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Philosophy lives seifishly in the present. Whatever of her past which she does not
suppose herself to understand now is, of necessity, neglected. To comprehend her whole
past she must needs be timeless. Whether there isatimeless or ahistorical or eterna present
accessible to human thinking is the question before us yet once more in respect to
Augugtine. Thisisthe Augustine who more than any other formed what distinguishesthe
Latin West and from whom we cannot escgpe. No scholastic tradition tames him. From
out of his overwhelmingly vast, diverse and even contradictory qous he assumes endless
guises S0 asto haunt usadways. His ever present, but ever changing, ghost forces us again to
confront the relation between self-presence and an dterity which escgpesus. Thistime he
emerges with his clamsfor an eterna present in the conflict between an historicist, anti-
metaphysica, postmodern retrieva and an ahistorica, metaphysica, modern reassertion.

Postmodern Historicist Refashionings of Augustine

Outlining postmodern theology, John Milbank begins with the << phénoménologues
frangais>>: Jean-Luc Marion, Paul Ricour and others! They follow Heidegger in admitting
the <<fin de lamétaphysique>>, but atempt to avoid <<le nihilisme de la différance>>
associated pre-eminently with Derrida. Milbank concludes with English-spesking
theologians, often inspired by the last work of Wittgenstein.2 Indeed, until the beginning of
1999, there was << Cambridge school>> among which Milbank lists himself, Graham Ward
and Rowan Williams << qui integre des thémes empruntés aux nihilistes frangais>> with the
work of the <<phénoménologues frangais>>.3 Milbank himself fashioned a
<<Pogtmodern Critica Augustinianism>> 4 Ward <<tenter d@ccorder théologie et
christologie orthodoxes avec la dfféancedarideEne>> .5 Milbank, Ward and Catherine
Pickstock, among others, now form an association devoted to <<Radica Orthodoxy>> .6
Milbank reliesfor the interpretation of the Detrinitateof Augustine essentid to his
postmodern purposes upon Rowan Williams’ and Lewis Ayres. To William& interpretation
we must come, but we begin with Jacques Derrida

Jacques D errida® postmodern Augustine

It is<<ladfféane>> generdly, not his particular reading of Augustine or of the
Catfesanes which places Derridawith Heidegger as philosophicaly determining postmodern
theology. Nonetheless, that reading involves most of the fundamentals. | will restrict myself
to his Ciraunfessan, which brings out these festures.

1J Milbank, <<Postmodernité>>, in: J. -Y. Lacoste (ed.), Didiavnareaitiquedethédage(Paris 1998), p. 916-917.
2Cf. F. Kerr, Theday afte Wittgaten (London 21997), p. 186-190 with 74-6, 80, 206-211. Illumining, for the
kind of understanding of the consequences of Wittgenstein for theology and religion moving here, is G. Guiver,
Fathin Mamatum Didindivenes d theChurch (London 1990). The key to the future is ridding the Western soul
of itsinteriority, the <<inner depths of persondity>> (p. 17). In the need to overcome Augustine influence,
Guiver locates a positive link with Feuerbach, Nietzsche, and nineteenth century aheistical Chrigtianity.

3 Milbank, <<Postmodernité>>, p. 917.

4 J Milbank, <<<Postmodern Criticd Augustinianism>: A Short Sunmain Forty Two Responsesto Unasked
Questions>>, in: Made'n Thedayy 7 (1991), p. 225-237.

5 Milbank, <<Postmodernité&>>, p. 917.

6 J Milbank, C. Pickstock and G. Ward (eds.), Rad@ Orthadoxy, A New Thedagy (London - New York 1999).
7R, Williams, <<The Paradoxes of Saf-Knowledge in the DeTrinitate>>, in: J. T. Lienhard et d. (eds),
Cdletanca Augdtinana. Augdine Predyter FadusSum(New York - Frankfurt 1993), p. 130 finds Wittgenstein
On Catainty closer to Augustine than is <<the Cartesian problematic>>.



As a quasi-autobiography involving adeclaration of akind of religious fath, an
attempt a areconciliation with his Jewish past in which that faith was received, the
<<margina notes>> which are Ciraunfessan mimic the Cafessanes Like the Cafesanes
they are part of aquest for <<the great pardon.>> .8 They aso involve a persond interplay
with the life of Augustine attesting <<alove story and a deconstruction between us>>.9

The Augustinian theologicd tradition is the quintessence of the Logocentrism which
makes Western culture. Derrida® postmodern <<nothing outsde text>> isa
decongtruction of that Logocentrism, dong with the salf which wasborn in, and isa home
with, that reason above history and text. Augugtine fateful identification of God and being
in hisinterpretation of Exodus 3.14 puts him &t the origins of Western onto-theology.1° For
postmodern theologians, the Augustinian self taken as secure intellectua substanceisthe
root of al which isto be overcome in modernity. Constituted in relation to the divineasa
mirror of the Trinitarian divine self-relation, the saif is established in a pure thinking above
and over the historicd, the communa and the practica. A knowledge of self and the divine
which establishes a normative grasp of the logic of redlity in the Cartesian way must be read
out of existence (and out of Augustine) in order to construct a postmodern Chrigtianity.

By areading of Detrinitatewhich would prevent comparison with Descartesd
Madtatians Rowan Williams and his postmodern theologica companions endeavour to
defend Augustine againgt the accusation that he is a collaborator in <<the fundamenta
illuson of modernity, the notion that the private self isthe arbiter and source of vauein the
world>> .11 Williams must distinguish <<Augustine discussion of the certitude of seif-
knowledge>> from the Cartesian use of the thinking subject® thought of its own activity as
an <<invulnerable epistemologica datum>>.12 Derrida® deconstruction of this center
dictates what is necessary for thisdefence. The postmodern theologica reading must
exclude from Augustine: (1) the union of substance and subjectivity, (2) intellectua
individuaism independent of communitarian praxis (3) salf-presence asrationd certainty
smultaneoudy established against and congtituting objectivity, (4) the unity of the normative
and the rationa which holds together knowledge and love and (5) the union of sdlf-relation
and therelation to God as other. Derridahas no interest in saving Augustine for Christian

8J D. Caputo (ed.), DeondrudininaNutddl: A anversation with Jaaues Derida (New York 1997), p. 20-21 and
cf. J D. Caputo, ThePrayasand Tearsd Jacues Darida: Rdigan withaut Rdigan (Bloomington - I ndianapolis
1997), p. 298-299.

9 J Derrida, Ciraurfessan, fifty-nineperiads and peiphrass witten in asat o interna mergn, bewean Gedfrey Baningan®
bak andwak in preparation (January 1989-A pril 1990), in: G. Bennington and J. Derrida, Jamues Derida, trans. by
G. Bennington, (Chicago 1993), p. 55. Benningtond part of the book is entitled Dearidabese On it, cf. W. J.
Hankey, <<ReChrigtianizing Augustine Postmodern Style: Readings by Jacques Derrida, Robert Dodaro, Jean-
Luc Marion, Rowan Williams, Lewis Ayes and John Milbank>>, in: Aninus2 (1997), an electronic journd at
http/ / www.mun.ca/ animus/ 1997vol2/ 1997vol2.htm.

