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Can Just War Theory provide a satisfactory moral justification for war?
Introduction
In this paper, I will argue that Just War Theory can provide a satisfactory moral justification for war. My position will be based on the moral individualism account of Just War Theory, as articulated by philosophers such as Jeff McMahan . However, I will consider and respond to objections to moral individualism, with critiques coming from philosophers . Next, I will consider the pacifist position, in which Just War Theory is undercut as no war could be justified for the absolute pacifist. Lastly, I will discuss contemporary problems that ostensibly create tensions with Just War Theory. Most notably, the questions of 1) how to demarcate between combatants and non-combatants or whether a third, ambiguous category exists, and 2) how to treat a potentially third category, such as terrorists, in a wartime situation. Before this, I will attempt to define Just War Theory and discuss its history.
Just War Theory
One of the most important distinctions within Just War Theory is that between jus ad bello, jus in bello, and jus post bellum. Jus ad bello considers the conditions in which war may be justifiably started. Next, jus in bello is about prescriptive claims after war has been declared and “is commonly understood as determining the justice of combatants’ conduct during war” (Frowe 2017, p. 41). As an example, we will later turn toward the moral status and treatment owed toward terrorist in wartime conditions. Lastly, there is jus post bellum, which concerns itself with what, exactly, qualifies as the just conditions of the end of war and “how [states] should transition from mass political violence into a solid, decent, durable and liveable peace” (Orend 2020, p. ix).
The above distinctions of Just War Theory as discussed in contemporary philosophy, while arguably “beginning with St Augustine, through Grotius and Thomas Aquinas” (Ceulemans 2020, p. 77), has more direct roots in the work of 20th century philosopher Michael Walzer, as Helen Frowe (2017) and Robert Kolb (1997) argue, as opposed to being the direct work of Medieval Scholastic philosophers. That said, “[Just War Theorists] owe much to a Western tradition of thinking about the just war, grounded in Ancient Greece and Rome, substantially developed by the early Church fathers and later the Scholastics . . .” (Frowe & Lazar 2017, p. 5). 
Moral Individualism
At this point, we have only seen a broad overview of Just War Theory. In this section, I would like to draw attention to a specific debate surrounding Just War Theory. Specifically, the collectivist vs individualist approaches to moral justifications for killing in war, or what may be termed the “disagreement between traditionalists and revisionists” (Kim 2022, p. 26). Then, after establishing this distinction, I will give an argument in favor of the individualist/revisionist account of Just War Theory.

Motivations for the collectivist/traditionalist account are difficult to dismiss and certainly have strong plausibility. First, war is generally understood as an activity between nation states, as opposed to individuals committing violence (whether justified or not). Second, the complexity of war—from its scale to how it is carried out—means it cannot be appropriately assessed by, say, the same principles that guide one on justified killing in self-defense between two individuals.
The pacifist objection
While the traditionalist and the individualist are at odds on how we ought to understand war and the moral principles which apply to it, they share common ground in that war can, in principle, be justified. However, I now turn to a critique of Just War Theory in which war can never be justified. Such a position may be understood as traditional pacificism. Traditional pacifism may be differentiated from contingent pacifism as the latter “does not object to all wars in principle” (May 2015, p. 43).
The contemporary problem of terrorists within Just War Theory
Lastly, while there are numerous issues overlapping Just War Theory that have relevance today in applied ethics, this section will explore the problem of how terrorists ought to be understood and treated according to Just War Theory. The problem stems from Just War Theory often relying on the dichotomy between combatants and non-combatants. Meanwhile, with the advent of the Global War on Terrorism, controversy has been generated into what category—if any—terrorists fall under the dichotomy and, accordingly, treatment deserved.
Conclusion
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