
AUGUSTINEF AND POLITICAL
THOUGHT

Revis1i0onist View

or those teeped 1n the rationalıst tradıtıon, the ““polıtical wrıtings”
of St ugustine 4-43 11l CUr10uUSs and perplexing.‘ Indeed,
they suggest that Augustine Wäas NOT much political thinker, but
cologıan whose religious thought occasıonally ouched matters of
governmen and publıc ıfe It 1s nOt sımply that he WwTote treatise

polıtıcs OT that hıs polıtıcal remarks unsystematic and scattered
oughou his volumıinous OeuUuVre If the latter WEeIC irue, ..  one m1g be
able to reconstruct and expound methodıically hat COU. properly be
regarded Augustine’s polhıtical philosophy.  ”2 er, ugustine’s
thoughts “polıtics” and *cıvıl socl1ety” deeply rooted In
theologıcal weltanschauung defy the ame of ph1losophy. As FErnest
Fortin n  C ugustine “never underto0. methodical of
polıtical phenomena in the 1g of and experience alone. Hıs
hıghest princıiples drawn nOot from 1ECASON but from Sacred Scripture,
whose authorıty he questions and 16 he regards dSs the final
SOUTCC of truth concerning in general and polıtıcal in
particular.”” Thıs distinctive feature of Augustine  S ‘““approach” polıtıcs

hıs methodological and normatıve relliance uDON revealed religion
places hıs remarks in this arca beyond the realm of polıtical eory (or
polıtical philosophy), and squarely the domaın of polıtıcal theology.“ As

G&such, Augustine’s polıtical hought (to uUusSec gener1Cc term) 15

There dIiC edıtions of Augustine’s “polıtical writings” currently in prınt, The
Political Writings of SE ugustine, ed:; Henry Paoluccı (Washıngton, D and
Augustine: Political Writings, ed., Ines Fortin and Douglas Fries (Indıanapolıs,

rmnes Fortin, “St Augustine, ” ın Leo Strauss and Joseph Cropsey, eds., History of
Political Philosophy, 3rd ed. (Chicago, 9 178

Fortin, “St Augustine, ” 176
Andrew Hacker draws sharp dıistincetion between ‘“political theology  7 and “polıtical

scıence, ” but claıms that the former ““has always been acknowledged branch of polıtical
theory  27 Political Theory. Philosoph,y, Ideology, Science (New York, 120 Hacker’s
characterızatıon ralises the question: “acknowledged” by whom? Only the moOost general
(and therefore emp definıtion of polıtıcal eOry could CNCOMLDASS both ugustine’s
theological polıtics and the ancıent and modern classıcs.
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comprehensıble only in the dramatic-historical mode of apprehension
16 characterizes 1D11Ca. faith.?”

The forgoing pıcture u  ( that for all his greatness and
infÄuence eologıan, the student of polıtical theory INaYy polıtely
ypass Augustine for ack of Jurisdıiction. uC verdict, hasten o add,
0€Ss not iSsue from the INEeTIC DFESEHCE of rel1g10us elements In hıis polıtical
hought nearly the classıcs contaın these in SOINC form but from
theır unmıstakable preponderance.) Why, then, 0€eSs ugustine invarıably
ünd place (sometimes promiınent one) in the standard histories of
polıtıcal thought? Why 1s he commonly eferred tO polıtıcal
“philosopher, ” polıtıc ““theorist, ” SEVCN polıtıc “scJ1entist””? Is it,
perhaps, due the Bıshop's Mus1ıngs polıtic: ıfe in the ate Roman
Empire? Hıs conception of deal state? Hıs reflections socı1al
arrangements and polıtıcal structures?

Y, ugustine’s reputatıon polıtıcal thinker upON
such foundatıons. €‘He dıd not,  27 it has een observed, ...  set out 18} produce
theory of the State ere 1s discussion of the meriıts of the Varl0ous
forms of government”.  35 6 ven the classıc City of God (sa1d contaın the
COTIC of Augustine polıtical oug! ...  18 wriıtten from [a] theological
perspective288  Q.P: TAYLOR  comprehensible only in the dramatic-historical mode of apprehension  which characterizes biblical faith.”  The forgoing picture suggests that for all his greatness and  influence as a theologian, the student of political theory may politely  bypass Augustine for lack of jurisdiction. (Such a verdict, I hasten to add,  does not issue from the mere presence of religious elements in his political  thought — nearly all the classics contain these in some form — but from  their unmistakable preponderance.) Why, then, does Augustine invariably  find a place (sometimes a prominent one) in the standard histories of  political thought? Why is he commonly referred to as a political  “philosopher,” a political “theorist,” even a political “scientist”? Is it,  perhaps, due to the Bishop’s musings on political life in the late Roman  Empire? His conception of an ideal state? His reflections on social  arrangements and political structures?  Oddly, Augustine’s reputation as a political thinker rests upon no  such foundations. “He did not,” it has been observed, “set out to produce a  theory of the State. There is no discussion of the merits of the various  forms of government”.® Even the classic City of God (said to contain the  core of Augustine’s political thought) ‘“is written from [a] theological  perspective ... [and] is not concerned with politics as such and for its own  sake ...”” Moreover, “at no point in his voluminous work does Augustine  ... talk about specific social and political arrangements ... political, social,  298  economic, and cultural arrangements — are deliberately eschewed ...  Nor does he bother to “prescribe[] a particular form of government,”” or  consider “the question of how a given system of rule can be changed so as  to make it more just or more satisfactory.””'® Indeed, “the basic themes of  political philosophy, such as the concepts of the state, or of political  obligation, were never the central objects of Augustine’s interests ...  11  > Reinhold Niebhur, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” in Christian Realism and  Political Problems (New York, 1965); reprinted John Downton, ed., Perspectives in  Political Philosophy, vol. 1 (New York, 1971) 245.  ° John N. Figgis, The Political Aspects of St. Augustine’s “City of God” (Gloucester,  Mass., 1963), 66.  7 Hiram Caton, “St. Augustine’s’s Critique of Politics,” New Scholasticism, 47 (1973),  439  ® Dorthy F. Donnelly, “The City of God and Utopia: A Reevaluation,” Augustinian  Studies, 8 (1977), 121.  ? John East, “The Political Relevance of St. Augustine,” Modern Age, 16 (1972), 173.  \° Herbert A. Deane, 7he Political and Social Ideas of St. Augustine (New York,  1963), 241.  ' R. A. Markus, Saeculum: History and Society in the Theology of St. Augustine  (Cambridge, Eng., 1970), 97.[ and| 1s not concerned ıth polıtics such and for ıts
sake „7/ Moreover, ..  at pomt hıs volumınous work o€es Augustine288  Q.P: TAYLOR  comprehensible only in the dramatic-historical mode of apprehension  which characterizes biblical faith.”  The forgoing picture suggests that for all his greatness and  influence as a theologian, the student of political theory may politely  bypass Augustine for lack of jurisdiction. (Such a verdict, I hasten to add,  does not issue from the mere presence of religious elements in his political  thought — nearly all the classics contain these in some form — but from  their unmistakable preponderance.) Why, then, does Augustine invariably  find a place (sometimes a prominent one) in the standard histories of  political thought? Why is he commonly referred to as a political  “philosopher,” a political “theorist,” even a political “scientist”? Is it,  perhaps, due to the Bishop’s musings on political life in the late Roman  Empire? His conception of an ideal state? His reflections on social  arrangements and political structures?  Oddly, Augustine’s reputation as a political thinker rests upon no  such foundations. “He did not,” it has been observed, “set out to produce a  theory of the State. There is no discussion of the merits of the various  forms of government”.® Even the classic City of God (said to contain the  core of Augustine’s political thought) ‘“is written from [a] theological  perspective ... [and] is not concerned with politics as such and for its own  sake ...”” Moreover, “at no point in his voluminous work does Augustine  ... talk about specific social and political arrangements ... political, social,  298  economic, and cultural arrangements — are deliberately eschewed ...  Nor does he bother to “prescribe[] a particular form of government,”” or  consider “the question of how a given system of rule can be changed so as  to make it more just or more satisfactory.””'® Indeed, “the basic themes of  political philosophy, such as the concepts of the state, or of political  obligation, were never the central objects of Augustine’s interests ...  11  > Reinhold Niebhur, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” in Christian Realism and  Political Problems (New York, 1965); reprinted John Downton, ed., Perspectives in  Political Philosophy, vol. 1 (New York, 1971) 245.  ° John N. Figgis, The Political Aspects of St. Augustine’s “City of God” (Gloucester,  Mass., 1963), 66.  7 Hiram Caton, “St. Augustine’s’s Critique of Politics,” New Scholasticism, 47 (1973),  439  ® Dorthy F. Donnelly, “The City of God and Utopia: A Reevaluation,” Augustinian  Studies, 8 (1977), 121.  ? John East, “The Political Relevance of St. Augustine,” Modern Age, 16 (1972), 173.  \° Herbert A. Deane, 7he Political and Social Ideas of St. Augustine (New York,  1963), 241.  ' R. A. Markus, Saeculum: History and Society in the Theology of St. Augustine  (Cambridge, Eng., 1970), 97.talk about pecific socı1al and polıtical arrangements288  Q.P: TAYLOR  comprehensible only in the dramatic-historical mode of apprehension  which characterizes biblical faith.”  The forgoing picture suggests that for all his greatness and  influence as a theologian, the student of political theory may politely  bypass Augustine for lack of jurisdiction. (Such a verdict, I hasten to add,  does not issue from the mere presence of religious elements in his political  thought — nearly all the classics contain these in some form — but from  their unmistakable preponderance.) Why, then, does Augustine invariably  find a place (sometimes a prominent one) in the standard histories of  political thought? Why is he commonly referred to as a political  “philosopher,” a political “theorist,” even a political “scientist”? Is it,  perhaps, due to the Bishop’s musings on political life in the late Roman  Empire? His conception of an ideal state? His reflections on social  arrangements and political structures?  Oddly, Augustine’s reputation as a political thinker rests upon no  such foundations. “He did not,” it has been observed, “set out to produce a  theory of the State. There is no discussion of the merits of the various  forms of government”.® Even the classic City of God (said to contain the  core of Augustine’s political thought) ‘“is written from [a] theological  perspective ... [and] is not concerned with politics as such and for its own  sake ...”” Moreover, “at no point in his voluminous work does Augustine  ... talk about specific social and political arrangements ... political, social,  298  economic, and cultural arrangements — are deliberately eschewed ...  Nor does he bother to “prescribe[] a particular form of government,”” or  consider “the question of how a given system of rule can be changed so as  to make it more just or more satisfactory.””'® Indeed, “the basic themes of  political philosophy, such as the concepts of the state, or of political  obligation, were never the central objects of Augustine’s interests ...  11  > Reinhold Niebhur, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” in Christian Realism and  Political Problems (New York, 1965); reprinted John Downton, ed., Perspectives in  Political Philosophy, vol. 1 (New York, 1971) 245.  ° John N. Figgis, The Political Aspects of St. Augustine’s “City of God” (Gloucester,  Mass., 1963), 66.  7 Hiram Caton, “St. Augustine’s’s Critique of Politics,” New Scholasticism, 47 (1973),  439  ® Dorthy F. Donnelly, “The City of God and Utopia: A Reevaluation,” Augustinian  Studies, 8 (1977), 121.  ? John East, “The Political Relevance of St. Augustine,” Modern Age, 16 (1972), 173.  \° Herbert A. Deane, 7he Political and Social Ideas of St. Augustine (New York,  1963), 241.  ' R. A. Markus, Saeculum: History and Society in the Theology of St. Augustine  (Cambridge, Eng., 1970), 97.polıtical, socıal,
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consıder “the question of how gıven system of rule be changed
make it LHOIC Just OT INOTE satisfactory.  »10 Indeed, “the asıc themes of

