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Endorsements



	 


	“We live in times when a war in general and the war in Europe in particular is again our reality. Painfully, since the ancient biblical time the crime of Cain against his brother had many bloody followers. We must therefore nurture, educate and upbring new generations in justice and in sharing brotherhood as a road to peace and common good. Peace is both crucially important and unequivocally possible through our responsible interpersonal and international relations. Therefore, I welcome this interesting reflection of war and its moral and legal justification, and I support the effort of the Sallux ECPM | Foundation”. 


	 


	Ján Figel


	EU Commissioner for Education, Culture and Youth (2004-9)


	Special Envoy for Promotion of Freedom of Religion or Belief outside the EU (2016-2019).


	Slovakia


	 


	 


	"In a most timely fashion, the author examines an enduring question: Is the doctrine of just war as it is developed and refined within the Christian moral tradition conceivable and applicable today? As a French military officer and confessing Christian, the author is uniquely qualified to probe what is a perennial matter – one that must be visited (and re-visited) with every successive generation. Wisely, he understands war-waging as a political responsibility, and hence, as a matter of statecraft. The challenge facing virtually all Western nations today, however, is the climate of post-modern nihilism that prevents basic moral reasoning and, at bottom, impedes responsible statecraft. Exposing the illusions of permanent peace as well as rejecting the extremes of pacifism on the one hand and Realpolitik on the other, the author argues for a rediscovery and reformulation of classic just war principles, based on the Church’s witness to society of moral truth, the centrality of the common good and human dignity, and political reality, with its priority of a justly-ordered peace”.


	 


	Prof. J. Daryl Charles, PhD


	Acton Institute - Affiliated Scholar in Theology & Ethics. 


	United States


	 


	 


	“This is a fascinating and well thought out book. It ought to be of interest to Christians across the spectrum, although it is unlikely to find favour with those of a pacifist persuasion. It is impossible to properly understand this book without taking into account that it is deeply embedded in French culture and Catholic doctrine. Those coming from an Anglo-Saxon perspective who find it difficult to believe that the French could ever be right on such matters, nor the Americans ever wrong will not find it comfortable reading”. 


	 


	David Fieldsend


	Former Attaché in the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Representation to the EU. Chairman Sallux | ECPM Foundation


	United Kingdom


	 




Preface by the Author


	In her ‘Reflections on War’ written in 1933, the philosopher Simone Weil begins with these words: “The present situation and the State of mind, gives rise to bring the problem of war back to the forefront once again.” How can we not make this observation when war is raging everywhere and increasingly, in the East, in Africa, and at the gates of Europe - let us think of Ukraine - and that it even threatens our country. How it seems to have vanished, like a mirage, the promise of a new world order made by G. W. Bush in 1991, after the fall of the Soviet Empire: “A new era, less threatened by terror, more robust in the pursuit of justice and more secure in the quest for peace”.


	 


	Yes, war threatens us, but there is an even more significant threat: the panic of the minds, terror due to the inability to understand this constitutive phenomenon of our humanity. Indeed, the second half of the 20th century has notably contributed to the confusion. The pacifism of the 1970s, the intoxication of a society turned towards consumerism, and the hopes born of the fall of the Soviet bloc were followed by an ‘interventionist’ period – mainly American, but not only - with a lot of ‘ethics’ and ‘just war’. The results are there, implacable: chaos and anarchy reign in vast parts of the world, in particular in the Iraqi-Syrian zone; terrorism thrives in these abandoned territories, but also at home, and Europe suffers the repercussions of this vast destabilization in the form of uncontrollable migratory flows.


	 


	This book is not a treatise on strategy or military history but rather an essay on political philosophy. Its ambition is to rediscover the principles that should guide political action regarding war with a straightforward aim: to avoid it when necessary and to wage it when it is needed. The guiding principle is the motto of the School of War (École de guerre): Si tu veux la paix, prépare la guerre! (Si vis pacem, para bellum!) If you want peace, prepare for war. Our country has paid dearly for having forgotten this on several occasions.


