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This case looks at cyberwarfare actions used during a conflict, such as DDoS attacks, hacking, and attacks on infrastructure like banks, communication systems, and government networks. Attacks like this can affect both military and civilians. Unlike traditional warfare, cyberwarfare can be done remotely and often anonymously, which makes it harder to control and harder to get to the bottom of.
One reading explains that cyberattacks can weaken an enemy without using physical violence, which could make them seem like a better alternative to traditional war. However, the other reading points out that these attacks can still harm regular people, especially when they target systems that everyone depends on, like electricity or communication networks. This raises ethical concerns about whether these actions follow the rules of a just war, especially the ideas of avoiding harm to civilians and keeping damage proportional. In this Case Analysis, I will argue that using Boylan and Taddeo, cyberwarfare actions can only be part of a just war if they avoid harming civilians and are carefully controlled, but many times they are unjust because they are too broad and unpredictable.
Boylan’s ethical ideas focus on fairness, responsibility, and avoiding unnecessary harm. In war, this connects to two key principles, not harming civilians, and not causing more harm than necessary. When you apply this to cyberwarfare, problems quickly appear. Many cyberattacks target systems that are used by both the military and civilians, like power grids or communication networks. This makes it hard to avoid harming innocent people. According to Boylan, this is a ethical issue because people who are not part of the conflict should not be harmed.
 Looking at overall good vs. harm, cyberattacks could be justified if they reduce suffering or help end a war faster. For example, hacking a military system without affecting civilians could be seen as acceptable.
However, many cyberattacks don’t work this cleanly. Attacks on banks or infrastructure can disrupt daily life, cause financial loss, and even put people in danger. In these cases, the harm to civilians may be greater than the benefit, making the action unethical under both utilitarianism and Boylan’s ideas.
Another issue is accountability. Cyberattacks are often anonymous, so it is hard to know who is responsible. Boylan’s framework depends on responsibility, so this lack of accountability makes cyberwarfare even more ethically questionable. Overall, Boylan’s ideas suggest that cyberwarfare is only justified if it is very precise, limited, and controlled, but in reality, that is often not the case.
Taddeo focuses specifically on cyberwarfare and how it changes traditional ideas about war. One of her main points is that cyberwarfare blurs the line between civilian and military targets. Many systems are like multi use, meaning they are used by both. For example, the internet or power systems are important for both civilians and the military.
This creates a major ethical problem. If you attack these systems, you will almost always harm civilians. This makes it difficult to follow just war principles like discrimination and proportionality. Using the same utilitarian approach, cyberwarfare might seem better than traditional war because it can avoid physical violence. For example, shutting down a military system through hacking could prevent a bombing attack. In this way, cyberwarfare could reduce harm.
However, Taddeo points out that cyberattacks are often unpredictable. Malware and other attacks can spread beyond their target and cause unintended damage. This makes it hard to control the level of harm, which is a problem for both utilitarianism and just war theory.
Another issue is that cyberwarfare can make conflict more common and because it is easier and less visible than traditional war, countries may use it more often. This can lead to constant lower level conflict, which can harm global stability over time. Taddeo’s ideas show that even if cyberwarfare has some advantages, it is very difficult to use it in a fully ethical way because of how interconnected and unpredictable systems are.
In conclusion, cyberwarfare could be part of a just war, but in practice it often fails to meet ethical standards. Boylan’s framework shows that these actions must avoid harming civilians and must be controlled and accountable. Taddeo shows that this is very difficult because cyber systems are connected and hard to control.
Some people might argue cyberwarfare is better than traditional war because it can reduce physical violence. While this is sometimes true, the indirect harm it causes, like economic damage and disrupt daily life, can still be serious. Others might argue that strict rules make it harder for countries to defend themselves, but ignoring ethics could lead to more harmful problems. Overall, cyberwarfare has the potential to be used ethically, but it often causes too much unintended harm and because of this, it should be used very carefully and with strong ethical limits.