10 That interpretation occurs repestedly in Augustinus, Detrinitate(ed. W. J. Mountain et F. Glorie, Capus
Chridianaum SaiesL aina 50, Turnhout 1968), lib. I, cap. | 2, p. 28, 43-p. 29, 69; lib. V, cap. |1 3, p. 207-208;
lib. VII, cap. V 10, p. 260-261. At lib. I, cgp. VIII 17, p. 50, 80-95 it is joined with contemplation asthe
Chrigtian hope for joy so that being, knowing and presence are fully together asgod. Thejoining at lib. I11,
cap. |1 8, p. 133, 24-29 does not mention Exodus but usesidpaumas our god. Detrinitatelib. 11, cap. XVI 27, p.
116, 25-26 and lib. 11, cap. XVII1 34, p. 125, 40-46 make clear that vison is of the substance. For acriticism of
anegative theology which only delays such a unification in hyperessentiality, cf. J Derrida, <<How to avoid
spesking: Denids>>, in: S Budick and W. | ser (eds), Langiegsd theUnssyade ThePlay d Negtivity in
Liteatureand Litaary Thery (New York 1989), pp. 3-70. In negative theology he includes: the <<Plaonic or
Neoplatonic tradition>>, Augustine, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein. He centers on the Pseudo-Dionysius and
Jean-Luc Marion& treatment of him.

1 R. Williams, << Sgpetiaand the Trinity: Reflections on the DeTrinitate>>, in: Cdletanea A ugdiniana
MédangsT. J ven Bawd [=Augdiniana 40 (1990)], p. 317.

2 Williams, <<The Paradoxes of Sef-Knowledge>>, p. 121. Augustine refutation of Skepticiam <<isbetter
described as an analysis of the grammar of the <subject>>>.



theology, but the rest of the project ishisown. The difference of interest isimportant,
however. Crucid to the Christian postmodern purpose is preventing the use of Augustine®
thinking in order to found an autonomous philosophica reason. So (6) it will be essentid
that nothing theoretical can be carried out of Augustine® anvadq hisitingariumin Daum

Derridai love of Augustine, as are his loves generdly, is Smultaneoudy hate. A
duality isessentia. Derridad thinking depends upon the textsit deconstructs, to make an
absolute beginning with salf or God in the Augustinian and Cartesian manner isimpossible
for him. He centraizes wha he depends upon, but determinedly gets around it. Thisisthe
method of Ciraunfessan, and the result isin the method.

The form, the method and the message of Ciranfesanare onel3 Thework asa
whole was written as a<<friendly bet>> or <<a contract>>14 between friends in which
Geoffrey Bennington dared Derridato let himself be exposed by an essay circumscribing his
thought, an account so systematic that it would even anticipate whatever Derrida might write
in the future. The wager cdled for Derridato read what Bennington had written, and then
to write <<something escaping the proposed systematization, surprising it>>.15
Bennington& Detridabese circumscribing Derridain this way, is published in large print on
the upper part of the page, and occupies about two-thirds of it. Derrida circumfessing
attempt to tak around Deridabeseis in smaller print below, the postion of the humble
penitent who makes his confession.

The relation with Bennington represents the relation between the self and God in
the tradition to which Augustineis centrd. Thisrelation is gpproached only through this
tempora encounter. Thereisno trestment of the arguments at the heart of the Cafesanes
about the substance of God and the tight interconnection between Augustined coming to a
knowledge of himsdlf, of the incorpored divine substance and of the nature of good and evil
- the arguments with which Stephen Menn will be concerned. Nor does Derrida pick up
the necessity of Platonism for the knowledge of natures and substances without which
Augustined converson isimpossible. A relation to philosophy which would alow
Augugtine to understand his experience by what is not within the historica is excluded in
Derrida® mimicking representation.

Outsde the theologica philosophica center of the Catfessanes D errida moves back
and forth between himself and Deridabase mimicking the movement in the Cafesanes
between Augustined own words and those of Scripturel® So far asthe Cafessanesis used as
amap on which to draw Derrida own journey, this may not be surprising. It ismore
remarkable that, in this reduction to the historica, Derridais drawn upon by the postmodern
Chrigtian Augustinians we are considering. With whatever fasficationsit involves, the
friendly bet with Bennington carries here the import of Augustined engagement with God.

In escaping Bennington, Derridais trying again to <<circumvent>> the
<<circumference>>, <<the onethat has dways been running after me, turning in circles

13 On << gyle as enactment>>, which is crucid to postmodern writing, cf. K. Qurin, <<Some aspects of the
<grammar> of <incarnation> and <kenosis>: reflections prompted by the writings of Donad
MacKinnon>>, in: K. Surin (ed.), Chrig, Ethisand Tragry: Essaysin Hanaur  Dadd Madkinnan (Cambridge
1989), p. 96 and p. 109, n. 15.

14 Derridain JaquesDaridg, p. 1.

15 Derridain Jacues Detrida, p. 1.

16 Caputo, ThePrayarsand Tears p. 294, is clear about the difference of the <<partition>> in Derrida® self and
Augustine; but, ultimately, Caputo® Augustine is postmodern in the sense | am developing. Caputo, p. 326.
writes: <<Derridamakes his own the Augustinian sentiment that truth is something you make or do, aitatem
fagre not something in whose open clearing you stand, head bared, basking yoursdlf in Truth& Er-augas>>.
This opposition to theory is the center of postmodern Augustinianism.



around me>> .17 Ashe says, <<Geoff remains very close to God, for he knows everything
about the <logic> of what | might have written in the past but aso of what | might think or
write in the future ..>> .18 Thus, the capitd <<G.>> in the English trandation aso stands
for God, and for Georgette, his mother, whom he partly comparesto Monica, just asthe
capitd <<D.>> in Djef, the phoneme of <<Geoff>>, sandsfor <<Dieu>>.1° TheD.
must dso stand for Derrida so far as his God is self-projection and the God in Daridsbese
evidently is Derrida® self-creation through another. G. isaso the predestinating God of
<<SA>>, <<Svoir Absolut>> or Saint Augustine? Of this G., whom heistrying to
circumvent, Derrida confesses, <<I love him and from the depths of my admiration without
memory,>> itishe<<I prefer>> 21

Thisloveismutud. Crucidly, Derridadependsfor hisidentity and motive force on
it. All of Derrida® activity in Ciramfessan is related to the astonishing interest of G. in him,
his desire to write about him, his circumcising or circumscribing him in an idea.
Ciranfessan, with itsrelation to Geoff, isametaphor for Derrida& whole life. HehasaG.-
filled life. In Ciranfessan, he writes relative to <<what G. will have written up there, beside
or above me, anme, but aso fa me, in my favor, toward me and in my place>>.22 This
interest and love are presupposed, and aso the need for them.

No philosophicd justification is given for this presuppostion. Either a contingency
of his persond relation to Bennington and Georgette istransferred to redity absolutely; or
Derridaassumes the religious revelation of God as good (in which case his theology is more
than the <<nonknowledge>>2 to which he limitsit); or he even assumesthe assmilation
by Augustine of the Biblica revelation and the Platonic teaching about the Good.2*
Derridad form of discourse, << style as enactment>>, and endless assmilation of the given
text to the free associations of its reader permits this assumption at the heart of hislifeand
work to remain without philosophical or theologicd justification.

