
desired object, not by the object in itself. I side with Durandellus in
wanting to say that I enjoy wine: my enjoyment of it may be insepar-
able from my enjoyment of drinking it, but if I did not enjoy wine
I should not enjoy drinking it. Durandellus is also surely right not to
allow love of God to be reduced to amor concupiscientiae; it is amor
amicitiae and, as such, it rejoices in God’s perfection in himself, not
just in its own satisfaction.

SIMON TUGWELL OP

THE JUST WAR REVISITED by Oliver O’Donovan, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2003, Pp. ix + 139, £13.99 pbk.

Kofi Annan has recognised the woeful shortcomings of international
law and the organs of the United Nations in the face of phenomena
with which we are increasingly familiar. States are identifying armed
threats to their populations and launching pre-emptive military
action to disable the potential aggressor. They are also sending
armed forces to rescue a population from humanitarian catastrophe
generated by its own government’s policies or by the disintegration of
a failing State.
Can centuries of Christian reflection on the moral legitimacy of

armed conflict contribute to the current debate? This collection of
lectures and essays by Oliver O’Donovan allows an affirmative
answer. They may be regarded as his learned commentary on the
Suarez dictum: ‘‘It is necessary to preserve in war the same quality as
a just judgement’’. The paradigm for war is an act of judgement made
by appropriate public authority with the aim of establishing peace.
This paradigm allows O’Donovan to reject the sceptical assertion

that going to war is not justiciable. It is, but the appropriate organ of
judgement is the UN Security Council. More conventional judicial
organs are appropriate for determining breaches of international
humanitarian law (IHL) committed in the course of armed conflict.
It is unfortunate that the essay on war crimes appears to have been
written before the July 1998 signing of the Rome Treaty establishing
the international criminal court. It would be interesting to hear
O’Donovan’s view of the Treaty’s capacitating the Security Council
to indefinitely suspend prosecutions for genocide, crimes against
humanity or war crimes. Surely, a confusion of tribunals? I suspect
he would not disapprove. He is surprisingly lukewarm to the idea of
ascribing personal criminal responsibility to individuals. Thus, inter
alia, he considers it may be preferable to impose economic sanctions
on a population rather than arrest and prosecute the political
leadership. In my opinion we may be grateful that Louise Arbour,
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the then prosecutor of the War Crimes Tribunal, held her nerve and
issued an arrest warrant against Slobodan Milosevic. Commanders
In Chief are on notice that there is no impunity for those politically
responsible for attacks on innocent civilians. Again, O’Donovan
considers there should be a time limit on prosecutions for breaches
of international humanitarian law. Would Professor O’Donovan not
agree to the prosecution of an alleged murderer linking him by
freshly available DNA evidence to the scene of a crime of fifty
years ago?
O’Donovan does not like the term ‘‘Just War’’. For him it is too

reifying of a complex of actions and can obscure discernment of
transgressions of moral principles within a conflict. However, I
think it is a very useful term in its modern usage which confines it
to the question of the moral legitimacy of launching military opera-
tions by public authority.
As a member of the Australian government during the first Gulf

War in 1991, I was quite clear that the term ‘‘Just War’’ dealt with the
decision to go to war. The rules of engagement would then incorpor-
ate principles of IHL so that the war would be conducted justly. For
those in the highest echelons of political decision making, the term
‘‘Just War’’ is useful and enables conversation around agreed criteria.
O’Donovan’s describing of those criteria is somewhat innovative.
Rather than ticking off traditional ius ad bellum criteria he uses the
one governing idea of proportionality, so that war is a reactive
pronouncement upon an offence and is waged and limited to righting
the wrong. Then the criteria of discrimination and proportionality
ensure that the just order of peace is attained by means morally
compatible with that end. O’Donovan is marvellously lucid in insist-
ing that discrimination looks to the intention of the actor. In the
military operation, is it intended only to attack those engaged in
wrongful conduct, i.e. practically engaged in doing harm?
In an era of conscript armies and highly propagandized troops,

I am not sure of the utility of the term ‘‘guilty’’ to describe an average
soldier under legitimate discriminating attack. Despite O’Donovan’s
best endeavours it connotes a personal blameworthiness. The distinc-
tion between combatants and noncombatants is, I think, a more
useful one.
O’Donovan seems to press the paradigm of war as judgement too

far in describing economic or political sanctions as war by means
other than military. It is true that each is imposed by public authority
to right a wrong. Quite apart from the fact that there is often an
admixture of economic sanctions secured by military blockade, even
O’Donovan recognizes that such sanctions are precisely targeted at
the innocent civilian population with the aim of fomenting rebellion
against its government. The criterion of discrimination, so essential
to the moral waging of war, might be applied at the margins (as with
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medical supplies) but not comprehensively as this would defeat the
purpose of the sanctions.
But, overall, this little book has the great merit of presenting a

comprehensive and coherent account of the moral principles which
could underlay a Christian response to Kofi Annan’s call for reform
of international law and its structures.

MICHAEL TATE

SOCIOLOGY AND THEOLOGY: ALLIANCE AND CONFLICT
edited by David Martin, John Orme Mills and W.S.F. Pickering,
Brill, Leiden, 2004, Pp. x + 219, £37.26 hbk.

It is odd to write a review of this collection of essays on a unique
dialogue between these two disciplines in the late Dr. Hamnett’s
office. Returning from its last meeting in 1979, he announced that
the dialogue had run out vision and that it was now up to local
groups to think of ways forward. To find that this dialogue had
closed down just when one was getting interested in joining in was
deeply frustrating. The petering out of this dialogue was tragic for
both disciplines for as Mills indicates in his 2004 introduction, rela-
tionships between the two are even poorer than at the time the first
edition was published in 1980. Ironically, each discipline needs each
other all the more since the dialogue fell silent. Each has suffered
badly since 1980.
Theology has become grounded in some decidedly sloppy sociol-

ogy dominated by a culture of recognition where the politics of
inclusion seem to have become an article of faith. In sanctifying
imperatives of gender and sexuality, those who seek to represent
these most in their theology have lost the plot. Efforts at modernisa-
tion and connection have been rewarded by the advent of a post-
Christian society, whose prime casualty is academic theology itself.
Contrary to John Milbank’s implosive efforts to stutter otherwise,
theology needs sociology badly to re-cast its moorings on the ground
of culture where belief is made.
It cannot be said that the fate of sociology has been any better

since 1980. Its specialism, sociology of religion, became hijacked by
concerns with sects and cults and the uncritical acceptance of notions
of secularisation suggested that the main churches were closed for
business. Yet, oddly the 1990s marked a curious sea change in
sociology in its dealings with theology. From the wreckage of post-
modernity emerged concerns with the self, identity, the body, and a
revolt against nihilism, that indicated a turn into an implicit
theology, one peculiarly shaped to sociological needs. In this era,
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