individuals for private ends. 

Lamenting the “forgetfulness” surrounding the just war tradition, Weigel writes, 

“the past thirty years have witnessed a great forgetting of the classic just war 

                                                           
25 Griffiths and Weigel, “Just War,” 31. 
26 Ibid., 33. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Weigel, “Moral Clarity in a Time of War,” 22. 
29 Ibid. 
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tradition…That forgetting has been painfully evident in much of the recent commentary 

from religious leaders in the matter of U.S. policy toward Iraq.”30  Recall as well from 

chapter three, that according to Weigel theologians, the primary custodians of the 

tradition, have “forgotten” the tradition.  Instead, the tradition has been kept alive by 

military and political leaders. 

This long period of forgetfulness by the primary custodians of the tradition has 

allowed distortions in the just war tradition once the theologians took it back up again.  

One primary distortion, according to Weigel, is the presumption against war thesis and its 

confusion regarding means and ends.  Weigel writes, “The just war tradition begins  by 

defining the moral responsibilities of government authorities, continues with the 

definition of morally appropriate political ends, and only then takes up the question of 

means.”31  However, the “theologically dubious” presumption against violence begins 

with the means in order to evaluate the ends.32  Thus, Weigel claims, “By reversing the 

analysis of means and ends, the ‘presumption against violence’ starting point collapses 

bellum into duellum and ends up conflating the ideas of ‘violence’ and ‘war.’”33  For 

Weigel, as a theory of statecraft the just war tradition resides squarely with the political 

leaders, who have “a charism of political discernment.”34  Religions leaders and public 

intellectuals should exercise “a measure of political modesty” in the deliberations about 

war.35 

                                                           
30 Ibid., 21. 
31 Ibid., 22. 
32 Ibid., 23. 
33 Ibid., 22. 
34 Ibid., 27. 
35 Ibid. 
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4b.  James Turner Johnson and the Broken Just War Tradition 

James Turner Johnson likewise makes a distinction concerning the proper role of 

political leaders and religious leaders in the just war reasoning process.  He also believes 

that modern articulations of the just war tradition as manifested in the presumption 

against war thesis have obfuscated the purpose of the just war tradition.  Johnson denies 

the historicity of the thesis.  That is, the presumption against war thesis is a modern 

innovation.  He asks from whence this thinking came.  “The answer,” Johnson suggests, 

“is that it has developed out of a particular response to the phenomenon of modern war, a 

response that understands the nature of war today necessarily to threaten human values, 

not to provide a means of protecting them.  This understanding depicts war in its 

contemporary form as inherently suspect.”36  Because war is “inherently suspect” and 

“necessarily [a threat to] human values,” it is itself viewed as the problem and in need of 

squelching because all wars are suspect from the start. 

In articulating what he perceives to be the “logical problem” of the presumption 

against war thesis, Johnson sets out the underlying assumptions and articulates his own 

position.  Johnson is a proponent of the “classic just war tradition.”  The classic just war 

tradition is addressed to primary questions in regards to the ethical use of force:  when is 

the use of force justifiable and what type of force is authorized or how is one to conduct 

oneself in war?  The jus ad bellum criteria address the “when” question and the jus in 

bello criteria address the “what” or “how” question.   

Johnson privileges certain jus ad bellum criteria: just cause, legitimate/competent 

authority, and right intention.  These criteria reside in the “realm of absolutes,” and 

                                                           
36 Johnson, “Just War: The Broken Tradition,” 30. 
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therefore are not contingent upon the current political climate, for example.  These 

criteria do not look to the consequences or outcome in determining their justness. 

The second group of jus ad bellum criteria include the understanding “that it [the 

war or possible use of force under investigation] be expected to produce a preponderance 

of good over evil; that it have a reasonable chance of success; that it be a last resort; and 

that its expected outcome establish peace.”37  Each of these criteria is contingent upon the 

consideration of external circumstances.  For instance, if Kuwait were to contemplate an 

invasion of the United States, in her just war calculations she would more than likely 

have to decide in the negative concerning a reasonable chance of success.  Conversely, 

the United States could more than likely achieve a reasonable chance of success in 

invading Kuwait.  As with the rest of these contingent criteria, they are consequent and 

contingent upon other considerations. 

Additionally, these two aspects of the jus ad bellum criteria belong to two spheres 

of thought.  The second group (more good than evil result, reasonable chance of success, 

last resort, and establish peace) belongs to the performance of statecraft.  The first group 

(just cause, legitimate authority, and right intent) pertain to the realm of moral analysis.  

As such, Johnson claims, “the moralist is not to usurp the role of statecraft by specifying 

how they are to apply or what they mean for specific instances or periods of time.”38  

However, this is precisely what Johnson understands the proponents of the presumption 

against war thesis to have done.  They have given “pride of place to judgments about 

                                                           
37 Ibid., 28. 
38 Ibid., 34. 
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contingent conditions over obligations inherent in moral duty.”39  As such, the moralists 

seek to tell the sovereigns how to conduct their business. 

In summary, Johnson subscribes to the classic just war theory.  The classic just 

war theory is divided into two moments: jus ad bellum, which adjudicates questions 

concerning when the use of force might be justified, and jus in bello, which seeks to 

answer what is right in the conduct of using force.  He further divides the jus ad bellum 

criteria into two groups: first is  just cause, competent authority, and right intention and 

second is that more good than evil result from the use of force, reasonable chance of 

success, last resort, and end of peace. 

Stipulating matters further, Johnson delineates a specific chronology concerning 

just war reasoning.  He begins with just cause.  He writes, “the first requirement of jus ad 

bellum – that it have a just cause as a response to injustice – is the font of the entire 

tradition.”40  Next, presumably, comes considerations of competent authority and right 

intention.  Then comes consideration of the second group of jus ad bellum criteria.  Then, 

lastly, one may ponder the jus in bello considerations.  Johnson contends, “the 

consideration of restraint in the use of force [jus in bello] arises only after the duty to use 

force [jus ad bellum] is recognized.”41   

To be fair, Johnson only explicitly expresses where just cause and jus in bello 

considerations are located in this sequence.  However, taking into consideration his 

privileging of some  jus ad bellum criteria over other jus ad bellum criteria, it seems 

reasonable to posit this sequence: (1) just cause, (2) the remaining  jus ad bellum criteria 

                                                           
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid., 28. 
41 Ibid. 
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from the first group (legitimate authority and right intent), (3) the second group of  jus ad 

bellum criteria, and then (4) jus in bello concerns. 

According to Johnson, the presumption against war camp privileges the second 

contingent group of jus ad bellum criteria over the first group.  As such, presumption 

against war camp moralists are constantly stepping out of line and making 

pronouncements in the realm of statecraft.  But, as Johnson understands the matter, 

moralists have reign in the first group of jus ad bellum criteria, and should defer 

judgments about secondary and contingent matters to the practitioners of statecraft who 

are presumably better informed about matters on the ground at that moment.42 

It is not my concern at the moment to adjudicate between these two competing 

positions.  I wish rather to point out a troubling aspect in Johnson’s and Weigel’s 

account/non-presumption against war account.  This is not to say that this is the only 

troubling factor in their accounts, indeed some have highlighted discrepancies in 

Johnson’s account in light of democracy.43  For the purpose of this dissertation, however, 

I investigate some of the self admitted blunders concerning jus post bellum concerns by 

both Johnson and Weigel, which are tied to their emphasis on political leaders and a 
                                                           

42 James Turner Johnson, The War to Oust Saddam Hussein: Just War and the New Face of 
Conflict (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005), 35–41.  George Weigel, “The Just War 
Tradition and the World after September 11,” Logos: A Journal of Catholic Thought 5, no. 3 (Summer 
2002): 13–44, makes a similar claim concerning prudential and deontological criteria. 

43 See for instance, Kevin Carnahan, On Just-War Rationality: Away From Presumptions and 
Toward Prudence, forthcoming, 35–44.  For an account of democracy and citizen responsibility as it relates 
specifically to jus ad bellum concerns, especially to the criterion of legitimate authority, see David E. 
DeCosse, “Authority, Lies, and War: Democracy and the Development of the Just War Theory,” 
Theological Studies 67 (2006): 378–94.  For an account of democracy and citizen responsibility as it relates 
to jus in bello concerns, see Andrew Fiala, “Practical Pacifism, Jus in Bello, and Citizen Responsibility: 
The Case of Iraq,” Ethical Perspectives 13, no. 4 (2006): 673–97.  For an account of democracy and citizen 
responsibility as it relates to more general, but specifically just war concerns, see McCormick, “Saving 
‘Citizen’ Ryan.”  While it may seem odd for Johnson to place such a heavy emphasis on political authority, 
as the above authors mention, he does, however, note, “all citizens of a democratic society, including 
moralists, may rightly hold to account those who do bear the office of political responsibility to act 
according to that responsibility,” Johnson, The War to Oust Saddam Hussein: Just War and the New Face 
of Conflict, 67. 
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linear or chronological reading of just war reasoning.  This, in turn, leads back to jus post 

bellum discussions. 

 
4c.  Justifying War and the Forgotten Art of Planning for Peace 
 

Both James Turner Johnson and George Weigel were staunch advocates of the 

U.S. led invasion of Iraq in 2003.  Interestingly enough, both have also admitted that their 

moral analysis had been flawed at the time, particularly in one specific area.  Neither 

thinker had thought through the important post-war ethical challenges. 

The importance of post-war ethical concerns, namely the pursuit of peace, are not 

lost on Johnson.  For example, he writes, 

The just war tradition does not end with how it justifies armed force or with the 
limits it places on employing such force, but with the aim at which justified resort 
to force must always aim: to establish or restore peace.  A just war against terror, 
then, is not simply about the right, even the obligation, to use armed force to 
protect our selves, our society, and the values we cherish; it is not only about how 
we should fight in this cause; it is ultimately about the peace we seek to establish 
in contrast to the war that the terrorists have set in motion…Just war responds to 
enmity, but it seeks to overcome enmity in the end.  The ideal expressed in the 
just war tradition is far from a celebration of wrath, violence, and enmity; it is an 
ideal in which the use of force serves to overcome these and to create peace.  This 
is a purpose that must not be forgotten.44 
 

While this purpose may not have been totally forgotten, it was overshadowed, to say the 

least, by placing an (over) emphasis on limiting and justifying the use of force. 

In the context of discussions about  the moral debate surrounding the Iraq 

invasion, Johnson writes, “Another critical issue raised in the just war tradition and 

deserving of fuller reflection in the moral debate over using force against Saddam 

Hussein and his regime in Iraq is the requirement that a justified use of force ought to aim 

at establishing peace.  Remarkably, all that this requirement might entail was utterly 
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neglected in this moral debate.”45  In regard to the general moral failings of post-war 

ethical debates, he continues, “the rest of what might be required for establishing a 

peaceful society in Iraq after the removal of Saddam Hussein and his regime simply was 

not addressed in the debate over whether to remove the regime by force.”46 

Focusing on his own lack of moral debate concerning this issue, Johnson offers 

this self-criticism, “I must add myself to the list of those at fault for not trying to draw 

more attention to this aim of peace and the obligations that commitment to this entail.”47  

Johnson still maintains that the war itself was justified, but also that there was a notable 

absence of robust post war planning. 

Reflecting on previous lessons, he notes,  

While I address the end of peace in a book I coauthored on the 1990-1991 Gulf 
War, I confess that I did not, during the 2002-2003 debate, see the importance of 
updating this earlier discussion and emphasizing the advance commitments 
implied by the requirement of aiming to establish peace.  There is enough guilt 
here to go around.  I believe we should have known better, that, if nothing else, 
the experiences of constructing peace in Bosnia and Kosovo should have led us to 
a more sophisticated and more demanding debate about aiming to create a 
peaceful society in Iraq.48 
 

As Johnson notes, the guilt of this omission in post war planning is shouldered by many.   

Weigel, like Johnson, supported the initial invasion of 2002-2003 but later 

admitted neglect in post war planning.  He also notes a general lack of moral debate 

concerning a post war Iraq.  He states, “‘What was missing was a comprehensive 

blueprint to administer and restore Iraq after Saddam was deposed, and identification of 

the U.S. organizations that would be installed in Baghdad to carry it out.’ That lack of 
                                                           

45 Ibid., 64. 
46 Ibid., 65. 
47 Ibid., 66. 
48 Ibid., 67.  The coauthored book to which he is referring is, James Turner Johnson and George 
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strategic blueprint for post-Saddam Iraq reflected, even as it led to, other errors.”49  

However, his own self-criticism is a bit more measured than is Johnson’s.  He notes,  

The looting and the general breakdown of public order that followed the collapse 
of the Saddam Hussein regime, and the virtual disappearance of Iraq’s boarders 
(the openness of which permitted, indeed encouraged, large numbers of jihadists 
to enter the country), should have been met with a far firmer response; but, 
unwilling to appear as anything other than liberators, and lacking the troops to 
maintain public order and patrol the boarders, the U.S. and its allies let the 
window of opportunity they had opened by the swiftness of their militia victory 
close.  That others will, in retrospect, share the blame here…should not diminish 
the sense of responsibility to be borne by the U.S. and its coalition partners: we 
were in charge, and its seems that we had failed to think through, prior to the 
invasion, the worst-case scenarios, several of which were to unfold with savage 
rapidity.50   
 
My intent here is not to cast blame on Johnson or Weigel for faulty moral analysis 

concerning Iraq or any other conflict.  They are by no means alone in their 

“forgetfulness” of the role of post-war peace in the ethical reflection upon war.  As 

Himes notes, “Widely acknowledged is that the United States was irresponsible in its 

preparations for jus post bellum before the invasion of Iraq and disastrously inept in the 

early stage of occupation.”51  My intent here is simply to pose a question.  While the 

presumption against war camp’s over emphasis on the limiting function of the just war 

tradition may have caused it to miss some of the larger moral and political implications 

and responsibilities, could the opponents of the presumption against war camp’s over 

emphasis on justification of war have caused it to miss some important moral and 

                                                           
49 Weigel, Against the Grain: Christianity and Democracy, War and Peace, 257. 
50 Ibid., 263.  I am thankful to Kevin Carnahan for pointing out these important passages in 

Johnson’s and Weigel’s work, Carnahan, On Just-War Rationality: Away From Presumptions and Toward 
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51 Kenneth R. Himes, “The United States at War: Taking Stock,” Theological Studies 71 (2010): 
206.  Himes cites the following reports: Michael O’Hanlon, “Iraq Without a Plan,” Policy Review 128 
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political questions as well?  Or, to restate, did peace as the aim of war get lost in the 

struggle to limit and/or justify particular wars?  The answer is yes.  What is needed is a 

means of balancing these respective tests, the limiting of wars as associated with the 

presumption against war camp and the emphasis on the justifiability of war as associated 

with the classic just war tradition, and a means of providing that post war considerations 

are at least taken into account in the future.  Before addressing these concerns that have 

arisen from an analysis of pacifism and the just war tradition, it will be useful to briefly 

illuminate a critique from Christian realism.  Then, with all interlocutors in place, we can 

proceed to see how jus post bellum might begin to reframe the traditional debate by 

providing an avenue for post war ethical discussions. 

 
5.  Christian Realism:  Critiquing the System 

Contemporary Christian realism offers its own kind of test for the just war 

tradition as well.  There has been much discussion recently among Christian realists 

concerning both the ongoing debate between just war and pacifism and the debate raging 

within the just war tradition itself.52  Concerning the debates between the just war 

tradition and pacifism for instance, contemporary Christian realist John D. Carlson has 

written, “Much clarity and many intriguing ideas about justice and war have emerged as a 

result of the pacifist-just war engagement.  But I would add that some of these dialogues 
                                                           

52  See for instance, Kevin Carnahan, “Dissensus and Just War: A Review Essay,” Journal of Law 
& Religion 24, no. 2 (July 2009): 689–701; Kevin Carnahan, Reinhold Niebuhr and Paul Ramsey: Idealist 
and Pragmatic Christians on Politics, Philosophy, Religion, and War (New York: Lexington Books, 2010); 
Kevin Carnahan, “What Should a Christian Realist Presume About War?,” Studies in Christian Ethics, 
forthcoming; Matthew A. Shadle, “What Is at Stake in the Debate over Presumptions in the Just War 
Tradition,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 32, no. 2 (2012): 133–52; John D. Carlson, “God, 
War, and the Secular: Varieties of Religious and Ethical Traditions,” Barry Law Review 7 (2006): 1–20; 
John D. Carlson, “Is There a Christian Realist Theory of War and Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr and Just War 
Thought,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 28, no. 1 (2008): 133–61; John D. Carlson, “Reinhold 
Niebuhr and the Use of Force,” in Reinhold Niebuhr and Contemporary Politics: God and Power (Oxford 
University Press, USA, 2010), 183–201. 
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have run their course.”53  Concerning the just war’s intra-family struggles, he has 

elsewhere written, “Those unfamiliar with this longstanding moral tradition may exclaim 

in frustration, ‘Will the real just war theory please stand up?’  I hold little hope that one 

side will convince the other of the correctness of its approach to the idea of a just war.”54 

 In light of the impasse reached between just war and pacifism and the two 

approaches to just war, Christian realism has offered its own test in an attempt to move 

beyond the impasse.  However, I argue we may do well to hold off on jettisoning the just 

war tradition at this juncture.  Rather, I argue that post bellum ethical discussions have 

offered responses to the critique and may provide its own correctives from within the just 

war tradition itself. 

According to Carlson, if just war provides us with an interpretive and reflective  

framework concerning the ethical use of force, then “the Christian realist account that 

Niebuhr inspires is primarily an interpretive theory that helps us to morally evaluate the 

deliberative processes we use and the limitations and errors of our moral deliberations.”55  

That is Christian realism is a framework to judge the framework of just war reasoning.  