The strength and weskness of the Derridean gpproach to philosophy is seen in his
relaion to G. Derridahas apostive relaion to its whole history because its metaphysica
center is so deeply assumed that his philosophicd activity is entirely dependent on it.
However, exactly as assumption, Derrida thought is aready adways outside the reason
which congtitutesiit in the same way as God ceases to be God when heisonly an actor in a
temporad interchange. This problematic haunts postmodernism generaly.

The wager is serious. Derrida® doing anything both depends on aself which is
defined by G.& knowledge and love and upon his escaping that. He does not, we may say,
cannot, desire to bresk the machinein which G. inscribes his Dearidabess <<I love him too
much>>.% This serious play isthe character of Derrida® entire work. In that jay, Derrida

17 Derridain Jacues Detrida, p. 3.

18 Derridain JaauesDerida, p. 16.

19 Derridain Jaues Detrida, p. 13 and 19. On the identity of G., cf. Derrida® 0Responsed to R. Dodaro,
<<Loose canons. Augustine and Derridaon Ther Selves>>, in Gad, theGift and Potnodeniam edited by John
D. Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon, Indiana Seriesin the Philosophy of Religion (Bloomingham and
Indiangpolis: I ndiana University Press, 1999), 79-111 &t 98.

2 Derridain Jamues Daridg, p. 54, cf. dso 73.

2 Derridain Jaaues Darida, p. 13 and 31.

2 Derridain Jamues Daridg, p. 26, cf. dso 222 and 268.

3 Derridain JaauesDaridg, p. 44 and 141-3.

2 Againgt which see the polemic of Caputo, ThePrayarsand Tears p. 12 and 344, n. 13. For Caputo, Derridaisa
Jawish Augustine, p. 283-286, 312, and Caputo wants to make Augustine® Chrigtianity Jewish, not Platonic.
Partly this has to do with Caputo& opposition to the Hellenic Heidegger (p. 311 with p. 326, n. 25). 1t would
not be difficult to deconstruct this binary opposition.

% Derridain Jaaues Darida, p. 36.



moves back and forth, neither winning nor losing.2 On one hand, there is <<theologic>>,
giving form to culture, on the other, theology is deconstructed because its pretensionsto a
containing infinity are given the finitude of text.

In the end, and paradoxicaly, Derrida clamsto produce the surprise by which G. is
defeated. Heiswaiting for <<the great pardon which has not yet happened ... which iswhy
| am addressng mysdlf hereto God ... and yet not only do | pray, as| have never stopped
doing al my life, and pray to him>> .27 By placing hislife in the context of prayer and tears,
apostion by which he distinguishes himself from Heidegger whom he clams does not
pray,2 Derrida gives the surprise that Bennington says he intended al along to <<provoke
and welcome>>.2 Derrida readers have not known about his relation to Judaism, his
religious struggle, his coming to terms with his broken covenant, his <<religion>>
<<without religion and without religion& God>>.2 By confessing his <<fath>> in this
way, Derrida has <<made truth>>31 and demonstrated the inadequacy of atemptsto
imprison his life and thought within the confines of a predictable system or method, that is,
within theory.

Augustineis, for Derrida, both the one from whom he must escape and the one with
whom he associates his own enterprise. Augustineis even an exemplar in his circumvention
of G. For Derrida, Augustine is genuine in his puzzlement asto Cur anfitarur Deo atti,
why he confesses to someone who knows dready. After dl, <<confesson has nothing to
do with knowledge ... [] in its structureit istotaly foreign and heterogeneousto
knowledge>> .32 He supposes that, as an act of love, Augustine® confesson does what
Derridais undertaking, making something new, which will, so to spesk, surprise God, and
lead to that to which Derrida has dso come, a<<learned ignorance>>.3 However,
recruiting Augustine in support of this circumvention is deeply problematic.

The Augustine Derrida assumes as text is what we may cal the Hellenic Augustine of
the gxdh sautan, whose confession and gathering of his dispersed self depend upon a
movement inward and upward both in and toward God. Postmodern Christian theology is
fleeing such a Platonic Augustine with the same energy as he is embraced by <moderns>
like Charles Taylor and Sephen Menn 3

In a Greek, philosophica reading of the Catfessanes Augustine came to know God,
himsalf, good and evil, and, by way of this knowledge, was converted. The autobiographica
books (1 to 9) are confession as praise because they show that the movement of hislifeis

% Derridain Jacues Darida, p. 44.

27 Derridain Jaaes Darida, p. 55-56.

2 Derrida, <<How to avoid spesking>>, p. 60.

2 Bennington in Jacues Deridg, p. 1. Derridacommented in his 0Responsed to Dodaro, 0Loose Cannons,6 98:
<<| am not sure that | surprised him [Bennington]. Insofar as he wanted to provoke a surprise, he was
anticipating asurprise, so he was not surprised a dl. In that case, he was no doubt in the position of God.>>
% Derridain Jaoues Daridg, p. 222, spesks of himsdlf as capable <<of founding another religion>>. Its
character isindicated in Derrida, <<How to avoid speaking>>. He explicitly does not spesk about
<<negativity or of gpophatic movementsin ... the Jewish or Idamic traditions>> (p. 31 and 53). In his
criticism of negative theology, he considers after the Greek and the << Chrigtian without yet ceasing to be
Greek>> paradigmsfor gpophasis Heidegger® paradigm which is <<neither Greek nor Christian>> (p. 53).
Derrida does not judge Heidegger to have succeeded in this theology without Greek philosophy, but he seems
to look for religion in a Heideggerian direction, dthough hisis areligion which prays.

3 Derridain Jaoues Daridg, p. 18 and Caputo, ThePrayasand Ters p. 326.

32 Derridat OResponsed to Dodaro, oLoose Cannons,6 98-99.

B Derridain Jacues Darida, p. 18.

3 Caputo, ThePrayasand Tears p. 294, cf. dso S Mennd, <<Augugtine® <1>: The <Knowing Subject> and
the SEf>>, in: Jund d Early Chrigian Studies 2 (1994), p. 291-324 and J. Milbank, <<Sacred Triads: Augustine
and the Indo-European Soul>>, in Made'n Theday 13 (1997), p. 451-474 for the postmodern Augustine who
has subverted Greek thinking.



contained within the patterns God in his Word imposes on the creation. In the confession
as self-examination and repentance (Book 10), he judges himself by the Truth which turned
him around. Asthe concluding books interpreting Geneasmake evident, he understands his
conversion in relation to the logic of the universa gneds alogic which is before history and
determinative of it.%

Augustine places his becoming, and &l becoming, within that universal logic, and,
crucialy, knoashisreation to it. In the hermeneuticd circle, thisknowledge is, for him, the
condition of hisbeing ableto interpret Geneds Augustine is drawn back into the cregtive
knowledge by which he is known, back to the Savar Absdut. Rather than contractually
excluding this return, the principle of his self-examination in Book 10 isabold redized
eschatology in which he nawvknows himself as heisknown.3¢ Thisreturn, the converson to
origin, iseverything. Augustine is not trying to circumvent the divine predestination and
knowledge, but rather to demonstrate the divine logic which moves dl things and to prase
it, to confessit, to saf-conscioudy place hislife within it. The Detrinitateworks out the
metaphysics underlying the relation between self-knowledge and the knowledge of God
which the Cafess anes presuppose.s”

Derridad Ciranfessan begins outside that to which Augustine would return; and, it
must remain there. G. has dready written, histext is fixed above the page, Derridawriteson
the margin below and outside. In that respect, Derridad circumfesson goes nowhere and
does nothing; it endswhere it dready began. 1t cannot return to the Savar A bsdut, which
can never truly be for Augustine, any more than for Boethius or his other successors, afinite
tempora before, or aspatia outsde. The Derridean Augustineisin an externd relaion to a
finite God. There heiscondemned to anever-ending search in a never-ending examination
of his experience.