polıtical phılosophy, such the CONCEPDIS of the state, 0)8 of polıtıcal
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John Fıggıis, The Paolitical Aspects of St. Augustine City ofGod (Gloucester,
Mass..,

Hıram Caton, “St Augustine’s’s Critique ofPolitics,” New Scholasticism, (1973),
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ese orf1issions the VETIY stuff of polıtics tend to reinforce
the conclusıon that Augustine 6,  18 wrıting theology rather than polıtıcal
philosophy,  2912 and that hıis “explicıt remarks 1n thıs ATrcta constitute
clear body of “polıtical thought’.””" Thıs indıng 15 strengthened Dy
Augustine’s adıcal devaluatıon of polıtical” devaluatıon
expressed in decıdedly “negatıve” 1eW of the sState and publıc 1ıfe in
general In thıs capacıty, Augustine MaYy indeed represent maJor ngure
the hıstory of anti-pohtical hought, but not ın the hıstory of polıtical
philosophy.

HOow, then, 0€Ss ON aCCOunt for hIis de facto place in the latter‘?
misunderstandıng”? Specıal pleadıng”? Or perhaps somethıng else”
Christopher Morris 1S ONC of the few COommMentators LO the eed for

explanation.
No paradox In the hıstory of polıtical thought 18 MOTe striıkıng than that
presented by StT. Augustine of 1ppOo He has been immensely infuential In
that Story and he W: in ON VETY great polıtical phılosopher.
yel maJjor western thıinker has SONC rejecting polıtıcs
altogether.

MorriIis correctly identifies the “paradox’” surroundıng Augustine’s
Status polıtic er. but he aıls LO resolve the ension between
perception and realıty. In fact, hıs character1ızatıon of ugustine .. VEIY
great polıtical nker” who Was NC  = “rejecting polıtics altogether, ” only
recapıtulates the paradox. Accordingly, MuUusSt ook elsewhere for

One explanatıon has already been offered, but it IMNay be prudent
consult the VIEWS of those who ave reserved honorable place fOor
ugustine in the annals of polıtic. hought In partiıcular, ıt 111 be usefu

consıder these VIEeWS hey elated the alleged relevance, legacy, and
value of hıs polıtical ideas.

eter Burnell, Status of Polıtics 1n St ugustine’s City of 477 A LStOFrY of
Political Thought, 13 (1992),

13 Markus, Saeculum, 73 eier Barthory’s claım that Augustine’s ““posıtıve polıtical
teachıng” 1S actually “implıicıt in 15 seemiıingly nonpolıtical Janguag! 1S tacıt (if
unintended) corroboration of this observatıon. Political Iheory Public Confession: The
Social and Paolitical Thought of St. Augustine of Hippo (New Brunswick, N:  s X11

Rex Martıin, who refers Augustine ‘“nolıtical phiılosopher, ” observes that In
relatıon the classıcal tradıtıon Augustine ..  can be sa1d have wrıtten antı-polıtics.”
“ The 1wo Cities in Augustine’s Polıitical Philosophy,” Journal of the History of Ideas,
(1972), 216

15 Chrıstopher Morris, estern Political Thought: Plato Augustine (New York,
208



290 Q TAYLOR

UGUSTINE AND REALISM

the TOades evel, there 1S general CONSCHNSUS that ugustine
made maJor contrıbution tOo the school of polıtıcal realısm. He has EVen
een °“the Hirst great °realıst’ in estern history. 5516 Whıle
Thucydides WOU. surely contest thıs honor, ugustine INay be duly
numbered aM ON the representatıves of the realıst tradıtion. enerally
speakıng, “realısm” CXDICSSCS ıtself healthy skepticısm regardıng the
abılıtıes of polıtic. communıitıes 18 realıze and sustaın °1deal” State of
affaırs er concel1ved condıtıon f “justice” the polis OT

C  erpetual peace” am ONg natıons, realısts instinctively eschew
“y1s10nary” 1:  ng in polıtıcs nstead, realısts emphasıze the “facts  29 of
polıtic lıfe, the eed for pragmatısm, and the ırtue of prudence. Justice
and certamly aAM ON the PTrOPCI ends of polıtics, but all
experlience confirms that Justice only be approxımate and
LeEMPOTATY. Socı1al PTOSICSS remaılns poss1ible, but it 1s neıther inevıtable NOT

Ways unmı1ıxed blessing More fundamentally, polıtiıc iInnovatıon
ÖT materıal advance N capable of rıddıng the world of conflict and
COerC10N, violence and MISETY. The 1801011 of such perenn1al Ils
human nalure 1S sımply nOot susceptible LO ““nolıtical” CUIC

Accordingly, MOST realısts tend 1(8 1eW the role of governmen: in ımıted
and terms TOmM hıs perspective, mpruden OT unrealıstic
expectations regardıng the ature of A  > the motives of rulers, and the
function of governmen represent the ESSCIICC of polıtical OMY.

Augustine’s ““polıtıc hought” aDDCALS I(8) COmMDOTT ell ıth thıs
descr1iption of realısm. He certamly utopıan. Indeed, the City of
God IMaYy be aırly characteriızed ... mandate agamnst utoplanızıng290  QP. TAYLOR  ST. AUGUSTINE AND REALISM  At the broadest level, there is a general consensus that Augustine  made a major contribution to the school of political realism. He has even  been: called : “the.  frst‘ . great  ‘realist’  in western history.  »16  While  Thucydides would surely contest this honor, Augustine may be duly  numbered among the representatives of the realist tradition. Generally  speaking, ‘“realism” expresses itself in a healthy skepticism regarding the  abilities of political communities to realize and sustain an “ideal”” state of  affairs. Whether conceived as a condition of “Justice” in the polis or  “perpetual peace” among nations, realists instinctively eschew all  “visionary” thinking in politics. Instead, realists emphasize the “facts” of  political life, the need for pragmatism, and the virtue of prudence. Justice  and peace are certainly among the proper ends of politics, but all  experience confirms that justice can only be approximate and peace  temporary. Social progress remains possible, but it is neither inevitable nor  always an unmixed blessing. More fundamentally, no political innovation  or material advance is capable of ridding the world of conflict and  coercion, violence and misery. The root cause of such perennial ills —  human nature — is simply not susceptible to a “political” cure  Accordingly, most realists tend to view the role of government in limited  and concrete terms. From this perspective, imprudent or unrealistic  expectations regarding the nature of power, the motives of rulers, and the  function of government represent the essence of political folly.  Augustine’s ‘“political thought” appears to comport well with this  description of realism. He was certainly no utopian. Indeed, the City of  God may be fairly characterized as “a mandate against utopianizing ... a  rejection of the utopian mode of thought.”'”’ Nor did he have any  illusions about the nature of political power or the capacity of government  to render men just or content. Augustine never denies that justice and  peace are the true ends of civil society, but he believes that they are  incapable of ever being truly realized writ large. To think otherwise would  be to blindly ignore the untoward realities of human nature, which  Augustine identifies as the ultimate and ineradicable source of all social  ills. Accordingly, “[i]f anything positive is to come out of human  2918  government, then men must set limited political goals for themselves.  This brief summary appears to leave little doubt regarding  '° Niebuhr, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” 244.  !7 Donnelly, “City of God and Utopia,” 123.  18 Hacker, Political Theory, 127-128.rejection of the utoplan mode of thought.””*” Nor dıd he ave
iıllusıions about the of polıtıc: the capacıty of governmen!
LO render 1LL1CH Just OT cContent. ugustine den1es that Justice and

the ends of C1vıl soclety, but he belıeves that they
incapable of eEever eıng truly realızed wriıt large 10 thınk otherwiıse WOU.
be tO blındly 1gnore the untoward realıties of uman n  Te, 16
ugustine identifies the ultımate and ineradıcable of all socılal
Ils Accordingly, LLL anythıng posıtıve 1s COM Ouft of uman