	 


	This essay results from a double reflection: that of the officer, a ‘man of war’, and that of the Christian, bearer of a vision of man and society in conformity with that of the Catholic Church. It seemed impossible to us to separate the two because there is a Christian way of conceiving and waging war as curious as it may seem. Thus, in the century of Louis XIV (Le Siècle de Louis XIV), Voltaire, who was not very suspicious of complacency for the Church, wrote in 1751:


	 


	“It was already a long time ago that Christian Europe could be considered as a kind of great republic, divided into several states, some monarchical, others mixed (...), all having the same religious background1, although divided into several sects, all having the same principles of public law and politics unknown in other parts of the world. It is by these principles that the European nations do not make slaves of their prisoners, that they respect the ambassadors of their enemies (...) and that they agree especially in the wise policy of holding between them an equal balance of power”2


	 


	Therefore, the question that we propose to resolve here is: is the doctrine of just war formulated by the theologians, primarily St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas, still conceivable today? Can it be anything other than a historical memory or an object of philosophical study? In other words, under which conditions can it regain an operative value on the political and military level?


	 


	To answer this question, we will show in the first part the variations of Western democracies in the face of war, variations that reveal their inability to conceive this phenomenon correctly and that leads us to a dead end. Promising universal peace by sowing ruins and destruction or, on the contrary, indulging in utopian pacifism can only lead to chaos. To better understand these variations, we will try to show the metaphysical and religious foundations of our democracies, notably through the study of three philosophers: the 19th-century Russian philosopher Vladimir Solovyov3, author of the Three Conversations on war (Trois entretiens sur la guerre), morality and religion (la morale et la religion), 1900), Albert Camus, author of The Rebel (L'Homme révolté), 1951, and Henry Hyde, current director of the Éthique et déontologie course at the Saint-Cyr Coëtquidan schools and author of Sustainable democracy. Thinking war to make Europe (Démocratie durable. Penser la guerre pour faire l’Europe), 20104. We can summarize these foundations in the following formula: metaphysical rupture and inversion of values that deviate the aggressive action from its goal.


	 


	In a second part, relying on Clausewitz and more recent authors such as André Maurois, author of the remarkable Command Dialogues (Dialogues sur le commandment), 1924, Hervé Coutau-Bégarie, former professor of strategy at the École de Guerre, and General Vincent Desportes, former director of the École de guerre5, or René Girard, author of Completing Clausewitz (Achever Clausewitz), 2007, we will endeavour to provide a better understanding of what war is, what its fundamentals are and its recent developments, to better grasp the role of the leader and the specific duties of the politician in the preparation and conduct of war. Whatever one may say, war is primarily a political responsibility, the most serious and at the same time the noblest since it is the primary mission of the State to guarantee the security of the country for which it is responsible.


	 


	Finally, in a third, more apologetic part, we will try to show, far from caricatures and commonplaces, the relevance of the Catholic Church's doctrine on society and especially on the just war. This doctrine is the opposite of the exaltation of war and instead deserves the title of ‘doctrine of just peace’ to use the expression used by Guillaume Bacot in The Just War Doctrine (La Doctrine de la guerre juste), Economica, 1989. This relevance rests not only on its overall coherence, which does not exclude nuances but also and first of all, on the Church's constant commitment to peace from the dawn of Christianity to the present day. It is this commitment that gives credibility to this two-thousand-year-old institution being, “experts in humanity”, to use the expression of Pope Paul VI, but which proclaims the social kingship of Our Lord Jesus Christ as the sine qua non for peace among nations. Besides Guillaume Bacot, the principal authors consulted were Fernand Mourret and Daniel-Rops for the history of the Church, as well as Father Pègues, author of a work of a more doctrinal nature on Saint Thomas Aquinas and war.


	 


	In saying this, we do not claim to be selling dreams and announcing the end of all war, i.e., Paradise on earth thanks to the application of this doctrine, but to say that it is not an act of faith reserved for the believer, but a conceptual tool providing wisdom and discernment, capable of enlightening the decisions of political and military decision-makers. A device that must allow politicians to avoid war which, like a raging river, does not get out of its bed again and devastate entire territories. 


	 




Part 1:


	democracy and war
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PART 1: DEMOCRACY AND WAR


	 


	Introduction


	This first part comprises five chapters. In the first one, we have tried to pose the problem, that is to say, to characterize the central illusions of our democracies in the face of war.


	 


	These main illusions are:


	- the oscillation between warmongering and pacifism;


	- the belief in the omnipotence of technology;


	- The dissonance between political war and the real battle in the military domain; the use of armed intervention as an instrument of democratic peace.