Derridean subjectivity is endlesdy in quest, a quest which depends upon and yet
equaly must escape the gaze of subsistent being, who is equaly lover and enemy. The flight
from knowledge - an endlessy active doing both positively and negeatively dependent upon
the interest of the one who would know, who as afinite Absdut remains forever dso ariva
other - prevents containing the practica within the theoretica. The good will of the Savar
Abdut as contingently assumed prevents good will being more than contingent fact. The
Augustine deconstructed by Derrida® circumfession fulfills most of the requirements of our
postmodern Augustinian theologians. Thisis an Augustine for whom the exituswhich
conversion assumes cannot be taken into the divine saf-differentiation any more than the
divine can be known within ahuman sdlf-relaion; rather, the human and the divine have
passed into the historica and practica in which they must become increasingly opposed.

JanL uicMain& A ug.dines
Marion describes himsglf as postmodern with a qudlification. His philosophica
decision concerning the names of God takes place within apostmodern framework. <<If

% Cf. R. D. Crouse, <<<In Aenigmate Trinitatis> (Cafedans X11,5,6): The Conversion of Philosophy in S.
Augustine® Cafesars>>, in: Diaysus 11 (1987), p. 61.

3] Corinthians 13.12; Augustinus, Catfessanes (ed. L. Verheijen, Capus Chrigianaum SeiesL atina 27, Turnhout
1981), lib. X, cap. | 1, p. 155, 1 begins with thistext which governsit. In this context, it takes up the Hellenic
<<Know thyself>> so that Augustine judges himself by the Truth by which heisjudged and in relation to
which he has dways moved. Since he knows this, he discovers and so possesses, aswell as being possessed by
God.

37 Thisisthe opposite of a postmodern view of the relation of the two works. For J. S Od.eary, Quetianing
Bak. TheOwramingd Mdaphydcsin Chrigian Traditian (Minneapolis 1985), p. 166 the problem with the De
trinitateis that it is <<asecondary formation ... [,] largely an intrametaphysica one>>.



we understand by modernity the completed and therefore termind figure of metaphysics,
such asit develops from Descartesto Nietzsche, then <postmodernity> begins when,
among other things, the metaphysical determination of God is cdled into question>> .38 |n
his studies of Descartes, Marion raises this question when he finds that the metaphysica
namesimposed by Descartes on God reflect purely metgphysica functions and hide the
mystery of God.® He writes, <<my enterprise remains <postmodern> in this sense, and, in
this precise sense, | remain closeto Derrida>>; however, Diau sans|@re is, as aganst what
Derridawould dlow, <<hastext>>. God as charity is neither pre-, nor post- nor modern,
and so Marion& <<enterprise does not remain <postmodern> dl the way through>> .40

Part of his postmodernity is his turning to the premodern to find what modernity has
forgotten. Marion locatesin Greek Patristic theology his most direct way forward. Hisfirst
efforts <<to shoot for God according to his most theological name - charity>>41 arein his
L ddded la dgane where, in Pseudo-Dionysius, he discovered a genuinely theologica
relation to the divine names which involves oppostions - not actudly found in Dionysius -
between the divine atributes as names for praise and concepts for thought, between
theology and philosophy.*2 While Pseudo-Dionysius persists as the norm of what Marion
seeks in premodern theology, he increasingly assimilates othersto that norm, recently
Aquinas, and to aconsderable degree aso Augustine®

Aswith the postmodern theologians generdly, Marion reading of Augustine is best
understood in the context of his understanding and judgment about the foundations of
modernity, especidly asthose are Cartesan.# For him, in the 17th century

the radicad postion of subjectivity is replaced by the impersond recognition of
transcendence as a point of departure of philosophica reflection - God is now a
term in a demongtration, and no longer the assumed god of ajourney towards Him
... [R]ationdlity [takes over] certain problems and concepts previoudy tregted only by
revedled theology ...4

From Descartes on, the Dionysian divine names have become << purely philosophica
terms>> %6 |n contrast, premodern philosophica theology, as authoritatively represented by
Thomas Aquinas, preserves the anaogical gap between the cregsture and God because
<<our knowledge of God terminatesin inadequate and relative names, names which only

8 ) -L. Marion, Gadwithaut béng Hastexte trans. by T. A. Carlson (Chicago 1991), p. XX-xXi.

] -L. Marion, <<The Essentia Incoherence of DescartesdDefinition of Divinity>>, in: A. O. Rorty (ed.),
Esays i DexartedMeditations (Berkeley 1986), p. 297-337.

40 Marion, Gad withaut béng p. xxi; cf. G. Ward, <<Between Postmodernism and Postmodernity: The
Theology of Jean-Luc Marion>>, in: K. Flanagan and P. C. Jupp (eds.), Patnadanity, Saidagyy and Rdigan,
(London 1996), p. 192-93.

41 Marion, Gad withaut beng p. xxi.

42 ] -L. Marion, Lidded ladgane Cing &udes (Paris 1977). With regard to the thesis that the Pseudo-Dionysius
provides an dternaive a the origins of modernity, cf. idem, <<Theldeaof God>>, in: D. Garber and M.
Ayres (eds), TheCarxideHigay d Seaterth-atury Philasgphy, vol. | (Cambridge 1998), p. 270-272.

4 Cf. W. J Hankey, <<Dionysian Hierarchy in &. Thomas Aquinas. Tradition and Transformation>>, in: Y.
de Andia (éd.), Deys|A répadted s patéiteen Oriat & en Oaidat (Paris 1997), p. 414-15; idem, <<Denysand
Aquinas. Antimodern Cold and Postmodern Hot>>, in: L. Ayresand G. Jones (eds.), Chridian Origns Theday,
Rhdaicand Camunity (London - New York 1998), p. 150-161.

4 Marion knows Menné treatment of the relations of Augustine and Descartesin the form in which it was
presented as adoctord thesis @ the University of Chicago, cf. J. -L. Marion, Quetias @rté&enss |, Sur [&pe
ar Diau (Paris 1997), p. 42, n. 52.

4 Marion, <<The Ideaof God>>, p. 265.

46 Marion, <<The |deaof God>>, p. 265.



dlow God to be known as unknown>> 47 Marion& study of Descartesamsto show the
ambiguities a the origins of modernity; thus, thereisachoice for usin getting beyond the
modern which equaly involves staying with something present in it. What is made of
Augugtineis a the heart of this choosing.

