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e of St. Augustine in the world of political theology has been mixed. He
nker of great discursive power who favors powerful narration over deduc-
lematicity. What is “political” about his theology must, for the most part,
1sed out. He never penned a specific treatise on the subject. Despite this, it
o say that more words have been spilled on figuring out what an Augus-
1 political theology is, or might be. than on the tomes of other, more explicit,
1 theologies. There are particular features to St. Augustine’s work that
him a tough nut to crack. From the time of his conversion to Catholic
janity in 386 to his death as Bishop of Hippo in 430, Augustine wrote
117 books. He touches on all the central themes of Christian theology and
ian life: the nature of God and human persons, the problem of evil, free
and determinism, war and human aggression. the bases of social life and
al order, church doctrine, Christian vocations: the list is nigh endless.
though a number of his works follow an argumentative line in the manner
often favored by those who write political treatises. especially so given the
netly juridical or legalistic cast of so much modern political theory and polit-
ology, most often he paints bold strokes on a broad canvas. His enterprise
once theological, philosophical, historical, cultural, and rhetorical. His works
haracterized by an extraordinarily rich surface as well as vast depth, making
ult to get a handle on if one's own purposes are not so ambitious. He traf-
n what we generally call “universals,” but he is also a nuanced “particular-
and historicist.
iven this towering enterprise it is, perhaps, unsurprising that attempts have
made to reduce Augustine to manageable size. To that end he has been
ed a political realist and canonized, if you will. as the theological grandfather
a school of thought called “Christian realism” but, as well, of a tradition that
‘ludes Machiavelli and Hobbes. For thinkers in the political realism camp. most
'whom are not theological thinkers, Augustine. if he is read at all, is read pri-
ily in and through excerpts from his great works that most favorably comport
this “political realism.” To this end, his Confessions are ignored and book XIX
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of his 1.091-page masterwork (in the Pengui ic i ;

City of God, is reproduced with certain bits Iﬁ:ﬁi(g:lllaf:(;%i’:gfabrsli?ed Ve;‘}snon): e
book I, ch.apter 1, on “the city of this world, a city which aimsxz)it d i ? C' el
hoIn.is riatlons in enslavement, but is itsell dominated by that Vefmlmlon' which
natfon (Aflgus'tine 1972:5). Book II, chapter 21, is helpful on Auy utSt 01" doni
native to Cicero’s judgment (according to Scipio) on the Roman Cogus e
B;)J(I)]-:"XV. chapter I, traces lines of descent of the “two cities spe;l:ilzlwmﬁealth'
fhe)irn.tg(‘)agics XIX, chapter 14, as already noted, is mined for a few precfp?s Zﬁon‘
; gover?ment should serve; chapter 15 makes an argum -

slavery “by nature” and chapter 21, in which Scipio’s deﬁnitiong of i,
wealth as advanced by Cicero makes a second appearance, also seema il
Cl}apter 7 of Book XIX is culled as the “justification of wa'r" argum « F s
— just perhaps — excerpts are drawn from chapters 14, 15 an%l 166? ! Pe(]ih“ps
girélg:;;rz;e[ﬁu }g}ustine's in.sistenc.e that there is a connecti(')n betwet;nrltf?cer pt:;éo
. r::enc;li;eh-dd in rt?]atxon to the city. Take all these snippets, p]ugthi:
but the one is called b g i [Jll"at.ES do with one boat, Romans do with a nhavy,
has her quick intake r::-tl gxzﬁg? lgf]:r}:'l:(z::ﬁ;fer iS? amfd cinSs s Swdem'
adiminished Augustine, numbered amon ttlllegus .o A
one of those who stress human g et pessxm1?ts i charg.ed with being
ordlfr. coefc?on. punishment, aﬁslgfgzzggg;lﬂ::zz :‘Eft:hu?)sclg:f e
o ;:loega’;?‘;ig;? gla(‘iequacy of this “normalized” Augustine doesn’t mean one
R 1 Illft: h's purpose is t.o be' fair to Augustine’s complexity with the
o fstin ‘al theology in mind, in part for the reasons noted above con-
political theologiafl'ss :;arfs: t;)l“w i:::gf lla(;:‘dt:;l{g ulifng. L ]
A f : ' - Il one construes that task, at least
e St e
Ll sl ries of human nature,” at least until
Claim;::;?]rt’ttz‘;"t:ﬁ:?oflaf y school of thought decided there was no such thing).
e chOI ical and sgmal order in light of those presuppositions, the
e herentolgy in reIat%o.n to these interrelated tasks, and the perils and
st 1{1hf:my.poht|cal activity or order, then Augustine’s expan-
T e ing indeed. If f:)ne's aims are narrower or more modest.
e :eness is a' frustrat;o.n. I begin from the point of view that his
S e care ?m:. Wha.t Fo?lows isa way of highlighting key points of the-
lehesion T shou]dn ; Egustme s wor!c that are rich with implications for polit-
4 make clear — as will be obvious to any reader of Augustine

