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camoro JloctoeBcpkoro maiike HemMa. OCHOBHUM MOMEHTOM TJIYMAau€HHS TBOPYOCTI
JocTtoeBcbkoro Oyyiu CBITOMISIAHI (17€0JIOTIYHI) TO3UIIT HOro MOCHIJHUKIB, IO
IPU3BOJWIIO /10 JAYX€E PI3HOMAHITHUX 1 YaCTO CYNEPEWIMBUX BIJITHOCHO OAMH OJHOTO
BUCHOBKIB. [IMCbMEHHUK cTaBaB 3HAPANIAM 1JI€HOI OOpPOTHOM OINOHEHTIB, KOTpI
aCUMUITIOBAJIM HOTO 3 cO0010, IO MPU3BOAWIO 0 TAyMadeHb, B AKUX J[OCTOEBCHKUIA
CTaBaB Jielb HE MPOMNOBIAHMKOM ix ixei. Taky mnepeayMOBy OCMHUCIEHHS
JloCTOEBCHKOTO MOYXKHA YMOBHO Ha3BaTu «JlocToeBchkuii 3 cebe» 1 1edl Tun
MIePEOCMHUCIICHHS TPUTaMaHHUI (DAKTUYHO BCIM IMPEACTaBHUKA POCIHCHKOI (Ppimocodii
paHHBOIO NepioAy aHani3y JlocTOeBCHKOTO.
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF WAR

Nowadays, it’s extremely important to speak about war conflicts. War is still a
central element of the human experience. And in this topic we can point out just war
theory. It is a doctrine, also referred to as a tradition, of military ethics studied
by theologians, ethicists, policy makers, and military leaders. The purpose of the
doctrine is to ensure that war is morally justifiable through a series of criteria, all of
which must be met for a war to be considered just. The criteria are split into two
groups: ,,right to go to war” (jus ad bellum) and ,,right conduct in war” (jus in bello).
The first concerns the morality of going to war, and the second connected with the
moral conduct within war [6].

Some people argue that the Just War doctrine is inherently immoral, while
others suggest that there is no place for ethics in war. Others still argue that the
doctrine doesn't apply in the conditions of modern conflicts. The doctrine of the Just
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War can deceive a person into thinking that because a war is just, it's actually a good
thing. But you shouldn’t think so about it. Just War theory postulates that war, while
terrible, is not always the worst option. Important responsibilities, undesirable
outcomes, or preventable atrocities may justify war.

The just war theory has a long history. The principles of a Just War originated
with classical Greek and Roman philosophers like Plato and Cicero and were added
to by Christian theologians like Augustine and Thomas Aquinas.

Cicero argued that there was no acceptable reason for war outside of just
vengeance or self defence — in which he included the defence of honour. He also
argued that a war could not be just unless it was publicly declared and unless
compensation for the enemy's offence had first been demanded. Cicero based his
argument on the assumption that nature and human reason biased a society against
war, and that there was a fundamental code of behaviour for nations [3].

Saint Augustine himself did not approve of war. He believed that the only just
reason to go to war was the desire for peace. Augustine accepted that there would
always be wars. He thought that war was always a sin, and if there had to be a war, it
should be waged with sadness. Besides, Augustine made it clear that individuals and
states (or the rulers of states) have different obligations when it came to war or
violence. He also stated that Christians did not have the right to defend themselves
from violence, however they could use violence if it was necessary to defend the
innocent against evil [2].

Nine hundred years later, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) laid out the conditions
under which a war could be justified:

e First, just war must be waged by a properly instituted authority such as the state.

e Second, war must occur for a good and just purpose rather than for self-gain
or as an exercise of power.

e Third, peace must be a central motive even in the midst of violence [1].