For, unlike the presumption against war thesis and Yoder’s “just war with teeth,” 

Christian realism does not assume that a stricter application of the just war criteria will 

yield a more ethical process or outcome.56  However, unlike the classic just war tradition, 

Christian realism can apply more pressure to the state to be more self-critical in its 

                                                           
53 Carlson, “Is There a Christian Realist Theory of War and Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr and Just 

War Thought,” 135. 
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deliberation of the use of force.  What is more, it is claimed that Christian realism can aid 

citizens in rejecting the notion that the state puts forth the normative standard of justice.57   

Ultimately, Christian realism is said to provide “a much-needed corrective to 

prevailing discourse, a tonic that reinvigorates Christian dialogue about the use of force 

and strengthens its ethical integrity.”58  Christian realism’s emphasis on the need for 

humility is welcome and much needed, a point I highlight further in the following 

discussion on humanitarian intervention.  Likewise, the call for balance between 

competing positions that seek to overly limit or overly justify instances of war is 

welcome.  However, what I am arguing presently is that jus post bellum discussions 

provide a much needed “tonic” and “corrective to prevailing discourse” in its own right, 

and this from within just war thinking itself. 

That post bellum ethical considerations hold the potential to provide such a 

“tonic” does not seem to be lost on Christian realism.  For instance, Carlson states, 

“Moreover, it [just war] needs to concern itself with not only the deliberation and conduct 

of war but also with war’s aftermath, an observation picked up by some just war thinkers 

in their discussion of jus post bellum.  What Christian realism lacks in its deliberative 

precision, it regains in a comprehensive approach to the morality of war.”59  Christian 

realism claims to be a “tonic” and more “comprehensive” than just war.  However, by 

incorporating jus post bellum discussions, the just war framework becomes more 

comprehensive itself.  As Schuck noted, his desire was for jus post bellum discussions to 
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expand our moral sensibilities concerning the ethical use of force.60  Likewise, jus post 

bellum considerations provide a kind of “tonic” as well and, as I argue below, jus post 

bellum discussions provide an opportunity to investigate the “giveness” of the current just 

war framework. 

 
6.  Jus Post Bellum and the Just War Tradition 

Thus far I have argued that each of the various positions investigated in this 

project have offered, either overtly or covertly, an operative test concerning the ethical 

use of force.  I argued that both Yoder and the presumption against war camp place an 

emphasis on the just war’s ability to limit the instances of war.  As such, this limiting 

function has operated like a test concerning the ethical use of force among practitioners 

of the presumption against war thesis.  Reacting to the presumption against war thesis, 

advocates of the classic just war tradition have countered the limiting test with a test of 

their own.  I argued that advocates of the classic just war tradition have allowed the just 

war tradition’s ability to justify wars serve as a test of sorts concerning the ethical use of 

force.  Lastly, Christian realism has sought to overcome perceived limitations in the just 

war tradition by asserting Christian realism’s ability to critique the ethical system utilized 

in the evaluation of the ethical use of force.  I argue that prior to dismissing the just war 

tradition, it would be wise to see if there were resources from within the just war tradition 

itself that could answer these various tests.  I believe such resources exist. 

In order to illuminate the inadequacy of these various understandings of the just 

war tradition, I argue that the telos of the just war tradition is neither simply its ability to 

limit instances of war, nor its ability to justify instances of war.  Rather, the purpose of 
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the just war tradition is both.  As one just war writer put the matter, “the foundational 

purpose of just war [is] permission with limitation.”61  I construct my argument in two 

moves.  First, I seek to reaffirm Paul Ramsey’s “twin-born” understanding of the just war 

tradition.  Next, I seek to strengthen Ramsey’s initial proposal by incorporating jus post 

bellum discussions along with it. 

 
6a.  Just War:  A Holistic Approach 

In Paul Ramsey’s estimation, the just war tradition, as it emerged in the West, is  

grounded neither in an abstract notion of justice nor in natural law.  This statement is not 

to deny that abstract principles and a certain conception of natural law are operative in 

Ramsey’s work.  Rather it is simply to say that for Ramsey the just war tradition was 

derived not from abstract principles “but from the interior of the ethics of Christian 

love.”62 

Drawing upon John XXIII’s notion of “social charity” and the parable of the 

Good Samaritan, Ramsey sets out his argument for a just war based in Christian love.  

The individual when threatened with harm should turn the other check.  However, it is a 

lack of charity that would cause one to turn his neighbor’s cheek in order to be struck.  

Instead, the work of charity charges us with “deliver[ing] as many as possible of God’s 

children from tyranny.”63 

What, after all, was the Samaritan to have done if he had come upon the man 

being beaten on the Jericho road?  The option that Ramsey views as altogether plausible 

                                                           
61 Serena K. Sharma, “The Legacy of Jus Contra Bellum: Echoes of Pacifism in Contemporary 

Just War Thought,” Journal of Military Ethics 8, no. 3 (2009): 228. 
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and perhaps even morally required, would be to stop the thieves by force if necessary.  As 

Allman and Winright deduce, “much can be done,” however, “force is sometimes 

necessary to put a stop to horrific crimes that are already under way against the 

innocent.”64 

When faced with the affliction of another human being at the hands of another, a 

choice is thrust upon the Christian.  Both the victim and the belligerent are God’s 

children and my neighbor.  But as Ramsey highlights, “When choice must be made 

between the perpetrator of injustice and the many victims of it, the latter may and should 

be preferred.”65 

As such, it is the interior of the ethics of Christian love that justifies the resort to 

force in defense of the innocent.  However, Christian love simultaneously limits the 

extent of the use of force as well.  As Ramsey notes, “he [the Christian] could never 

proceed to kill equally innocent people as a means of getting at the enemy’s force.”66  

Both the innocent victim and the enemy are God’s creation.  In the moment of violation 

of the innocent, the innocent are to be given preference, hence, the use of force is 

justified.  However, because the innocent are given preference (the “innocent” know no 

national boundaries) the use of force is limited in that the innocent may not be targeted 

intentionally simply to harm the enemy.  Therefore, out of love of neighbor is twin-born 

the justification and limitation of the use of force and the distinction between combatant 

and non-combatant.67 
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In just war language, Ramsey’s twin-born principles are known as discrimination 

and proportionality.  Discrimination, especially between combatant and non-combatant, 

remains within the purview of Christian neighbor love.  However, the principle of 

proportionality, while drawing from love as well, also is informed by secular reason and 

“prudential consequentialism.”68  Therefore, Ramsey’s understanding of the role of love 

of neighbor in the ethical use of force overcomes the over-emphasis placed on limitation 

by some and the over-emphasis on justification by others.  Coupled with the ethical 

principles of jus post bellum, Ramsey’s love principle overcomes the false dichotomy 

presented by contemporary theories of the ethical use of force.  While the recovery of 

Ramsey’s twin born principle (and it’s connection to jus post bellum discussions) is 

helpful in reframing some of the discussions that we have covered thus far, it will also be 

important for the argument of this essay to illustrate to what extent post bellum ethical 

considerations aid in reshaping the discussion and answering certain critiques that are 

offered.69 

                                                           
68 Johnson, “Just War in the Thought of Paul Ramsey,” 188. 
69 Johnson finds Ramsey’s emphasis on neighbor-love troubling and “highly unusual.”  He 
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Ramsey,” Journal of Religious Ethics 19, no. 2 (Fall 1991): 190. 
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6b.  Post Bellum in Context 
 

One will recall from the discussion of the development of jus post bellum 

discussions in the previous chapter that one of the points of emphasis to emerge from the 

discussion was the relationship between the various phases of war.  Jus post bellum 

discussions have done much to bring to light the importance of understanding the 

relatedness of each of the phases of war (jus ad bellum, jus in bello, and now jus post 

bellum).  The phases are interconnected and actions in one phase affect the actions and 

effects of the other phases of war.  The “tests” of the just war tradition explored above are 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Virtues in Aquinas’s Ethical Thought,” Journal of Military Ethics 9, no. 3 (2010): 245–61.  Commenting 
on the theological virtue of charity, he writes, “For Aquinas, charity is the capstone virtue of the ethical life 
since it perfects and completes all of the other virtues…Peace is one of the primary effects of charity.  The 
true meaning of peace, according to both St. Augustine and St. Thomas, is the tranquility of order 
(tranquillitas ordinis), which implies well-ordered concord among nations, as well as the interior peace of a 
rightly ordered soul.  In other words, peace depends upon virtue…It is by means of acting virtuously that 
one can attain the goal of peace…Thus, war is not necessarily contrary to peace, and, as noted above, 
Aquinas even seems to indicate in his question ‘On War’ that charity will sometimes impel a nation to 
undertake a just war in order to defend the innocent and to punish the wicked.  For St. Thomas, a just war 
should always be animated by a spirit of charity and should have as its goal the building of a more stable 
and lasting peace” (256, 257).  Another “exception to the general rule of treating Question 40 out of 
context,” (Corey and Charles, The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 240 n 29) is Darrell Cole, “Thomas 
Aquinas on Virtuous Warfare,” Journal of Religious Ethics 27, no. 1 (1999): 57–80, in which, “Particular 
attention is given to the role of charity,” (57). 

While none of the above authors are arguing with Johnson directly, Johnson has been criticized for 
his deontological rule-based approach to just war.  For instance, see, Eli S. McCarthy, “The Virtue Ethic 
Difference in the Just War Discourse of James Turner Johnson and Catholic Social Teaching,” Political 
Theology 12, no. 2 (April 2011): 275–304.  While McCarthy, correctly I believe, highlights the lack of 
emphasis on virtue ethics in Johnson’s work, surprisingly Johnson does, it seems to me in places, display 
sympathy for virtue ethics.  For instance, in the context of a discussion concerning the complexities of 
asymmetrical warfare, he recounts an instance when a CNN reporter asked an American Army sergeant, 
“The Iraqis are mistreating American POWs.  Are you going to start doing the same to captured Iraqis?”  
To which the soldier replied, “Of course not.  That’s not who we are.”  Johnson notes, “This response tied 
behavior in combat directly to a personal and group sense of value, of selfhood, or what moralists call 
virtue…This contrasts sharply with the deontological approach taken in the Geneva Conventions.”  
Johnson concludes, “virtue is a far better base from which to respond than anything external, because it 
functions in the soldier like the weighted keel on a sailboat, helping to keep the boat upright whatever the 
sea and the wind throw at it,” Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 89. 

On the growing understanding of the importance of the role of virtue for a military ethics, see Bell, 
Jr., “The Moral Crisis of Just War: Beyond Deontology Toward a Professional Military Ethic”; J. Daryl 
Charles, “Justice, Neighbor-Love, and the Permanent in Just-War Thinking: Why the Professional Military 
Ethic Must Transcend Social-Cultural Currents” (presented at the U.S. Army Command and General Staff 
College Ethics Symposium: The Ethics of Vicarious Warfare, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 2012), 1–7; 
James H. Pittman, “Do Character Development Plans Really Work?  A Paper Submitted for the Panel 
Discussing the Role of Chaplains as Ethical Advisors” (presented at the International Society of Military 
Ethics, San Diego, CA, 2009), 1–20. 
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possible, in part, on an understanding that segments the phases of war apart from one 

another.  I argue that a more holistic understanding of the relationship of the phases of 

war, made possible in part by jus post bellum discussions, expands our moral sensibilities 

and provides an improved frame for discussions of peace at every stage of conflict. 

The understanding of war informing our ethical discussions of the use of force has 

not always been carefully parsed.  It was not until the time of the League of Nations that 

the two branches of thought, jus in bello and jus ad bellum, came to be discretely defined 

as separate.  However, “The august solemnity of Latin confers on the terms jus ad bellum 

and jus in bello the misleading appearance of being centuries old.”70  In fact, “It is 

extremely rare to find the terms jus ad bellum and jus in bello used before 1930.”71  In the 

recovery of the just war thinking that soon followed various interlocutors took up this 

disparate structure and subsequently different interlocutors placed different levels of 

importance upon the two phases. 

Up until around the seventeenth century, the doctrine of bellum justum held sway 

in discussions concerning the ethics of war.  That is, there was a moral component to the 

decision to wage war.  Just cause was not simply about self-defense.  However, in the era 

of raison d’Etat, war became an unquestioned aspect of sovereign authority.  As one 

author notes, “Sovereignty killed the theory of justum bellum.  The States’ assertion that 

they did not have to account for their deeds led them to claim the right to use force at 

their disposal as they saw fit.”72  Just cause was reduced to the whim of the ruler.  Thus, 
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with the advent of the League of Nations, “the aim was to ‘outlaw war.’”73  The 

regulation of war itself becomes the primary focus.  Thus, “The theoretical distinction 

between laws aimed at preventing war and the laws and customs of warfare was thus 

clearly established.”74  As such, the focus of just war reasoning became how to limit the 

instances of war and the just conduct during war.   

It is not my intention to produce a historical account of the development of the 

just war tradition.  However, to better see where jus post bellum discussions may take us, 

it is important to grasp the general contours of where we came from concerning just war 

reasoning.  Augustine, often thought of as the father of the just war tradition, has been 

criticized for not attending to matters of jus in bello.  This charge is both anachronistic 

and incorrect.  It is an anachronism simply because the terms, and distinct ideas of jus ad 

bellum and jus in bello were nonexistent in Augustine’s day.  It is also inaccurate.  One of 

Augustine’s main goals when explicating just war teaching, sporadic as it is, “was to 

reconcile the Christian vocation with the goods of the temporal sphere; thus, to provide a 

justification for Christians participation in warfare.”75  To the extent that this is accurate, 

it also seems accurate to aver that, “In Augustine’s thought there is no discernible 

distinction made between the jus ad bellum and jus in bello.”76  Augustine we might say, 

had a more holistic view of warfare.  As Ian Clark puts it, “what could be legitimately 

done in war [jus in bello] derived from the purpose of war itself and, provided war was 
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entered into [jus ad bellum] with this right intention of restoring a just peace, the conduct 

of war [jus in bello] would properly take care of itself.”77 

Augustine’s own words seem instructive.  In a letter to Boniface, he writes, “For 

you don’t seek peace in order to stir up war; no – war is waged in order to obtain peace.  

Be a peacemaker, therefore, even in war, so that by conquering them you bring the 

benefit of peace even to those you defeat.”  Allowing for anachronistic tendencies, one 

can see that Augustine here concerns himself with both jus ad bellum and jus in bello 

principles.  He states, “war is waged in order to attain peace.”78  This offers, however 

brief and tentative, the reason and intention for contemplating engaging in warfare (jus ad 

bellum).  He then states, “Be a peacemaker, then, even by fighting.”  Here Augustine 

addresses jus in bello concerns.   

Augustine does not enumerate lists of ad bellum and in bello criteria.  However, 

this does not mean that he was unconcerned with either.  Rather, Augustine’s more 

holistic approach to warfare begins and ends with an emphasis on peace.  Peace for him 

provides the first and the last word in warfare.  Why do we wage wars?  What are our 

intentions for doing so?  Peace.  How are we to fight?  How are we to conduct ourselves 

in war?  Augustine’s response is, “as peacemakers.” 

Theological articulations of just war eventually gave way to emphasis on law with 

the likes of Vitoria, Molina, and Suarez.  With Grotius and Westphalia, the just war 

tradition was  articulated according to positive law.  Of course that warfare could be 
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brought under human control via positive human law was viewed by the Enlightenment 

as one more sign of progressive development.79   

The Charter of the United Nations, Article 2 (4) would concretize the legal 

prohibition on war.  Thus, just cause was reduced to self-defense and actions sanctioned 

by the United Nations Security Council.  But what of in bello concerns?  In light of the 

UN developments, what was the relationship between in bello and ad bellum?  Instead of 

being intimately related as in Augustine’s holistic conception, the ad bellum and in bello 

would become even more distinct and eventually legally severed from one another.80 

Given this legalist framework, the absolute in bello/ad bellum distinction, 

concerning just war thinking, there are several issues that emerge.  It is also this binary 

framework that allows, perhaps even encourages, some of the difficulties arising in just 

war discussions.  Some of these concerns have already been addresses tangentially above.  

For instance, it seems plausible that approaching the just war tradition from a binary 

                                                           
79 Sharma, “Reconsidering the Jus Ad Bellum / Jus In Bellow Distinction,” 17; Pabst, “Can There 

be a Just War Without Peace?” 
80 The Charter of the United Nations, Article 2(4), states “All Members shall refrain in their 

international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state, or in any other manner in consistent with the Purposes of the United Nations,” 
www.un.org/aboutun/charter/.  Quoted in Sharma, “Reconsidering the Jus Ad Bellum / Jus in Bello 
Distinction,” 17.   

In the recovery of the just war tradition in the 20th century, “From a legal standpoint, the notion of 
a distinction between ad bellum and in bello, has become, in the words of Louis Doswald-Deck ‘absolute 
dogma,’” Ibid., 18. The U.S. Military Tribunals following WW II, particularly at Nuremberg, further 
established the divide between jus ad bellum and jus in bello.  In addressing the question of whether or not 
soldiers fighting in a war on the side deemed to be unjust would still be afforded jus in bello courtesy, the 
answer was given in the affirmative.  Concerning conduct in war, it made no difference legally speaking 
whether the invasion of one country by another was lawful or not.  The 1977 Additional Protocol to the 
Geneva Conventions reaffirmed the ad bellum/in bello distinction, Ibid., 17–22.  

See also Österdahl and van Zadel, “What Will Jus Post Bellum Mean?”.  Writing from the 
perspective of international law, then note that the legal framework for just war reasoning is different from 
the moral and theological standpoint (180-183).  Additionally, then posit a “principle of distinction,” 
whereby “the categories of rules of jus ad bellum and jus in bello are separate and should be kept strictly 
apart” (186). 
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framework may encourage “category slide.”81  For instance, Johnson places a heavy 

emphasis on just cause and sovereign authority, and only allows a place of lower 

importance for secondary and “prudential criteria.”  This emphasizing of ad bellum 

criteria, especially just cause and sovereignty, seems possible in part only from a binary 

conception of the just war tradition. 

Conversely, a binary framework allows the just war tradition to be pitted against 

itself.  During the Cold War, jus in bello concerns overrode jus ad bellum issues.  The jus 

in bello criteria became, as it were, the most important jus ad bellum criterion.  This was 

what Ramsey referred to as the jus contra bellum or bellum contra bellum justum.82 

By maintaining such a sharp distinction between the phases of war, one’s ethical 

thinking about war may be compartmentalized and overly temporal in its unfolding.  For 

instance, first we think about jus ab bellum.  Then, after the jus ad bellum criteria have 

been ethically reflected upon and tended to, one’s thinking shifts to the conduct of the 

war and jus in bello concerns.  Then, lastly, we engage in jus post bellum thinking.  

However, this strictly sequential understanding of the phases of war can have undesirable 

effects.  The situations in Iraq and Afghanistan, with notions of peace as only an 

afterthought, give evidence to this concern. 