nly scratch the surface of things in a single essay.

Augustine on the Self

In his iogr: >
anuqu:f‘izdizrfgl biography of St. Augustine, the noted historian of the late
rid, Peter Brown, claims that Augustine has “come as near to us
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t gulf that separates a modern man from the culture and religion of
empire can allow” (1967: 181). How so? One reason, surely, lies in
ne's complex ruminations on the nature of selfhood. This is a theme
our own preoccupations. Augustine, in fact, anticipates postmodern
in dethroning the Cartesian subject even before that subject got
_For Augustine, the mind can never be transparent to itself; we are never
in control of our thoughts; our bodies are essential, not contingent, to
» are and how we think; and we know that we exist not because "1 think,
I am,” but, rather, “I doubt, therefore I know I exist.” Only a subject
a self that can reflect on its-self can doubt. His Confessions is a story of a
being who has become a question to himself (Augustine 196 1).
stine begins the story with an infant — unlike so many who, over the
begin with adults: in political theory the image of adults signing social
ts pertains, as if human beings sprang full-blown from the head of John
Augustine, however, starts with natality and intimates a developmental
featuring a fragile, dependent creature who is by no means a tabula rasa,
ther, a being at once social and “quarrelsome.” Each child enters a world
Creator declared it good. Each child enters a world as the heir of Adam’s
onal sin. Each child, therefore, is in need of God's grace and forgiveness.
an beings are driven by hunger and desire and experience frustration at
inability to express themselves fully and decisively, in a way that prompts
to respond, to be at one's beck and call. Becoming an adult does not mean
ning such emotions — these are key ingredients of our natures and our
to understand — but is, rather, about forming and shaping our passions
of certain presuppositions about human beings, human willing, and our
ng attempts to will and to act rightly. Augustine’s awareness of the sheer
ness of human existence lies at the heart of the withering critical fire he
s at Stoic apatheia. For the mind to be in a state “in which the mind cannot
ched by any emotion whatsoever, who would not judge this insensitivity
e the worst of all moral defects?” (Augustine 1972: 565). We begin as, and
main, beings who love, who yearn, who grieve. who experience frustration.
» most important point here is Augustine’s insistence that thought can never
ged of the emotions, and that the thinking sell expresses complex emotion
gh thought and in a language that is, hopefully, up to the task.
leads directly to Augustine on language and the constraints imposed on
8 by language. As par excellence the language users among God's creatures, we
p up all the time against opacity and constraint. In Book XIX, chapter 7,
stine muses about the ways in which humans are divided by linguistic dif-
ces. These differences make it very hard for us to understand one another.
~ The diversity of languages separates man from man. For if two men meet and are
~ forced by some compelling reason not to pass on but to stay in company. then if
" neither knows the other's language, it is easier for dumb animals, even of differ-

ent kinds, to associate together than these men, although both are human beings.