	 


	These illusions consecrate the end of politics, replaced by a utopian project: the universal establishment of democracy and progress. Far from bringing peace, they only generate violence and chaos. Where do they come from, and what contradictions do they get? This is the subject of Chapters II to V. Chapters II and III are devoted to studying the three Conversations on war (Trois entretiens sur la guerre), morality and religion (la morale et la religion) by Vladimir Solovyov. This work is essential because it allows us to understand where these illusions come from and which school of thought they are linked to.


	 


	Chapters IV and V deal with the contradictions of our societies in the face of the question of war:


	- promising universal peace while sowing ruin and destruction can leave no one indifferent;


	- promoting consumerism as a model of society and maintaining an army whose mission is to go to the supreme sacrifice makes little sense;


	- subordinating military action not to politics but to the mass media can only lead to disasters.


	 


	At the origin of these contradictions, there is the metaphysical revolt of our societies analysed by Albert Camus and the contemporary nihilism so well described by Henry Hyde. These two points are treated in chapter IV. According to Henry Hyde, the next chapter studies how to think about war in the current context. Therefore, these four chapters present the thought of these three authors, or more precisely, of their reference work, together with our comments.


	 


	Why did we choose these three authors? Many have written on war, notably in its strategic or political dimension, but rarer are those capable of linking a conception of war to a philosophical system, which is the case of these three authors. They also have in common that they denounce the philosophical lie of a particular form of modern thought: that which consists in promising universal peace while sowing ruin and destruction.


	 


	Vladimir Solovyov


	The first of them is this Russian philosopher who published in 19006 Three Conversations on war (Trois entretiens sur la guerre), morality and religion (la morale et la religion). In this work, he intends to denounce the confusion of ideas about war and peace and Christianity; this “Christianity without Christ” is enamoured of pacifism and purely earthly happiness, forgetting the Resurrection. Let us also remember that Solovyov is one of the rare philosophers of the 19th century7 to understand the meaning of the historical rupture that the French Revolution constitutes in the history of humanity.


	 


	Albert Camus


	Half a century later, on the ruins of the Second World War, Albert Camus returns in The Rebel8 (L'Homme révolté) to the great revolution of the twentieth century, nihilism, and its procession of sufferings in the name of freedom. Following Solovyov, he shows the deep meaning of the French Revolution in the history of the world and the role of this new Gospel that is the social contract, which “gives a vast extension, and a dogmatic presentation, to the new religion whose God is the reason, confused with nature, and the representative on earth, instead of the king, the people considered in its general will”9. Although atheists are deprived of transcendental perspectives, Camus nevertheless invites us to renounce our hubris, that is to say, this excess so characteristic of our time, source of ever greater evils.


	 


	Henry Hyde


	Our third philosopher is Henry Hyde, director of the Ethics and Deontology Department of the École Spéciale Militaire de Saint-Cyr (Special Military Academy of St. Cyr) and author of the 2010 book ‘Sustainable democracy Thinking about war to make Europe’ (Démocratie durable. Penser la guerre pour faire l'Europe). A century after Solovyov, Henry J. Hyde shows why our democracies do not know how to think about war correctly because they do not understand the world as it is. Fifty years after Camus, he also denounces the nihilism of our time, proof that it no longer wants to listen to those who warn it. The nihilism that leads us to the inversion of values and this strange paradox, also foreseen by Solovyov, where military virtues only serve to protect and maintain a society turned towards the search for individual well-being. 


	 




Chapter I: Democracy in the face of war


	 


	Between warmongering and pacifism


	Our democracies are uncomfortable with war. Indeed, although professing humanist ideals, most of them were generated by war. For a long time, it appeared to them as a natural and obvious mode of action not only to assert themselves but also to promote their ideas. In the 18th century, Kant may have professed his dream of perpetual peace, but the French Revolution and then the Empire imposed their revolutionary ideals by iron and fire. both through civil war - think of the Wars of the Vendée - and through the conflict between nations. Young America is not to be outdone: it enters the scene with a war of independence and made the Anglo-Saxon model triumph during the Civil War. Then it asserted until today, with ups and downs, its imperial will through a defence budget without equivalent amongst other nations10. repeated military interventions had no other aim than to reshape the world map to its liking and impose its will to power, and its messianic dream: democracy and human rights, i.e., the “new world order” promised by G. W. Bush in 1991. On the other hand, the same cannot be said of the European democracies: sheltered by the American shield since the end of the Second World War, they have been able to let pacifist ideals grow - without any consequences for the time being - and to reduce their defence effort to below a reasonable level.