A sharp distinction between ad bellum, in bello, and post bellum also obscures the 

thinking concerning the relationship of the phases of war and can lead to a faulty notion 

of peace.  The distinction between the phases of war “accommodates a limited conception 

                                                           
81 Yoder, When War Is Unjust: Being Honest in Just-War Thinking, 64–65; Sharma, 

“Reconsidering the Jus Ad Bellum / Jus in Bello Distinction,” 23. 
82 Ramsey, The Just War: Force and Political Responsibility, 391–424; Sharma, “Reconsidering 

the Jus Ad Bellum / Jus in Bello Distinction,” 22–26. 
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of peace as the absence of war.”83  When then President George H. W. Bush landed on 

the deck of the aircraft carrier the USS Abraham Lincoln and declared that major combat 

operations were over and thus, the mission was complete, he insinuated that now that the 

fighting was over, peace had taken root.  Now some ten years after this event, many 

would still not characterize the situation in Iraq as “peaceful.”84 

The presumption against war camp, with its pacifist leanings, encourages a 

similar mistake.  Its emphasis on limiting the instances of war gives the impression that 

so long as war is not present, peace may abound.  However, war may not be the worst 

thing perpetrated upon a society when compared to genocide.  Thus, peace is not 

necessarily a corollary of war’s absence.85 

The sharp distinction placed between the phases of war has been instrumental in 

many of the critiques offered by pacifism, Christian realism, and just war’s own internal 

fighting.  As Sharma writes, 

However, properly understood, just war is not strictly comprised of either a 
presumption against war, or a presumption against injustice, it in fact entails 
elements of both.  The former could be conceived as a concern for in bello, and 
the latter as a concern for ad bellum.  In this respect, the capacity to effectively 
counter the jus contra bellum compels its critics to reassert the foundational 
purpose of just war as permission with limitation, that is both jus ad bellum and 
jus in bello.86  

 
                                                           

83 Serena K. Sharma, “‘Just Peace’ or Peace Postponed: Jus Post Bellum and the Aftermath of 
Iraq,” in Religion, Conflict, and Military Intervention, ed. Rosemary Durwand and Lee Marsden 
(Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2009), 176. 

84 As Allman and Winright note, “Long after President George W. Bush stood on the deck of the 
USS Abraham Lincoln on May 1, 2003, under a banner proclaiming ‘Mission Accomplished,’ Iraq 
remained in a state of anarchy and the region was unstable.” Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 
87. 

85 The jus ad bellum/jus in bello description echoes, in part, the conventional polarity between war 
and peace.  This dichotomy “sets up war and peace as antonyms…for if peace and war are taken to be 
opposites, peace is simply put, the absence of war,” Sharma, “‘Just Peace’ or Peace Postponed: Jus Post 
Bellum and the Aftermath of Iraq,” 174.  

86 Sharma, “The Legacy of Jus Contra Bellum,” 228. 
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Thus, Ramsey’s twin-born notion of just war coupled with jus post bellum principles 

provides an expansion of our moral sensibilities and an important move towards the 

reframing of the approach to just war reasoning.  If we begin and end our ethical 

deliberations concerning the use of force with peace, we may be able to overcome some 

of the difficulties associated with the binary approach to just war reasoning.  Peace 

should inform the deliberations concerning the decision to go to war (jus ad bellum).  

Peace must also inform the manner in which a nation conducts itself in the prosecution of 

war (jus in bello).87  Thus, at war’s end peace will not be a new topic for deliberation, but 

a guiding principle in the entire enterprise of just war reasoning. 

 
7.  Conclusion 

This chapter has examined various tests that are operative, either overtly or 

covertly, among the various positions explored in this project.  I argued that both John 

Howard Yoder and the presumption against war camp have utilized the just war 

tradition’s ability to limit instances of war as a test for the just war tradition itself.  Both 

have done so by pitting the just war tradition against itself.  More specifically, they have 

used in bello criteria to negate ad bellum justifications.  

Furthermore, I argued that those opposing the presumption against war thesis, or 

the classic just war tradition, has sought to repress this pacifist influence among the 

tradition.  In doing so, the classic just war advocates have employed the just war 

tradition’s ability to justify instances of war as a test for the tradition itself.  While the 

classic just war advocates have not sought to set the various components of the just war 

tradition in opposition to itself, they have privileged certain criteria over others.  Favoring 
                                                           

87 For an insightful account that argues for the importance of jus post bellum considerations in the 
jus in bello environment, see Johnson, “Jus Post Bellum and Counterinsurgency.” 
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certain ad bellum criteria deemed as deontological and non-contingent, these 

deontological criteria are privileged above the other prudential and contingent ad bellum 

criteria.  What is more, they introduce a chronological mentality into just war reasoning, 

whereby in bello considerations are only taken into account after ad bellum issues.  While 

not addressed specifically at this point, it leads one to believe that post bellum 

considerations would then only be taken up at the war’s end, which seems to be the case 

with Iraq and Afghanistan. 

The emphasis on both limiting and justifying wars from within the just war 

tradition further highlights the impasse that has emerged within some corners of just war 

reasoning.  Some just war advocates have sought, knowingly or not, to align just war 

reasoning with pacifism.  Other just war advocates have reacted against such an alliance, 

and in doing so have tended to favor the realist vein within the just war tradition. 

My argument to move past this impasse and towards more robust considerations 

of post war peace was two-fold.  First, I advocate for a recovery of Paul Ramsey’s “twin 

born” notion of the just war tradition’s telos being justification with limitation.  Second, 

through a brief historical analysis and building upon recent work considering the jus in 

bello/jus ab bellum distinction, I argued for a more holistic understanding of war.  This 

holistic understanding sees the various phases of war (in bello, ad bellum, and post 

bellum) as intimately related and interconnected.  Actions in one phase affect the actions 

and available options in the subsequent phases.  Also, while beneficial to conceive of the 

phases as distinct at the operational level, the phases should not be understood in a strict 

chronological sense conceptually.  A strict chronological reading can encourage tardiness 

in jus post bellum considerations and foster faulty notions of peace.  The tests employed 
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by the various positions explored in this chapter are largely founded upon a faulty 

understanding of the relationship of the phases of war.  Therefore, in the next chapter I 

examine each of the phases of war in light of humanitarian intervention and The 

Responsibility to Protect, both of which arise within the context of jus post bellum 

discussions. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

 
Humanitarian Intervention, the Responsibility to Protect, and Jus Post Bellum 

 
 
It is not good to be partial to the wicked or to deprive the innocent of justice. 

Proverbs 18:5 
 
 

1.  Introduction 
 

In the previous chapter, I argued that jus post bellum discussions have served to 

highlight the significance of the relationship of the phases of war.  While for operational 

reasons it may be helpful to parse out the various stages of war (in bello, ad bellum, and 

then post bellum), as I will do to a certain extent in this chapter, to approach ethical 

deliberations concerning the use of force from a strictly sequential fashion will lead to 

faulty notions of peace and leave jus post bellum considerations to last place.  As such, a 

more robust accounting of post bellum principles throughout the deliberation process 

serves to expand our moral sensibilities and keeps peace at the forefront of ethical 

deliberations at every stage of the conflict.   

Jus post bellum discussions emerged amid the ethical and legal complexities  

associated with humanitarian intervention.  The humanitarian crises of the 1990s emerged 

after the post-Cold War era.  Politically this notion referred to a “mind-set that saw the 

world as essentially a contest between two superpowers with allies arrayed behind both 

the United States and the Soviet Union.”1  The simplicity of this view has given way to a 

                                                           
1 Kenneth R. Himes, “Just War, Pacifism, and Humanitarian Intervention,” America 169, no. 4 

(August 14, 1993): 10. 



 
 

164 
 

more complicated global situation.  As Himes notes, “Now things are a good deal more 

messy.”2 

Of course, Paul Ramsey wrote in such a bipolar political context and he has some 

potent things to say concerning humanitarian intervention and jus post bellum discussions 

that closely followed.  In an address given before the Religious Leaders’ Conference on 

Peace in 1965, Ramsey claimed, “Anyone who is impressed only by the immorality and 

probable ineffectiveness of interventionary action should sensitize his conscience to the 

immorality and probable ineffectiveness of non-intervention.”3  He goes on to state, “If 

intervention can sometimes be immortal as well as tragically ineffective, so also can non-

intervention.”4  More recently Gerald W. Schlabach has offered a challenge to proponents 

of active nonviolence.  Schlabach argues that active nonviolence may be susceptible to 

the charge of “a lack of moral clarity unless it not only defines an antiwar stance but says 

more clearly what it is pro.”5 

In the last decade, The Responsibility to Protect (R2P or RtoP) doctrine has been 

put forth as a response to these pressing ethical concerns, that is, R2P entails a positive 

argument for the moral obligation to use force for a specific reason.6  I argued in chapter 

four that the humanitarian crisis of the 1990s and the complex ethical debates that 

followed sparked jus post bellum discussions.  R2P has become a new way to talk about 

humanitarian intervention, and is therefore linked with jus post bellum discussions.  As 

                                                           
2 Ibid. 
3 Ramsey, The Just War: Force and Political Responsibility, 23. 
4 Ibid., 24. 
5 Schlabach, “Clarity, Obfuscation and What Mennonites Should Learn from Weigel Anyway.”  

Emphasis original. 
6 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 

Sovereignty (Ottawa, December 2001), http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/ICISS%20Report.pdf. 
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R2P addresses all three phases (prevention, react, rebuild), thus jus post bellum 

discussions stand to reframe the traditional debate concerning the ethical use of force at 

all three phases of just war deliberation as well (ad bellum, in bello, and post bellum).  

In this chapter, I call attention to Glen Stassen’s “just peacemaking” proposal and 

how it has been mapped onto “the responsibility to prevent” pillar of R2P, and therefore 

onto ad bellum concerns.  Each of the positions represented in this project/dissertation 

acknowledge the importance of prevention concerning the use of force, and accept to a 

certain degree much of Stassen’s proposal.  However, Stassen’s project stalls at the ad 

bellum level, especially concerning the criterion of just cause, as disagreements persist 

concerning the actual use of force among its adherents. 

Tobias Winright attempts to map his just policing paradigm onto “the 

responsibility to react” pillar of R2P.  He does so in part as an attempt to ameliorate the 

tension between just war advocates and pacifists concerning intervention and the actual 

use of force.  He argues that just policing is more discriminating in its use of force than is 

the military option, and therefore, just policing maps onto the traditional domain of in 

bello criteria according to Winright.  However, I argue that his just policing paradigm is 

better suited for “the responsibility to rebuild” pillar of R2P, and therefore plays a more 

prominent role in the post bellum setting. 

The “responsibility to rebuild” pillar of R2P is taken up next.  The “responsibility 

to rebuild” readily maps onto jus post bellum discussions.  In chapter four I illuminated 

the emerging discussions of post bellum ethics.  In bringing this chapter and this project 

as a whole to a close, I argue that even though there may be disagreement at the ad 

bellum phase among the various positions examined in this project, there can be common 
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cause in the post bellum phase.  I close this chapter and this project with an application of 

jus post bellum, which is accomplished through an examination of the ethical 

responsibilities to returning warriors entailed in a robust jus post bellum strategy. 

While I provide a fuller explanation later in the chapter, for now it is sufficient to 

summarily state that R2P is the product of a commission formed by the Canadian 

government to study more intently the ethical and legal conundrums instigated by the rise 

of humanitarian intervention issues.  The report centers around three prongs: the 

responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react (it is in this prong that, as a last resort, 

military force may be justified), and the responsibility to rebuild, which falls into what 

would traditionally be called jus post bellum.  R2P represents a focused effort to discuss 

the ethical complexities surrounding humanitarian intervention.  Gareth Evans, co-chair 

of the commission that published the report, understands R2P as “a new way of talking 

about the whole issue of humanitarian intervention.”7   

In the wake of the humanitarian crises of the 1990s and the terrorist attacks on 

September 11, 2001, discussions concerning ethical obligations in the post war 

environment have continued.  These discussions have further expanded the parameters of 

ethical considerations concerning the use of force as a whole.  For example, discussions 

concerning restoration post war (jus post bellum) have prompted serious reflection 

concerning how the crisis elevated to a situation of war in the first place.  That is, 

discussions of post war restoration (jus post bellum) have further sparked discussions 

concerning the pre war environment and the importance of prevention.  Restating what I 

have argued in the previous chapter, jus post bellum discussions have also motivated 

                                                           
7 Semegnish Asfaw, Guillermo Kerber, and Peter Weiderud, eds., The Responsibility to Protect: 

Ethical and Theological Reflections (Geneva: World Council of Churches, 2005), 5. 
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fresh analysis concerning the relationship of the phases of war, thereby forcing a more 

holistic conception of the ethical use of force.   

In part motivated by jus post bellum discussions: prevention in the pre-war phase 

(the traditional domain of jus ad bellum criteria), the use of force (the traditional domain 

of jus in bello criteria), and post war obligations (jus post bellum), have come together in 

The Responsibility to Protect.  As such, not only does R2P provide us with new 

categories to discuss the moral obligation to use force associated with humanitarian 

interventions, it also provides us with a framework to discuss the subsequent topics that 

have emerged from jus post bellum discussions, namely prevention and innovative 

examination concerning the ethical use of force. 

In this chapter I argue, the three prongs of R2P, the responsibility to prevent, 

react, and rebuild, have been mapped onto current theological discussions concerning the 

ethical use of force among the positions examined in this project.  In this endeavor, there 

is general agreement among all the positions concerning the importance and need for 

prevention.  However, some reservations still remain.  For example, some see in “the 

responsibility to react” prong of R2P another opportunity to bring pacifists and just war 

advocates together under the common cause of just policing.  However, as the actual use 

of force is still a highly contested issue between pacifists and just war advocates 

(including proponents of Christian realism in this context), questions still remain 

concerning the ability of just policing to bring them together.  What is more, I argue that 

just policing is better applied to the post war environment. 
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1a.  Christian Realism and Jus Post Bellum 

The discerning reader will no doubt detect the absence of a sustained engagement 

with Christian realism in the present chapter.  While Reinhold Niebuhr did not 

specifically address post war ethical concerns directly, one could image what he might 

have to say.  His own words are instructive: “if violence can be justified at all, its terror 

must have the tempo of a surgeon’s skill and healing must follow quickly upon its 

wounds.”8  Niebuhr’s use of the medical analogy displays some concern for the post war 

environment.  However, he does not offer a positive argument as to what this would look 

like.  His lack of a positive argument should not come as a surprise, as contemporary 

Christian realist María Teresa Dávila writes, “Niebuhr’s category of moral ambiguity is 

not meant to be a constructive moral norm as the just war theory is.”9  Yet, it is Niebuhr’s 

concept of “moral ambiguity” that Dávila thinks is worth employing concerning 

humanitarian intervention. 

She succinctly notes, “Theologically Niebuhr relies on a particular interpretation 

of original sin that causes all our activity to be tainted by self-interest.”10  Applying this 

notion of inevitable self-interest to the realm of humanitarian intervention and the 

succeeding jus post bellum moral categories tempers the moral efficacy of what may be 

achieved post bellum.  She goes on, 

There is no particular intervention that can be analyzed to the point of removing 
all contingencies and all ambiguities so that our roles are morally clear and our 
use of force morally pure.  Removing a tyrannical government may be a morally 
defensible goal and yet it does not eliminate the moral corruption of the policies 

                                                           
8 Niebuhr, Moral Man & Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics, 220. 
9 Mariá Teresa Dávila, “The Contribution of Reinhold Niebuhr’s ‘Moral Ambiguity’ to 

Contemporary Discussions on the Morality of Intervention and the Use of Force in a Post-Cold War 
World,” Political Theology 5, no. 2 (April 1, 2004): 196. 

10 Ibid., 180. 
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that put the tyrant there in the first place, the murder of the innocent that takes 
place in the process of his removal, the continuing humanitarian crisis even under 
‘so-called’ freedom, and the dissatisfaction of the international community.11 
 

Dávila utilizes Niebuhr’s notion of moral ambiguity as a critique of the just war tradition.  

As she is much more a straight Niebuhrian, she would likely be skeptical of Allman and 

Winright’s positive appropriation of Niebuhr illuminated below. 

Each of the highlighted areas in her remarks above corresponds to one of the 

prongs of R2P: the responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react, and the 

responsibility to rebuild, respectively.  I do not mean to argue that each of these issues 

has been totally resolved in the course of the jus post bellum deliberations.  Rather, my 

purpose in highlighting the correspondence between her critique and subsequent 

developments in just war thought is two-fold:  (1) the protean nature of the just war 

tradition is once again on display, this time in terms of jus post bellum discussions and 

R2P, and (2) related to the first, jus post bellum discussions are answering certain 

critiques offered from the various position examined in this project, in this case Christian 

realism, all of which has the effect of reframing the traditional debate in terms of new 

developments, namely jus post bellum considerations.12   

More recently, taking account once again of jus post bellum deliberations, Allman 

and Winright have attempted to utilize Christian realism in a more positive fashion in 

relation to the just war tradition.  Their recent argument follows a similar trajectory to 

their earlier critique of Kantian scholar and just war advocate Brian Orend, which I 
                                                           

11 Ibid., 196.  Emphasis mine. 
12 More recently, John D. Carlson has continued to critique the just war tradition from a Christian 

realist perspective.  See, Carlson, “God, War, and the Secular: Varieties of Religious and Ethical 
Traditions”; Carlson, “Is There a Christian Realist Theory of War and Peace? Reinhold Niebuhr and Just 
War Thought”; Carlson, “Reinhold Niebuhr and the Use of Force.” 

For the purposes of this project, Dávila is a more suitable interlocutor as she directly addresses the 
issues of humanitarian intervention and the post war environment.  Carlson does not engage specifically in 
jus post bellum discussions and continues the critique that paints just war as too idealistic. 
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discussed in chapter four.  Orend contends that to fall short morally in any phase (ad 

bellum, in bello or post bellum) taints the whole project.  On the other hand, Allman and 

Winright believe that this pure moral conception of just war is actually more damaging 

than their “imperfectly just” notion, which they adopt from Niebuhr.  They write, 

“Reinhold Niebuhr reminds us that perfect justice is unattainable in history due to human 

finitude and sinfulness.”13  They further contend that “comparative justice,” which “rests 

on a theological anthropology of sin” is more beneficial than a notion that one side in a 

conflict has total justice on their side.14  They worry that the idea of having total justice 

on one’s side may have the effect of loosening the in bello constraints. 