518SoVve  n’ then iINnen must set 1imıted polıtıc ooals for themselves.
Thıs brief SUMMAarY AaDPCAIS o leave lıttle Ou regardıng

16 Niebuhr, "Augustine’s Polıtical Realısm, ” 244
Donnelly, “Clty of God and Utopıia, ” 123

18 Hacker, Political Theory, 127128



AND POLITICAL THOUGHT 291

Augustine’s “realist” credentials. On closer inspection, however, h1s
credentials less than impeccable. At ONC evel, Augustine’s realısm 15
sımply ackıng in specıficıty. Hıs ‘“polıtical wrıtings” not only devo1d
of max1ıms statecraft, they exh1bıt (as noted above) almost complete
indıfference polıtical forms, structures, and princıples. “AS far thıs
ortal 1fe IS concerned,” ugustine wriıtes, hat dıfference 0€es it
make for who 1s SOON O dıe, under hat ruler he lıves, f only the
rulers do nOot force hım tOo commıt unholy and unjust acts.  219 Whıle the
final clause 1s notable qualification, few realısts, suspect, WOULU endorse
such glıb attıtude towards the outward forms of polıtic Nor
would they lıkely embrace the maın implıcatıon of thıs 1eW absence
of angıble restraints the exerc1ise of polıtıic

Here encounter genulne paradox In ugustine’s ““polıtical”
hought he restricts the role of governmen preserving order and
punıshing wrong-doers, but places real lımıts governments’sW
ere would NECCCSSALY contradıction ıf Augustine’s posıtion rested
prudential grounds; C that such restrictions would hamstrıng the sState ıIn
pursumg ıts lımıted ask He offers such rationale however. Rather, he
sımply ignores the issue of hat constitutes legıtımate (or illegıtımate) SCS

of StTate W This ecrucı1al oversight 1s strıkıngly reflecte‘ in Augustine’s
doctrine of C1ıvıl disobedience. FOor Augustine, de facto rulers and regımes

owed uncondıiıtional obedience in all atters of ZOVE]  n and
publıc 1fe ven patently oppressive regıme “wıicked and MOSst
V1ICIOUS though it be” must be obeyed!“® God, the SOUTCEC of all earthly
W  9 determines who wield the Sword, and ıt 1S nOot wıthın the
competence of ‚ubject question Hıs PUurDOSC Moreover, resistance

establıshed W only result in disorder, and disorder 1s hable
end in anarchy. Accordingly, C1ıvıl disobedience has moral authorıty for
Augustine and subject claım immunıty from punıshment fOor
violatıng EVCN the most unjust laws  21

OQOuantum nım pertine. ad Aanc vılam mortaliumST. AUGUSTINE AND POLITICAL THOUGHT  291  Augustine’s “realist” credentials. On closer inspection, however, his  credentials are less than impeccable. At one level, Augustine’s realism is  simply lacking in specificity. His “political writings” are not only devoid  of maxims on statecraft, they exhibit (as noted above) an almost complete  indifference to political forms, structures, and principles. “As far as this  mortal life is concerned,” Augustine writes, “  what difference does it  make for a man who is soon to die, under what ruler he lives, if only the  rulers do not force him to commit unholy and unjust acts.”'” While the  final clause is a notable qualification, few realists, I suspect, would endorse  such a glib attitude towards the outward forms of political power. Nor  would they likely embrace the main implication of this view: an absence  of any tangible restraints on the exercise of political power.  Here we encounter a genuine paradox in Augustine’s “political”  thought: he restricts the role of government to preserving order and  punishing wrong-doers, but places no real limits on governments’s power.  There would no necessary contradiction if Augustine’s position rested on  prudential grounds; e.g., that such restrictions would hamstring the state in  pursuing its limited task. He offers no such rationale however. Rather, he  simply ignores the issue of what constitutes legitimate (or illegitimate) uses  of state power. This crucial oversight is strikingly reflected in Augustine’s  doctrine of civil disobedience. For Augustine, de facto rulers and regimes  are owed an unconditional obedience in all matters of government and  public life. Even a patently oppressive regime — “wicked and most  vicious though it be” — must be obeyed!” God, the source of all earthly  power, determines who shall wield the sword, and it is not within the  competence of any subject to question His purpose. Moreover, resistance  to established power can only result in disorder, and disorder is liable to  end in anarchy. Accordingly, civil disobedience has no moral authority for  Augustine and no subject can claim immunity from punishment for  violating even the most unjust laws.”'  19 Quantum enim pertinet ad hanc vitam mortalium ... quid interest sub cuius imperio  vivat homo mortiturus, si illi qui imperant ad impia non cogant? Augustine, The City of  God Against the Pagans, vol. 2, trans. William M. Green (Cambridge, Mass., 1963),  VEr  20 solerare Christi famuli iubentur  etiam pessimam, si ita neccesse est,  flagitiosissimamque rem publicam ... Augustine, City of  McCracken (Cambridge, Mass., 1967), I1:19.  .G0d’ vol. 1, trans. George E.  21 As Morris notes, Augustine’s doctrine of passive obedience “deprives the subject of  what is so often his best weapon against oppressive government, for he cannot argue that  an oppressor, being unjust, has forfeited his right to rule ... Nor can the oppressed appeal  to any natural rights or natural law. ‘Nature’ in that sense was abrogated by the Fall.”  Western Political Thought, 234-235.quid interest sub CULUS ImperlL0
Viıvalt OMO MOrtiturus, SZ TI qul ımperant ad IMDILA AnOon cogant? Augustine, The City of
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flagitiosissimamque Ve:  S publicamST. AUGUSTINE AND POLITICAL THOUGHT  291  Augustine’s “realist” credentials. On closer inspection, however, his  credentials are less than impeccable. At one level, Augustine’s realism is  simply lacking in specificity. His “political writings” are not only devoid  of maxims on statecraft, they exhibit (as noted above) an almost complete  indifference to political forms, structures, and principles. “As far as this  mortal life is concerned,” Augustine writes, “  what difference does it  make for a man who is soon to die, under what ruler he lives, if only the  rulers do not force him to commit unholy and unjust acts.”'” While the  final clause is a notable qualification, few realists, I suspect, would endorse  such a glib attitude towards the outward forms of political power. Nor  would they likely embrace the main implication of this view: an absence  of any tangible restraints on the exercise of political power.  Here we encounter a genuine paradox in Augustine’s “political”  thought: he restricts the role of government to preserving order and  punishing wrong-doers, but places no real limits on governments’s power.  There would no necessary contradiction if Augustine’s position rested on  prudential grounds; e.g., that such restrictions would hamstring the state in  pursuing its limited task. He offers no such rationale however. Rather, he  simply ignores the issue of what constitutes legitimate (or illegitimate) uses  of state power. This crucial oversight is strikingly reflected in Augustine’s  doctrine of civil disobedience. For Augustine, de facto rulers and regimes  are owed an unconditional obedience in all matters of government and  public life. Even a patently oppressive regime — “wicked and most  vicious though it be” — must be obeyed!” God, the source of all earthly  power, determines who shall wield the sword, and it is not within the  competence of any subject to question His purpose. Moreover, resistance  to established power can only result in disorder, and disorder is liable to  end in anarchy. Accordingly, civil disobedience has no moral authority for  Augustine and no subject can claim immunity from punishment for  violating even the most unjust laws.”'  19 Quantum enim pertinet ad hanc vitam mortalium ... quid interest sub cuius imperio  vivat homo mortiturus, si illi qui imperant ad impia non cogant? Augustine, The City of  God Against the Pagans, vol. 2, trans. William M. Green (Cambridge, Mass., 1963),  VEr  20 solerare Christi famuli iubentur  etiam pessimam, si ita neccesse est,  flagitiosissimamque rem publicam ... Augustine, City of  McCracken (Cambridge, Mass., 1967), I1:19.  .G0d’ vol. 1, trans. George E.  21 As Morris notes, Augustine’s doctrine of passive obedience “deprives the subject of  what is so often his best weapon against oppressive government, for he cannot argue that  an oppressor, being unjust, has forfeited his right to rule ... Nor can the oppressed appeal  to any natural rights or natural law. ‘Nature’ in that sense was abrogated by the Fall.”  Western Political Thought, 234-235.Augustine, City of
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Western Political Thought, 234-235
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That ugustine admıiırer’s find such features of hıs “realısm”
regrettable SOCS wıthout Sayıng otherwise well-disposed Reinhold
16 acknowledges that “Augustine’s realısm Was indeed excess1ive.” SO
EeXCESSIVE, fact, that "[0] the asıs of his princıples he COU. not
dıstinguıish betweennand slavery292  Q.P. TAYLOR  That Augustine admirer’s find such features of his “realism”  regrettable goes without saying. An otherwise well-disposed Reinhold  Niebuhr acknowledges that “Augustine’s realism was indeed excessive.” So  excessive, in fact, that “[o]n the basis of his principles he could not  distinguish between government and slavery ... between a commonwealth  and a robber band ...”” As noted above, this fatal flaw, this “shocking  realism  2923  is directly attributable to Augustine’s ‘“failure to recognize the  difference between legitimate and illegitimate, between the ordinate and  inordinate subordination of man to man.  2224  The implications of this  failure have already been suggested. In short, “Augustine allows no scope  for any limitations of [a ruler’s] power by his subjects or for any  disobedience or resistance to his commands.’”> In the absence of such  provisions, Augustine effectively reduces the parameters of political life to  maintaining order and rendering obedience. In such a polity, “[t]here is to  be no talk of human rights or justice or liberty or rule of law as being the  2226  ends of government.  The foregoing observations confirm that Augustine was a “realist”  of a peculiar stripe. His failure to meaningfully distinguish legitimate from  illegitimate authority suggests that he might be better described as a  “positivist.” His doctrine of passive obedience — that even despots and  usurpers must be obeyed — points to the resigned submission of the  “quietist.” His deep pessimism regarding the powers and prospects of  mankind implies that Augustine might reasonably be called a “fatalist”” as  well. The plausibility of such attributions does not speak to the matter of  inconsistency, although he is certainly open to the charge.”” In this  instance, however, it underscores the highly ambiguous nature of  Augustine’s contribution to the realist tradition.  2 Niebuhr, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” 247.  ?3 Herbert A. Deane, “Classical and Christian Political Thought,” Political Theory, 1  (1973), 423.  ? Niebuhr, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” 248-249.  ?5 Deane, Ideas of St. Augustine, 143.  ?% Hacker, Political Theory, 128. Peter Burnell attempts to mitigate such judgments in,  “The Problem of Service to Unjust Regimes in Augustine’s City of God,” Journal of the  History of Ideas, 54 (1993), 177-188  27 As Morris observes, “Augustine’s view of secular society is by no means  consistent.” Western Political Thought, 224. Burnell notes that “he constantly changed his  mind on the matter” of civil life. “St. Augustine’s City of God,” 13. Figgis also  acknowledges the Bishop’s “inconsistencies.” Augustine’s “City of God,” 7. In fairness,  the charge of inconsistency rests in part on differences in the “early” and “mature”  Augustine. In general, his “political thought” became less “classical” and more  “Christian,” less sanguine and more pessimistic with the passing of time. See Markus,  Saeculum, 72-104.between commonwealth
and robber band A  922 As noted above, thıs ata: flaw, hıs “shockıng
realısm5 523 1s directly attrıbutable Augustine’s “£ajlure recogn1ıze the
dıfference between legıtimate and ıllegıtimate, between the ordıinate and
inordinate subordination of ‚W The implıcatıons of thıs
faılure ave already een suggested. In short, “Augustine allows
for liımıtations of E ruler’s| W! Dy hıs subjects OT for
dısobedience OT resistance hıs commands.  9925 In the absence of such
DrOV1S10NS, Augustine effectively reduces the parameters of polıtic. 1ıfe 18
maıntamıng order and rendering obedience. In such polı “It]here 1S
be talk of uman rıghts OT Justice OI OT rule of law eing the