	 


	The influence of pacifism in international relations was most evident in the early 1990s with the deployment of the so-called ‘peacekeepers’ in Bosnia-Herzegovina to provide humanitarian assistance to the Bosnian inhabitants of the besieged city of Sarajevo and to enforce an illusory ceasefire between Serbs and Bosnians.


	The term ‘peacekeepers’ is a perfect illustration of the confusion of ideas about war and peace. It implies that there is a noble mission, peace, and a dirty mission, battle. It confuses the end, peace, and war, which is only a means to an end. This expression was born when people naively believed in a new world order based on peace and prosperity.


	 


	There is, therefore, the first illusion within Western democracies, which consists in sinning either by excess (United States) or by default (Western Europe) about the defence effort to be made by peoples wishing to guarantee their freedom. To this incapacity to conceive military means to the political situation and resources of their countries, two other illusions about war are added:


	- technological superiority conceived as the unsurpassable horizon of war;


	- war is confused with battle; in other words, politics is confused with military action, the end confused with the means.


	 


	Technological superiority was conceived as the unsurpassable horizon of war


	Indeed, technology has a significant role to play, and the superiority of armaments is without question a significant asset for those who have the will to fight. The Polish cavalry in 1939 was certainly no less valiant than the Wehrmacht (Army), but what could cavalrymen do against armour? Nevertheless, if technology or, more simply, material superiority sometimes allows winning battles, it is powerless to win the war because the latter is, first of all, a matter of will. The Russians experienced this in Afghanistan in the 1970s, as did the Americans in Vietnam. On the other hand, technology conceived as an end in itself and no longer a means has harmful consequences.


	 


	The first is that the complexity and cost of technology lead to a drastic reduction in the size of their armed forces for countries like France, whose resources are limited. If our army can conduct small-scale operations, it is probably no longer capable of performing real wars involving significant losses. Numbers, i.e., the size of the military, and the ability to regenerate military potential quickly, which are essential factors in strategy, are relegated to the background.


	 


	The second consequence is that technology is seen less as a means of outmanoeuvring the enemy than as a way to avoid confrontation. To take the example of the German army during the Second World War, its initial superiority was not only due to its high-performance equipment, in particular, the tank-aircraft pair, but also to its organization, its doctrine, and its unfailing morale, which enabled it to hold out against the Allied armies until the end, even though the balance of power had long since been reversed. In this case, technological power was at the service of combat and not a means of avoiding it, unlike today, where it is designed to put war at a distance and maintain the illusion that it can be won without paying blood money11. We will have the opportunity to return to this subject in the second part.


	 


	 


	War confused with battle


	Another illusion consists of confusing war with battle and imagining that a victorious struggle is enough to win and establish a lasting peace.


	This is what General Vincent Desportes underlines when he writes: “Of the five levels of war, we are only interested in the first two, the technical and tactical levels, and we neglect the other three - the operational, strategic and political levels. We become more and more capable of winning battles and less and less capable of winning wars”12.


	 


	The consequence of this confusion is that we imagine, on the one hand, that a short war is possible thanks to a military victory acquired quickly through technological supremacy and, on the other hand, that this victory takes the place of politics.


	1) A short war is not a war but a military walk. War does not mean that battles follow one another at a high pace, but that there is a situation of hostility made up of fighting, less spectacular confrontations, and even times of remission. This is why history calls the conflicts between the kingdom of France and England between 1337 and 1453 the ‘Hundred Years War’ (Guerre de Cent Ans), which does not mean that there were incessant battles for a hundred years. Therefore, General Vincent Desportes is correct to state that a war “is always long and slow” and that “a military engagement can only produce strategic, and therefore political, successes in the long term. When one seeks immediate results, one compromises the results of a long time”13.