What is more, Allman and Winright believe that an account of imperfect justice 

expands our ethical imagination allowing us to envision a range of “just” war 

possibilities.15  They posit “degrees of justice ranging from perfectly just war to perfectly 

unjust war.”16  For Allman and Winright, incorporating Niebuhr’s concept of relative 

justice strengthens the just war tradition’s ethical sensibilities.  In terms of jus post 

bellum specifically, incorporating Christian realism’s notion of imperfect justice into a 

just war framework may serve to temper overly zealous post war expectations and allows 

for degrees of justice post bellum.  Accordingly, Christian realism’s interaction with jus 

                                                           
13 Mark J. Allman and Tobias Winright, “Growing Edges of Just War Theory: Jus Ant Bellum, Jus 

Post Bellum, and Imperfect Justice,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 32, no. 2 (2012): 180–181. 
14 Ibid., 184. 
15 Dávila thought this to be the case as well.  She writes, “I believe that Niebuhr’s category of 

moral ambiguity expands the moral spectrum available to us for making decisions on the just use of force,” 
Dávila, “The Contribution of Reinhold Niebuhr’s ‘Moral Ambiguity’ to Contemporary Discussions on the 
Morality of Intervention and the Use of Force in a Post-Cold War World,” 198.  However, she did not have 
the normative criteria of the just war developments of jus post bellum to flesh out her proposal. 

16 Allman and Winright, “Growing Edges of Just War Theory: Jus Ant Bellum, Jus Post Bellum, 
and Imperfect Justice,” 186. 
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post bellum conversations usually occurs indirectly.  Therefore, Christian realism will not 

feature prominently in the remainder of this chapter. 

 
1b.  Outline of chapter: 2) The Road to R2P and 3) The Reception of R2P 

The chapter begins with an account of how R2P came to be and its reception 

among certain political and religious bodies.  I briefly survey the move from a 

Westphalian conception of national sovereignty to calls for a responsibility to intervene 

in instances of humanitarian crisis.  I then rehearse its positive reception within the UN 

and WCC (World Council of Churches), and its negative reception among other religious 

bodies.   

 
4) The Responsibility to Prevent and Just Peacemaking 

The chapter then analyzes each of the prongs of R2P.  In its theological and 

ethical reflections on R2P members of the World Council of Churches have called 

attention to the correspondence of Glen Stassen’s just peacemaking paradigm and the 

responsibility to prevent prong of R2P.  Various proponents from pacifism, just war (both 

the presumption against war camp and the classical just war tradition camp), and 

Christian realism all accept, with minor reservations in places, the importance of 

prevention.   

 
5) The Responsibility to React and Just Policing 

Drawing upon the work of Gerald W. Schlabach, Tobias Winright proposes just 

policing as a way to bring pacifists and just war advocates together under the second 

prong of R2P, responsibility to react.  The success of this move is questionable on two 

accounts: (1) The use of force surfaced as the most contested issue under Stassen’s just 
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peacemaking paradigm.  Likewise, the responsibility to react prong of R2P, which 

includes within it the possible use of force, remains the most contested “responsibility” 

among the WCC’s (World Council of Churches) theological and ethical report on R2P.  

What is more, there are stringent critiques offered against the notion of just policing 

among some pacifists.  As such, while Winright admits that not every pacifist will be 

convinced, the notion of bring pacifists and just war advocates together under the 

responsibility to react via the just policing paradigm is still questionable.  (2)  I argue that 

there is an issue concerning application.  I do not offer a critique of just policing in itself, 

I do however, argue that just policing better belongs to “the responsibility to rebuild” 

prong of R2P, and thus to the post bellum environment.   

 
6) Jus Post Bellum Proper and the Responsibility to Rebuild 

Given the fact that the actual use of force is still a contested area among 

proponents of the various positions explored in this project (pacifism rejects the use of 

force, while both Christian realism and just war tradition advocate for its use under 

certain circumstances), I argue, however, that the jus post bellum ethical realm provides a 

new area of common cause for the various positions addressed in this project, who often 

times found themselves at variance in the ad bellum environment.  Corresponding to the 

responsibility to rebuild prong of R2P, jus post bellum deliberations offers a fertile area 

for discussion.  In bringing this project to a close, I focus on one particular jus post 

bellum criterion, one that is sometimes overlooked and often only mentioned sketchily.  I 

argue that the reintegration of returning warriors, to include psychological, spiritual, and 

social reintegration and healing, is a fertile area of exploration that offers an area of 
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common cause and cooperation for all, even those who disagreed concerning the ethical 

use of force ad bellum. 

 
2.  The Road to The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

The conundrum that humanitarian intervention places before us touches on both 

ethical and legal matters.  Ramsey’s employment of the analogy with the Good Samaritan 

is complexified when we move to issues of humanitarian intervention.  For instance, 

when considering humanitarian intervention the person on the Jericho road in need of 

assistance is often out of reach geographically speaking.  That is, for the Good Samaritan 

to intervene he or she will have to broach the sovereign borders of another country.  

Practically, in the world today this would mean that one country would instigate the use 

of force for humanitarian reasons within another country.  However, since Westphalia in 

1648, national sovereignty has been defined primarily geographically and considered 

untouchable.   

In Ramsey’s use of the parable of the Good Samaritan, he employs the parable to 

make a distinction between self-defense and defense of another.  For Ramsey, these 

represent two distinct ethical cases and he is drawing upon the thought of the teacher of 

Augustine of Hippo.  Ambrose writes,  

He who does not keep harm off a friend, if he can, is as much in fault as he who 
causes it.  Wherefore holy Moses gave this as a first proof of his fortitude in war.  
For when he saw an Hebrew receiving hard treatment at the hands of an Egyptian, 
he defended him, and laid low the Egyptian and hid him in the sand.17   

                                                           
17 Ambrose, Ambrose: Selected Works and Letters, ed. Philip Schaff, Christian Classics Ethereal 

Library, vol. 10, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 
I.36.179, p. 30.  Available on-line, http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf210.toc.html, quoted in Johnson, 
“Just War in the Thought of Paul Ramsey,” 187.  Ramsey’s initial reflections on a Christian’s obligation 
concerning the use of force may be found in Paul Ramsey, Basic Christian Ethics (New York: Scribner, 
1950), 166–84.  His reference to Ambrose may be found in Paul Ramsey, War and the Christian 
Conscience: How Shall Modern War Be Conducted Justly? (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1961), 
37.  He makes subsequent reference to the Parable of the Good Samaritan in Paul Ramsey, "Justice in 
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The culpability here resides in Ambrose’s understanding of love of neighbor. 

This scenario involves at least two neighbors.  One is the victim and one is the 

assailant.  Christians are to love all neighbors.  As such, in “keeping harm off a friend,” 

Ambrose realizes that the intervener may have to utilize force.  To that end, the Christian 

is authorized to “use violence only up to and including what is necessary to drive off or 

subdue the assailant, and not exceeding what he was engaged in doing.”18  And, the use 

of force against the assailant should be both discriminate and proportionate.19  All of this 

is to say that, in the early development of just war thinking, what we would call 

humanitarian intervention today was ethically required on some level. 

While Ambrose’s principle was not enacted into international law, its opposite 

was, and with profound consequences.  That is, in the twentieth-century, a rule of non-

intervention was eventually codified in the UN Charter.  Yet, centuries prior to the UN 

Charter, its particular understanding of sovereignty was effectively put in place by the 

Treaty of Westphalia.20 

                                                                                                                                                                             
War," in The Just War: Force and Political Responsibility (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 1983), 141–47. 

18 Johnson, “Just War in the Thought of Paul Ramsey,” 187. 
19 Ibid., 188. 
20 For more on the historical development during this period of the idea of humanitarian 

intervention from within just war reasoning, see Heinz-Gerhard Justenhoven and William A. Barbieri, Jr., 
eds., From Just War to Modern Peace Ethics, vol. 120, Arbeiten Zur Kirchengeschicte (Boston: de Gruyter, 
2012) and from within the field of international relations, see Simon Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace? 
Humanitarian Intervention and International Law, Oxford Monographs in International Law (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2001), 7–44.   

Some note the importance of Grotius in the secularization of the just war tradition, hailing him as 
the father of international law.  However, others have sought to paint him as overly Christian in his 
thinking.  The jury is still out concerning Grotius.  For instance, Corey and Charles note, “While most 
observers concede Grotius’s significance to international relations, historians and political philosophers are 
by no means agreed on precisely how to situate Grotius within the just war tradition,” Corey and Charles, 
The Just War Tradition: An Introduction, 139.  They further note, “the long-standing debate whether it is 
fitting to call Grotius a ‘father of international law,’” Ibid., 256 n 60.  They further note the tendency by 
some to look with suspicion upon Grotius, as they claim he is too closely allied with Christian thinking.  In 
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Today, both theologians and the international law community recognize the 

significance of the Treaty of Westphalia in terms of intervention.  One author, writing 

from an international law perspective, notes, “In 1648 the Treaty of Westphalia signaled 

a new political commitment to sovereignty, heralding the development of a new norm of 

non-intervention,”21 which is a competing principle “that arose as a corollary of 

sovereignty.”22  National sovereignty was understood largely in territorial terms, thus 

political sovereignty came to be understood in these terms as well.  Theologian and 

ethicist Tobias Winright states, “Ever since the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, national 

sovereignty has been regarded as sacrosanct, and the normative principle of non-

intervention prohibited nations from meddling in the internal affairs of other nations.”23 

In the past century, the principle of non-intervention, was codified in the UN 

Charter.  Article 2(4), states “All Members shall refrain in their international relations 

from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of 

any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.”24   

Article 2(7) of the UN Charter states, “Nothing contained in the present Charter 

shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the 
                                                                                                                                                                             
this vein, see Pangle and Ahrensdorf, Justice Among the Nations, 162ff.  Conversely, some Christian 
ethicists look with suspicion on Grotius due to his alleged association with natural law reasoning, see James 
Turner Johnson, The Quest for Peace: Three Moral Traditions in Western Cultural History (Princeton, 
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1987), esp. 198–202.  Both cited in Corey and Charles, The Just 
War Tradition: An Introduction, 139. 

21 Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace? Humanitarian Intervention and International Law, 42. 
22 Ibid., 3.  Theologian Kenneth R. Himes notes in light of Westphalia and sovereignty, 

“sovereignty has as its corollary a principle of nonintervention,” Himes, “The Morality of Humanitarian 
Intervention,” 85. 

23 Tobias Winright, “‘Never Again’:  The Responsibility to Protect as an Emerging Ethical Norm,” 
The Cressent 75, no. 5 (2012): 30. 

24 Charter of the United Nations, www.un.org/aboutun/charter/.  Chesterman notes, “Article 2(4) 
of the UN Charter clearly prohibits the use of force, with the only exception being self-defense and 
enforcement actions authorized by the Security Council,” Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace? 
Humanitarian Intervention and International Law, 235. 
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domestic jurisdiction of any state.”25  The die was cast.  War was illegal, except in 

matters of self-defense.  Domestic matters were the concern of the sovereign state and no 

other entity or sovereign state was to intervene in domestic matters.   

The Genocide Convention, was adopted by resolution 260 (III) A of the United 

Nations Assembly in Paris on December 9, 1948,26 and set out the legal definition of the 

term “genocide” and authorized punishment for such acts.27  Though adoption and 

ratification of the Genocide Convention were seen as a step in the right direction 

concerning the untouchable status of national sovereignty, the Genocide Convention 

itself yielded little results.  As Johnson states, while the convention “exercises an 

undoubted moral effect in international affairs…it has proven not to have had much ‘bite’ 

in restraining contemporary armed conflicts.”28  It was the crises of the last two decades 

of the twentieth century, Bosnia, Rwanda, Srebrenica, and Kosovo to name just a few, 

that would serve to challenge the limits of national sovereignty.  The ethical concerns 

                                                           
25 Charter of the United Nations, www.un.org/aboutun/charter/. 
26 For the full text of the Genocide Convention, see  United Nations Treaty Series 1021, no. 78 

(1951): 277–322 or http://www.hrweb.org/legal/genocide.html. 
27 Article II of the Genocide Convention states, “In the present Convention, genocide means any 

of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or 
religious group, as such: (a) Killing members of the group; (b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to 
members of the group; (c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about 
its physical destruction in whole or in part; (d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the 
group; (e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group, ” United Nations, “Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide,” 1948, 
www.un.org/en/preventgenocide/adviser/documents.shtml. 

Prior to 1944, the term “genocide” did not exist.  In an attempt to describe the Nazi strategy of 
organized murder inflicted on the Jewish people, Polish-Jewish lawyer Raphael Lemkin coined the term in 
1944.  United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, “What is Genocide?,” Holocaust Encyclopedia, 
http://www.ushmm.org/wlc/en/article.php?ModuleId=10007043, Accessed on May 21, 2014. 

28 Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 145. 
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prompted by these crises, particularly concerning the post war environment, provided the 

impetus for the creation of the Responsibility to Protect.29 

R2P is the outcome of a commission formed by the Canadian government in 

2000.  The commission met, deliberated, discussed and issued a report.  The report issued 

by the ICISS (International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty) was 

titled “The Responsibility to Protect.”  The task of the commission and the resulting 

report is stated early in the Forward:  “This report is about the so-called ‘right of 

humanitarian intervention’: the question of when, if ever, it is appropriate for states to 

take coercive – and in particular military – action, against another state for the purpose of 

protecting people at risk in that other state.”30  As the participants of the commission that 

issued the report contemplated justifying an initial use of force, concerns for the well 

being of the “people at risk” post war were of utmost importance.  No one wanted the 

situation after the intervention to be worse than prior to the intervention.  As such, jus 

post bellum discussions sustained a level of importance throughout the deliberations. 

The ICISS took notice of the controversial nature concerning humanitarian 

intervention both when it occurred, as in such instances of Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo, 

but also when action failed to occur, as in Rwanda.  The zenith of the debate came when 

the UN Security Council was unable to reach a consensus and therefore remained divided 

concerning NATO’s intervention into Kosovo in 1999.  Intensifying the issue was 

Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s pleas for consensus at the United Nations General 

Assembly in 1999 and again in 2000.  Thus, “It was in response to this challenge that the 
                                                           

29 Asfaw, Kerber, and Weiderud, The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological 
Reflections, 3–5. 

30 Gareth Evans and Mohamed Sahnoun, “Forward,” in The Responsibility to Protect: Report of 
the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (Ottawa: International Development 
Research Centre, 2001), vii. 
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Government of Canada, together with a group of major foundations, announced at the 

General Assembly in September 2000 the establishment of the International Commission 

on the Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS).”31  R2P is the fruit of the ICISS’s 

work from its inception to the publication of the report in December 2001.  Within the 

published document, there are two areas of significance that are worth highlighting here: 

a fundamental shift in the understanding of state sovereignty and the three pillars of 

R2P.32 

Noting the Westphalian concept of national sovereignty, the document states, 

“however, the authority of the state is not regarded as absolute.”33  The document goes on 

to note that by admittance into the UN, each signatory state is welcomed as a 

“responsible member of the community of nations” and “accepts the responsibilities of 

membership.”34  The core responsibility being the care of its citizens.  Thus, the 

document states, “There is no transfer or dilution of state sovereignty.  But there is a 

necessary re-characterization involved:  from sovereignty as control to sovereignty as 

responsibility in both internal functions and external duties.”35  As such, sovereignty is no 

longer limited to the notion of political control of a set territory, but likewise entails 

certain responsibilities of political leaders to the citizens living within the controlled 

territory.  In addition to a reworking of the understanding of sovereignty, R2P is 

supported by three pillars: the responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react, and the 

                                                           
31 Ibid. 
32 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 

Sovereignty.  For clarity and ease of reference, citations correspond to paragraph number, and then page 
number. 

33 All citations are to Ibid., 2.7, page 12. 
34 Ibid., 2.14, page 13. 
35 Ibid. 
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responsibility to rebuild.  Before turning to an analysis of R2P, I will briefly rehearse the 

varying degrees of acceptance of R2P as an ethical norm among certain political and 

religious bodies. 

 
3.  Reception of The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

The reception, engagement, and analysis among the international relations 

community has been significant.36  The United Nations has steadfastly displayed its 

support for R2P on several occasions.37  Of note is Resolution 1674 on the Protection of 

Civilians in Armed Conflict, unanimously adopted on April 28, 2006 by the UN Security 

Council, in which, the UN committed itself to engage in continuing debates to evaluate 

the progress made in the protection of populations from genocide and war crimes.38 

                                                           
36 Some of the more salient articles include: Jennifer R. Welsh, “Implementing RtoP: Where 

Expectations Meet Reality,” Ethics and International Affairs 24, no. 4 (2010): 415–30; Alex J. Bellamy et 
al., “Libya, RtoP, and Humanitarian Intervention,” Ethics and International Affairs 25, no. 3 (2011): 251–
92; Alan Buchanan and Robert O. Keohane, “Precommitment Regimes for Intervention: Supplementing the 
Security Council,” Ethics and International Affairs 25, no. 1 (2011): 41–63; Edward C. Luck, “RtoP: 
Growing Pains or Early Promise?,” Ethics and International Affairs 24, no. 4 (2010): 349–65; Alex J. 
Bellamy, “The Responsibility to Protect - Five Years On,” Ethics and International Affairs 24, no. 2 (June 
2010): 143–69.  Book length engagements include: James Pattison, Humanitarian Intervention and the 
Responsibility to Protect: Who Should Intervene? (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2012); 
Alex J Bellamy, Responsibility to Protect: The Global Effort to End Mass Atrocities (Cambridge; Malden, 
MA: Polity, 2009); Hew Strachan and Sibylle Scheipers, The Changing Character of War (New York, NY: 
Oxford University Press, 2011); Gareth J Evans, The Responsibility to Protect: Ending Mass Atrocity 
Crimes Once and for All (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2008); Aidan Hehir, The 
Responsibility to Protect: Rhetoric, Reality and the Future of Humanitarian Intervention (New York, NY: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2012); Jared Genser and Irwin Cotler, The Responsibility to Protect: The Promise of 
Stopping Mass Atrocities in Our Time (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2012). 