92ends of government.
The foregoing observations confirm that Augustine Was “realıst”

of peculıar strıpe. Hıs allure meanıngfully dıstinguısh legıtimate from
illegıtimate authorıty S that he miıght be better desceribed
““positıvist.” Hıs doectrine of passıve obedience hat SCVENn despots and
uSurpers must be obeyed pomts 18 the resigned submi1issıon of the
““quietist. ” Hıs deep pessim1sm regardıng the DOWETS and prospects of
1ın mplıes that ugustine m1g reasonably be called “fatalıst”
ell The plausıbılı of such attrıbutions 0€es nOot speak the er of
INCONSIStENCY, although he 1s certamly ODCN LO the charge.“” In thıs
instance., however, it underscores the hıghly ambiguous nature of
Augustine’s contrıbution LO the realıst tradıtion.

272 Nıebuhr, “Augustine s Polıtical Realısm, ” 247
23 Herbert Deane, “Classıcal and Christian Political Thought,” Political ITheory,
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Nıebuhr, “Augustine’s Polıitical Realısm, ” 248-249
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Hacker, Political Theory, 128 eier Burnell attempts mitıgate such Judgments in,

°“ The Problem of Service UnJjust Regımes in Augustine’s City of Od,” Journal of the
LStOrY of Ideas, (1993), 17T

27 As Morris observes, “Augustine’s VIEW of secular soclety 18 Dy
consıistent.” Western Political Thought, 2724 Burnell notes that “he constantly changed hıs
mınd the matte: of Cıvıl 1ıte. “St Augustine’s Cıity of G0d,” 13 Fıggis 1Iso
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Augustine. In general, hıis “polıtıcal thought” became less “classıcal” and INOIC
“Chrıstian, ” less sanguıine and INOTC pessimistic wıth the passıng of time. See Markus,
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UGU AND IHE STATE

The unattractive features of Augustine’s “realısm” ave nOot

prevented cholars from findıng silver inıng 1ın SOMMEC aspect
implication hereof. number ave divined ugustine Y}

reconceptualızation of the contrıbution polıtical COrY of the first
order. Rejecting the classıcal 1dea that Justice 1S essential Component of

publica, ugustine redefined the Sta) in morally neutral terms

Conversely, Dy sharply demarcatıng the STa and functions of church and
he radıcally secularized the body polıtıc The result, it has been saıd,

Was .. entirely Ne  S CONCeEPL of the state.  2928 Whether thıs ...  NEW concept”
represents advance the classıcal ıdea 1S, however, less clear. War:
Hardy maiıintalıns hat ugustine “deserves credit for proviıdıng basıs for
Christian eritic1ism of the State Dy defining it objectively.” Yet he 6,  WOU.
ave one INOTE Justice his OW though 27 Hardy admıts, 1 he had
concelved the StTal in morally indetermiıinate rather than morally neutral
terms  29 Niebuhr consıders Augustine ... INOTe reliable gu1de than
known thinker, ”® but concedes that the bishop Was unable dıstingu1sh
DrODCI authority irom sheer force. Hıram Caton observes that Augustine’s
“descacralızatıiıon” of polıtics argucs agaınst theocratıic government, but
SCCS in hıs “denn1al of the moral sovereignty of the state” the specter of
Machiavellı and Hobbes.*

Whıle xamples of thıs kınd COU. be multiplied, they indıcate
that Augustine s famous redefinıtion of the hıs “most important

9932 1S fraught ıth difficulties. We ave alreadypolıtic contribution
iıdentifed the SOUTCC of the rouble Augustine’s ailure place lımıts

actıon, hıs indıfference polıtical fOorms., and his doectrine of passıve
obedience. More 118 the poı1nt, ugustine s gener1C definıtion of the state 1S

INOTIC than commonplace; recogniıtion of ““It]he iructure of

MacQueen, Origin and Dynamıcs of Society and the State According
St Augustine, ” Augustinian Studies, (1973); 8 Others have characterized ugustine’s
gener1iCc definıtion of the though he approached the subject modern polıtical
scJentist. Figg1s writes, °Hıs of realıty led hım prefer definıtion which would
nclude all existing and historical communiıties, and hampered lıttle possıble by
abstract ideal.” Augustine s “Clty of 'od,”

29 Edward Hardy, T, °“The Cıity of 1n Roy Battenhouse, ed.,
Companion the Study of St. Augustine (New York, 21 279

3() Nıebuhr, “Augustine s Political Realısm, ” AA
aton, “Augustine’s Critique of olıtıcs, ” 457

3° George Lavere, “ The Influence of Saıint Augustine Early Medieval Polıitical
Theory,” Augustinıian Studies, (1981),
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polıtic soclety, ıts vested order of command and obedience 29 For
Augustine, s]uch order Just happens amonNg fallen INe)|  - Largely
because he eels he z ıt for ogranted, Augustine dismiıss it.„33 It
WOU gomng 11070 far Say that Augustine Was indıTieren] LO the quality of
the socıal order. Yet iın defining thıs order exclusıvely religi0us terms,
he Was able tOo evade perennıal CONCEIN of polıtıcal phılosophy: the role
of polıtıcs and V  n shapıng the character of socılal 1fe Ihıs
abdıcatıon INaYy ave een theologıically sound, but it ar recommends
Augustine polıtıcal er. Indeed, severıng “the g0ood lıtfe” from
the realm of polıtics, strıpping the of ıts thıcal s1ıgnificance,
ugustine commıtted .. deplorable SITOT for great Christian teacher. 3934

AÄAUGUSTINE’S “DOILTMNCS” NFLUENCE

The ambıvalence IC character1izes discussions of Augustine’s
polıtic: 1ideas that hıs sıgn1ıficance polıtıc er must
reside elsewhere eıther In the hıstorıical infÄluence OT the implications of
hıis “"DOLTCS. Augustine’s infAuence subsequent polıtıc: thought has
attracted SCant attention from scholars, and WOUuU in Cas: be dıfficult

oug the ages” and beyond George Lavere, however, has
identiNed early pontiffs Gelasıus 492-49 and eZOTY the Great (590-
604), ell dASs churchman-scholar sıdore of Seviılle 0-63 6,  NeO-
Augustinian” polıtıcal theorists.  2935 Or has he? Lavere’s equ1vocal aCcCCount
leaves the reader wonderıng whether Gelasıus, Gregory, and sıdore
actually developed eparte Irom Augustine’s polıtıcal ideas. ‘In
mar':! CONnfTrast Augustine’s Vliews, ” Lavere wriıtes, the DNCO-

Augustiniıans ended draw the ate into the Church, Eeven tOo the pomt
of absorbing the functions of the State Dy the Churc Gelasıus IMaYy be
sa1d ave ollowel Augustine Dy clearly dıstınguıshing secular from
sacred, princely from priestly authority.” Yet because of incons1istencles
and imprec1s10n, Gelasıus’ doectrine of the “ IwoO Swords” Was nebulous In

37 Brown, “St Augustine, ” In Beryl Smalley, ed., Trends INn Medieval
Political Thought Oxford,

Carlyle, “St Augustine, ” in Hearnshaw, ed.; The Social and Political
Ideas of Some Great Mediaeval inkers (London, W4