=
communicate their thoughts to each other. simply because

- For when men cannot
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of difference of language, all the similarity ol their common hu
no avail to unite them in fellowship. So true is this that a man wou
ful with his dog for company than with a foreigner. I shall be tol
ial City has been at pains to impose on congquered peoples not
her language also, as a bond of peace and fellowship, so that t

lack of interpreters but even a profusion of them. True: but thin
achievement!

man nature is of
Id be more cheer.
d that the Imper.
only her yoke but
here should be

ters k of the cost of thig
Consider the scale of those wars, with all the slaughter of humap,
beings, all the human blood that was shed. (Augustine 1972: 861)

Here Augustine moves from the murkiness of language, how
despite our common human nature, to the imposition of a langua
peoples but at a truly terrible price. We find, then. a drawing together of notig
of human nature, language and its centrality in constituting us as living m-ezs
tures; the complexity of a search for fellowship: and a pithy critique of thh
enforced homogeneity of empire. Augustine's powerful theological anthmpuﬁ
ogy compels attention to the ways in which human beings, cr

. : : eated in God's
Image, communicate. Unsurprisingly, given original sin, language necessarily

reflects our division — the ways in which the self is riven by sin; the ways in which
human societies, too, bear the stain of sin and sinfulness. Human beings can
achieve only what Augustine calls “creature’s knowledge." Full knowledge is not
available to human knowers, no matter how brilliant and learned they ma;/ be
We are both limited and enabled by the conventions of language. No one can.
?ump out of his or her linguistic skin. We are obliged to bow to “normal usage”
if we hope to communicate at all, and we are driven to communicate by our

socialit.y. a sociality that goes all the way down. This sociality lies at the basis of
Augustine on the nature of human societies.

it divides yg
ge on diverge

Augustine on Social Life

Human beings are, I noted above, social all the way down. Created in the image
of God, we are defined by human relationality. The self is not and cannot be free-
standing. Social life is full of ills and yet to be cherished. Thus, civic life, among
those soci.al forms, is not simply what sin has brought into the world but what
€merges. in part, given our capacity for love and our use of reason, as well (alas)
as a pervasive lust for domination attendant upon human affairs. “The philoso-
phers hold the view that the life of the wise man should be social, and in this we
Support them heartily.” Indeed, the city of God — Augustine’s way of character-
izing the pilgrim band of Christians durin g their earthly sojourn in and through
a community of reconciliation and fellowship that presages the heavenly
kingdom - could never have had “its first start . . . if the life of the saints were
DIO‘t social” (Augustine 1972: 860). All human beings, without exception, aré
c1.tl'zens of the earthly kingdom — the city of Man — and even in this fallen con-
f‘lmon there is a kind of “natural likeness” that forges bonds between us. These
bonds of peace” do not suffice to prevent wars, dissensions, cruelty, and misery
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- we are nonetheless called to membership based on a naturalis-
asic morality available to all rational creatures. A kind of unity
‘hes toward harmony; but the sin of division — with its origins in
ness — drives us apart.
of friendship that lies at the root of what might be called Augus-
philosophy™: his history, ethics, social and political theology
pinioned between alienation and affection, human beings — those
_ are caught in the tragedy of alienation but glued by love. Our
n. so for Augustine the question is not “Should we be social?" or
t enough to love?” but rather “What shall I love and how shall
1999: 5) His complex ethical theory follows; I can only touch on
‘must be noted that political life is one form that human social and
nes. We are always in society and we always seek the consola-
Society, for Augustine, is a species of friendship, and friendship is
n in and through which human beings strive for a shared good. All
central categories, including war and peace. are in the form of a
e sort or another. And the more we are united at all levels in a bond
loser we come to achieving that good at which we aim and which

ne, neighborliness and reciprocity emerge from ties that bind,
familial bonds and extending from these particular relations
filaments of affection must not stop at the portal to the domus.
ites: “The aim was that one man should not combine many rela-
his one self, but that those connections should be separated and
ong individuals, and that in this way they should help to bind social
fectively by involving in their plurality a plurality of persons” (1972:
e social tie is “not confined to a small group” but extends “more widely
number with the multiplying links of kinship” (p. 624). The impor-
plurality, of the many emerging from a unique one —for God began with
llar ~ cannot be overestimated in Augustine’s work. It is his way of
1to a single frame human uniqueness and individuality with sociality
ity. Bonds of affection tied human beings from the start. Bonds of
d affection bound them further. These relationships got dispersed,
ompassing the entire globe.