37 For instance, in 2005, the World Summit endorsed R2P, see especially paragraphs 138 and 139 
of the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document (WSOD).  Since the UN’s initial endorsement, several 
resolutions have been passed in support of R2P.  For the entire text, see: “2005 World Summit Outcome,” 
Document, (October 24, 2005), http://www.un.org/womenwatch/ods/A-RES-60-1-E.pdf.  The International 
Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect (ICRtoP) highlights paragraphs 138-139, see 
http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/component/content/article/35-r2pcs-topics/398-general-
assembly-r2p-excerpt-from-outcome-document. 

 
38 “Key Developments on the Responsibility to Protect at the United Nations, 2005-2013,” 

http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/about-rtop/the-un-and-rtop.   
For a complete listing of UN Security Council resolutions referring to R2P made from 2006-2014, 

see http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/component/content/article/136-latest-news/5221--
references-to-the-responsibility-to-protect-in-security-council-resolutions.   
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Sectors of the religious community have been amenable to R2P as well.  As an 

element of its Decade to Overcome Violence, the WCC has considered, discussed, and 

ultimately adopted R2P.39  In January 2001 the Central Committee of the World Council 

of Churches received a request to study issues raised in the document, “The Protection of 

Endangered Populations in Situations of Armed Violence: Toward an Ecumenical Ethical 

Approach.”40  Furthermore, a meeting of 21 experts from around the globe transpired in 

Geneva in April 2005.  The seminar published its report – The Responsibility to Protect: 

Ethical and Theological Reflections – a year later.41 

                                                                                                                                                                             
For a list of statements made by the UN Security Council President referring to R2P, see 

http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/component/content/article/136-latest-news/5227--
references-to-the-responsibility-to-protect-in-security-council-presidential-statements. 

For more on the United Nations and R2P, see Semegnish Asfaw, “Annex 2: The Responsibility to 
Protect,” in The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological Reflections, ed. Semegnish Asfaw, 
Guillermo Kerber, and Peter Weiderud (Geneva: World Council of Churches, 2005), esp. 121–124. 

39 “The Decade to Overcome Violence (DOV), Churches Seeking Reconciliation and Peace — 
World Council of Churches,” Document, accessed April 17, 2014, 
http://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documents/wcc-commissions/international-affairs/peace-and-
disarmament/peace-concerns/the-decade-to-overcome-violence-dov-churches-seeking-reconciliation-and-
peace; “Message on the Occasion of the Launch of the Decade to Overcome Violence — World Council of 
Churches,” Document, accessed April 17, 2014, 
http://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documents/central-committee/2001/message-on-the-occasion-of-
the-launch-of-the-decade-to-overcome-violence. 

40 “The Protection of Endangered Populations in Situations of Armed Violence: Toward an 
Ecumenical Ethical Approach — World Council of Churches,” Document, accessed April 17, 2014, 
http://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documents/wcc-commissions/international-affairs/commission-on-
international-affairs-policy/the-protection-of-endangered-populations-in-situations-of-armed-violence-
toward-an-ecumenical-ethical-approach.  The WCC subsequently undertook several occasions to study the 
issues at hand.  Consequently, the UN Advocacy Week, organized by the WCC and the Commission of the 
Churches on International Affairs, met in New York in November 2003. 

41 Asfaw, Kerber, and Weiderud, The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological 
Reflections.  This was not the last interaction with R2P by the WCC, see for instance, Letter to H.E. Kofi 
Annan, UN Secretary-General, on 16 March 2006 at the conclusion of the WCC 9th Assembly in Porto 
Alegre, Brazil, http://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documents/wcc-commissions/international-
affairs/responsability-to-protect/the-responsibility-to-protect. 

Pope Benedict XVI has, on occasion, discussed and has sought to enact R2P as well.  “The Roman 
Catholic Church has also begun to refer to R2P, with Pope Benedict XVI mentioning it in his address to the 
General Assembly of the UN on 18 April 2008 and, more recently, in his major social encyclical Caritas in 
Veritate, which was issued on 29 June 2009, calling for R2P’s implementation,” Tobias Winright, “Just 
Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” The Ecumenical Review 63, no. 1 (2011): 85.  For more on the 
acceptance by the Vatican and the World Council of Churches of R2P, see also Esther D. Reed, 
“Responsibility to Protect and Militarized Humanitarian Intervention: When and Why the Churches Failed 
to Discern Moral Hazard,” Journal of Religious Ethics 40, no. 2 (2012): 309–314. 
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That said, reception within the religious community has not been entirely positive 

though.  For example, James Jakob Fehr, director of the German Mennonite Peace 

Committee, offers some general reservations concerning the acceptance of R2P.  He 

holds strong reservations concerning R2P’s “redefining sovereignty.”42  He believes 

some advocates of R2P mistakenly understand the moral argument involved to be rather 

straightforward.  For advocates of R2P, the syllogistic reasoning runs thusly, according to 

Fehr: 

1. The moral duty to endangered peoples is more important than the moral duty of 

respecting territorial sovereignty. 

2. We ought to act in accordance with our overriding moral duties. 

3. Therefore, we ought to obey our moral duty to endangered peoples, by which the 

UN means establishing the principles of R2P in international law.43 

Fehr rejects the premise at 1, noting the longstanding adherence to “the fundamental 

notion of territorial sovereignty that has held sway since at least the Peace of Westphalia 

in 1648.”44 

He goes on to note some “significant pragmatic concerns,” including: knowing 

the appropriate time to transition from one phase to the next (say from “prevent” to 

                                                           
42 James Jakob Fehr, “The Responsibility to Confront Evil: A Pacifist Critique of R2P from the 

Historic Peace Churches,” unpublished manuscript, 2, accessed May 1, 2014, 
http://www.dmfk.de/fileadmin/downloads/Responsibility%20to%Confront%20Evil.pdf.  James Turner 
Johnson notes a dilemma involved in R2P and the Westphalian system of international law as well.  He 
identifies the dilemma as “the idea that human rights undergirds both the principle of non-intervention in 
the internal affairs of states and the idea of an international responsibility for humanitarian intervention in 
cases of oppression.”  He goes on to argue that “the pre-Westphalian conception of sovereignty as moral 
responsibility…avoids this dilemma,” James Turner Johnson, “Religion, Violence, and Human Rights,” 
Journal of Religious Ethics 41, no. 1 (March 1, 2013): 1. 

43 Fehr, “The Responsibility to Confront Evil: A Pacifist Critique of R2P from the Historic Peace 
Churches,” 2. 

44 Ibid., 3. 
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“react”), how will R2P be enforced, and “Who will be allowed to perform injury in the 

name of the international community?”45  However, as one might suspect, Fehr’s deepest 

reservations reside in issues surrounding the potential use of force.  He writes, “We could 

accept R2P wholeheartedly if it were to drop the threat of implementing violence and 

institute only the responsibility to prevent and the responsibility to rebuild.”46   

While Fehr employs legal and pragmatic critiques, the central issue for him 

revolves around the potential use of force.  In the larger theological debates concerning 

R2P this fact is true as well.  Fehr’s reservations concerning the responsibility to react are 

echoed by others in the religious community and, as I argue below, these reservations 

concerning the responsibility to react have fostered another attempt at brokering a truce 

between just war and pacifism, namely just policing. 

There have been other general criticisms offered of R2P as well.  Some worry 

about the normalization of violence that may accompany R2P.  That is, with a widening 

of the just cause principle to include self-defense and humanitarian intervention, there is 

concern that violence may increase and not decrease.  Some likewise worry concerning 

the mixed motives often involved in humanitarian intervention; some are concerned that 

security and political agendas are smuggled in under the guise of humanitarian 

intervention.47  Nonetheless, as Winright remarks, “R2P seems to be gaining purchase as 

                                                           
45 Ibid., 4. 
46 Ibid., 5. 
47For instance, see Johnson, “Religion, Violence, and Human Rights”; Reed, “Responsibility to 

Protect and Militarized Humanitarian Intervention: When and Why the Churches Failed to Discern Moral 
Hazard”; Luke Glanville, “In Defense of the Responsibility to Protect,” Journal of Religious Ethics 41, no. 
1 (March 1, 2013): 169–82; Esther D. Reed, “Responsibility to Protect and Militarized Humanitarian 
Intervention,” Journal of Religious Ethics 41, no. 1 (March 1, 2013): 183–208. 
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we embark upon this second decade of the 21st century.”48  Therefore, in what follows, I 

engage this new way of speaking about humanitarian intervention, R2P, and how it 

serves to highlight the importance of jus post bellum. 

 
4.  Just Peacemaking and the Responsibility to Prevent 

 
The responsibility to prevent pillar of R2P concerns matters that become ad 

bellum considerations.  Glen Stassen’s “just peacemaking” paradigm has been mapped 

onto the responsibility to prevent pillar, and therefore onto ad bellum considerations.  

Stassen’s proposal is generally accepted by all parties in the discussion, until the 

prevention measures fail.  Once armed force is contemplated, the traditional concerns 

over the ethical use of force once again surface.  What is more, Stassen’s proposal is in 

need of reinforcing.  Once prevention measures fail and a state of war ensures, how do 

we return once again to a place where “just peacemaking” principles are viable once 

again?  Through its principles of rebuilding, jus post bellum considerations accomplish 

this task. 

By the ICISS’s own admission, “Prevention is the single most important 

dimension of the responsibility to protect.”49  While not denying that in some instances 

armed intervention may be necessary, the ICISS implores that prevention measures be 

exhausted first.  The primary responsibility for prevention is, according to the report, the 

                                                           
48 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 85.  For more background on the 

development of the WCC’s response to R2P see, Kerber, “Annex 1 The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical 
and Theological Reflections,” 114-120 and “Annex 4 The Responsibility to Protect: Milestones to Porto 
Alegre,” 139, in  The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological Reflections. 

49 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty, page xi. 
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sovereign state.  States are to ensure the promotion and protection of human rights and 

social and economic development within their respective states.50 

The World Council of Churches Central Committee echoes the ICISS’s emphasis 

on the importance of prevention.  While disagreements persist among churches in other 

areas, “they agree on one thing: the importance of preventive efforts designed to avoid or 

tackle a crisis  before it escalates.  Prevention is key.”51 

Bishop Michael Kehinde Stephen of the Methodist Church Nigeria, one of the 

participants on the Commission of the Churches on International Affairs seminar held in 

Geneva 21-23 April 2005, echoed the theme of prevention and its difficulties: 

“Unfortunately, the speed at which these events occur and the ever changing political 

dynamics rob us of much needed time for proper reflection – reflection that could fashion 

a responsible ethical response that could affect the position of the leadership of the 

churches and political leadership of the state.”52  The “events” to which he refers are the 

“extreme forms of violence, armed conflict, inter-ethnic armed confrontations, religious 

violence, ‘ethnic cleansing’ and in a few cases, genocide” that the continent of Africa has 

witnessed in the last two decades.53  

Further, he notes that the R2P “is one of the major ways in which the World 

Council of Churches and other organizations can facilitate a careful examination of the 

                                                           
50 Ibid., 3.1–2, page 19. 
51 Peter Weiderud, “Forward,” in The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological 

Reflections, ed. Semegnish Asfaw, Guillermo Kerber, and Peter Weiderud (Geneva: World Council of 
Churches, 2005), vii. 

52 Michael Kehinde Stephen, “A Reaction from Africa,” in The Responsibility to Protect: Ethical 
and Theological Reflections, ed. Semegnish Asfaw, Guillermo Kerber, and Peter Weiderud (Geneva: 
World Council of Churches, 2005), 23. 

53 Ibid. 
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major issues confronting our world today.”54  He also emphasizes the importance of the 

prevention prong of the R2P and goes on to specifically name Glenn Stassen’s “just 

peacemaking” paradigm as helpful in this regard.55 

While Glen Stassen may be the name most associated with the just peacemaking 

paradigm, this project is by no means a solitary venture.  Just peacemaking “is the 

product of 23 scholars across various denominations who have collaborated annually for 

six years to specify the 10 practical steps and develop the undergirding principles of this 

critical approach.”56  In developing the just peacemaking paradigm, Stassen and his 

collaborators are attempting to move past what they consider to be the outdated ethic of 

war and peace that operates exclusively within a pacifism and just war theory framework.  

While each of these approaches possess a certain value, according to Stassen they are 

both limited as well. 

For instance, according to advocates of just peacemaking, just war theory can be 

employed to conclude that terrorism is unjust.  What is more, the just war theory is able 

to state what moral actions, even coercive actions, may be justified in response to 

terrorism.  While it is necessary and important to be able to voice an appropriate response 

to terrorism and to clarify that terrorism is ethically unjust, an ethic that can only do such 

is limited.  Ruling terrorism as unjust and clarifying the appropriate ethical use of force in 

response to terrorism does not address the root cause of terrorism.  The just war theory, it 

is argued, does not address effective measures to prevent terrorism, and is therefore 

limited in its scope. 
                                                           

54 Ibid. 
55 Ibid., 24. 
56 Glen H. Stassen, Just Peacemaking: The New Paradigm for the Ethics of Peace and War, Rev. 

ed. (Cleveland: Pilgrim Press, 2008), back cover. 
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Likewise, pacifism also may speak to the unjust nature of terrorism.  Pacifism 

may also posit nonviolent responses to terrorism.  “But,” Stassen notes, “if pacifism lacks 

clear guidance about which practices do work to prevent terrorism, then pacifism can 

degenerate into withdrawal.”57  Therefore, just peacekeeping attempts to surpass the 

traditional appeal of and debate between pacifism and the just war theory.  

While seeking to improve on both pacifism and the just war theory, just 

peacemaking does not seek to supplant either of them.  “Just peacemaking,” it is noted, 

“won’t always prevent wars, so everyone needs either pacifism to say their participation 

in war is never justified, or just war theory to judge whether a particular war is 

justified.”58  Therefore, while prevention is important, at the end of the day one still needs 

to be ready to choose between either pacifism or the just war tradition. 

While a broad consensus was reached concerning the just peacemaking practices, 

unanimity among the collaborators was not attained on all fronts.59  The issue of military 

action in support of humanitarian intervention remains a prominent point of controversy 

among the contributors of the just peacekeeping project.  Much the same can be said 

concerning the World Council of Church’s acceptance concerning R2P.  That is, both the 

World Council of Church’s ethical and theological report on R2P and Stassen’s 

collaborators found the use of military force as a point of contention. 

Concerning the just peacemaking paradigm, Tobias Winright notes, “The chapter 

[in Stassen’s volume] that sparked the most controversy was written by Michael Joseph 

                                                           
57 Pamela Brubaker et al., “Introduction: Just Peacemaking as the New Ethic for Peace and War,” 

in Just Peacemaking: The New Paradigm for the Ethic of Peace and War, ed. Glen Stassen, New edition 
(Cleveland, Ohio: The Pilgrim Press, 2008), 2. 

58 Ibid., 9. 
59 Ibid., 37–40. 
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Smith.”60  What is more, Stassen and some of his collaborators state, “We do not all 

agree with Michael Smith’s affirmation of humanitarian intervention.”61  Smith advocates 

for stronger support of the United Nations whereby, “we can develop the capacity to 

identify, prevent, and if necessary, intervene in conflicts within and between states that 

threaten basic human rights.”  He continues, “in this post-September 11, 2001, world we 

must also learn to navigate between the Scylla of inaction – as in Rwanda or Darfur – and 

the Charybdis of pseudo-humanitarian intervention – as in Iraq.”62  He continues,  

An approach to just peacemaking must include a willingness to recast the 
sovereignty of states as an international ‘responsibility to protect’ in cases where 
human rights are egregiously violated…Certainly there is an obligation to develop 
what might be called ready instruments of rescue, so that disasters like Rwanda or 
Darfur need not occur for want of a capacity to intervene.  Waging peace, no less 
than war, requires us to combine capability with intention.63 

 
Thus, while many advocates of the just peacemaking paradigm heartily support 

preventative measures, there is disagreement concerning the justifiability of the use of 

force to intervene and, on occasion, forcefully make peace. 

The situation is similar when surveying the World Council of Church’s degree of 

acceptance concerning R2P.  As Gareth Evans, co-chair of ICISS (International 

Committee on Intervention and State Sovereignty) which published the report on The 

Responsibility to Protect, maintains, “Of the three dimensions to the responsibility to 

protect, the Commission made very clear its view that prevention was the most important.  

                                                           
60 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 87.  For Smith’s article, see Joseph 

Michael Smith, “Strengthen the United Nations and International Efforts for Cooperation and Human 
Rights,” in Just Peacemaking: The New Paradigm for the Ethic of Peace and War, ed. Glen Stassen, New 
Edition (Cleveland, Ohio: The Pilgrim Press, 2008), 166–76. 

61 Brubaker et al., “Introduction: Just Peacemaking as the New Ethic for Peace and War,” 38. 
62 Smith, “Strengthen the United Nations and International Efforts for Cooperation and Human 

Rights,” 166–67. 
63 Ibid., 176. 
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But that said, the question of military action remains, for better or worse, the most 

prominent and controversial one in the debate.”64  He continues, “Whatever else it 

encompasses, the responsibility to protect implies above all else a responsibility to react – 

where necessary coercively, and in extreme cases with military coercion – to situations of 

compelling need for human protection.”65   

The potential concerning the use of force remains a central point of disagreement 

in the just peacemaking and prevention debates.  Additionally, once the peace is broken 

there needs to be a way to return to a situation where prevention measures may once 

again be enacted.  Jus post bellum provides such an avenue. 

 
5.  Just Policing and the Responsibility to React 

 
The responsibility to react concerns matters traditionally understood in terms of 

jus in bello.  Tobias Winright proposes incorporating just policing at this stage to replace 

                                                           
64 Gareth Evans, “The Responsibility to Protect: Moving Towards a Shared Consensus,” in The 

Responsibility to Protect: Ethical and Theological Reflections, ed. Semegnish Asfaw, Guillermo Kerber, 
and Peter Weiderud (Geneva: World Council of Churches, 2005), 5. 