Lavere, “Influence of Saılnt Augustine, ”
The deeply dualıstic nature of Augustine’s thought theological and polıtıcal

had profound influence the Christian mıind throughout the Middle Ages As Morris
writes, eWas much responsible aNyONC for the dualısticmof moOost medieval
thought, for the habıt of thınking of everything In terms of paırs.” Western Political
T’hought, 236
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ıts implications: it COUuU. be read tOo sanctıon the separateness and
complementarıty of empora and eccles1astical9 ..  OT, alternatiıvely, fto

937the ultımate SUDTEIMMACY of the clerıical OVeT the layST. AUGUSTINE AND POLITICAL THOUGHT  205  its‘ implications: it could be read to sanction the separateness and  complementarity of temporal and ecclesiastical power, “or, alternatively, to  2937  assert the ultimate supremacy of the clerical over the lay power ...  If Gelasius was ultimately ambiguous regarding the temporal role  of the ecclesia, Gregory I “considerably reinforced and expanded” the  “tendency to involve and often confuse secular authority and papal  authority ...”® Like Gelasius, Gregory agrees with Augustine that all  political power comes from God, and that religious officials are subject to  secular authority. Yet in contrast to Augustine, who minimized the role of  the state in realizing a fully Christianized society, Gregory tended to blur  the functions and ends of the “two cities,” particularly in his dealings with  the Germanic kingdoms in the west. Indeed, as Lavere acknowledges, the  pope’s numerous interventions on behalf of the Church ‘“drew the center of  political power into an inextricable amalgamation with ecclesiastical  power.”®® How, then, is it possible to speak of Gregory as a “neo-  Augustinian” in politics when his conduct “eventually reduced secular  rulers to political vassals of the pope”? As we have seen, Lavere does so  in spite of himself. R. A. Markus, on the other hand, has recognized a  “profound difference between Gregory and Augustine,” based in part on  the former’s tendency tc. collapse distinctions between lay and clerical  power.“ Given the growing authority of the papacy and the increasing  role of churchmen in public functions, Gregory’s conflation of the “Two  Swords” was a predicable response to historical circumstances. As Markus  writes, “Gregory’s Church was so closely integrated into the administrative  structure of the Empire and this dispensation was so readily accepted by  the bishops and popes that questions such as those that had agitated the  age of Gelasius could now scarcely arise.  2241  With the Church firmly ensconced in the City of Man, Augustine’s  ambivalence regarding the relation between lay and clerical authority could  be abandoned in favor of a more positive conception in which the state  was expected to actively support the official Church and Church officials  expected to have a hand in governance.“ By the sixth century it could be  ” R. A. Markus, “The Latin Fathers,” in J. H. Burns, ed., The Cambridge History of  Medieval Political Thought, c.350-c.1450 (Cambridge, Eng., 1988), 102  3 Lavere, “Influence of St. Augustine,” 2.  39 Lavere, “Influence of St. Augustine,” 4.  % Markus, “Latin Fathers,” 120.  * Markus, “Latin Fathers,” 117.  * In truth, this “positive conception” was already taking shape in Augustine’s own  day, and there are glimpses of it in his writings. As Bathory notes, “[t]he world of the  Christian bishop had by the time of Augustine become closely aligned with that of the  Roman bureaucrat. From the time of Constantius (336 to 361 A.D.), bishops had joinedIf Gelasıus WAas ultımately ambız2u0us regardıng the empora. role
of the ecclesia, Gregory ““cons1ıderably reinforced and Xpanded’” the
“tendency to involve and often confuse secular authority and papa.
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Wıth the Urc fiırmly ensconced In the City of Man., Augustine’s
ambıvalence regardıng the relatıon between lay and lerical authorıty COUuU
be abandone in favor of LNOIC posıtıve conception in j ( the State

expecte: LO actıvely SUupport the ifıcıal Church and Church officıals
expecte: LO ave hand in governance.“ By the s1xth TYy it COUuU be

37 Markus, °“CThe Latın Fathers,” iın Burns, ed:; The Cambridge History of
Medieval Political Ihought, 0 3500 1450 (Cambrıidge, Eng., 102

38 Lavere, “Influence of St. Augustine,”
Lavere, “Influence of St. Augustine, ”

40 Markus, ° Latın Fathers, ” 120
Markus, *L.atın Fathers, 8 A
In truth, thıs “posıitıve conception” Was already takıng shape In Augustine’s OW]

day, and there dIiC glımpses of it ın hıs writings. As Bathory notes, world of the
Christian bıshop had Dy the time f Augustine become closely alıgned 1ıth that of the
Roman bureaucrat. From the time of Constantıus (336 361 A.D} bishops had Joıined
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taken fOr grante that rulers would be (at least nominally) Chrıstians, that
orthodox beliıevers would longer ouftfer persecution DYy the and
that churchmen would play iımportant role in temporal ffaırs Whether
Augustine WOU. ave approved of the latter remaılns matter of dıspute.
It 1S ONC thıng for secular rulers to SUPPOIT the Church and defend S

relıgı10n, but quıte another for eccles1ast1ıcs tO exerc1ıse polıtical W
irectly. ven the former practice, ugustine 1S nOot defining
nction of the State “the ‘function’ of polıtical SYyStem 4S such 1S ımıted
18 COW1Ing the VICIOUS into respect for law Kı  2243 Hıs SUCCCSSOUIS, however,
WeEeIC led to infer that “the ex1ists prec1isely in order maıntaın
specıific values, PTESCIVC the ends of loves dictated Dy the Christian
relıg10n. ” Yet ıt 18 clear that “Augustine dıd nOot draw thıs conclusıon in
the City of God za  99744 Hence the claım that Gelasıus, GregorYy, and s1ıdore
WeTC “neo-Augustinian ” polıtical hınkers 1S, as ] avere concedes,
“tenuous” ONC, for they faıled I(8 OVCI and PrESCIVC Augustine s
moOost important polıtical contrıbution his polıtical realısm ase!l upDON

954the concept of the STAl secular.
The ambıigulty of Augustine’s infÄuence the polıtic DVFAXLS of

the iıddle Ages 1s wıdely recognized am oNg hıis eXposıitors, who often
af LO distinguıish Augustine’s “polıtics” irom ‘“polıticalpaıns
6  Augustinianism.”“ As suggested above, the bıshop's ack of Cları and
CONsISteNCY regardıng church-state relatıons created double endency

‘the bureaucrats members of the 181  S governing Class’ Ipace eter Brown|. Even INOTC

iımportant, they had 1Iso become local admıinistrators. Though Augustine’s publiıc position
W das less exalted than the powerful posıtions of hıs medieval SUCCESSOTS, hıs place ın the
ebb and HNow of local political 1SSUES Was unchallenged. Wıth lıttle notice, he became C1ıty
jJudge, and hıs dec1ısıons NOW bound ıth Ccivıl law carrıed far INOTC authorıty than
Ose of h1s predecessors who had relıed church law and apostolıic tradıtıon.” Paolitical
Iheory Public Confession, There 15 also, of' the matter of Augustine’s
(reluctant) SUppOI for suppression of heresy by the Moreover, there ar in
Augustine that Aic amenable “theocratic” constructions. See City of God, 11:19, 2%,
IV Letters, CXXXCIINH:5, 8’ CXXXCHNL:9-15; and On Psalms, X 16

43 John Rıst, Augustine. Ancıent Thought Baptized (Cambrıidge, Eng., 226
Brown, “Saılnt Augustine, ” George Sabıine underscores thıs Sda1illc point: “

would be CasS Y inter296  Q:P: TAYLOR  taken for granted that rulers would be (at least nominally) Christians, that  orthodox believers would no longer suffer persecution by the state, and  that churchmen would play an important role in temporal affairs. Whether  Augustine would have approved of the latter remains a matter of dispute.  It is one thing for secular rulers to support the Church and defend true  religion, but quite another for ecclesiastics to exercise political power  directly. Even the former practice, Augustine notes, is not a defining  function of the state: “the ‘function’ of a political system as such is limited  to cowing the vicious into respect for law ... His successors, however,  were led to infer that “the state exists precisely in order to maintain  specific values, to preserve the true ends of loves dictated by the Christian  religion.” Yet it is clear that “Augustine did not draw this conclusion in  the City of God ...”“ Hence the claim that Gelasius, Gregory, and Isidore  were “neo-Augustinian” political thinkers is, as Lavere concedes, a  “tenuous” one, for “they failed to carry over and preserve Augustine’s  most important political contribution — his political realism based upon  2245  the concept of the state as secular.  The ambiguity of Augustine’s influence on the political praxis of  the Middle Ages is widely recognized among his expositors, who are often  at  to  distinguish Augustine’s  “politics”  from  “political  pains  Augustinianism.” As suggested above, the bishop’s lack of clarity and  consistency regarding church-state relations created a double tendency  ‘the bureaucrats as members of the new governing class’ [pace Peter Brown]. Even more  important, they had also become local administrators. Though Augustine’s public position  was less exalted than the powerful positions of his medieval successors, his place in the  ebb and flow of local political issues was unchallenged. With little notice, he became city  judge, and his decisions — now bound with civil law — carried far more authority than  those of his predecessors who had relied on church law and apostolic tradition.” Political  Theory as Public Confession, 1. There is also, of course, the matter of Augustine’s  (reluctant) support for suppression of heresy by the state. Moreover, there are passages in  Augustine that are amenable to “theocratic” constructions. See City o God e 2  IV:3; Letters, CXXXCII:5, 8, CXXXCI:9-15; and On Psalms, LXI:6:  % John M. Rist, Augustine: Ancient Thought Baptized (Cambridge, Eng., 1994), 226.  4 Brown, “Saint Augustine,” 16. George Sabine underscores this same point: “It  would be easy to infer ... that the state must logically become merely the ‘secular arm’ of  the church, but the inference is not necessary and the circumstances were such that  Augustine could not possibly have drawn it.” A History of Political Theory, 4th ed.  (Hinsdale, Ill., 1973), 185.  4 Lavere, “Influence of Saint Augustine,” 9. See also R.A. Markus, “The Sacred and  the Secular: From Augustine to Gregory the Great,” Journal of Theological Studies, 36  (1985), 84-96.  % I leave the question of whether this distinction is plausible to the reader. The issue  is oddly reminiscent of the well-worn debate over the relationship between Marxism and  Leninism.that the state MuUSt ogıcally become merely the °secular of
the church, but the inference 1S not and the Circumstances WeTC such that
Augustine could NOT possibly have drawn it. 27 LStOFY of Paolitical Theory, Ath ed.
(Hınsdale, HE, 185