ght of the confusion and confounding of human languages, it is some-
cult to repair to this fundamental sociality; but we yearn for it and seek
d through the social forms we create: thus civic order becomes a primary
for human existence. This civic order is a normative good although., pace
\ Civic order, or what we routinely call “the state,” does not fulfill or com-
Ur natures; rather. it expresses them and may do so in ways deadly or ways
l. Here it is important to note that, for Augustine, no human being has
ominion over any other. There is no slavery by nature. We are by nature
ut that doesn't dictate any particular form of social order. Nor does
line analogize from the authority of fathers in households to political rule.
| patriarchal theory holds that rule by fathers is at once natural and
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ldliness, born out of a recognition of the world's many good-
Sings. and the responsibility of human beings to honor and to
dnesses as best they can in and through those social institu-
to sustain human life.

icisms of Augustine that charge him with having replaced a
ith a “private” and apolitical ethic of caritas. Williams insists, cor-

political; that a natural right translates into political authority and legitimatig,
But for Augustine, political authority is different from familial authority. To .
extent that one is subject to a ruler, one is subject to him in status only and ';
by nature.

There are temporal goods that are worthy, peace first and foremost. S0 humgy
civic life is not simply a remedy for sin — with order and coercion needed to cop,
strain our wickedness — but an expression of our sociality; our desire for felloy,
ship; our capacity for a diffuse caritas. it follows that Cicero's definition of a
publica, as refracted through the writings of Scipio, is wanting. For Cicero, CiVie
order is an association based on common agreement concerning right and oy
shared interests. Insufficient, argues Augustine:; rather, a people gathereq
together in a civic order is a gathering or multitude of rational beings united iy
fellowship by sharing a common love of the same things. Using this definition,
we not only define what a society is, we can also assess what it is people hold
dear — what sort of society is this? It is worth noting at this juncture that a debate
in current Augustinian scholarship concerns precisely how one should rank the
good of political society for Augustine. The traditional, and overly simple, claim
that, for Augustine, civic order is simply a remedy for sin has been effectively
challenged (Burt 1999). Now the question seems to be just how important to
Augustine's thought overall is the good at which civic life tends, and how much
this derives from and can be achieved through the exercise of human voluntary
activity. The dangers inherent in earthly political life are manifest: the fruits of
pride that seeks domination over others and glories only in the self or the
“empire.” The goods to be attained through civic life are sketchier, but begin with
Augustine’s basic rule of thumb for human earthly life: namely. that we should
do no harm and help whenever we can (a requisite of neighbor love).

If language divides us, then, it can also draw us together insofar as we
acknowledge a common humanity. Augustine’s critique of the political life of the
late Roman Empire was not so much an assault on the edifice of any ordering of
corporate life, but based rather on the failure of that public life ever to attain a
genuine res publica. This, at least, is an argument made by Rowan Williams. A
commonwealth is an identifiable social unit. But beyond this obvious fact, how
do we distinguish a polity in which the disorder of dominance by the libido dom-
inandi pertains from one in which a well-ordered social life pertains —a world in
which ordinary peace (tranquillitas ordinis) permits the moral formation of citi-
zens in households and in commonwealths to go forward (Williams 1987
55-72)? A true form of corporate life is “purposive,” Williams argues, “existing
s0 as to nurture a particular kind of human life: in both [family and polis].
authority is determined in relation to a specific goal” (p. 64).

