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Abstract

This essay traces the reception of Augustine in"tb@@Q1 century
phenomenological tradition. It gives special attention to recent monographs
on Augustine by Jeanc Marion and Jedwuis Chrétien, but

contextualises these both fore (by examining the earlier work of Edmund
Husserl and Martin Heidegggas well as earlier and less determinative
Augustinian engagements by Marion and Chrétien) and aft (by critically
considering the philosophical, philological and theological implications of
phenomenology for the study of Augustine). The-faddion of its

study of Augustine himself and its study of the various phenomenological
appropriations of Augustine sheds new light on the Augustinian questions of

Platonism, ontology, and the role of Scripture in philosophy.



| wish to express appreciatioritte following people and institutions:
For emotional, intellectual and financial support:
Dorothy Metzger, Paul and Jo Biebighauser, Donna and John Olsen.
For guiding the project's development fundamentally:
Prof John Milbank, Dr Karen Kilby, Dr Cor@uanningham.
For collegial encouragement and friendship:

Eric Austin Lee, Aaron Riches, Anthony Paul Smith, Stuart Jesson,
Joseph Vnuk, OP, Mi chael OO0 Nei |

Haynes, Andrea Russell.
For generous comments:

Prof. Scott Huelin, Donmalsen, Caleb Crainer, Dr Simon Oliver,

Prof Lewis Ayres.
For hosting my work:
The Libraries of the University of St Thomas, which were so

hospitable to the work that they are not even aware that | had no

official business using their computers and retheiindpooks.
For the caffeination and hospitality without which the project truly
never would have survived:

Lee Rosy's, The Malt Cross, Jam Cafe, The Angry Catfish, Fireroast

Mountain Coffee, Coffee Bene, Caribou Coffee 1265, Peace Coffee.

And to my paent wife, Meghan.

Bur



List of Contents

Introduction (pag®)

Husserl antieidegger on Augustine (pade
Marion and Augustine (pag®

Chrétien and Augustine (pddé

On Genesis (pa@39

Bibliography (page 297)



[. Introduction

oMentitur qui te totam léaissrd | s i d ofaneoushséystBanv i | | e
imagined Augustine: The one who confesses that he has read all of you, lies.
The difficulty of approaching Augustine is first a function of the sheer

amount of words he wrote and said, and secondlyea aidhe swath of

genres in which he wrote and said tlserd thirdly a matter of the variance

of styles, intellectual positions, and temperaments which he .aBupted

if, in a mundane thought experiment, we can imagine a reader having
brushed her eg across all of these words, it is difficult to imagine her being
able to make systematic sense of them all. We always approach Augustine in
some sort ofmedias resd our understanding of him is always provisional.

We could translate Isidore moreskdyg: The best reader of Augustine is the

one who does not deceive himself into thinking that he is reading Augustine
entirely, or reading entirely Augustine. Perhaps the Reformation would have
taken a much different shape if all of hisceé@tury adhents would

acknowledge this fact. Perhaps we could make a similar case for the current

ecumenical scene.

But disputes on Augustinian turf are not limited to theological and
ecclesial crises. | f ,-consgiousi sting Augus
descedents, theological figures come to mind first, they are nonetheless

followed by similarly explicit and selhsciously Augustinian philosophers:

llsidore of Sevill®e natarrerurtMignePL 83.1109).



Descartes, Mal ebranche, Wittgensteiné
philosophical figures can function agm#&oduction to Augustine, and more

than an introduction, a lens. The present essay takes it as axiomatic that no
reader approaches Augustine without such a lens, without a guide, without

some sort of prioritization of intellectual concerns, withouba cd

supposed greater and lesser works, without presuppositions of which

guestions are worth asking, which answers are worth entertaining, and in

many cases which genres are worth ignoring altogether.