65 Ibid., 5–6.  Classic just war tradition advocate James Turner Johnson, while holding some 
reservations concerning the just peacemaking paradigm, none the less, thinks it can fit within the wider just 
war framework.  He voices frustration at just peacemaking’s alignment with the presumption against war 
thesis and its presumption against the use of force.  This strong presumption against the use of force 
produces “A somewhat muddy position between rejection of violence and acceptance of it in the quest for 
justice,” Johnson, Ethics and the Use of Force: Just War in Historical Perspective, 161.  The opaqueness of 
the just peacemaking paradigm is further highlighted when, Johnson writes, “insofar as the ten practices are 
understood as ways of avoiding violent conflict or the use of violence to respond to conflict, they map out a 
form of pacifism” (160).  He continues, “At the same time, though contrary to Stassen’s own opposition to 
the use of armed force, if they are understood as examples of measures that might be taken short of resort to 
such force, then they map very well the assumptions behind the just war requirement that use of force be a 
last resort” (160-161).  Thus, Johnson concludes, “there is, at least formally, room for the practices 
described by the advocates of ‘positive peacemaking’ within the frames of statecraft defined by the 
international legal order and just war tradition” (162). 

Contemporary Christian realist and collaborator on the just peacemaking program, Ronald H. 
Stone like Johnson has reservations concerning Stassen’s project but does not reject it in full.  Stone 
believes the just peacemaking paradigm to be too idealistic and does not pay heed enough to the influence 
of national interests in politics or sin in human nature.  Ronald H. Stone, Prophetic Realism: Beyond 
Militarism and Pacifism in an Age of Terror (New York: T & T Clark, 2005), 109–119.  Despite these 
reservations, Stone concludes, “Just peacemaking theory can supplement Christian or prophetic realism 
well.  It seems unlikely to displace it.  The practices of peacemaking are all useful, but they will not bring 
universal peace or the abolition of war,” (120).   
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the traditional military function.  However, as I argue below, his proposal is problematic 

and fits better in the post bellum environment. 

The ICISS realizes that there are times when prevention measures by the 

international community will be unsuccessful or when a state is incapable or averse to 

rectify the situation itself.  In such instances, there is a responsibility to react and seek to 

redress the situation, even by coercive means.  “These coercive measures,” the ICISS 

report states, “may include political, economic or judicial measures, and in extreme cases 

– but only extreme cases – they may also include military action.”66  Military action 

should be the last of the reaction measures employed. 

Simply because prevention measures fail “does not mean that military action is 

necessarily required.”67  Rather, the Commission states that other coercive measures, 

often in the form of sanctions be employed prior to commencing military action.  The 

Commission disavows blanket sanctions as indiscriminate and instead calls for more 

targeted sanctions along military, economic, or political and diplomatic lines.  In 

articulating the appropriate actions, the Commission draws, without specifically 

mentioning it, from the just war tradition.  The report mentions six criteria for military 

intervention: (1) right authority, (2) just cause, (3) right intention, (4) last resort, (5) 

proportional means, and (6) reasonable prospects of success.68   

Thus, while the ICISS’s report recognizes the need in particular circumstances for 

armed intervention, as briefly stated above, the “react” claims of the responsibility to 

protect are the most contentious, especially among the contributors of the just 
                                                           

66 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty, 4.1, page 29. 

67 Ibid., 4.3, page 29. 
68 Ibid., 4.16, page 32. 
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peacemaking paradigm and the WCC’s theological report on R2P.  This is where much of 

the traditional debate between just war, to include Christian realism, and pacifism has 

occurred, at the question of the use of force.  Efforts persist at ameliorating this tension.  

Winright posits the policing paradigm, in part, as a way to bring pacifists and just war 

advocates together.  He likewise sees it as closely aligned with the Stassen’s proposal.  

He writes, “The just peacemaking approach ‘offers a major precedent’ for the just 

policing approach, which is viewed as an effort to fine tune our understanding of what 

forceful military intervention might look like so that pacifists as well as just-war 

Christians can see fit to support it as an alternative to war-fighting.”69  Elsewhere 

Winright states, “I think that just policing represents another area where most pacifists 

and just war theorists may come together and support, at least morally, R2P, including 

the second prong, ‘the responsibility to react.’”70   

My purpose is not to adjudicate this claim for the pacifist community.  My aim 

here is to highlight how jus post bellum discussions, via R2P conversations, are reframing 

the dialogue between the various positions examined in this project.  Stassen’s just 

peacemaking proposal has been mapped onto “the responsibility to prevent” prong of 

R2P, and therefore onto traditional ad bellum concerns.   Winright attempts to map his 

policing proposal onto “the responsibility to react” prong of R2P, the traditional domain 

of in bello criteria, in an attempt, in would seem, to make intervention more palatable to 

pacifists and just war advocates with pacifist sympathies. 

                                                           
69 Tobias Winright, “R2P & Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” in The 

Responsibility to Protect - International Ecumenical Consultation (presented at the International 
Ecumenical Consultation on The Responsibility to Protect, Evangelische Akademie Arnoldshain, Frankfurt, 
Germany, 2007), 3, www.academia.edu/838156/Just_Policing_and_the_Responsibility_to_Protect. 

70 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 91. 
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Winright observes, “policing, as a subject itself, is a lacuna in Christian ethics.”71  

He seeks to redress this lacuna by positing a just policing paradigm within a just war 

framework.  Furthermore, he understands policing to be a preferred median point 

between military action and no action at all.  He writes, “One of the current signs of the 

times, therefore, is that references to a policing approach as an alternative to passivity, on 

the one hand, and militarism, on the other, are surfacing on a number of interesting 

fronts.”72  He draws upon the work of Gerald Schlabach, and others, in his proposal.73 

Winright astutely observes that not all policing models are created equal.  He 

states, “Simply calling for a police approach is insufficient, for not all policing is 

moral.”74  As such, he advocates for a particular model of policing, namely the “social 

peacekeeper” model. 

The “social peacekeeper” model stands in contrast to the “crime fighter” or 

“military” model of policing, which has dominated the police landscape in America 

throughout most of the twentieth century.  For Winright, the “crime fighter” or “military” 

model has several disturbing characteristics.  For starters, it “regards the use of force as 

the raison d'être of policing.”75  This model also encourages an “us versus them” 

mentality between the police and the citizenry.  Such a mentality lead “the police [to] 

                                                           
71 Tobias Winright, “Two Rival Versions of Just War Theory and the Presumption Against Harm 

in Policing,” Annual of the Society of Christian Ethics 18 (1998): 222. 
72 Winright, “R2P & Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” 3. 
73 Gerald W. Schlabach, ed., Just Policing, Not War: An Alternative Response to World Violence 

(Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2007); “Clarity, Obfuscation and What Mennonites Should Learn 
from Weigel Anyway”; “Just Policing, Responsibility to Protect, and Anabaptist Two-Kingdom Theology,” 
Conrad Grebel Review 28, no. 3 (September 1, 2010): 73–88; and “Just Policing: How War Could Cease to 
Be a Church-Dividing Issue,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 41, no. 3–4 (Summer-Fall 2004): 409–30.  
Additionally, he builds upon John Yoder’s structural distinction between war and policing, which Yoder 
makes in a brief exposition on Romans 13, Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 203–205. 

74 Winright, “R2P & Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” 4. 
75 Ibid. 



 
 

192 
 

view their role as a punitive one, so that they are inclined to be cynical in their attitudes 

toward the public.”76  Concerning the “crime fighter” or “military” model of policing, 

Winright concludes, “Obviously, this model cannot be what Christian ethicists and 

churches have in mind when suggesting policing as a way to make R2P more acceptable 

to WCC members.”77 

As an alternative to the brutish “crime fighter” or “military” model of policing, 

Winright recommends the “social peacekeeper” model.  The social peacekeeper model of 

policing or community policing is “more proactive than reactive,” it involves “a more 

preventative approach to crime,” and “seeks to identify, understand, and address the root 

causes of crime.”78  All these features are well situated within the “responsibility to 

prevent” prong of R2P (ad bellum). 

Winright states, “This social peacekeeper model of policing – as I have named it, 

just policing – appears to coincide more with R2P, especially with its first prong 

emphasizing the ‘responsibility to prevent’ through just peacemaking practices, as well as 

with the second prong about the ‘responsibility to react’ through, as a last resort in 

extreme circumstances where necessary, forceful intervention.”79  As such, he believes 

that his just policing paradigm encompasses the first two prongs of R2P.  Second, he 

claims, “I think that just policing represents another area where most pacifists and just 

                                                           
76 Winright, “Two Rival Versions of Just War Theory and the Presumption Against Harm in 

Policing,” 232. 
77 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 89. 
78 Winright, “R2P & Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” 4. 
79 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 90. 
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war theorists may come together and support, at least morally, R2P, including its second 

prong, ‘the responsibility to react.’”80   

Whether pacifists and just war advocates are able to unite under the second prong 

of R2P is not my primary concern here.  My concern at the moment is with the 

application of just policing, in place of the military function, at the responsibility to react 

prong of R2P.  I believe something akin to Winright’s just policing paradigm is more 

suited for the third prong of R2P, the responsibility to rebuild.  My argument is not 

against just policing in itself.  The problem resides in Winright’s attempted application of 

the just policing paradigm, which in turn is based on a misunderstanding of the 

environment in which he seeks to apply this paradigm.  My counter argument addresses 

Winright at his own point of engagement.  He writes, “my argument is not determinative 

or conclusive, but only a first step in the empirical part of a normative argument.”81  It is 

this “empirical part” that I seek to address.  In the end, it is my hope to push for further 

clarification concerning the application of the just policing paradigm. 

At one place, Winright approvingly quotes Edward Malloy, who indicates that he 

is “convinced that the classic criteria for the justified use of force are much easier to 

satisfy in the domestic context of police work than they are in the international setting of 

war.”82  Whether Malloy is correct or not, what he highlights is the fact that “the 

domestic context of police work” is different than “the international setting of war.”  This 

is where I want to address Winright’s argument. 

                                                           
80 Ibid., 91. 
81 Winright, “Two Rival Versions of Just War Theory and the Presumption Against Harm in 

Policing,” 222. 
82 Winright, “R2P & Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” 5.  Winright is 

quoting from Edward A. Malloy, The Ethics of Law Enforcement and Criminal Punishment (Lanham, MD: 
University Press of America, 1982), 24. 
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Concerning the just policing paradigm, and specifically the social peacekeeper 

model, Winright writes, “Elements of this model have been implemented in recent 

decades, including in the United States.”83  However, does the appropriateness and 

success of the just policing paradigm in places within American society necessarily make 

it appropriate and potentially successful everywhere else?  Context, both in terms of time 

and place are important at this juncture.  For instance, at what point in “recent decades” 

has any segment of the United States resembled a 1994 Rwanda?   

At one point, Winright himself almost seems to detect the discrepancy.  In 

formulating his position, he draws upon the work of David H. Bayley and Robert M. 

Perito, which, Winright writes, “examines the need for policing in the immediate 

aftermath of conflict.”84  This is precisely where, it seems to me, that just policing is the 

most appropriate, in the aftermath of conflict, but not in the heat of a conflict.85   

Anecdotally, I am sympathetic to parts of Winright’s just policing proposal.  As a 

Special Forces soldier in Afghanistan, I did feel like a police officer at times.  However, 

the operational environment served to remind us that it was blatantly clear that we could 

not forsake the military function, which includes peace-enforcement, either. 

                                                           
83 Winright, “Just Policing and the Responsibility to Protect,” 90. 
84 Ibid.  See also, David H. Bayley and Robert M. Perito, The Police in War: Fighting Insurgency, 

Terrorism, and Violent Crime (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2010). 
85 In arguing for a model of policing that does not view the use of force as central, Winright 

provides a list of activities in addition to fighting crime that police participate in on a daily basis.  He 
writes, “Moreover, this model highlights numerous services that police actually perform in the community.  
In her actual daily work, a police officer does many things, including helping injured accident victims, 
assisting people with mental illnesses, finding runaways, searching for lost children, informing people of 
the deaths of loved ones, directing traffic, and talking persons out of committing suicide,” Winright, “R2P 
& Just Policing: A Roman Catholic & Yoderian Perspective,” 4.  All of these are unquestionably laudable 
activities.  However, when 8,000 people a day are being slaughtered with machetes simply because they are 
Tutsi, are these the kinds of activities the police would likely be required to perform?  See, Powers, A 
Problem from Hell: America and the Age of Genocide, 334. 
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Clarification of terms and an understanding of the life cycle of a conflict are 

essential in this discussion.  Winright’s just policing paradigm aligns with what is 

generally termed “peacekeeping,” which “involves monitoring and enforcing a cease-fire 

agreed to by two or more former combatants.”86  The conditions that exist under which 

peacekeepers are generally involved include: the fighting has subsided and the 

peacekeepers’ presence is generally welcome by all parties involved.87 

Peacekeeping is different from the military function of “peace-enforcement,” 

which “entails the physical interposition of armed forces to separate ongoing combatants 

to create a cease-fire that does not exist.”88  In other words, peacekeeping occurs at a 

relatively peaceful level.  Peacekeeping depends upon the establishment, at a minimum, 

of “negative peace,” that is at least most of the shooting has stopped.  Peace-enforcement, 

on the other hand, characterizes open conflict, and making it highly relevant to the topic 

of this chapter, humanitarian intervention, “is likely to involve the violation of state 

sovereignty.”89 

There is a real hazard in confusing the two roles.  As Donald Snow claims, “The 

danger is in thinking peacekeeping forces can be inserted into peace-enforcement 

situations; that somehow the situations represent a lineal extension of one another.  
                                                           

86 Donald M. Snow, Peacekeeping, Peacemaking and Peace-Enforcement: The U.S. Role in the 
New International Order (Carlisle Barracks, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 1993), 7.  This is a well 
established distinction in the military science field, see also, Army Field Manuel, FM 100-5 Operations, 
especially chapter 13 “Operations Other than War.”  See also, Jon E. Fink, “From Peacekeeping to Peace 
Enforcement: The Blurring of the Mandate for the Use of Force in Maintaining International Peace and 
Security,” Maryland Journal of International Law 19, no. 1 (1995): 1–46.  For a more contemporary 
exposition of this distinction, see Alex J. Bellamy, Paul D. Williams, and Stuart Griffin, Understanding 
Peacekeeping, Second edition (Malden, MA: Polity, 2010).  Bellamy et al., differentiate between seven 
distinct types of peace operations (153-298). 

87 Snow, Peacekeeping, Peacemaking and Peace-Enforcement: The U.S. Role in the New 
International Order, 17. 

88 Ibid., 7. 
89 Ibid., 8. 
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Peace-enforcement requires, as argued, very different forces qualitatively and 

quantitatively than does peacekeeping.”90  The roles and resources utilized are different 

in each case.  Snow provides a diagram, Table 6.1, that briefly rehearses the stages and 

tools available.  

 
Table 6.1  Stages of Conflict and Tools Available91 

 
Conflict Stages Tools 

Pre-War Preventive Diplomacy 

Wartime Diplomatic Peacemaking 
Peace-Enforcement/Military    
Peacemaking 
 

Post-War Peacekeeping  
Peace Building 

 
 

Contemporary studies of conflict management break the stages of conflict down 

even further.  However, the basic distinction persists.  One study notes, “During the stage 

of war, neither prevention nor management is possible.  Military means are used as the 

primary tool, even if political, economic and social tools are used simultaneously to 

decrease the opponent’s willingness and/or capability to fight.”92  The same study further 

notes that the progression is rarely strictly sequential and neat.  That is, a single conflict 

may cycle through each of the various intensity levels in the escalation phase and begin 

down the scale in the de-escalation phase only to begin the cycle again.  For instance, a 

conflict in the de-escalation phase of “peace building” may revert back to a period of 

                                                           
90 Ibid., 18. 
91 Ibid., 19. 
92 Niklas L. P. Swanstrom and Mikael S. Weissmann, Conflict, Conflict Prevention, Conflict 

Management and Beyond: A Conceptual Exploration, Concept Paper (Washington, D.C.: Central Asia-
Caucasus Institute Silk Road Studies Program, 2005), 13. 
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“crisis management” in the escalation phase.  While Table 6.2 represents the life cycle of 

a conflict from “structural prevention” to “peace enforcement” and back to “peace 

consolidation,” actual conflicts, especially humanitarian interventions, rarely follow an 

exact chronological or sequential patter.  As Himes has explained, “Now things are a 

good deal more messy.”93 

 
Conflict          Escalation Phase        De-escalation phase 
intensity level 
  
  

War  Peace 
enforcement 

 

 

Crisis Crisis 
management 
 

 Peace keeping 

Open 
conflict 

Conflict 
management 
 

 Conflict 
management 

Unstable 
peace 

Direct prevention  
 
 

 Peace building 

Stable 
peace 

Structural 
prevention 
 

 Peace 
consolidation 

 
   Duration of Conflict 

    
Early Stage  Mid-Stage  Late Stage 

 
Figure 6.1  Swanstrom and Weissmann on the Conflict Cycle94 

 
 

My argument here though is not simply nor even centrally about the life cycle of 

conflicts.  My point is simply to illustrate that there is a distinction between peace-

                                                           
93 Himes, “Just War, Pacifism, and Humanitarian Intervention,” 10. 
94 Adapted from Swanstrom and Weissmann, Conflict, Conflict Prevention, Conflict Management 

and Beyond: A Conceptual Exploration, 11. 
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enforcement (war) and peacekeeping, and thus a difference between war fighting/military 

function and policing.  The training, equipment, and role of the military and the police are 

distinct.  Both are important, but nevertheless distinct.  In terms of Table 6.2, policing 

belongs to the de-escalation phase.  In just war terms, policing belongs in the realm of jus 

post bellum. 

While military science is helpful in aligning just policing more closely with jus 

post bellum concerns, it is by no means the solitary aid in this matter.  In addition to 

clarifying terms and garnering a better understanding of the stages of a conflict, the 

ICISS’s report, The Responsibility to Protect, is helpful in this regard as well.  Providing 

guidance under the responsibility to rebuild, and specifically under the post-intervention 

obligation of “security,” R2P states,   

Complaints are regularly heard from military officers around the world that in 
interventions and their aftermath they are all too often given functions for which 
they are not trained and which are more appropriate to police.  The simple answer 
is that civilian police are really only able to operate in countries where 
functioning systems of law and courts exist…there is probably little alternative to 
the current practice of deploying largely military forces at the start, but as 
conditions improve and governmental institutions are rebuilt, phasing in a civilian 
police presence.95 
 
For policing to be effective in a region like 1994 Rwanda, conditions must be 

improved and it must be safe enough for policing to take effect.  Until that time, military 

forces are needed to bring the region into a stable enough environment for police 

activities.   