There are authentic political values, those of civic order, fairness, and the
safeguarding of soulcraft: all under God's providence and dauntingly complex
for Christians, that pilgrim people, who by definition cannot simply absorb and
reflect the norms and understanding of what is worthy that pertain in the sur- itas) eradicates contempt and distance. But this working out can never
roundings in which they find themselves outside of the body of Christ, the eccle- ieve anything like perfection in the realm of earthly time and history (the
sia. Christians are not to hunker down in the church, but to approach the world um).

condemnation of “public” life in the classical world is, consistently,
blic enough, that itis incapable of grounding a stable sense of com-
ause of its pervasive implicit elitism, its divisiveness. its lack of a
aman project; and . . . that the member of the city of God is committed
exercising power when called upon to do so, and, in responding to
~all. does not move from a “church” to a “state” sphere of activity. but con-
n the practice of nurturing souls already learned in more limited settings.

interplay of caritas and cupiditas that is critical, and whether one or
vails at a given point in time, either within the very being of asingle
thin the life of a civic order. Augustine would tame the occasions
n of cupiditas and the activation of the libido dominandi, or lust to dom-
aximize the space within which caritas operates. For a lust to dom-
and perverts all human relations, from family to city. Similarly, a
a concern for the well-being of all in the household or in the city,
the delicate filaments of peace. The sin that mars the earthly city is
of arbitrary power or the ever-present possibility of such. By contrast,
or a more just order is fueled by love. The theme of the two cities is the
or that enables Augustine to trace the choreography of human relations.
aman community is plagued by a “poverty stricken kind of power .. .a
... for lost dominions and . . . honors,” but there are simulta-
y present the life-forgiving and gentler aspects of loving concern. mutu-
domestic and civic peace (Augustine 1972: 429). There are two
mentally different attitudes evinced within human social life and enacted
iman beings. One attitude is a powerful feeling of the fullness of life. A
n being will not be denuded if he or she gives. or makes a gift of, the self
s. One’s dependence on othersis not a diminution but an enrichment of
' The other attitude springs from cramped and cribbed selfishness, resent-
penury of spirit. The way one reaches out or down to others from these
t attitudes is strikingly distinct. From a spirit of resentment and con-
. one condescends toward the other; one is hostile to life itself. But from
t fellow feeling in our hearts for the misery of others, we come to their help
coming together with them. Authentic compassion (the working-out of
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The Two Cities

In his book Saeculum (1970), widely acknowledged as one of the most impor.
tant attempts to unpack Augustine and to situate him as civic and political the-
orist. Robert Markus argues that Augustine aimed to achieve a number of
complex things with his characterization of the two cities. One was to sort out
the story of all earthly cities. Augustine, he argues. provides an account of the
earthly city (civitas terrena) from Assyria through Rome, and shows the ways in
which even the cherished goal of peace all too often ends in conquest and dom-
ination, hence no real peace at all. The fullness of peace is reserved for the heav-
enly city (civitas dei) and its eternal peace. In this way Augustine creates barriers
to the absolutizing and sacralizing of any political arrangement. His repudiation
of the theology underwriting the notion of an imperium Christianum lies in part
in his worry that any identification of the city of God with an earthly order
invites sacralization of human arrangements and a dangerous idolatry. At the
same time, earthly institutions have a real claim on us, and our membership in
a polity is not reducible to misery and punishment. Augustine begins with a pre-
sumption of the priority of peace over war, and he repudiates all stories of myth-
ical human beginnings that presume disorder and war as our primordial
condition. The earthly city derives from our turning away from love and its
source (God) toward willfullness and a “poverty stricken kind of power.” Because
earthly potestas is tied to the temptations inherent in that form of power we call
dominion. there can be no such thing as an earthly sacral society or state.

Augustine begins his unpacking of “the origins and ends of the two cities” in
The City of God, part 11, book XI. The poverty stricken kind of power is here rel-
erenced and human beings are likened to the fallen angels who have turned
away from God. In book XII Augustine continues the theme of “turning away.”
tying the two cities to ordered or disordered wills and desires. With book XIV we
get the disobedience of the first man leading not to death everlasting, as would
have been the case without God's grace, but to division — within the self, between
self and other, between nations and cultures. Whatever the culture or nation.
none is whole unto himself or itself, complete and perfect; each is marked by the
divisions Augustine here calls “the standard of the flesh” by contrast to “the
standard of the spirit” (1972: 547). This is not a screed against the body but
against the abuse of the body under the rule of the flesh.