45 Lavere, “Influence of Saıint Augustine, ” See also Markus, ‘“CThe Sacred and
the Secular: From Augustine Gregory the Great, ” Journal of Theological Studies,
(1985), 84-96

46 leave the question of whether thıs dıstiıncetion IS plausıble the reader. The 1Ssue
1S oddly remıinıscent of the well-worn debate VCI the relatiıonshıp between Marxısm and
enınism.
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developed by his SUCCESSOTS ONe culmıinatıng in Luther’s “unqualıified
endorsement of sState 9594 the other in the canon1ısts’ doctrine °“that
the empi1re ouUg I(8) be by bıshops 1ıth the DODC at theır ead 2948 One
scholar has traced hıs sharp antıthesıs C “fundamen inconsistency”
between Augustine’s (formal) analysıs of the ate and his assertion
(sparked by the Donatıst controversy) that secular rulers oblıged

heresy and schismatics.” ers ave diıscovered In Augustine’s
“desacralızation” f publıc authorıty the seeds of medieval theocracy.””
Some ave ECVCN argued that hıs “<secularızation> of the realm of polıtıcs
mplıes pluralıstic, relıg10usly neutral C1ivıl community.  51 The precıise
TE of Augustine’s “influence” ıts weight and direction will, of
COUTSC, be known. What 18 clear, however, 15 that hıs impact
polıtical thınkıng in the mıllennı1um followıng hıs eal Was indirect and
deeply ambıvalent. As the author of the leadıng study of Augustine’s
polıtıc ideas wriıtes, plerhaps the MOSstT ımportant and enduriıng infiluence
that Augustine exerted medieval polıtıc thought ms from mM1S-
interpretation of hıs 9952  teaching. Insofar h1is legacy INaYy be ascrıbed
deficı1encles in Augustine’s OW wrıtings, ıt argucs agalınst his promınent
place In the CanNnon of polıtıc: classıcs. Nor 1S such place warranted Dy
h1is infÄuence the modern CIa, for the City of God “seems nNOotL ave

59553attracted the attention of princıpa. modern polıtıc thınker.

47 Nıebuhr, "Augustine’s Polıtical Realısm, ” 247
48 Henry Chadwiıck, Augustine (Oxford, 105
49 Sabıne asserts that 6,  what he put beyond question for Man Yy centurlies Wäas the

conception that, under the DNCW dıspensatıon, the mMust be Chrıistian 4  ; History
of Political I’heory, 186 John Bowle affırms that St. Augustine “insıstsST. AUGUSTINE AND POLITICAL THOUGHT  297%  developed by his successors — one culminating in Luther’s “unqualified  endorsement of state power,  2247  the other in the canonists’ doctrine “that  the empire ought to be run by bishops with the pope at their head.”%® One  scholar has traced this sharp antithesis to a “fundamental inconsistency”  between Augustine’s (formal) analysis of the state and his assertion  (sparked by the Donatist controversy) that secular rulers are obliged to  suppress heresy and schismatics.“” Others have discovered in Augustine’s  “desacralization”” of public authority the seeds of medieval theocracy.“  Some have even argued that his ‘““<secularization> of the realm of politics  implies a pluralistic, religiously neutral civil community.””' The precise  nature of Augustine’s “influence” — its weight and direction — will, of  course, never be known. What is clear, however, is that his impact on  political thinking in the millennium following his death was indirect and  deeply ambivalent. As the author of the leading study of Augustine’s  political ideas writes, “[p]erhaps the most important and enduring influence  that Augustine exerted on medieval political thought stems from a mis-  interpretation of his teaching.”” Insofar as this legacy may be ascribed to  deficiencies in Augustine’s own writings, it argues against his prominent  place in the canon of political classics. Nor is such a place warranted by  his influence on the modern era, for the City of God “seems not to have  2953  attracted the attention of any principal modern political thinker.  * Niebuhr, “Augustine’s Political Realism,” 247.  % Henry Chadwick, Augustine (Oxford, 1986), 105.  * Sabine asserts that “what he put beyond question for many centuries was the  conception that, under the new dispensation, the state must be a Christian state ...”” History  of Political Theory, 186. John Bowle affirms that St. Augustine ‘“insists ... that the State  must be closely bound up with the Christian Church,” and “points the way” to theocracy.  Western Political Thought (New York, 1948), 138. Caton, on the other hand, maintains  that for Augustine ‘“[a] Christian state is a contradiction in terms.” “Augustine’s Critique  of Politics,” 453. See also Ernst Barker, ‘“Introduction,” in R. V. G. Tasker, ed., The City  of God (London, 1945), xxxiv-XxXvi.  ° Deane, /deas of St. Augustine, 228.  >1 Markus, Saeculum, 173. See also Burnell, “St. Augustine’s City of God,” 13-29.  ” Deane, /deas of St. Augustine, 232. Ironically, Augustine had a personal hand in the  distortion of his views when he authorized a young priest to compile a history vindicating  the Christian (Augustinian) view of human events. In contrast to the position charted in  The City of God (XV-XVII), Orosius “wrote as though church, empire, and heavenly city  could be identified in one confused mishmash.” The subsequent popularity of Orosius’  “universal history” has been identified as the first. episode in “the medieval  misrepresentation of Augustine ...” James J. O’Donnell, Augustine (Boston, 1985), 55.  ‚® Caton, “Augustine’s Critique of Politics,” 433. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), who  is frequently mentioned in connection with Augustine’s “politics,” is perhaps a qualified  exception. There are, on face, some striking similarities between the two thinkers,  although Augustine’s actual influence on Hobbes was probably negligible. See Deane,that the ate
must be closely OUNt! wiıth the Christian Church,” and ““po1lnts the 97  way theocracy.
Western Political Thought (New Y ork, 138 Caton, the other hand, maiıntaıins
that for Augustine [a} Chrıstian 1s contradıction In terms.  27 “Augustine’s Critique
of olıtıcs,” 453 See 1Iso rnst Barker, ““Introduction, ” iın Tasker, ed., The City
of God (London, KMXKMXIV-XXXV1.

Deane, Ideas of St. Augustine, 228
Markus, Saeculum, 173 See Iso urne “ St. Augustine’s City of 0d‚” 13-29

52 Deane, Ideas of St. ugustine, 282 Ironically, Augustine had personal hand in the
dıstortion of hıs VIEWS when he authorized priest compile hıstory vindicating
the Christian (Augustinıian) 1e6W of uman events. In Contrast the posıtıon charted ın
The City of G(0d (XV-XVIL), TOS1US “wrote OU; church, empire, and heavenly C1Ity
could be identified in ON confused mıshmash.” The subsequent popularıty of TOS1uUs’
“unıversal story  7 has been identified the fırst. ep1ısode in “the medieval
misrepresentation of ugustine &l James O’Donnell, Augustine (Boston,

Caton, “Augustine s Crıitique of Polıitics,” 433 Ihomas Hobbes (1588-1679), who
1S Irequently mentioned connection ıth ugustine’s “polıtics,” perhaps qualified
eXception. There arc, face, SOINC strıkıng sıimılarıties between the [WO thınkers,
although Augustine’s actua influence Hobbes Was probably neglıgıble. See Deane,
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AUGUSTINE ”D(MTIICS IMP

It MaYy ST1L be that Augustine s true significance AdSs polıtical
er rests not ıth hıs infiluence, but in the broader implications
CONteMPOTFarY relevance of hıs thought. We ave already ouched upON thıs
dimens10n, but it ears closer SCIUt1NY. Fırst, there 1S ou that
Augustine’s realısm has 1ts posıtıve aspects. Whether expressed ın hostilıty

C1IVIC utoplanısm OT in the demystificatıon of the S Augustine’s stark
1eW of and politics 18 useful corrective all forms of unfounded
idealism.“ Such 1eW m1g result in the cynıcısm of Machiavellı OT the
absolutism of Hobbes, ÖT it m1g inform that hıgher polıtical w1isdom
OUnN! Hume, ‘“Publius”, and ur

Second, there 1S value and relevance in Augustine s recogniıtion of
the 1ımıted (spirıtual and eiN1CA.: significance of polıtics actıvıty and
of the polıtic realm AdS such. Recent demands for “pnolıtics of meanıng”
notwithstandıng, few contemporarıes would deny that ‘“nolıtical 1ıfe 1S
incapable of exhausting the full rangc of uman possibilıties (3 satısfyıng
completely man s ongıng for wholeness.  9955 Alternatıvely, Augustine’s
reduction of the 18 its essential 1Dutfes and delimıtatıon of its ends
made LTOOM for hat another anti-political CI called WOT that 1Ss
agaln faırly independent of the welfare of the state .„56 For Augustine
hıs 1Ss the hurch-centered WOTL. of Chrıistian faıth and plety. BYy
extens10n, however, 1t 15 the WOTL. of Civil socılety, separate and dıstinct
from the state. The EeNOTMOUS significance of thıs concept 1ın the
developmen of Anglo-American lıberalısm requıres comment. It 1S
notable., there{fore, that In conjunction wıth h1is “negatıve” 1eW of the state,
Augustine’s sharp divisıon between saeculum and the sacred vaguely
adumbrated modern eorles of 1ımıted government, church-state
separatıon, and C1vıl socılety. IThat these theories WeTIC developed in
connection wıth the revıval of paganısm (Machiavellı), the Reformatıon