Once again addressing issues concerning the third prong of R2P, the 

responsibility to rebuild, and specifically under the heading “Following up Military 

Intervention: Peacekeeping and Peace Building,” R2P states, 
                                                           

95 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty, 5.11, p. 41.  Emphasis mine. 



 
 

199 
 

Past experience demonstrates that, if the internal security challenge is not handled 
early, ‘old’ habits and structures will prevail and undermine other efforts to 
enhance post-conflict peace building.  The immediate aftermath of any civil war 
spawns organized crime, revenge attacks, arms proliferation, looting and theft.  
UN civilian police officers deployed alongside peacekeepers, in order to assist in 
the resuscitation of national law enforcement agencies, have not been equipped to 
address the issue of law enforcement in a ‘not crime-not war’ environment.  The 
military has remained the only viable instrument although this reality has been 
obscured by the notion of peace as the antithesis of war.96 

 
Once again, the argument is not against just policing as such, but rather the proper 

application of it.  A post-war environment is ripe for the insertion of a just policing model 

as Winright has presented it.   

Classic just war tradition advocate, James Turner Johnson has recently provided 

some instructive comments as well.  He writes, 

But anyone serious about humanitarian intervention would be wise to heed the 
lessons of Bosnia, Kosovo, and now Iraq: military force may halt humanitarian 
abuse and remove those responsible from power, but by itself it is ill suited to 
rebuild a society so that abuses will not recur; such rebuilding is a far more 
complicated task and requires a considerable investment of money, personnel, and 
time.  Moreover, what early modern political philosophers called ‘virtue’ is 
needed in the population in question, and especially after a long history of human 
rights abuses, such virtue may itself have to be reconstructed from scratch.  
Humanitarian intervention, in short, is a much larger matter than the use of 
military force in itself.97 

 
Elsewhere he states, 

 
In a world in which justice is all too often threatened or disordered, armed force 
may be needed to set things right.  The end sought for remains; yet the role of the 
use of armed force shifts and other means of securing the end of peace, become 

                                                           
96 Ibid., 7.41, pp. 64–65.  Winright subscribes to this obscuring notion as well.  He writes, 

“Generally speaking, therefore, war is in opposition to this peace,” Allman and Winright, “Growing Edges 
of Just War Theory: Jus Ant Bellum, Jus Post Bellum, and Imperfect Justice,” 182.  However, Augustine 
does not hold to this view of war and peace as opposites.  He writes, “As, then, there may be life without 
pain, while there cannot be pain without some kind of life, so there may be peace without war, but there 
cannot be war without some kind of peace, because war supposes the existence of some natures to wage it, 
and these natures cannot exist without peace of one kind or other,” Augustine, The City of God, 19.13, p. 
690.  The point being argued in the dissertation is that there must be enough peace present for police work 
to be effective.  It is the military function that will bring this about. 

97 Johnson, “Humanitarian Intervention after Iraq,” 126.  Emphasis mine. 
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central…Part of the restoration of societies torn by conflict has to do with dealing 
with fault, but in the aftermath of conflict the way to this end is through judicial, 
political, and social institutions, and armed force properly has only a supportive 
role in these, maintaining the order and sometimes providing basic resources that 
make their development possible.98 

 
Both of these statements underline the central point I have been attempting to 

argue.  Military force has a proper role in the responsibility to react prong of R2P.  

However, in the post-war environment, the responsibility to rebuild prong of R2P, the 

focus shifts, as Johnson and R2P state, to other resources that may secure the end of 

peace.  Therefore, in light of the support above from military science, R2P, and the just 

war tradition, I believe Winright’s just policing may hold the potential to play a central 

role in the post war environment.  As such, in addition to the jus post bellum criteria 

illuminated in chapter four, Winright’s just policing paradigm provides further resources 

for a robust jus post bellum strategy. 

 
6)  Jus Post Bellum Proper and the Responsibility to Rebuild 

6a.  Rebuilding and Jus Post Bellum 

In its responsibility to rebuild prong, R2P seeks to guard against the possibility of 

things returning to the situation that caused the need for humanitarian intervention in the 

first place.  There needs to be a plan in place.  Echoing the sentiment of the Secretary-

General’s 1998 report on The Causes of Conflict and the Promotion of Durable Peace 

and Sustainable Development in Africa, the ICISS’s report states, “There is no substitute 

                                                           
98 James Turner Johnson, “Moral Responsibility After Conflict: The Idea of Jus Post Bellum for 

the Twenty-First Century,” in Ethics Beyond War’s End, ed. Eric Patterson (Washington, D.C.: 
Georgetown University Press, 2012), 31.  Emphasis mine. 
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for a clear and effective post-intervention strategy.”99  This strategy should include 

several key features. 

Security is of utmost importance.  As situations stabilize, those who were once 

victims can become themselves victimizers.  As such, mechanisms need to be put into 

place to guard against “revenge killings” and the like.  There is also the issue of 

“demobilized soldiers” who need to be disarmed and reintegrated back into society.  

Conversely, as demobilization of the former force is taking place, there will also be the 

need of rebuilding and organizing of new national armed forces and police forces.100 

The judicial system in the country where intervention has been necessary will 

likely be in shambles.  Prosecution and enforcement of prosecution of war criminals is 

important if justice is to take root.  Furthermore, former enemies will now need to work 

together to rebuild.  The return of refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs) will 

need to be dealt with in a non-discriminating manner.  This includes finding adequate 

housing and jobs.101 

As much as is possible, economic development of the war-torn county needs to be 

on the post-intervention agenda.  One issue to take note of is the need to end, or at least 

not prolong indefinably, punitive economic sanctions.  Extended sanctions will hinder the 

needed growth for long terms stability in the country in question.102 

It is also important that international actors begin handing back positive control of 

the country to local authorities as these local authorities become able.  Developing local 

                                                           
99 The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 

Sovereignty, 5.6, page 40. 
100 Ibid., 5.8–5.12, pages 40–41. 
101 Ibid., 5.13–5.18, pages 41–42. 
102 Ibid., 5.19–5.21, pages 42–43. 
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authorities’ competence will guard against old patterns of hatred from resurfacing in the 

territory.  Likewise, it is important that local leaders not simply sit back and allow the 

international community to take responsibility in place of the local leaders.  The country, 

its local authorities, and the populace “must take responsibility together for its future 

destiny.”103 

At the operational level, it is correct to say that the responsibility to rebuild prong 

of R2P corresponds with the just war criteria of jus post bellum.  Conceptually, however, 

I have argued and continue to do so, that peace needs to be a guiding principle through 

every phase of ethical deliberation concerning the use of force.  In a very tangible way, 

R2P reinforces this argument.   

Rebuilding becomes a way of seeing the connection between jus post bellum and 

jus ad bellum and jus in bello.  Schuck stated earlier that jus post bellum principles could 

serve as a litmus test for the sincerity of ad bellum claims.  I believe Schuck’s claim 

holds on at least two levels.  On the one hand, jus post bellum can serve to discipline 

claims made before and after the conflict.  Jus post bellum principles can serve to limit 

overreach by the victor once the conflict has ended.  As Allman and Winright write, “To 

go beyond what was identified as the just cause would be an act of aggression…Once a 

nation has achieved its declared mission, the conflict must end.”104  They give as an 

example, the first Gulf War in 1991.  To have allowed U.S. troops to continue to march 

to Bagdad and end the Hussein regime, would have gone beyond the declared objective 
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of the war (the liberation of Kuwait).105  Jus post bellum principles serve to limit ad 

bellum claims to their originally stated intent. 

Additionally, constant attention to post bellum responsibilities at the ad bellum 

stage may serve to limit dubious ad bellum claims.  Grand promises and overly zealous 

stated reasons for going to war at the ad bellum stage “only make the post bellum 

responsibilities that much greater.”106  Therefore, post bellum considerations may serve to 

limit overreach after the war, thus keeping the victor limited to the stated ad bellum 

claims, and post bellum considerations may serve to temper overzealous claims made 

before the conflict at the ad bellum stage. 

On the other hand, jus post bellum principles can serve to hold the victor 

responsible for claims made at the ad bellum stage.  Gary Bass writes, “If a state wages 

war to remove a genocidal regime, but then leaves the conquered country awash with 

weapons and grievances, and without a security apparatus, then it may relinquish by its 

post war actions the justice it might have otherwise have claimed in waging the war.”107  

Jus post bellum seeks to ensure that promises made at the ad bellum stage are fulfilled.  

An integral part of fulfilling victor responsibilities, especially in terms of the removal of a 

genocidal regime, is rebuilding.  Therefore, rebuilding plays an important role in 

connecting the ad bellum stage with post bellum responsibilities, and rebuilding post 

bellum becomes an important (future) prevention measure.   

Moreover, it is not only the ad bellum stage that is linked with the post bellum 

environment, but the manner in which the war is prosecuted, the traditional domain of jus 
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in bello criteria, will have a telling affect on the war’s end as well.  Instances such as the 

prisoner abuses at Abu Ghraib negatively affect the chances of post war peace and 

justice.  The moral choices made on the road to war (jus ad bellum) and the moral choices 

made during the war (jus in bello) will affect the post war environment (jus post bellum).  

Maintaining a holistic view of war, which takes account of the intent of post bellum peace 

and justice at every stage of the conflict (ad bellum, in bello, and post bellum), heightens 

the degree of justness of the conflict.108 

As I argued in chapter four, jus post bellum discussions surfaced in light of new 

discussions concerning humanitarian interventions, especially during the 1990s.  If the 

use of force was going to be instigated by one sovereignty country against another 

“sovereign” country, the argument went; we need to ensure that the post war environment 

is better than the circumstances that instigated the intervention in the first place.  Part of 

the post war concern was tending to the issues that brought the country to the place of the 

need for intervention in the first place, and hopefully putting mechanisms and practices in 

place that would prevent the need for intervention in the future.  Likewise the unique 

nature of humanitarian interventions instigated fresh and robust discussions concerning 

the prosecution of the war or interventions.  As such, jus post bellum discussions 

prompted further discussions concerning prevention and fresh discussions concerning the 

prosecution of the war.  Thus, jus post bellum discussions have prompted a more holistic 

view of the use of force. 

As discussions of humanitarian intervention and subsequently jus post bellum 

eventually gave rise to questions associated with R2P, I want to briefly examine the 
                                                           

108 I have in mind here Allman and Winright’s “Just to Unjust Wars, Sliding Scale,” in which they 
depict a “Perfectly Just War” to a “Perfectly Unjust War,” and various shades of justness in between.  
Allman and Winright, After the Smoke Clears, 98. 
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potential for positive interaction between the various positions presented in this project 

along the various stages of R2P.  Just war and Christian realism have traditionally been at 

odds with pacifism concerning the justifiability of the use of force.  As I have argued in 

this project, there have been attempts along the way to ameliorate this divergence, 

evidenced in the attempt by presumption against war just war advocates to find common 

ground among pacifists and just war advocates and in this chapter by Winright who 

attempts to bring these two diverging views concerning the view of force under the 

common umbrella of just policing.  Both of these attempts have resulted, among other 

things in blurring the distinction between just war and pacifism, resulting at times in a 

tertium quid such as just war pacifism or nuclear pacifism.  I have further argued that 

Winright’s attempt at bringing just war advocates and pacifists together under the 

umbrella of just policing, while remaining questionable for some, suffers from 

misapplication.  His notion of just policing belongs to the responsibility to rebuild prong 

of R2P, and thus in the domain of jus post bellum. 

As such, I am not convinced of either attempt at bridging the gap between just 

war, and Christian realism as it pertains to the ethical use of force, and pacifism.  These 

are distinct views concerning the use of force.  There can be some agreement concerning 

prevention issues.  However, there still remains divergence of opinion concerning the 

actual employment of the use of force.  In just war terms, pacifism and the just war 

tradition, to include Christian realism, remain at odds in the ad bellum and in bello phases 

of war, in terms of R2P, the responsibility to react. 

 
6b.  Working Together:  Jus Post Bellum and Returning Warriors 
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If pacifism disagrees with the just war tradition and Christian realism about the 

use of force ad bellum, does this entail disagreement and disengagement in the post 

bellum phase?  Not necessarily, I argue.  While commenting primarily concerning social 

and institutional change, retired Army Reserve Chaplain Doug McCready, nonetheless 

offers a potent question for Christian realists, pacifists and just war proponents 

concerning post war ethics: “do other nations and international organizations have any 

responsibility to assist in the reconstruction effort and in maintaining regional security, 

even if they opposed the war?”109  Once again post bellum discussions are pushing the 

issue further and reframing the traditional impasse between the various positions 

examined in this project.   

Kenneth Himes provides an example concerning the case of the 2003 Iraq War.  

He notes, “opponents of the war often agreed about postwar moral obligations.”110  He 

provides the case of Gerald Powers and Jean Bethke Elshtain.  Powers, Himes recalls, 

“was an opponent of the war but makes a lucid case for post war moral obligations owed 

the Iraqis.”111  He further relates that Elshtain was “someone who shares Powers’s sense 

of postwar duties but who was on the other side of the jus ad bellum debate over Iraq.”112  

Therefore, though in opposition concerning the justifiableness of the 2003 Iraqi War, 

Powers and Elshtain provide an example of the possibility of disagreement ad bellum, 

while sharing similar post war ethical concerns.113 

                                                           
109 McCready, “Ending the War Right,” 76. 
110 Himes, “The United States at War: Taking Stock,” 205. 
111 Ibid. 
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Like just war advocates who found themselves on separate sides of ad bellum 

issues, and yet came to share a common sense of post war duties, just war advocates, 

pacifists, and Christian realists may nonetheless find common cause in the post war 

environment.  One will note that I am arguing for a common “cause” not necessarily a 

common “ground.”  There are still many unanswered questions concerning the 

presumption against war thesis and its claims to find common ground between just war 

and pacifism.  That debate continues.  The same can be said concerning just policing.  

However, by arguing for a common cause I do not intend to blur the distinction between 

pacifism and just war, to include Christian realism.  I believe pacifism can still maintain 

its opposition to the use of force, and yet still maintain an account of post war ethical 

duties, at least in the form I describe below.   

There is one particular area of the jus post bellum ethical agenda that I want to 

underscore.  It is an area that is not generally highlighted in the lists of jus post bellum 

criteria, but which does appear in the lists of two former military chaplains.  These 

chaplains highlight concern with the ethical obligations to returning warriors.114  Many of 

the lists of jus post bellum criteria include ethical obligations of the victor to the defeated 

nation, and rightfully so.  McCready offers an example of this emphasis.  He writes, 

“There has been much discussion of exit strategies during the past two decades.  While 

the discussion is usually carried on in military terms, there is also an all-too-often-ignored 

                                                                                                                                                                             
2008): 91–98; Lawrence F. Kaplan et al., “The Ethics of Exit,” Foreign Policy, no. 148 (May 1, 2005): 63–
68. 

114 I employ the term “warrior” for ease of use and inclusively of all services.  That is, while in the 
United States at least I understand that Air Force personnel are called “airmen,” Navy personnel are called 
“seamen,” and Marines are called “marines,” and Army personnel are called “soldiers,” and Coast Guard 
personnel are called “Coast Guardsman,” I do not mean to exclude any of the services, but simply use 
“warrior” as an all inclusive term to mean anyone in the Armed Forces.  What is more, my comments are 
not limited to U.S. personnel only, but include “warriors” from any country and any branch of service. 
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moral aspect.  What moral criteria must be met before a victor may exit a defeated 

nation?”115  While I applaud McCready’s attention to the moral concerns of the victor to 

the vanquished, I want to push this conversation further.  I want to highlight a moral 

concern that goes beyond the battlefield.  The reintegration and healing of all returning 

warriors, regardless of which “side” one fought for, is a fertile area for mutual working 

among all the positions explored in this project.116 

Louis V. Iasiello, retired Navy chaplain and former Chief of Navy Chaplains, 

relates seven moral precepts that are “to guide the post bellum activities of victors.”117  

Among them, he includes a healing mind-set.  He writes, “Warriors can carry the weight 

of combat on their shoulders for months, years, or even for life.  Mind-sets reflecting 

humility, regret, and perhaps contrition acknowledge this ambivalence and may actually 

ease a warrior’s transition to peacetime existence.”118  He further notes the trauma 

associated with battle, especially among the defeated.  While U.S. military personnel are 

often well equipped and trained to fight its nation’s wars, Iasiello also notes that the 

responsibility of nations to its warriors does not end when the shooting stops.  Warriors 

deserve the needed assistance to transition back from the battlefield. 

Episcopal priest and retired Navy Chaplain, George Clifford likewise highlights 

the importance of warrior reintegration as part of a robust jus post bellum strategy.  He 

acknowledges that to date none of the various jus post bellum schemata have garnered 

wide acceptance nor has anything close to a consensus developed among them.  He seeks 

to move beyond the “laundry list” approach of some contemporary proposals for jus post 
                                                           

115 McCready, “Ending the War Right,” 75. 
116 Notably, in what follows my comments are American-centric in their orientation. 
117 Iasiello, “Jus Post Bellum: The Moral Responsibilities of Victors in War,” 40. 
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bellum criteria, noting, “most lack the internal philosophical coherence and external 

comprehensiveness necessary for a consensus to emerge.”119  In developing his proposal, 

Clifford builds on the work of Alex J. Bellamy and Mark Evans.120  As part of his five-

part ethical framework, Clifford posits “respect for persons.”121  It is this criterion which 

deals most closely with warrior reintegration. 

“This criterion,” he writes, “applies equally to all people: combatants, non-

combatants, and any others regardless of nationality, demographics, or role.”122  Respect 

for persons should inform the in bello behavior of warriors, but this respect should also 

extend into the post bellum period displayed in the victor’s attitude towards the defeated.  

What is more, he argues that this criterion also extends to those displaced by combat, 

refugees within the country and those that have fled elsewhere. 

