NOTES AND COMMENTS
EDITORS’ NOTE
The October 2012 issue of the Journal carried a Note by Daniel Bethlehem with the
author’s proposal for a set of principles on the scope of a state’s right of self-defense against an
imminent or actual armed attack by nonstate actors.1 The Editors’ Note to that item indicated
that critiques of the proposal and other responses would be published in a subsequent issue of
the Journal. Four such responses are presented here; the July 2013 issue will carry a continuation of the debate.

LAW, POWER, AND PRINCIPLES
By Michael J. Glennon*
Daniel Bethlehem’s proposed principles1 grapple bravely with the familiar tension between
law and power, between the aspirational and the real, between states’ words and irreconcilable
acts. His principles “are proposed with the intention of stimulating a wider debate on these
issues.”2 With that invitation in mind, I offer this thought: while Bethlehem posits a need for
objectivity— by which he appears to mean neutral principles indifferent to power disparities3
— his proposed principles nonetheless substitute the opinio juris of the powerful for the
practice of all, and they aim to bridge a division among states that he supposes merely to be a
division among publicists.
Because what states actually do is, given the sensitivities, “opaque,”4 Bethlehem extracts
principles from what particular states say—from what powerful states say publicly, that is, in
speeches in the United States and the United Kingdom, and what they apparently say privately
to him, or within his hearing, in “intra- and intergovernmental discussions,” “largely away
from the public gaze, within governments and between them . . . .”5 How excluded weaker
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states’ consent can be inferred, or why their failure to consent is unimportant, he does not
explain. “[T]here has been no similar flurry of speeches elsewhere,” he asserts6 (though in fact
other states have had rather a lot to say about whether they prefer being attacked7).
In pursuing this approach, Bethlehem seeks support from the writings of publicists.8 This
course is perplexing because he earlier warned us that “[t]here is little intersection between the
academic debate and the operational realities.”9 He attributes the absence of a “clear set of principles” to “the doctrinal divide that continues to beset the debate”10 rather than to conflicting
state practice, even though the International Court of Justice has insisted that custom be
grounded not upon the writings of publicists or bare opinio juris but upon state practice,11 and
even though that practice often is at odds with the pertinent opinio juris.
The resulting principles therefore derive not from practice but from other earlier principles
that have been hollowed out by practice.12 Left unanswered are whether his principles are the
law as Bethlehem believes it to be or the law as he would wish it to be;13 whether they are proposed as general international law, or a kind of lex specialis, or regional or hegemonic law; and
what new or different outcomes his principles would actually require.
Whatever the answers, Bethlehem deserves thanks for raising key issues and sparking a longoverdue debate. Functioning law may be impossible to achieve in the shadowy realm that his
principles address (and I have expressed my own skepticism often enough), but the world surprises. It is useful to test the waters occasionally to assess whether both the powerful and the
weak might be ready to try new rules. Rather than starting with principles, doctrines, and other
historically controversial abstractions and then seeking consensus, however, the way to do that,
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in my view, is to look first to empirical data to see what consensus actually exists— by, for example, giving states a list of concrete, specific incidents in which force was used against nonstate
actors and then asking in which cases they believe the use of force to have been justified. In other
words, find the common ground first, then describe it, and only afterward seek states’ assent
to the formulation.
In the short term, an empirical approach will produce less grandiose norms than those set
out in the League of Nations Covenant, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, or the United Nations Charter. It could necessitate choosing more explicitly between a coercion-based system run by the
powerful or a consent-based system run by the weak. Yet it could also produce law that works.
And in the long term, it could provide a foundation on which broader law can be built to manage the use of force generally—not merely force used by powerful states against nonstate actors
located in less powerful states.

DANGEROUS DEPARTURES
By Mary Ellen O’Connell*
Daniel Bethlehem has proposed a series of principles relating to a state’s use of military force
against nonstate actors (NSAs). He believes that his proposals will lead to the formulation of
a “clear set of principles that effectively address the specific operational circumstances faced
by states.”1 While Bethlehem’s intentions may be laudable, his effort is founded on the misconception that the international legal system lacks sufficiently clear principles to govern the
use of military force against NSAs. The system already has such principles, as this comment
will show.
Where the debate is needed is with respect to another point that he makes: Bethlehem
believes that our scholarship in this area of international law is not “shaping the operational
thinking of those within governments and the military who are required to make decisions in
the face of significant terrorist threats emanating from abroad.”2 Judging by actual practice,
however, scholarship respecting the current law is shaping government thinking. Few states use
military force against nonstate actors on the territory of other states to counter terrorist threats.
Nevertheless, the international legal community could profit from a debate on why the current
rules are being ignored by some military and government officials in these few states. Instead
of addressing noncompliance by a few, Bethlehem offers to rewrite the rules, legalizing practices that today are violations of international law. Rewriting the rules will certainly get these
states into compliance, but so would rewriting the rules on torture. Seeking law compliance by
all is, again, a laudable intention, but doing so by changing the rules is addressing the problem
from the wrong end.3
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