With book XV he writes of “two classes” or “two cities. speaking allegorically ™
a warning to any who would conflate specific earthly configurations with his
dominant metaphor. It is an allegorical representation of a great mystery. The
clean and the unclean come together within the framework of the church,
within the boundaries of human communities (1972: 648). But the city of God
is turned toward God’s will, with which it hopes to be in accord: the city of man
is constructed and run according to man's standards and designs. Given that
there is a “darkness that attends the life of human society,” few should sit com-
fortably on “the judge’s bench,” but sit there the judge must, “for the claims of
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ciety constrain him and draw him to this duty; and it is unthinkable
t he should shirk it” (p. 860).

st not shirk worldly responsibilities, because temporal peace is a good,
is the peace of the body, or fellowship with one’s own kind, or the pro-
made for food and clothing and care. Amid the shadows that hover over
g us, there are, as already noted, two rules within our reach and that
d follow: “first, to do no harm to anyone, and, secondly, to help every-
never possible” (1972: 873). The most just human civic arrangements
that afford the widest scope to non-harm-doing and to fellowship and
If mutuality, even of the earthly imperfect sort, is to be attained, there
‘a compromise between human wills and the earthly city must find a
ge bonds of peace. This she finds very difficult by definition, given the
ns of the lust to dominate.

ntrast, the heavenly city on earthly pilgrimage is better able to forge
calling out “citizens from all nations and so collects a society of aliens,
all languages.” She — the civitas dei — does this not by annulling or abol-
ly differences but even through maintaining them so “long as God
‘worshipped” (1972: 878). The life of the saint, the life of the citizen, is a
e. There must be a balance in our attention to earthly affairs; thus a
‘ought not “to be so leisured as to take no thought in that leisure for the
of his neighbor, nor so active as to feel no need for the contemplation of
i we are to “promote the well-being of common people,” we must love
d love our neighbor and the one helps to underscore and to animate the
880). In his reconsideration of book XIX of Augustine’s masterwork,
r O'Donovan argues that Augustine reformulated

§ ething like the traditional concept of society and morality in new terms which
uld give due recognition both to the reality of the moral order which makes
| existence possible and to its fundamentally flawed character. Augustine
arks on a radical, but not revolutionary policy of characterising all politics in
m of moral disorder, which itsell provides an explanation of their political order,
€€, in Augustine's firmly Platonic view, disorder is nothing but a failure in the
erlying moral order . . . A vice, in other words, is a perversion of virtue; it is a
order which is predatory on some order. (0’'Donovan 1987: 102)

_'F{?@ﬁlsmg to grant a free-standing originary status to disorder or to sin is not
e .One.way Augustine argued against the Manicheans; it remains a radically
i -_--Cﬂtht; ac;:louni thalt bears profound political implications for our under-
—EAaIng ol political evil and evil-doers, ¢ sider i i
etion ey a theme I consider in the concluding
m;!; it Is‘important to note that whatever Augustine’s acquiescence in the
i ved social arrangements of his time, he left as a permanent legacy a con-
ation of that lust for dominion that distorts the human personality, mar-
‘the family, and all other human social relations, including civic life and
mp elrshjp. Augustine is scathing in his denunciation of arrogant pridefulness;
linting in his praise of the works of service, neighborliness. and a love that
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simultaneously judges and succors (judges because we must distinguish 20oq
from evil, selfishness from kindness, and so on). Love and justice are intertwing

on earth and in heaven. Yet the world is filled with horrors, including war, Ho“;
does Augustine square his regretful justification of a certain sort of war with hig
call to love and peace? It is to this theme that I now turn. ‘