Firgt, and mostly, Augustine is placed with Pseudo-Dionysius, Aquinas and the
premodern (i.e., pre-Duns Scotus, Qudrez and D escartes)*® as maintaining areason which is
aways transcendent toward God. Reason is dways smultaneoudly religious and properly
theologicd: for example, being is known in the andlaja atis there is no independent secular
reasoning, indeed, reslly no reason gpart from the itinerariummanttisin Daim Augustine is set
definitively against Suéarez, often Scotus, and usudly, but not dways, Descartes. Descartes
may be represented more as the victim of what the theologians did rather than as the worst
of the moderns. Augustine, then, belongs to the postmodern cure

Second, Augusting, is seen with Descartes on some matters. For example, they are
treaeted together on voluntarism, but the Cartesian doctrine of the creetion of eternd truths
is used to distinguish his voluntarism asthe moreradica. Thisisapoint on which Sephen
Menn differsfrom Marion - judging that Marion makes the bresk with the scholastic and
Augustinian traditions more sharp than it is. When, with Menn, the gap is diminished,
Descartes <<isbest understood as ... working out the consequences of the Augustinian
conception of God>> .50 The Cartesan agtoistraced to Augustine. However, what
Descartesis sad to have done with it Marion maintainsto be very different from what
Augustine was gbout.

Crucidly, Marion pointsto D escartesbown recognition that Augustine is using the
agtoas away to the analogous knowledge of the divine Trinity, and that thisisnot at al his
own purpose5! Here he connects with Etienne Gilson@ rejection of an Augustinian
foundation for Descartesdphilosophy. Because faith and reason, grace and nature were so
indissolubly linked in Augustine, according to Gilson, his philosophy cannot be detached
from religious itingrariumfor the sake of an understanding and control of the world. In
contrast, Menn& interpretation is substantialy directed againgt Gilson& position.>2

Further, Marion makes a digtinction which seems like that involved in Rowan
Williamsdcontrast between Augustine and Descartes, <<Augustined discussion of the
certitude of self-knowledge is better described as an anaysis of the grammar of the
<saubject>.>>3%8 Asopposed to Descartesdepwhich is established in <<ldnterlocution ddn

47 Marion, <<Theldeaof God>>, p. 266. Thomasisaso represented as amaster of gpophatism in Marion,
Quetias@té&emes |, p. 222-224.

48 Marion, and many others, learned important aspects of their history of philosophy from Gilson, including
thelir suspicion of the Scotistic Thomism of SQuérez as corrupting modern thought by tending to a univocity of
being which lies a the origin of theology as metgphysics, and, thus, as onto-theology. Cf., for example, Marion,
<<The Essentia Incoherence>>, p. 303-304; idem, <<The ldeaof God>>, p. 267-275; idem,
<<Metgphysics and Phenomenology: A Relief for Theology>>, in: Criti@ Inquiry 20 (1994), p. 576; G. Ward,
<<Introducing Jean-Luc Marion>>, NevBlakfriars 76:895 (July/ August, 1995), << Jecid |ssue on Jean-Luc
Marion& Gad withaut Béng>>, p. 318-321. Thisanaysisis dso picked up by Milbank and Pickstock.

49 Cf. J -L. Marion, Sur lepristemdaphydquedeDexartes Caditution e limitesdel@ntethéolajedansla panse
@t&ane(Paris 1986), p. 231-233; idem, <<The Essentid Incoherence>>, p. 303-304 which places Augustine
with Damascene, Aquinas and Anselm against Suéarez, Scotus and Descartes, who are guilty of the <<univocist
drift that anadogy undergoes>> (p. 306); idem, Sur lathédgjebandedeDesartes Andajeaétian ds \&ités
deandlese fadarat, édition corrigée et complétée (Paris 1991), p. 69ff., 162.

%0 S Menn, Dexartesand A ugudtine(Cambridge 1998), p. 341 n., cf. p. 343 n. and p. 395 and aso Marion, Sur la
thédajehblande passim; idem, <<The ldeaof God>>, p. 273-275.

51 Marion, Sur lathédajeblande p. 384, n. 22 on the agtoand on the will and knowledge, p. 384; cf. dso idem,
S leprisrermrdaphysque p. 138-41, 147.

52 Menn, Dexartes p. 6-17, 393 and 398-399.

5 Cf. n. 10 above.



trompeur ... Augustin déduit |@&xistence directement du fait de se tromper soi-méme ... donc
de se penser, par smple identité de soi asoi: setromper présuppose d@tre et y équivaut par
tautologie; 1@ gument augustinienne reste donc dans le cadre de lddentité de I&sprit alui-
méme>>.> Sanding behind the Cartesan en Augustine® agtois placed, by Marion, & the
origins of modernity. But because Augustine remains only with the self-identity of spirit, his
apis exempt from what would ground the modern turn to theworld. In contrast, the
Cartesian epis founded in an dtaité which might alow it to be used as a certain foundation
for universal control of what isother. However, since, for Marion, the Cartesian epis
digtinct from the identity of thought and being, it is not directly onto-theologicd. The
dreadful modern identity of subjectivity, thought and being is not completed. Descartesd
thought remains indéidée (dande.>

Third, Augustineis a the source of the Latin interpretation of Exodus 3.14
identifying God and being. Here, the evauation of Augustine may, in principle, if his
theology isfound to be Neoplatonic, subordinating being, reflect that of Aquinas. In Lddde
@ ladganeand in Diau sansl@re Aquinas was placed with the onto-theologians because he
made being the first of God& names. But in the <<Preface to the English Edition>> of
Gad Withaut Bang and in << Saint Thomas d@Aquin et l@nto-théo-logie>> and later works,>
the teaching of Thomas has been Neoplatonised by Marion as athéeatelage for which God
is before being which he gives even to himself. Aquinasis shifted toward Pseudo-Dionysius
and Proclus. So far as Augustine is not aso atheo-ontologian, he would be set againgt
Pseudo-Dionysius, and would need to be overcome’ Marion doctrine here resembles that
of Plotinusin Ennead VI 8, where the One frely gives himself being.3 Moreover, Marion&
Catesan ep sanding before the identity of thought and being, is close to the Plotinian
One.

Findly, Augustine is placed with Bérulle and Pasca (and thus against D escartes) in
the Christian reaction within modernity for the mystery and infinity of God againg its
tendency to univocity.® In contrast, it will be crucia to Menn& argument that Descartesis
inspired by Bérulle.

With Marion, the transcendence toward God is crucid. Marion, and our
postmodern theologians, are above al opposed to the <<univocigt drift>> in the Scotigtic
transformation of scholagticism by Suarez which leadsin Descartesto <<arationdity not
theologicaly assured by Christian Revelation, but metaphysicaly founded on the humanity

5 Marion, Quetias @té&eans |, p. 41; <<Formulations augugtiniennes et cartésiennes>> a p. 37-43is
Marion& most extended treatment of differences between Descartes and Augugtine on the agta

% G. Prouvost, <<Latension irrésolue: Les Queticns@rtéanes 11, de Jean-Luc Marion>>, in: Retvetharide98
(1998), p. 97.