Ideas of St. ugustine, 234-237
See ast who fınds in Augustine’s realısm ...  an indispensable inoculant agaınst

modern statısm, fascıst, communıst, lıbera Augustine, ast wrıtes, teaches that
“governments must resist the Vr present temptatıon be the and provıder of
the g00d lıfe, for that inexorably Vernm: 11l become the hard taskmaster of
the utoplans.” “Relevance of St Augustine, ” 1/3

55 Ines Fortin, Political Idealism and Christianity In the Thought of SE ugustine
(Viıllanova, Pa.,

Friedrich Nietzsche, “Schopenhauer Educator Bl  ’ in Untimely Meditations,
tirans Hollingdale (Cambrıdge, Eng., 148
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(Luther, Calvin), relıg10us toleratıon (Locke, Jefferson), and market
capıtalısm ume, ML 1s not without hıstorical irony.”‘

Such asSsoOc1lations Ways ubject to number of Jud1ıc10us
qualifications. the eve of theory and inference, however, Augustine’s
leadıng polıtiıc 1deas susceptible Varı0us extrapolations. More the
pomt, 1f Augustine 1s 8 truly “hye” polıtical thınker, ıf hıs
significance 1s fo transcend pureiy hıstorical OT antıquarıan interest,
extrapolatıon 1s necessary. ”“ number of Augustine’s exposıtors

acıtly recognize hıs injunction by theır efforts entify “relevant, ”
“progressive, OT “illumınatıng” aspects of hıis polıtical thought Whether
such efforts be ascrıbed desıire LO “Save Augustine from himse
1s not partıcularly important. It 1S, however, appropriate 18 cons1ıder the
meriıt of these claıms. Unfortunately, peculiarıties In ugustine’s ““polıtical
thought” often make thıs dıfficult task As hıstory and recent scholarshıp
illustrate, Augustine’s scattered and unsystematıc ‘“polıtical” remarks
capable of multiple constructions. Yet amıdst thıs VE confusıon lies the

o the riıddie of the bıshops ““paradoxıcal” polıtics: that the double
endency of hıs influence and dıvergent readıngs of hıs “polıtics” all
rooted 1n the adıcal indeterminacy of hıs OW) thought.

Fırst, Augustine’s relatıve indıfference polıtical doctrines, forms,
and institutions leaves the vıtal question of actual for grabs
nothing 1S proscr1bed, nothing 1s prescr1bed, EXCcepL the basıc PDUIDOSC of
the Sta  9 C 1Ss provıde order, keep the and defend the realm.
Such 1ımıted role 1s obvıously compatıble ıth polis OTr empıre,
republıc OT monarchy, Christian OFr pagan STtate Second, Augustine’s
austere doectrine f passıve obedience makes polıtıcal oblıgatıon consıstent
wıth de facto government. Citizens OT subjects (including cler1cs)
sSımply OW! obedience existing publıc authorıty, regardless of its
partiıcular configuration. Fınally, Augustine’s belıef that “the quality of

57 Beyond the secular thrust of modernısm which 1s fundamentally at odds wıth
Augustine’s rel1g10us and eschatological outlook, the actual character of truly Christian
socılety envisaged by the bıshop would o0ok VC) dıfferent irom pluralıst ıberal
ON  ® As ist notes, hıis ideal G,  would be communıty of households, transparent ONC
another and lıviıng wıthout guıle, centering theır lıves the Chriıstian basılıca. ere
would be mınımal “publıe’ ‘secular’ ‚D: in such cCıty theatres, sShows,
CIrCuUSES, but adequate bread dıstrıbuted by honest Christian officı1als.” Augustine, 254

5X Recent exerc1ices in “applıed” Augustinianısm include, Graham Walker, Moral
Foundations of Constitutional T’hought: Current Modes, Augustinian Prospects (Princeton,

ıllıam Connolly, The Augustinian Imperative: Reflection the Politics of
Morality (London, and Jean Elshtain, ugustine and the Limits of Politics
(Notre Dame, See Iso Edgar Brookes, The City of God and the Paolitics of
Crisis (New York,
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5959ultımately depends upon the values of ıts members, educed
irrelevancy the tradıtional CONCEIN for instıtutions and regıme types.“ The
assertion that the values of rulers and ruled, theır loves and hates, 11l
trongly inÄuence the quality of society, irrespectıve of ıts polıtıc
institut10ons. 1Ss indeed truism.© Yet unlıke the ancıents and moderns,
ugustine faıled to ntegrate thıs nsıght into posıtıve polıtic.
framework.® 1sStotile Was keenly AWAaIC of hOow people’s ethos shapes
ıts politeia, but he also recognızed how constitution shapes publıc values.
“Publıius” acknowledged that ... dependence the people 1S ou the
prımary control of the government, ” but he dıd not overlook “the necessity
of auxilıary 265  precautions. Augustine faıled make such crucı1al
distinctions, and result hıs ““politic thought” remaıned dangerously
indeterminate In both its normatıve and empirıcal implıcations.

The conclusıon that indeterm1inacy 1s the hallmark of Augustine’s
‘“polıtics” (and at the ro0oft of his peculıar egaCcy) 1S indırectly supporte DYy

number of h1is COomMMentators For example, Morris nOTteEeSs that Augustine
draws “n o clear distincetion between outwardly Chrıistian and
Dagall Both. eing C:  Y, hıghly imperfect. Neıther provıde
true Justice. But both proviıde certaın relatıve 0)8 approxımate Justice.
Moreover., kıngs, including pagalh OT tyrannical ings, IMaYy provıde thıs
roug Justice and May hereby SETVC purpose. ””“ Conversely,
Markus observes that Augustine’s VIEWS “Ccompatıble wıth almost
polıtıc PTOSTAaIMINC 1C o€es nOot set itself 4S ideology wıth

59 Brown, “Saımnt Augustine, ”
60 As Norman Baynes notes, “[t]0 Augustine Orms of governmen! arc really

iırrelevant: the character of the ate 18 determined by the character of the cıtizens who
COMDOSC the State.” °“ The Polıtical Ideas of St Augustine’s De ( ivitate Dei,” Byzantine
Studies and Other ESSays (London, 305

Despite the of thıs iıdea in ato and Arıstotle, ıf 1S tten reated
innovatıon of Augustine’s, who 1s ceredited ıth havıng redefined C1vıl soclety iın terms of
“10Ve” instead of “justice.” Originalıty asıde, it 1 nOT immediıately apparent that his
“redefinıition” represents advance in polıtical thought. It INdYy be that oclety’s values
“g1ve better Jue its character than do ıts constitutions systems of Justice formal
declaratıons, ” but the er Iso eXPressS1ONS of values which, for better '
shape the character of society. ' Anthony Parel, °“ Justice and Love in the Polıitical
Thought of St Augustine, ” Hugo Meynell, ed., Grace, Desire, and Paolitics: ESSAYyS

Augustine (Calgary, 75
Alexander Hamılton makes thıs VE pomnt in hıs gloss Alexander ope’s famous

couplet: ° For orms of SOV!  n let fools contest/ Whate’er 1S best administered, 1S
best.” g00d admıniıstratiıon MaYy be “the irue test of 00d government, ” but
indıfference forms 15 nothing short of ‘“polıtical heresy.” (Federalist No. 68)

63 ames Madıson, Federalist No 5il
MorrI1Ss, Western Political Thought, 230
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aDSO1lute clairhs upOon men’s loyalties.  2065 Such characterizations uggest
that ugustine’s polıtic cCommıtments WEIC, f not wholly indeterminate,
essentially of contingent nature Thıs 1s partıcularly evıdent in the wıde
range of church-state relatıons compatıble wıth Augustine’s definitions and
princıples. ONC end of the ‚pDectirum, ruler INaYy “"Jegiıtimately
disestablısh St1anı and punısh worshı1p C1ıvıl offense.  2266 Because
rulers 1ıth the of God who 1s often inscrutable in PUTITDOSC,
ECVCN rel1g10us persecution mMust be tolerated ®‘ In such C 1sSt1ans
cshould hold fast fo theır al and resist enforced idolatry, but they MUuUStT
not attempt to overthrow the ruler.