	 


	2) A military victory does not mean that the war has been won, i.e., that it results in a just and lasting peace that puts an end to the hostile situation. Let us consider the relationship between immediate results and long-term results by taking the opposition between Napoleon and Talleyrand as an example. Indeed, Napoleon's remarkable strategy on the military level is the perfect illustration of this form of thinking, which consists of believing that peace is established only by victorious battles. In his biography devoted to Talleyrand, prince of diplomats14, Georges Bordonove shows how the victor of Austerlitz, carried away by his desire for greatness and immediate results, in this case, the lowering of Austria, compromised the results of the long term, that is to say, a wave of lasting peace in Europe:


	 


	“This masterly lesson of diplomacy (that of Talleyrand) - which Bismarck will remember! - was not listened to. Napoleon had no desire to spare Austria. The future was being prepared for him with victories, not by building up political combinations. He had no use for an offensive and defensive alliance with Austria: he wanted to punish her for her presumption and was preparing to fight the battle of Austerlitz, his masterpiece!”15


	 


	Refusing to listen to the advice of moderation from his Minister of Foreign Relations, Napoleon imposed the Treaty of Presburg16 on Austria, which Talleyrand rightly thought “would result in new coalitions and that the Emperor had put his finger in a gear that would crush him sooner or later.” This form of thinking, more concerned with immediate results than with the results of the long term, is also found in contemporary conflicts. The most emblematic example is the second Iraq war in 2003. In a few weeks, the troops of the American-led coalition achieved a total and predictable victory, given the balance of power. The Iraqi army was defeated, and Saddam Hussein was captured. “Mission accomplished”, G. W. Bush proclaimed on May 1, 2003, on the deck of the aircraft carrier USS Abraham Lincoln, a symbol of American military power. But the war had only just begun. Indeed, far from leading to a lasting peace, the overthrow of Saddam Hussein generated, on the contrary, a civil war, a strong rejection of the American army perceived as an army of occupation, and a situation of instability that continues to this day17. This confusion between war and battle is, therefore, primarily an inability to conceive of war as an essentially political act that should lead to a more just and lasting peace. In this case, politics is replaced by a quasi-religious utopia: democracy, which brings universal peace.


	 


	 


	The democratic utopia: the dream of universal peace


	At the heart of the recent military engagements carried out by the West, there is above all a paradise which consists of wanting to impose ‘universal peace’ - that is to say, democratic values - by force and to divide humanity between the camp of Good and the camp of Evil. The manoeuvre can be broken down into four phases:


	 


	1) Choice of targets: an authoritarian regime in a country militarily incapable of resisting the American war machine and NATO; delivery of arms to ‘resistance movements’.


	 


	2) Large-scale disinformation operation to legitimize war and make it acceptable, even desired by the Western populations - the responsibility of governments and the media is overwhelming here.


	 


	3) Military intervention followed by the capture or assassination of the head of state-designated as guilty.


	 


	4) Attempt to recreate a democratic regime disconnected from political and social realities, resulting in significant instability with disastrous consequences for the country concerned, its neighbours, and Europe.


	 


	This is what happened in Kosovo in 1999, in Iraq in 2003, in Libya in 2011, and it is what almost happened in Syria in 2012. Without Russian intervention, Bashar al-Assad would have suffered the same fate as Slobodan Milosevic, Saddam Hussein, and Muammar Gaddafi.


	 


	 


	
Example of Kosovo18



	Phase 1, autumn 1998: after two years of guerrilla warfare led by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) against the Serbian Army, NATO took precedence over the UN in managing the crisis and issued an ultimatum to Serbia and put its troops on alert.


	Phases 2 and 3, March 1999: after the predictable failure of the Rambouillet agreements providing for an autonomous status for Kosovo, NATO, arguing that an ethnic cleansing operation carried out by the Serbian Army against the ethnic Albanian population19 was imminent, began a campaign of airstrikes on Serbia which lasted two months until Milosevic accepted the peace plan for Kosovo. 


	This air campaign was followed by the withdrawal of Serbian troops from Kosovo and several tens of thousands of NATO soldiers starting in June 1999. 


	Phase 4, March 31, 2001: Slobodan Milosevic was arrested and taken to the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY). He died in 2006 without his guilt, having been formally established by the ICTY. In 2008, Kosovo declared its independence, and power was entrusted to the KLA, whose mafia-like character was based.


	 


	It is more or less the same scenario that was repeated in Iraq in 2003 because Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction, then in Libya in 2011 on the pretext of preventing massacres by the regime. Both times, this information turned out to be false or highly exaggerated and had no other purpose than to legitimize the military intervention in the eyes of public opinion20.