Augustine on War and Peace

A full treatment of this theme would require an assessment of Augustiney
complex theodicy. That is beyond the scope of this essay. But a briefl discussioy
is needed in order to grasp Augustine's theology of war and peace. Augusting
acknowledges the seductive allure of evil. He famously tells the story of a youth.
ful prank — stealing pears — that was done not from hunger but from pleasure
in the deed itself and in the fellowship with others who took part in the deed,
It took Augustine many years, including a sustained detour through
Manicheanism, before he rejected decisively metaphysical dualism and repudi-
ated any claim that evil is a self-sustaining, generative principle of opposition to
good. The Manicheans had located evil in creation itself as the work of a
demonic demiurge; thus the body was tainted by definition. But, for Augustine,
creation is good. The body is good, not polluted. It is what we do with the body;
what we do to creation, that either marks our bodies with the stain of sin,
wickedness, and cruelty or does not, at any given point in time. Augustine's
famous articulation of human free will enters at this juncture — a concept
Hannah Arendt credits with being an original contribution by Augustine. We
can choose to do wrong and we often do, for we are marked from the beginning
with the trace of originary disobedience. The choice of evil is in and of itself “an
impressive proof that the nature is good" (Augustine 1972: 448).

Evil is a falling away from the good, and we are the agents of this falling away
— not because the body is corrupt, but because we can defile it. There is no such
thing as evil “by nature.” Evil is the turning of a limited creature from God to
himself and, hence, to an absolutizing of his own flawed will. This turning may
become habitual, a kind of second nature. In this way, Augustine gives evil its
due without giving it the day. Evil is the name we give to a class of acts and puta-
tive motives. The fruits of this turning away include a hatred of finitude and 2
fateful thirst for what might be called a kind of anticreation: a lust to destroy.
War is a species of that destruction; hence, war is always a tragedy even “when
just.” But if war is first and foremost an example of human sinfullness and 4
turning from the good, how can it possibly be justified under any circumstances?

It works like this. Augustine begins by deconstructing the Roman peace as 4
false claim to peace. Instead, Rome conquered and was herself conquered by her
own lust to dominate over others. “Think of all the battles fought, all the blood
that was poured out, so that almost all the nations of Italy, by whose help the
Roman Empire wielded that overwhelming power, should be subjugated as if
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barous savages” (Augustine 1972:127). Rome was driven by a lust
and cruelty and these impulses triumphed under the cherished
_The Empire became a kingdom without justice, its rulers little
criminal gang on a grand scale. Here Augustine famously repeats
f the rejoinder given by a captured pirate to Alexander the Great when
queried him about his idea in infesting the sea. “And the pirate
with uninhibited insolence, ‘The same as yours, in infesting the earth!
do it with a tiny craft, I'm called a pirate: because you have a
you're called an emperor’” (Augustine 1972: 139). Augustine
that the Romans should have erected a monument to the foreign
 called her “Aliena” because they made such good use of her by pro-
that all their wars were defensive; it was, therefore, necessary to
» an implacable foreign foe in order to justify these ravages. For Rome,
ne just another name for dominium. If war’s ravages are, in part, a
nt for sin, human beings sin, often savagely, in enacting that punish-
Primarily, however, Augustine empbhasizes the freely chosen nature of war
ons responsibility to those who engage in it.

1 reflect on the terrible slaughter of war carried out for wicked motives
worthy ends, you will determine to wage only limited. justifiable wars
you lament the fact that they must sometimes be waged. given injustice:
istine argues. There are occasional real wars of defense. The wise ruler
lity takes up arms only with great reluctance and penitence. Given Augus-
‘account of limited justifiability for wars fought only for certain motives,
frequently lodged as the grandfather of “just war” thinking. (Others, of
rse, rank him as a forebear of political realism. There is no reason he cannot
oth, depending on what one understands by realism and just war respec-
ively.) Augustine appreciates what modern international relations theorists call
the “security dilemma.” People never possess a kingdom

ks

securely as not to fear subjugation by their enemies; in fact, such is the insta-

J .." of human affairs that no people has ever been allowed such a degree of tran-
Quillity as to remove all dread of hostile attacks on their life in this world. That
lace which is promised as a dwelling of such peace and security is eternal, and is

,l "_..: served for eternal beings, in “the mother, the Jerusalem which is free.” (Augus-

\ ;e 95D 743 1)

f ‘One must simply live with this shadow, a penumbra of fear and worry, on this
€arth. But one must not give oneself over to it, not without overweening justifi-
%ﬁﬁn When one capitulates to this fear, one gets horrible wars of destruction,
h?iﬁi_:!_luding social and civic wars. And each war invites another, given the mimetic
Quality of instantiations of destruction. Each war breeds discontents and resent-
Ments that invite a tendency to even the score.