% J. -L. Marion, <<Saint Thomas dAquin et l@nto-théo-logie>>, in: RaweTharige95 (1995), p. 31-66; the
re@radiois a p. 33 and 65; for Marion& shift or <<recantation>> here, cf. Hankey, <<Denys and Aquinas>>,
p. 150-52 and Prouvost, <<Latension irrésolue>>, p. 99-101. For later treatments of Aquinas, cf. Marion,
<<Theldeaof God>>, p. 265-67.

57 |n Marion, Gad withaut Baéng p. 73-74: Augustine is placed with Thomas, but the Greek Fathers are absolved
because being, for them, <<returnsto the Son, it could not in any way determine the triune divinity which
therefore exceeds Being>>. At thispoint Marion, in n. 51, p. 215 quotes with gpproval the remark of Derrida:
<<asalinguigtic statement: <I am hewho am> isthe admission of amorta>>. At n. 50, he subscribesto the
argument of J. S Od.eary finding Augustine at the origins of the onto-theologicd constitution of metaphysics.
58 Plotinus, Ennead (ed. and trans. A. H. Armstrong, Lo Clasi@ Library, Cambridge, Mass - London 1988), VI
8 12ff., vol. 7, p. 264ff.

% Cf. Marion, Sur lathédajeblande p. 140-60; idem, Sur leprisrendagphydque p. 313, 349; idem, <<The ldeaof
God>>, p. 272 and 292 and W. J. Hankey, <<Augustinian mmediacy and Dionysian Mediation in John Colet,
Edmund Spenser, Richard Hooker and the Cardina de Bérulle>>, in: D. de Courcelles (éd.), Auginusin dg
Nauzdt (Turnhout 1998), p. 159-160.
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of <men drictly men>.>>8 Thus, philosophy isto be transcendentaly oriented to theology
(which isreligious life rather than science) or separated atogether from theology.
Theology& independence from philosophy is what they demand above dl. Though their
programmes resemble that of Karl Barth, they are derived from Heidegger .51

We can conclude, however, that, in common with Williams and his companions,
Marion excises from Augustine any horizonta self-completeness of the interpenetration of
being, thinking and loving in maswhich might be exploited for philosophy independent of
revealed theology.52 Thisexcison isfor the sake of the transcendent relations of aradica
charity, relations which are smultaneoudy toward a communitarian praxisand toward God.%

Ronen Williamsdread ngd theDetrinitate

This transcendence, established against knowledge, is the perspective determining
Rowan Williamsdinterpretation of the Detrinitate For Williams, the limits of theory are set
because the appropriate response to the unresolvable problems of theodicy is
communitarian praxis® His posdition isradicaly worked out by John Milbank as
<<postmodern critica Augustinianism>>, for which theory occurs as a necessarily
incomplete moment within praxis® Milbank& theologica writing is <<composing a new
theoreticd music>>.% Theory belongs to composition and is not separable from it. The
requirement that we join in the pdeasmeansthat there can be no theoretica distance or
objectivity. The <<event of reconciliation must be not merely believed in, but actively
redlized as the exisence of acommunity in which mere <sdf-immediacy> isinfinitely
surpassed>>.57 With the surpassing of interiority and self-immediacy, we aso pass beyond
theology asthexia Apart from <<the singularity of Christian norms of community,
theology has really nothing to think about>>. Our response to the question of what God is
like is <<the formation of community. The community iswhat God is like>> .88

For Milbank, though time (as the dimension of the iting-arium® is privileged over
space, Augudtine radicdizes <<asdtressthat we only have participatory accessto the eterna
by revainingwithin the structures of space, time and human language>> .70 <<Because for

8 Marion, <<The Essentid Incoherence>>, p. 297 and 306; idem, <<The Ideaof God>>, passim.

61 ) -L. Marion, Etant Dané Esa dinephénaréndajedela donatian (Paris 1997), p. 329; J. Milbank, <<Only
Theology Overcomes Metaphysics>>, in TheWad MadeStrange Thedayy, L anguage Culture(Oxford: 1997), p.
36-37. Cf. W. J Hankey, <<TheriaveasPass Neoplatonism and Trinitarian Difference in Aquinas, John
Milbank, Jean-Luc Marion and John Zizioulas>>, in: Madan Theday 15:4 (1999), 391-397.

62 Marion, Etant Daré p. 11: <<lorsque enfin nous opposons l@donné a la subjectivité transcendentae, nous
ne suggérons pesque le <sujet> rendit dans ladonation>>. A return to Augustine will not be for the ske of a
metephysica or transcendentd subjectivity.

83 Cf. J -L. Marion, Prdégamines a la darité(Paris 21991). By means of a Pseudo-Dionysian theology of the
divine names and because the Eucharist isthe site of histheology of charity, communitarian praxisis not set
againgt but in contemplation.

8 Cf. R. Williams, <<Trinity and ontology>>, in: K. Surin (ed.), Chrig, Ethicsand Tragay, p. 87.

8 Milbank, <<Postmodern Critical Augustinianism>>, p. 231-235; cf. idem, <<Pleonasm, Speech and
Writing>>, in: TheWad Made Strangg p. 79-80.

6 Milbank, <<Postmodern Critical Augustinianism>>, p. 227 & 237; idem, TheWad MadeStrangg p. 4. For
his development of the notion that Christian faithfulness will require a poetic surrender to the musical flow
which, as againgt satic spatidization, stresses <<tempord occurrence through us>> (p. 44 and 142), Milbank
relies upon Ceatherine Pickstock. Cf. Milbank, <<Pleonasm, Soeech and Writing>>, p. 83, n. 62 and C.
Pickstock, <<Ascending Numbers: Augustine® DeMus@ and the Western Tradition>>, in: L. Ayresand G.
Jones (ed.), Chrigian Origns p. 185-215. Milbank& postion on the epin Augustine resembles that of Menndl,
<<Augugtine& <I>>> n. 30 above.

67 Milbank, <<The Second Difference>>, in: TheWad Made Strangg, p. 184-86.

68 Milbank, <<Postmodern Critica Augustinianism>>, p. 228.

8 Cf. C. Pickstock, Afte Writing OntheLiturg@ Canaummeation d Philasqahy (Oxford 1997), passim.

70 Milbank, <<Sacred Triads>>, p. 464.
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Augustine to know onesalf grnuindy means to know onesdlf asloving ... not interiority but
radicd exteiaizatinisimplied>>." <<Augustine® use of the vocabulary of inwardnessis
not & al adeepening of Platonic interiority, but something much more like its
subverson>>.72 Milbank acknowledges his dependence on Rowan Williams and Lewis
Ayresto establish this view of Augustine® Detrinitate

Thefirgt of William& two relevant articles, << Sgpientiaand the Trinity>>, islargely
occupied with refuting the charge made by Eastern Orthodox theologians, generdly, and by
awide range of Western theologians, of whom we may take Karl Rahner as representative,
that Augustine separates the trestment of the divine essence from the persona relations of
the Trinity in such away as to make the essence the subject of aknowledge of God prior to
and independent of revelation. Thisis associated anong Augustine critics with his
continuing attachment to Neoplatonism. Williamsisright in hisreection of this criticism,
which is based in misgpprehensions of how the divine essence and relaions are connected in
Augustine, of Neoplatonism - for which thereis no rational knowledge of the One - and of
the history of Latin theology - which derived the distinction between the deDeounoand the
deDeotrinonot from Augustine but from Pseudo-Dionysius.” | entirely agree with the
direction of Williams3argument on this point, but note what is characteristicaly postmodern
in histheological perspective: Williams wishesto reduce substance to relation (and thusthe
individud to the interpersona) and opposes autonomous philosophica reason.