ugustine also allows for INOTE OT less complete separation f
church and State Here the state’s relatıon the ecclesia 1S neıther mar
Dy ostilı NOT SUupport, but by neutralıty OTr indıfference. In thıs scenar10,
the “temporal STA} 15 dıstınguıishe nNnOLT by ıts polıtıcal iructures and socı1al
arrangements but rather Dy whether it fulfillis the standard that those who

do nNnOoTt force |subjects] o implety and > %0685  iniquity”. ugustine
also be read o endorse I1MNOTC posıtıve posıt1on; C that the state
and should PIESCIVC the Church’s outward and unity.”69 ven ıf
such polıcy 1s pursued for purely mundane [CasONSs, it 1S fortuntous
[070) 81 for pılgrıms of the eavenly CIty. Fınally, it 1s poss1ıble that rulers
111 be incere Christians who “make their Servanı the divine
MajestyST. AUGUSTINE AND POLITICAL THOUGHT  301  absolute! cläims upon men’s loyalties.”°* Such characterizations suggest  that Augustine’s political commitments were, if not wholly indeterminate,  essentially of a contingent nature. This is particularly evident in the wide  range of church-state relations compatible with Augustine’s definitions and  principles. At one end of the spectrum, a ruler may “legitimately  disestablish Christianity and punish worship as a civil offense.”® Because  rulers govern with the assent of a God who is often inscrutable in purpose,  even religious persecution must be tolerated.” In such cases, Christians  should hold fast to their faith and resist enforced idolatry, but they must  not attempt to overthrow the ruler.  Augustine also allows for a more or less complete separation of  church and state. Here the state’s relation to the ecclesia is neither marked  by hostility nor support, but by neutrality or indifference. In this scenario,  the “temporal state is distinguished not by its political structures and social  arrangements but rather by whether it fulfills the standard that those ‘who  govern do not force [subjects] to impiety and iniquity’.”® Augustine can  also be read to endorse a more positive position; e.g., that the state ‘“can  and should preserve the Church’s outward peace and unity.”“ Even if  such a policy is pursued for purely mundane reasons, it is a fortuitous  boon for pilgrims of the heavenly city. Finally, it is possible that rulers  will be sincere Christians who “make their power a servant to the divine  Majesty ... [and] spread the worship of God far and wide.”° In this  sense, “the character of the state is dependent upon the moral and religious  commitment of its rulers.””* Augustine implies that “Christian Emperors”  are a blessing to the body politic, and may even signify a pledge of divine  favor. Yet as events in his own lifetime tragically proved, a godly prince  ®5 Markus, Saeculum, 172. Rist makes much the same point: “If the Emperor  happened to be a Christian, he would have the opportunity to act firmly, effectively and  deliberately for the glory of God; if he were a pagan, he would not, of course, promote  the interests of a Christian society directly, but his mere imposition of order and <peace>  would providentially allow the good to thrive, or at least to remain alive and in greater  security.” Augustine, 229.  % Caton, “Augustine’s Critique of Politics,” 455.  ® Ernest Troelstsch has suggested that Augustine entertained this scenario because “he  wanted room for the possibility of irreligious Emperors (regarded as a visitation of God  and a punishment of sin), and for the moral rejection of the powers that be in so far as  they did not allow themselves to be guided by divine righteousness.” Quoted in Barker,  E  “Introduction,” xxXV.  %® Donnelly, “City of God and Utopia,” 122; citing Augustine, City of God, V:17.  ® Morris, Western Political Thought, 233.  7° suam potestatem ad Dei cultum maxime dilatandum maiestati eius famulam faciunt.  Augustine, City of God, V:24.  7' Lavere, “Influence of Saint Augustine,” 9.and| spread the worshı1p of (10d far and wiıide.  »70 In thıs
C} “the character of the sStatfe 1S dependent uDON the moral and rel1g210us
commıtment of ıts rulers  »„7/1 Augustine mplıes that °“C‘hrıstian Emperors”

essing the body polıtıc, and MaYy SCVCN s12N1 pledge of dıvine
favor. Yet events in h1is OW) lıtetime tragıcally proved, {0] prince

65 Markus, Saeculum, 177 Rıst makes much the Salllec poınt: “If the Emperor
happened be Chrıstıian, he would have the opportun1 act fırmly, effectively and
delıberately for the glory of God; ıf he WeTC Dagall, he WOU. nOoL, of u  ' promote
the interests of Chrıiıstian soclety dırectly, but h1s InNnere imposition of order and CPDCAaCC)
would provıdentially OW the gx00d thrıve, al least remaın alıve and in cater
securıty. ” ug2ustine, 229

66 Caton, “Augustine’s Critique of olıtıcs,” 455
5657 TNES! Troelstsch has suggested that ugustıne entertaıned thıs scenarı10 because “he

wanted [OOIMN1 for the poss1bilıty of ırrel1g10us Emperors (regarded visıtatıon of God
and punıshment of S1n), and for the moral rejection of the DOWCIS that be 1n far
they dıd not allow themselves be gulde: Dy dıvine rıghteousness.” Quoted in arker,
“Introduction, ” N

68 Donnelly, “Clly of G(0d and Utopıi1a, ” 122° cıtıng Augustine, City of God, N
MorriI1s, Western Political Thought, 233
UUM potestatem ad Dei cultum MaXImMme dilatandum malıestatı eius Jamulam faciunt.

Augustine, City of G0d, V:24
Lavere, “Influence of Saınt Augustine, ”
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0€eSs not guarantee the welfare OT securıty of the nation.  ,/2 The V1Ta
pomt, however, CONCEOINS Augustine’s capacıty to accommodate each of
these configurations wıthın hıs ‘“nolıtical hought, ” thereby underscoring its
essentially indeterminate OT contingent ature In itself the CONCepL of
indeterminacy 15 supremely important; ıt 1S assumption at the FrOoot of all
normatıve and empirical eNqUIrYy 1n polıtıcs. VYet its place in ugustine (as
opposed tO stotle, Machiavelli, Montesquıieu, Burke) 1S INV1d10US,
because 1t alls dehlmit (or CVOCIL enu the rFansc of possible,
preferred, tolerable polıtıcal arrangements. Sımply pDut, ugustine c6.  1S
insufficıently AaWAaT®e and sufficıently precıse about the problem of what
mMeans acceptable in pursult of desirable ends in publıc ıfe N  2”73 He
0€eSs provide basıs for preferring Christian rulers and officıal urc.
but cshows rther interest ın chartıng the relatıon between polıtical
values and emporal welfare Some of the historical and theoretical
CONSCQUCNCECS of thıs indıTtTierence ave een noted The implıcations for
Augustine’s polıtic er has also een suggested. Indeed,
both indıcate that the SUuL of hıis posıtıve polıtical philosophy be
educed asıc formula.

I0 the degree that polıtıcal soc1ety promoted it X00d; the
egree that ıt embodiıie'‘ well-ordered cConcord „ 190(0) 0824 its members it
eEevVven better: the extent that ıt encouraged Chrıstian 1ıfe and volded
conflıict in loyaltıes between rel1g10us and polıtıc oblıgations, ıt had fulfilled
ıts role wıthın the unıversal scheme. ”“

CONCLUSION

As ıth attempt al “revısıon “ in the hıstory of ideas. the
preceding aCCOuNT of ugustine’s polıtic thought 1S lıkely (8) draw its
chare of crit1cısm. VYet even h1ıs admıirers acknowledge that Augustine
be spoken of as polıtic thinker in only the MOST qualified It 1S
also widely recognized that his scattered reflections governmen:' and
publıc authority often inconsıstent and al times morally dubious Such
admıssıons ave nOT, however, deterred ympathetic cholars from treatıng

1 As Figgiä— fiotes‚ Augustine’s assertion that ven Christian leadershıp 1s ultimately
incapable of successfully mediating between the 1wo Cities marks “the fınal repudiation
of the old VIeWS, much Jewish pagan, that temporal felıcıty follows the Service of
the irue God alıke for the indıvıdual and the natıon.” Augustine s “Clty of G0d.”

73 Rıst, Augustine, 235
74 Sheldon Wolıin, Politics and Vision: Continuity and Innovation In estern

Political Thought (Boston, 125
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ugustine important polıtıcal philosopher. ”” Yet hıs ugustine
often ears slıght resemblance fOo the Afifrıcan bıshop who deseribed the
City of Man “thı1s hell earth,” viewed slavery punıshment for S1IN,
and denied that yran IMaYy be resisted OI cashılered. ather, irequently
find hellenized modernized Augustine, “demon-free” Augustine,
indeed, ““polıtical eor1ist” who WOU. be Tully capable of engagıng
Arıstotle OT Rousseau cConversatıon. Does nOTt Augustine’s place in the
Cannn of polıtıc hought ASSUuTle thıs VeETY abılıty? Yet such
conversatıon IS only poss1ıble if the diıscussants chare understandıng of
the parameters of polıtic discourse. As “polıtical” thınker, Augustine
draws his first princıples from revealed relıg10n OLY Scripture) and hıs
entire orlıentation toward the socıal WOT. 1S inspıred DYy eschatologica
V1IS10N. It 1s therefore dıifficult imagıne Augustine comfortably
discoursing 1ıth classıcal and modern polıtic thinkers., whose first
princıples predomiınantly secular, rationalist, and naturalıstic. The ack
of COMMIMMNON ongue in thıs Ad1iCd indicates nNOT merely dıfference in
egree, but dıfference in kind the dıfference between philosophy and
heolozy Thıs 1S arı tO SaY that istlanı (Or relig10n) 15

incompatıble ıth the former./® Yet unlıke John of alısbury, Ihomas
Aquinas, and latter Chrıistian thınkers, Augustine not attempt
harmon1i1ze revelatıon and TCasonNn, theology and natural phılosophy iın the
realm of polıtıcs. Rather he rned AWaV from the temporal and -
centered values IC the specıal provınce of polıtical EOTY. For h1s
FrCason, above others, CVCN Augustine’s “most consıdered reflections
polıtical soclety INOTEC than the anxX10usSs questioning of
cshadow.9 / /

Austın 7X) Quentin TAVTOR

75 In addıtion Man Yy of the authors cıted above SCC Olıver O’Donovan, who argucs
that o0k @B of De (ivitate Dei 66.  15 correctly read In socı1al political
philosophy.” “Augustine’s City of God MX and Western Polıitical Thought,” Dionysius,
M (1987),

76 James Schall has explored the subject of Christian polıtical phılosophy at length
iın ser1es of books and artıcles See Christianity and Paolitics (Boston, Reason,
Revelation, and the Foundations 'olitical Philosophy (Baton ouge, and The
Politics of Heaven and Hell (Lanham, M My assessment of Augustine
polıtical thınker, and the place of theology in polıtics 1S, however, fundamentally al
varıance ıth Professor Schall’s.

Brown, .. St Augustine, ”