	It is worth noting in passing the change of attitude on the part of France. Its ‘Non-possumus’, remarkable for its clarity and coherence in 2003, gave way in 2011 to a very offensive philosophy in Libya, leading to the assassination of Muammar Gaddafi and leaving the country to anarchy with the consequences we still experience today in terms of migratory flows to Europe. Why such a result? Because, regardless of the quality of the administration and the rulers, our democracies lack a proper understanding of what war is, particularly in its political dimension, to varying degrees depending on the country and the time.


	 


	By political dimension, we mean:


	- a solid grounding in reality, that is, seeing the world as it is and not as we would like it to be - a country, a society, is not a Lego set that can be built and deconstructed as one pleases, discarding the ‘bad’ Lego from the game;


	- a long-term vision that goes beyond the horizon of the next election, that is to say, a concept that is first and foremost capable of treating the causes and not the consequences;


	- finally, a pearl of great political wisdom that is not subject to collective emotion, and therefore to the media.


	 


	Deprived of realistic political perspectives, pursuing the utopian realization of a new world order based on the American democratic model, but undermined from within by consumerism that is hardly compatible with the sacrifices required by war, our democracies oscillate between warmongering and pacifism. They conduct military interventions against countries that do not represent significant threats, but refuse, as far as the countries of Western Europe are concerned, to make an effort, not only military but above all intellectual, necessary to face the two main threats of jihad, i.e., the spread of Islam by force and terror - of which the terrorist acts we are witnessing are only the beginnings - and the chaos generated by migratory flows that have become uncontrollable.


	 


	From a more general point of view, these few examples show that war, before being a technical problem, is primarily a political problem. But, as politics depends on our vision of the world, war is also a moral, philosophical and religious problem. What is the worldview of our decision-makers? Where does it come from? What are the consequences? Just like the mountaineers who, to climb higher, keep three points of support, we have built our answer on the works of three philosophers: Vladimir Solovyov, Albert Camus, and Henry HYDE, who, at about fifty years interval, have shown how from the metaphysical rupture, through nihilism, we have arrived at an inversion of values and, as a significant consequence, at the incapacity to think about war correctly. 


	 




Chapter II: The end of the just war 


	 


	Introduction


	At the end of the 19th century, in a Europe shaken by the ideas of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars, buffeted by the rise of nationalism and Marxism, a Russian writer undertook, in the evening of his short life, to bring together the essence of his thought in a single work.


	 


	This Russian writer is Vladimir Solovyov, and the work in question is entitled Three Conversations on War (Trois entretiens sur la guerre), Morality, and Religion (la morale et la religion), followed by A Short Story of the Antichrist (Court récit sur l’Antéchrist). 


	 


	Soloviev has the particularity of having been a philosopher, a theologian, and even an apostle. In particular, he showed the necessity of the unity of the Eastern and Western Churches around the successor of Saint Peter21. 


	 


	He was also an ardent defender of the Franco-Russian friendship because, beyond the difficulties of political life and the historical, cultural, and geographical differences, he considered that French and Russians had in common ‘feelings of faith and generosity, an irresistible tendency towards the ideal’.


	 


	Finally, he was one of those few writers who quickly understood the French Revolution's deep meaning22. Here is what he says at the very beginning of his introduction of Russia and the Universal Church (La Russie et l’Église Universelle)23:


	 


	‘A hundred years ago, France - this vanguard of humanity - wanted to inaugurate a new epoch in history by proclaiming the rights of man’, specifying a few lines further on: ‘The affirmation of the rights of man, to become a positive principle of social establishment, required first of all an accurate idea about the man. That of the revolutionaries is known: they saw and understood in man only the abstract individuality, a being stripped of any positive content’24.


	 


	 


	Soloviev's characters: the confrontation between Christianity and the Enlightenment


	In the Three Conversations (Les Trois entretien), Solovyov puts in play five characters representative of the old order, that of the sacred before the French Revolution25, with others defending the modern conceptions on man, society, war, and religion.


	 


	Through their conversations, it is a whole re-thinking on the vision of the world proper to our democracies and, consequently, on the relationship that they maintain with war and it sheds new light on the current conflicts. 


	The end of the just and holy war, war conceived as a necessary evil, the pacifist illusion or the reverse, the armed intervention developed to punish the recalcitrant States to the new world order, the dream of universal peace are so many current themes already present in Solovyov's thought and that we propose to develop here not without having previously presented the portraits of these five characters briefly.
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