- By contrast, the just ruler wages a justifiable war of necessity, whether against
Unwarranted aggression and attack or to rescue the innocent from certain
ifﬁtruction. The motivation must be neighbor love and a desire for a more
Authentic peace. This is a grudging endorsement of a lesser evil; war is never
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named as a normative good, only as a tragic necessity. It must be noted that res.
cuing the self alone is not a justification for violence: better to suffer wrong thyy,

to commit it. But our sociality imbeds certain requirements of neighbor love

most powerfully and poignantly so in the case of the ruler, who bears the respon.

sibility for the well-being of a people. It is, then, through our intrinsic socia

lity,
and under the requirement to do no harm and help whenever one can, that

War

is occasionally justifiable. Augustine’s reasoning here falls within the domaiy of

accounts of comparative justice, and his argument, which is not a fully flesheq
out systematic theory of war so much as a theological account of war, involyeg
the occasional violation of a fundamental principle — do not kill unjustly, op
murder - in the name of an overriding good.

It is important to observe that a close reading of Augustine’s account showg
that one must lament even justifiable wars and reflect on them, not with vain-
glory, but with great sorrow. Not to look back with grief marks one as pitiable
and contemptible. There are no victory parades in Augustine’s world: for,
however just the cause, war stirs up temptations to ravish and to devour. often
in order to ensure peace. Just war, for Augustine, is a cautionary tale, not an
incautious and reckless call to arms. For peace is a great good, so good that “no
word ever falls more gratefully upon the ear, nothing is desired with greater
longing, in fact, nothing better can be found.” Peace is “delightful” and “dear to
the heart of all mankind” (1972: 866).

Augustine Concluded

The vast mountain of Augustinian scholarship keeps growing. It long ago sur-
passed a book version of Mt. Everest, so much so that no single scholar or group
of scholars could master it all. This is true of Augustine's work alone. Peter
Brown claims that Isidore of Seville once “wrote that if anyone told you he had
read all the works of Augustine, he was a liar” (Brown 1972: 311). One always
has the sense with Augustine that one has but scratched the surface. Indeed, his
works have not yet been translated entirely into English. That project is now
underway, and there are some 17 volumes of his homilies alone that have made
their way into translation. Much of the new scholarship on Augustine remarks,
often with a sense of critical wonderment, on just how “contemporary” he is
given the collapse of political utopianism, by which I mean attempts to order
political and social life under an overarching Weltanschauung that begins, as any
such attempt must, with a flawed anthropology about human malleability and
even perfectibility: We recognize, looking back, the mounds of bodies on which
$0 many political projects rest, including the creation of the nation-state system
we took for granted for over three centuries and now observe to be fraying
around the edges.

The teleology of historic progress is no longer believable, although a version
of it is still touted by voluptuaries of techno-progress or genetic engineering that

AUGUSTINE 47

" the human race. The presumably solid underpinnings of the
in the twentieth century under the onslaught of Nietzsche and
| anthropology taught lessons of cultural contingencies. Con-
dents of rhetoric have rediscovered the importance and vitality of
he ways in which all of our political and social life and thought
1 available rhetorical forms.

¢ would have surprised Augustine. What would sadden him is the
ty to substitute one extreme for another: for example, a too thor-
unt of disembodied reason gives way to a too thoroughgoing
ason’s demise. Importantly, one must rescue Augustine from those
appropriate him to a version of political limits or “realism” that
is insistence on the great virtue of hope and the call to enact pro-
. That does not mean he should be called to service on behalf of
d democracy.” It does mean he can never be enlisted on behalf of
ors of humankind.
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