One of the most famous leaders of a non-violent movement was
Mohandas K. Gandhi (1869-1948), who opposed British imperial rule in India during
the 20th century. Gandhi took the religious principle of ahimsa (doing no harm)
common to Buddhism, Hinduism and Jainism and turned it into a non-violent tool for
mass action. He used it to fight not only colonial rule but social evils such as racial
discrimination and untouchability as well. Gandhi called it ,,satyagraha” which means
,truth force”. In this doctrine the aim of any non-violent conflict was to convert the
opponent; to win over his mind and his heart and pursuade him to your point of view.

Contemporary just war theory is dominated by two camps: traditionalist and
revisionist. The traditionalists might as readily be called legalists. Their views on the
morality of war are substantially led by international law, especially the law of armed
conflict. Revisionists question the moral standing of states and the permissibility of
national defence, argue for expanded permissions for humanitarian intervention,
problematise civilian immunity, and contend that combatants fighting for wrongful
aims cannot do anything right, besides lay down their weapons [7].

As to the philosophical foundations of just war theory: the traditionalist and
revisionist positions are now well staked out. But the really interesting questions that
remain to be answered should be approached without thinking in terms of that split.
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Most notably, political philosophers may have something more to contribute to the
just war theory debate. It would be interesting, too, to think with a more open mind
about the institutions of international law (nobody has yet vindicated the claim that
the law of armed conflict has authority, for example), and also about the role of the
military within nation-states, outside of wartime [5].

All in all, in the twentieth century, just war theory has undergone a revival
mainly in response to the invention of nuclear weaponry and American involvement
in the Vietnam War. Academics have turned their attention to just war once again
with international, national, academic, and military conferences developing and
consolidating the theoretical aspects of the conventions. Just war theory has become a
popular topic in International Relations, Political Science, Philosophy, Ethics, and
Military History courses.
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cmyoeHmkKa,
Jloneyvruti HayioHanrbHULL MEeXHIYHUU YHIgepcumem

PEJITIS B ENOXY IHOOPMALIMHUX TEXHOJIOT' T

VY Hai yac KiOepTexXHOJIOT1i BIIKPUBAIOTH JIJIsl IPUBATU3AIIIT PETITTMHOTO YKUTTS
HOB1 MoxJuBOCTI. KiGeprexnosnorii i [nTepHer 3a0e3neuytoTh 0axaroyuM BUCOKUN
piBEHb KOMYHIKaIlli 1 (JOPMYIOTh HOB1, MEPEKEB1 CIUIBHOTU. AHOHIMHICTh [HTEpHETY
J03BOJIsIE KOH(PECIHO HE3aaHTa)KOBAHO J1I3HABATHCA MPO AKTUBHICTh KOHKPETHHUX
rpomMaj i JifiepiB, BUBYATH 1HIII PEJIrii, BIABIIYIOUM PENITiiHI CIIyKOW B OHJIAMH-
npoctopi. CHIA po3mmpooTh (QYHKIIOHATBHICTh PENIriiHUX OHJIAH-CEepBICiB,
OTPUMYIOTh TIONIUPEHHS CAWTH CHOBIAlI 1 MPUYACTS, IO BHUKJINKAE KPUTUKY
KOHCEPBATHBHO HAJAIITOBAHUX IPOMaJ. Y XPUCTHUSH 3’ ABISETHCS 0€31114 MEPEKEBUX
IIPOEKTIB, B TOMY YHUCII MEPEKEB1 OOTOCTYKIHHS.

Peniris 3HaX0auTh CBOE BTLIEHHS B KIOEPIPOCTOPI, BIpTyalbHUIl CETMEHT BCE
OUIBIII MOMITHO BIUIMBA€E Ha COLIAJIBHO-PEIITTHHY JIMCHICTh B PEAIbHOCTI, Yepes3 110
0arato rymMaHiTapHHUX Ta CYCIUIBHUX HayK MOXYTh HaOyBaTH KpiM «O(hJIaiHOBOTO»
me W «OHJIAMHOBUI» BuUMIp. Po03BUTOK KiOepmpocTopy chpusie aKTuBi3alii
pPEeNITiAHOTO  JKUTTS: TMOsiIBA  peJIridHoro  Kibepmpocropy, IHTEpHET-IIepKOB,