Thisfundamenta opposition, which comes out of an antagonism to modernity,
produces three further and deeply problematic oppositions in Williamsdrepresentation of
Augustine. First, Williams opposes our union with God, on one hand, to the menta seif-
relation of remembering, knowing and loving, theimage of God in us, on the other. He
writes: <<Theimage of God in us... isredised when the three moments of our menta
agency al have God for their object ... [T]he mind ... will not know itsalf truthfullyif it isa
self-contained object to itself ... [T]he mind as independent individuaity cannot image
God>>." What, in Augustineg, is a choice between good and evil, between canvasoand
advagoin respect to God and sdlf, a choice which is only possible because of the three-fold
image, has become an oppostion depriving our knowledge does of atruthful basis.

Second, there is an opposition between our sgpatiaand the divine spatia <<Our
knowledge is not like God's- nor will it ever be: it will dways and necessarily be a spatia
learned or acquired (xv.26), even when it is assured (as it now is not) of atruthful basis
(Xv.24-26)>>." This meansthat the human turning to God, which Williams hasjust
demanded so that the image of God in us may betrue, can never occur. In fact, we can
never know in God. Williams embraces this consequence. The opposition of the two
wisdoms remains absolute with the result that the knowledge of the oppostion can only be
increased. The sameistrue of the difference between crestor and cresture.

Third, then, Williams opposes creator and cregture in such away that they can never
cometogether. Ours<<isatrinitarian life gppropriate to the crested order, as agangt the
trinitarian life appropriate to eternity>>. Hence, our <<sgpatia... terminateld| ... in our

71 Milbank, << Sacred Triads>>, p. 465.

72 Milbank, << Sacred Triads>>, p. 465.

B Cf. W. J Hankey, <<The DeTrinitateof . Boethius and the Sructure of &. ThomasdSumma Thedajae> >,
in: L. Obertdlo (ed.), Atti dd Cagesolntanezicded Stud Bazian (Roma 1981), p. 367-375; idem, Gad In
Himsdf: AquinedDatrined Gad as Expaunded in the Summa Thedagae (Oxford 1987), p. 12, 129-135.

7 Williams, << Sagpientiaand the Trinity>>, p. 319-320.

75 Williams, << Sgpientiaand the Trinity>>, p. 326. Thereisno Detrinitate lib. XV, cap. XV 26.
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recognition of our created distance from God ... [W]e are ontologicaly incapable of being
spatiaas God is>>.7

There is a consequence of these oppositions which is centra to Ayresdtrestment of
the Detrinitate”” Because union cannot be realised in sspiatia, indeed, in any kind of
possession and actudity, we must move from knowledge to love and to love as endless
quest. For Williamsthe Spirit is<<love in search of an object>>, while Sgpatia, <<once
we are clear what sspiatiarealy means>>, is<<alife tha generatesrelaions of love and so
generates otherness, difference>>; the divine salf-reflexivity is both <<completein
itself>> and <<aso indeterminately in search of an object to love>> .78 Williams concludes:
<<Thereiscertanly no trace a al here of aNeoplatonic interest in the One>>.7

Findly, then, self-reflexivity and knowledge, on one side, and self-othering and love,
on the other sde, are opposed. But this judgment of Augustine, as Williams represents him,
is profoundly mistaken. In fact, it is Williams himself who has interpreted Augustinein a
Neoplatonic way. It is precisaly the divison in Plotinus and in the Neoplatonists generdly -
with the exception of Porphyry - between the absolute First Principle and what has self-
reflexivity which separates the Neoplatonists from Augustine. In Plotinusthis has
consequences: first, that self-knowledge and the knowledge of the One cannot, in the end,
be drawn together and, second, that there are multiple human selves. The second
consequence has been recognised as cohering with a postmodern deconstruction of self-
identity.&0

When we turn to Williamsdarticle explicitly directed againgt finding Augustine a
collaborator in building the foundations of modernity and of Cartesian philosophy, we have
the same interpretative principles a work. In his<<The Paradoxes of Saf-Knowledge in
the DeTrinitate>>, Williams maintains his grest separation in Augustine both of the divine
and the human and of their wisdom. He regjectsthe possibility of a substantid human seif-
identity. The mind can not contemplate eternd truth or itself as objects. Saif-reflection
<<exigsonly as an avareness of the mind& working, the mind& movement>> . 8l
<<Created selfhood>> isradicaly incomplete and other-directed. For what it redly grasps
in knowing is <<the lack and desire out of which we live>>.8 Findly, for Williams,

[T]he paradox [Augusting] presses upon us is that a mind intringcaly incomplete,
desirous and mobile ... can rightly and intdligibly be sad to know itself completely.
SHf-knowledge is being defined, [therefore] not as cognition of a spiritua substance,
but awareness of the conditions of finitude and the ability to live and act within
them.83

76 Williams, << Sgpientiaand the Trinity>>, p. 325-327.

L. Ayres, <<The Discipline of Saf-Knowledge in Augustine® DeTrintateBook X>>, in: L. Ayres (ed.), The
Pesicatelnidlet. Essysan theTrandanetiasd theClasic Traditians (N ew Brunswick, U.SA. 1995), p. 263-264,
n. 7 and idem, <<The Christologica Context of Augustine® DetrinitateX111: Toward Relocating Books VI11-
XV>>in: Augdinain Studes 29 (1998), p. 112, n. 5 and p. 138, n. 76.

8 Williams, << Sgpientiaand the Trinity>>, p. 329-331.

7 Williams, << Sagpientiaand the Trinity>>, p. 331.

80 On which, in useful comparison with Descartes, cf. S Rappe, << Sdf-knowledge and subjectivity in the
Emeds>>, in: L. Gerson (ed.), TheCantxidge Carpanian to Pldinus (Cambridge 1997), p. 269.

81 Williams, << The Paradoxes of Sdf-Knowledge>>, p. 122. Eternd truth would remain <<through wha was
mutable and corruptible in the soul, asfact, image and language>>: J. A. Doull, <<What is Augustinian
spiatia?> >, in: Diaydus 12 (1988), p. 63. Doull& article is directed against such aview of Augustine.