Related more specifically to the topic at hand, he writes, “post-war respect for 

persons connotes reintegrating warriors – from both sides”123  He goes on to state, 

“Effective warrior reintegration as part of jus post bellum requires programs for healing 

wounded minds and spirits.”124 Therefore, jus post bellum requirements in this case, 

extend well beyond the battlefield and into the communities and homes of returning 

warriors. 
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Both Iasiello and Clifford highlight an important ethical aspect in their larger jus 

post bellum proposals, namely the care and attention needed to aid in the healing of those 

traumatized by their combat experiences.  The troubling aspects of combat are well 

documented.125  What is more, in the works of David Grossman the hesitancy associated 

with killing is profoundly brought to light.  He highlights the psychological effects of 

killing in combat and the profound manner in which war can affect the character of 

soldiers involved.   

Not every service member that has experienced combat automatically endures 

deep seated psychological wounds.  The United States, however, has been at war for over 

a decade, and the numbers are sobering.  As of April 22, 2014 there have been 895,630 

reserve component activations.126  One will note that this number does not include active 

duty service members.  What this number represents is hundreds of thousands of citizens 

who left their place in civilian society, their jobs, schools, churches, families, and made a 

hasty transition to a combat zone.  Not only that, once the activation has ended, they are 

then asked to put away the accoutrements of war and return once again to a peaceful, 

                                                           
125 I have been acquainted with the work of David Grossman, director of the Killology Research 

Group, for some time now, David Grossman, On Killing: The Psychological Cost of Learning to Kill in 
War and Society, Revised edition (New York: Back Bay Books, 2009); Dave Grossman and Loren W. 
Christensen, On Combat, The Psychology and Physiology of Deadly Conflict in War and in Peace, 3rd 
edition (Millstadt, IL: Warrior Science Publications, 2008); www.killology.com.  I am grateful to Warren 
Kinghorn, “Combat Trauma and Moral Fragmentation: A Theological Account of Moral Injury,” Journal 
of the Society of Christian Ethics 32, no. 2 (2012): 57–74, for pointing out the following works as well: 
Jonathan Shay, Achilles in Vietnam: Combat Trauma and the Undoing of Character (New York: Scribner, 
1994); Jonathan Shay, Odysseus in America: Combat Trauma and the Trials of Homecoming (New York: 
Scribner, 2002); Rachel M. MacNair, Perpetration-Induced Traumatic Stress:  The Psychological 
Consequences of Killing (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2002). 

126 Department of Defense report on Reserve Component activations for Operation Noble Eagle 
and Operation Enduring Freedom, www.defense.gov/documents/Mobilization-Weekly-Report-04-25-
14.pdf.  “Reserve Component” includes: Army National Guard, U.S. Army Reserve, U.S. Navy Reserve, 
U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, Air National Guard, U.S. Air Force Reserve, and U.S. Coast Guard Reserve. 
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civilian existence.  All of this activity normally occurs within the cycle of nine to twelve 

months.   

Additionally, between 2002 and January 10, 2014 the Congressional Research 

Service reported 118,829 incident cases of post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) among 

OEF (Operation Enduring Freedom)/OIF (Operation Iraqi Freedom)/OND (Operation 

New Dawn) deployed service members.  The number of incidents during the same time 

period among service members who had not previously deployed was 30,846.127  I do not 

mean to sound alarmist, nor am I arguing that every service member that deploys endures 

the rigors of combat or has a difficult time readjusting to peace on the home front.  It 

does seem clear, however, there are many service members in need of healing, and not all 

of the wounds are physical.  If a nation is going to send its sons and daughters off to fight 

its wars, that same nation bears the responsibility to care for these warriors, especially 

after the smoke has cleared and the shooting has stopped.  As I have been arguing, the 

care of our returning warriors is an ethical component of a robust jus post bellum 

framework. 

The intense and prolonged pain endured by many returning warriors does not 

break down neatly along pacifists or just war lines.  Drawing upon the work of Grossman 

and others, outspoken theologian and pacifist Stanly Hauerwas writes, “Those who kill, 

even when such killing is assumed to be legitimate, bear the burden that what they have 
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done makes them ‘different.’  How do you tell the story of having killed?”128  Assisting 

returning warriors in “bearing the burden” is part of the reintegration process located 

within the purview of a robust jus post bellum strategy.  Furthermore, I am arguing that 

this locates a fertile place for cooperation among the various positions presented in this 

project. 

For its part, the military has attempted to be diligent in this matter.  The National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 directed the Department of Defense to 

establish a “working group to identify and assess the reintegration needs of members of 

the reserve components who return from overseas operational deployment.”129  The 

Authorization Act goes on to relate, 

The conferees acknowledge that the reserve component has changed from a 
strategic reserve to an operational reserve, fully engaged in the global war on 
terror, and that reserve component members face challenges that are inherently 
different from their counterparts in the active component.  One such challenge is 
the reintegration to civilian life.  The Department of Defense has recognized the 
need for programs that address similar challenges for service members in active 
components returning from combat and has instituted such programs.130 
 

As such, the Secretary of Defense was required,  
 
in coordination with the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, to establish a 
national combat veteran reintegration program, to be known as the Yellow Ribbon 
Reintegration Program, to provide National Guard members and their families 
with sufficient information, services, referral, and proactive approach 
opportunities throughout the entire deployment cycle.131 
 
Since its inception on January 28, 2008, the Yellow Ribbon Reintegration 

Program has provided services to more than 1.1 million National Guard and Reserve 
                                                           

128 Hauerwas, War and the American Difference: Theological Reflections on Violence and 
National Identity, 67. 

129 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008, 110th Cong., 1st sess., 2008, H. Doc. 
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Service members and their families.  Through programs like Yellow Ribbon the military 

is attempting to foster and promote the well-being of its returning warriors, service 

members, and their families.   

Many returning warriors negotiate the rigors of redeployment and reintegration 

rather successfully.  Yet the long term nature of many of these wounds makes a single 

program helpful, but not entirely effective.  The military is not the only organization that 

sees reintegration as a priority.  There have been attempts to augment the Army’s wide 

net approach to reintegration. 

David A. Thompson and Darlene Wetterstrom have argued for a more integrative 

approach, seeking to include the church as a central player in the reintegration process. 

They discern, “Many veterans make it through this transition and go on to lead 

productive lives in our communities, but that is not always the case.”  They continue, 

“Some veterans are broken in body or spirit by their war experiences and struggle for 

years trying to put their lives back together.”132  In their book, they have sought to 

“heighten the awareness of this hidden community of veterans and their families 

embedded in our congregations and in our neighborhoods.”133 

Beyond the many practice pieces of advice they offer to churches in ministering 

to service members and their families, Thompson and Wetterstrom offer a keen insight 

into why so many churches are not involved in ministering to the military.  There is a 

widely accepted narrative that claims, “The military takes care of its own.”134  My intent 

here is not to argue the extent of the truth or falsity of the claim.  The predicament comes 
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as a result of the church’s belief in this narrative, and the passivity that may result.  By 

believing whole-heartedly this narrative, some are likely to conclude, “The military 

‘owns’ them.  And if they belong to someone else, they are someone else’s concern.”135 

The returning warriors live among us in our communities.  Indeed, with reserve 

component service members this fact is especially true.  Before going off to fight its 

nation’s wars, these citizen soldiers were school teachers, office managers, grocery store 

clerks, and members of their local churches.  They are a part of our community and “they 

are us.”136  The ethical responsibility to care for fellow human beings, which is part of a 

robust jus post bellum framework, extends not just to military or other government 

agencies, but to each citizen embedded in communities with returning veterans.  

Thompson and Wetterstrom conclude, “Churches have a mission to reach out to the lost, 

the lonely, and the hurting.  And as they reach out to help others, they will find soldiers 

and their families in need of services and support.”137  They advocate for an approach that 

intentionally integrates the church in the process of healing in the lives of returning 

warriors. 

Some in the Peace Church tradition have taken a similar tact.  Carolyn Yoder 

recounts,  

In the aftermath of events on September 11, 2001, The Center for Justice and  
Peacebuilding (CJP) at Eastern Mennonite University, and Church World Service, 
the relief and development agency of 38 religious groups, worked together to 
better equip religious and civil-society leaders of dealing with traumatic 
situations.  One of the outcomes is a program called STAR – Strategic Trauma 
Awareness and Resilience – that brings together middle and grassroots leaders 
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from areas of conflict in the United States and around the world for seminars that 
are both experiential and academic.138 

 
While not specifically targeted at returning warriors, STAR did originate in response to 

terrorists attacks.  Veterans and their family members have benefited from the program, 

which seeks “to go beyond the traditional mental health medical model which focuses on 

individual trauma.”139 STAR has been further retooled and is now ready for application in 

instances of natural disasters like Hurricane Katrina in 2005.140 

Another effort aimed at collaboration was the After the Yellow Ribbon conference 

held at Duke Divinity School, November 11-12, 2011.  After the Yellow Ribbon “is 

designed to stimulate conversation between the church, military and academic 

communities so that all might approach service members and veterans as human beings, 

and more fully understand and heal the unseen wounds of war (including PTSD and 

moral injury).”141  Participants at the conference included members of all three 

communities, the church, military, and academy.  As one who has a foot in all three of 

these arenas, this is an area of high importance to me personally. 

The notion of “moral injury” is an emerging concept in trauma studies.  Warren 

Kinghorn defines moral injury as “the experience of having acted (or consented to others 

acting) incommensurably with one’s most deeply held moral convictions.”142  Carolyn 

Holderread Heggen, noted Mennonite psychotherapist who specializes in trauma healing, 

has likewise called attention to this developing concept in trauma studies.  In a chapel 
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address at Associated Mennonite Biblical Seminary on February 28, 2012, she stated, 

“There is a deep sense that I am feeling that we have somehow failed our veterans, and 

it’s really exciting as a Christian to realize it’s not just pastors and Christian therapists 

who are starting to talk about the spiritual issues of war, it’s become a much broader 

conversation.  There is a new term, and I hope you’ll watch for [it].”143  The term is 

“moral injury.”  Both Heggen and Kinghorn point to its first clinical usage in the journal 

Clinical Psychology Review.144   

It is not just the military which seeks to aid in the reintegration of is warriors.  Nor 

is it simply the church that is speaking of “moral injury.”  As the concept of moral injury 

gains traction, that is the notion that there is an ethical and theological dimension to 

trauma, it is likely that instances of collaboration between the church, the military and the 

academy will increase, and all this as part of a robust jus post bellum framework. 

Commenting on the rich resources of the church in aiding in the recovery of 

combat trauma and the value of working with others who may not share our particular 

ethical or political views, Warren Kinghorn writes,  

Christian care of morally injured veterans, already embedded in the context of 
Christian community, can noninstrumentally extend to the veteran the healing 
resources of the community.  Faith communities, unlike the clinical disciplines, 
are able to embrace thick and particular conceptions of human flourishing and 
human failing and are, thereby, equipped much more robustly than the clinical 
disciplines to facilitate the healing of morally injured veterans.  But churches will 
only do so to the extent that they renounce the privilege of ignorance about the 
present-day American wars and to the extent that they renounce generalizations – 
promilitary, antimilitary, pro-US-foreign-policy, anti-US-foreign-policy – in favor 
of close and sometimes painful attention to the war-torn bodies among us.145 
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the-pain-a-lenten-reflection-on-transforming-the-wounds-of-war/. 
144 Brett T. Litz et al., “Moral Injury and Moral Repair in War Veterans: A Preliminary Model and 

Intervention Strategy,” Clinical Psychology Review 29 (2009): 695–706. 
145 Kinghorn, “Combat Trauma and Moral Fragmentation: A Theological Account of Moral 

Injury,” 70–71. 
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What I take him to mean here by “renouncing generalizations,” at least in part, is that we 

cannot allow disagreements ad bellum to circumvent the important post bellum work of 

engaging in the healing of returning warriors who live among us. 

Tending to the trauma and moral injury of our returning warriors is neither a short 

term nor an easy task.  The need for healing may provide the space for pacifists, just war 

advocates, and Christian realism advocates to come together under a common cause.  

There is no need to check one’s moral sensibilities at the door when tending to the human 

spirit.  A holistic approach to healing moral injury, integrating the resources of the 

church, the military, and the academy, mirrors the strengths of a more holistic approach 

to the ethical use of force, which I argued for in chapter five.  The jus post bellum period 

offers a region fertile for the cooperative efforts of those who may disagree about the 

ethical use of force, but who all agree about the importance of offering healing to those 

traumatized by their combat experiences. 

 
7.  Conclusion 

This chapter has continued the examination of the effect of jus post bellum on the 

larger just war framework.  This task was accomplished through an investigation of the 

emerging norm in humanitarian intervention discussions, namely R2P.  The examination 

of R2P further strengthened the argument for a more holistic conception of the use of 

force by providing a ready framework through its three prongs (prevent, react, and 

rebuild).   

In current theological and ethical conversations, Glen Stassen’s just peacemaking 

paradigm has been mapped onto discussions of the responsibility to prevent prong of 

R2P.  Prevention is generally accepted by each of the positions examined in this project.  
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Just policing surfaced in the context of the debates surrounding the contested 

responsibility to react prong of R2P as another attempt at brokering a deal between just 

war and pacifism.  However, I argued that policing is more appropriate to the post war 

environment, and thus to jus post bellum deliberations, and not to the war fighting 

function.  What is more, I have argued that care of the moral injury of returning warriors 

is part of a robust jus post bellum strategy and provides a common cause and space for 

potential cooperation for the various positions examined in this project. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 

Concluding Summary 
 
 
Chapter one set out to introduce this project.  To this end, I articulated the 

background, purpose, and plan of this project, namely to explore the potential effect of 

the jus post bellum (post-war justice and peace) debate on the larger just war framework 

in order to argue that this category has the potential to reframe the traditional debate 

between various Christian responses to the ethical use of force.  After the introduction, I 

turned to present the conversations partners examined in this project. 

In chapter two I illuminated the various Christian responses to the ethical use of 

force to be taken up in this project.  Reinhold Niebuhr is a recognized authority on 

Christian realism.  He emphasized the pursuit of self-interest and power.  The ethical 

distinction he made between the individual and the social informed much of his proposal.  

John Howard Yoder’s direct engagement with the just war tradition and Christian realism 

made him an ideal candidate for this project, and thus ably served as the representative of 

Christian pacifism.  Various external descriptions of pacifism often characterize it as 

utopian or politically irrelevant.  Yoder’s articulation of the “Pacifism of the Messianic 

Community,” believes neither characterization to be accurate.  Lastly, I introduced the 

just war tradition.  While Augustine’s writings on the topic were sporadic he placed a 

premium on the notion of right intention.  Aquinas brought a degree of systemization to 

the tradition.  In the contemporary discourse, the just war tradition is often discussed in 

terms of jus ad bellum – (1) just cause, (2) legitimate authority, (3) right intention, (4) last 
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resort, and (5) reasonable chance of success – and jus in bello – (1) discrimination and (2) 

proportionality – criteria. While pacifism denies recourse to violence, both the just war 

tradition and Christian realism affirm it in varying ways. 

In chapter three I turned to elucidate some of the more pressing engagements 

associated with the recovery of the just war tradition as rooted in the mid-20th century 

American theological debates.  The debates expounded in this chapter included: (1) 

Christian realism and pacifism, (2) Christian realism and the just war tradition, (3) 

pacifism and the just war tradition, and (4) debates within the just war tradition.  While 

fruitful in some regards, much of the debates have been stymied by a state of gridlock.  I 

looked to the promising category of jus post bellum to move beyond the impasse. 

The burgeoning concept of jus post bellum was introduced in chapter four.  Three 

prominent themes were highlighted from the jus post bellum discussions: (1) Shuck’s 

notion of testing the tradition, (2) the relationship of the phases of war (in bello, ad 

bellum, and post bellum), and (3) the rise of jus post bellum dialogue in light of the 

genocide and humanitarian interventions over the past decades.  The jus post bellum 

discussions highlighted in this chapter served as a lens through which to view anew the 

traditional debates illuminated in chapter three. 

In chapter five I illuminated two trajectories that have emerged in just war 

reasoning: limit instances of war and justify instances of war.  These trajectories served 

as a test for the authenticity of the just war tradition.  What is more, Christian realism 

also offered its own test of the tradition as well.  I argued that these tests were based 

largely on a sequential or binary understanding of the just war tradition.  I offered a 

corrective in the form of Paul Ramsey’s “twin-born” notion of the just war tradition.  
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That is, Ramsey posited that the purpose of the just war tradition was justification with 

limitation.  In this regard, both the presumption against war advocates with their 

emphasis on limiting wars and the classic just war advocates with their emphasis on 

justifying wars were partially correct.  Additionally, I argued for a more holistic 

understanding of just war tradition that seeks to overcome sequential and segmented 

thinking in just war reasoning.  The emphasis on the relationship of the phases of war is a 

welcome corrective coming out of jus post bellum discussions.  Furthermore, by 

incorporating the end of peace in each phase of just war deliberation, peace will be a 

guiding principle throughout the entire process and not simply an afterthought, or worse 

yet, forgotten altogether. 

In bringing this project to a close, I continued the emphasis on the importance of 

the relationship of the phases of war and how jus post bellum discussions are sparking 

new conversations, most notably in the ICISS’s attempt to deal with the important issue 

of humanitarian intervention in The Responsibility to Protect.  I illuminated attempts to 

map Glen Stassen’s just peacemaking proposal onto the responsibility to prevent pillar of 

R2P, which corresponds to the traditional domain of jus ad bellum criteria.  Additionally, 

I examined Tobias Winright’s attempt to map his just policing proposal onto both the 

responsibility to prevent and the responsibility to react pillar of R2P, the traditional 

domain of jus in bello criteria.  Garnering support from military science, R2P, and just 

war advocates, I argued that his just policing proposal is more appropriate for the post 

bellum environment.  In addressing the responsibility to rebuild pillar of R2P, which 

corresponds to the just war category of jus post bellum, I highlighted once again the 

importance of understanding the relationship of the phases of war.  One’s actions and 
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thinking in the ad bellum and in bello phases will affect the efficacy of jus post bellum.  

Jus post bellum considerations are not the third step in just war reasoning, but rather 

serve as a guiding principle throughout the deliberation process. 

This project concluded with a practical application of a robust jus post bellum 

strategy.  Specifically I looked to the case of the reintegration and healing of returning 

warriors.  Though disagreements may persist at the ad bellum level concerning the ethical 

use of force, care for the moral injury of returning warriors provides a potentially fertile 

area of mutual concern and collaboration between Christian realists, pacifists, and just 

war advocates.  
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