82 Williams, << The Paradoxes of SHf-Knowledge>>, p. 127.

8 Williams, << The Paradoxes of Sf-Knowledge>>, p. 129.
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This paradox is of Williamsdown making and comes out of his assumptions, which
do not alow the most obvious fegtures of Augustined text to speak to him. Self-knowledge
in Augustine® Detrinitateis not Smply awareness of the conditions of finitude and of what
we lack. Sometimes, however, the text is weskly heard for amoment. According to
Williams, <<Augustine is not ... gppeding to some luminous intuition of our spiritua
essence, though heis quite cgpable at times of using language which comes close to
this>> .8 |gnoring this language, Williams clams that the Detrinitateis not about self-
knowledge which would congtitute a union of self-certainty and substance. <<Itisan
affirmation of the need at least to begin with the mind& involvement in time and in other
selves>>. Entering into onesdlf is reworked as self-othering love and thisis opposed to
Plotinian ecs The <<Plotinian a@csfor the Oneistransformed into an ecsdirected to the
understanding of ecsitself>> .8

Once again, it isthe contrast with Plotinus which gives away the wesknessin how
Williams reads Augustine. SQuch Christian theologica postmoderns keep having trouble with
the Neoplatonists because what they want to discover in Petristic Chritianity is, in redlity,
more securely found in pagan Neoplatonism than in Christian theology. The absolute first
for Plotinusis equaly named by us asthe Good aswell asthe One. The Plotinian Good is
the activity of afree will which is self-productive8s Indeed, the productivity or self-othering
of thisGood isitsvery nature - asthe Latin medievals said of it, <<bonum est diffusvum
ui>> .87 But thereisalimit to this salf-othering. 1n Plotinus the One-Good cannot reflect
upon itsalf, when it does so, when it is Smultaneoudy above and below itsdlf, it isnaus In
Plotinusit is, in fact, intellectua self-reflexivity which moves us down from thefirst to the
second spiritua hypostasis. Sgnificantly, the same is not true for Plotinus when spesking of
the will or love of the Good. He writesthat <<the nature of the Good isin redlity the will
of himsdlf>>, heis<<choosng himsdf>> 8 Heis, as <<cause of himsdf,>> <<lovable
and love and love of himself>> .8 |t isnot by turning to love againg intellect that we shall
move from Plotinusto Augustine.

Rather it iswith areflexive union of being, intellect and love that Augustine,
following Porphyry, probably mediated through Victorinus® and submitting to the
counciliar definitions of the Church, parts company with Plotinus. The Augustinian trinity,
as opposed to the Plotinian triad, is self-reflexive. The Plotinian One-Good is essentidly a
free, generous, othering, loving activity, but it is precisely not sf-othering because, asthe
Good, it cannot know itself in or asitsother. Thislack isreflected in the human seif which

8 Williams, << The Paradoxes of Sf-Knowledge>>, p. 130.

8 Williams, <<The Paradoxes of Sf-Knowledge>>, p. 132-133.

8 Cf. Plotinus, Emead V 1 and VI 8; M. L. Gatti, <<Plotinus. the Platonic tradition and the foundation of
Neoplatonism>>, J. Bussanich, <<Plotinusdmetgphysics of the One>>, and G. Leroux, <<Human Freedom
in the Thought of Plotinus>>, in: L. Gerson (ed.), TheCanrbridgeCampanian toPldinus p. 26-34, 55-57, 61-62
and 311-312.

87 For the Procline origin of thisformulacf. J. Trouillard, <<Processon néoplatonicienne et création judeo-
chréienne>>, in: Népaaisme miangsdfetsa Jen Traullard (Fontenay-aux-Roses 1981), p. 6 and idem,
<<Raison et mygtique chez Plotin>>, in: Raueds éuds auggtinenes 20 (1974), p. 9.

88 Plotinus, Ennead, VI 8 13 (Ladh 7), p. 270, 38-40.

8 Plotinus, Enneed, VI 8 14 (Lab 7), p. 276, 41-VI 8 15, p. 276, 2.

%0 Cf. P. Henry, <<The AdwausAriumof Marius Victorinus, the First Systematic Exposition of the D octrine of
the Trinity>>, in: Jurnd d Theday@ Sudesn.s. 1 (1950), p. 42-55 where what is missing, the mediation of
Plotinus by Porphyry, Hadot supplied. Cf. P. Hadot, Paphyred V idainus (Paris 1968) and the recent summeary
of the state of the quegtion with his own precisons by J. M. Dillon, <<Porphyry& Doctrine of the One>>, in:
Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé, Goulven Madec, Denis O®rien (eds.), Chedarsdessgesse Hammegea Jen Pgan
(Paris 1992), p. 356-366. A reault is, for example, N. Cipriani, <<Lefonti cristiane della dottrinatrinitarianei
primi Didoghi di S Agostino>>, in: Auginianum34 (1994), p. 260-312, which goes beyond Hadot in respect
to Augustine following of Victorinus.
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knows the spiritua hypostases by <<entering into itself>> but which cannot, in the end,
hold together self-knowledge and the One. In Augustine we have genuine self-othering and
sef-reflexivity both in God and in his human image. What is fled by postmodern theology is
what makes Augustine® characteristic development of Christian Platonism. It isironic that
the fundamental fault of thiswould be theologica and anti-philosophical reading of
Augustine isto reduce dmost to nothing the trinitarian structure of the divine and the
human for Augustine. Williams, in flight from an association of Descartes and Augustine,
misreads Augustine relation to the Plotinus whom Williams imposes on Augustine & the
very moment that he polemically opposes N eoplatonism.

A Modern Ahistorical Reading: Stephen Mennd Cartesian Augustine

In this hermeneuticaly self-conscious age, Sephen Menn® Dexartesand A ugdinehas
arefreshing smplicity and directness® Heis <<anti-higtoricit>> and workswithin a
metaphysical science which <<progresses through emulation, criticism, and refinement>> 92
He reportsthat <<Gilson and many othersthink that there is something essentialy modan
underlying D escartesdwhole project of thought, and that this modern orientation excludes
any rea community of intention between Cartesian and pre-modern metgphysics>>.
Though the others include Heidegger and Husserl, Menn <<can find no truth in any of
this>>. Having examined D escartesdsources, Menn discovers no <<incommensurability
between D escartesd<modern> metaphysica project and the <pre-modern> projects of his
predecessors>> %

In fact, Menn reads with us agreat ded of philosophica and theologicd text from
Plato and Aristotle through the Soics and Middle and Neo-Platonists to Augustine and
within the 17th century. The reading isintelligent and sometimes informed, though not by
any means weighed down, by the immense secondary literature on dmost every question he
touches. | cannot examine hiswhole argument, but | will try to indicate how Augustine
gopearsin hisreation to Plotinus from this ahistoric perspective which sees continuity
between Augustine and Descartes rather than an unbridgable gap.

Menn finds continuity at the very points where our postmodern Chrigtians place the
gaps. What Augustine learns from Plotinus and hands on to Descartes is not fundamentally
aset of metaphysica theses but a spiritud discipline, an itingrariumof the soul, and D escartesd
philosophicd project isawork of Chrigtian piety inspired by the Cardina de Bérulle.
Descartesis responding to the felt need in the 17th century to develop from Christian
<<Augustinian principles a complete philosophy to replace that of Aristotle>>. To search
for wisdom, Augustine <<makes centra use of the discipline for contemplating the soul and
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(1978), p. 183-221; Augdinana29 (1979), p. 97-124; B. Sock, LaCavnasanedesa au Mo A g (Paris 1998),
p. 14-15; idem, AugdinetheReader. Meditation, Sdf-Knoaledgs and theEthicsd I ntarpretation (Cambridge, Mass.
1996), p. 261 & p. 276-277; idem, <<<Intelligo me esse>: Eriugena® <cogito>>>, in: R. Roques (éd.), Jan
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