This thesis intends to introduce the phenomendltgidaion as a
lens onto the Augustinian terrain which has been emerging from continental
Europe for the past century, and which has been especially prominent and
coherent in the past decade. In it | will give a sense of the contours of this
tradition: its intentions, its contexts, the textual ground on which it plays, its
methodologies, and its limitatiohsvill make the case that the
phenomenological readers of Augustine have all used Augustine for
rhetorical ends, and more decisively for phibsalpends. | will draw
attention to this interesting phenomenon in some of the earliest texts of the
tradition, from Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger, and | will sustain this
sort of attention into a more extended reading ofLigaklarion and Jean
LouisChrétien With regard to these latter thinkers, | will argue that their
accounts of Augustine are bound at once to a theoretical fidelity to
August i ne 0 8thabisytheytatteropt tg lnpack what Augustine

himself tries to communicate, indegently of their own theological and



philosophical agendand to some extent to a theoretical fidelity to their
phenomenological forebears. It will be the burden of much of this thesis to
describe the specific fissures that this dual loyalty cadlses feork, and

to evaluate the success of their attempts to navigate such fissures. In making
this assessment, | want to make my own loyalty clear: it lies with Augustine,
and not with phenomenology. | will suggest throughout this work that there

is sgnificant overlap between the two, and Imdake a case for why this is

so. This work has already, in large part, been done for me by Marion and
Chrétierthemselved Marion in particular takes many pains to elaborate a
opr-phenomenol o dugdsting, ang sfiachhts accoant to

point satisfactorily to several passages in Augustine which agree with, and
even anticipate, certain phenomenological theses and methods. But
ultimately, there are points of departure from Augustine in the dogmatic
foundational texts of phenomenol@gyndeed, how could there not be,

given the millennivandahalf of philosophical developments and

departures betweenthed®nd | i ntend to call the rea
places where | have found phenomenological $#tildbantruding on

Augustinian shibboleths. Even more frequently, | will argue that while a
particular conclusion of Marion@hrétiens correct, it only captures a part

of the picture, and by ignoring other related conceptual or textual material,
theyrisk oversimplifying Augustine. The principle examples of this pattern
are Augnataphysigse®dsd AugusttotheeNes r el ati onshi
Platonic tradition. ilice Marion in particulfights hard against the rather
uncontroversial nature of the Igteand the very existence of the former, |

7



am relatively forceful in my critiques of his expositions of Augustine with
regard to bothl have not done so with malibet with the sincere belief
that Marion wants to learn from Augustine, and that he lolosedf off

from such an education due to a surprisinglydexeioped sense of loyalty
to dogmatic phenomenologihe same is true, tdesser extent, fony
response t€hrétiel® monograph on AugustidalthoughChrétierhas

himselfoutlined similar critical comments indtiser works.

This is a work on Augustine, and on his philosophical reception in
the 2@ century and beyond. One easy way of begidaictgally a
surprisingly popular o®evould be to point to etymology, and say that for
Augustine, philosophy is the love of wisdmm,then discuss what
Augustine says about love or about wisdom. Typically this is an excuse to
talk a lot, sometimes without much rigor, and it tends to wind up being
dismissive of, or wringing our hands about, what goes on in philosophy
departments tise days, lamenting that current institutional philosophy is not
just a code for sophiology, or that philosophers do not talk enough about
love. Although love will certainly become a theme for this work, because it is
a theme for Augu alinterloautdrs, | hopgeenmyp menol ogi ¢
discussion of their work to avoid this hamohging. But even the wringing
of hands is not entirely bereft of salutary motivation: it is not unrelated to
one of the facets of Augustine that has been most attractive tasnode
namely that he wrote at least one of his major works in the first person, and

therefore cast his philosophy into a very personal realrt.ofiiessiovis



often mention, even on the same page, both the attractions and
shortcomings of a particuldrp | osophi cal school and Augl
with toothache. There is a real sense that Augustine makes philosophy a
practice, practiced by actual peopl e, a
personal quest, comparable to the love of another perexample, is

more accessible or more exciting than the systematic acquisition, appreciation

or rejection of various philosophical doctriri@se of the mads

characteristic and winsome trajectories of the phenomenological tradition

which will emergl the present essigythe real attempt to capttines

olivedd nature ofAugustiné philosophy.Butthe phenomenologisis

especiallifeidegged ovecompensate for a realp@rceivedveremphasis

on Augustin& historical and intellectual contéittis personal dimension is

not easily separable from the more historical dimension, that which deals

with these doctrines or schools.

August i nerdgssidius ie @nora phé fest to suggest the
approach that the phenomenologists have, in recent days, taken. He closes
hisVita by telling us that, whatever benefit we might get from reading
Augustineds works would bepreachhomeedi ng by

better, by having a conversation withifhis is not simply about

20From his writing assuredly it is manifest
to God, lived uprightly andiserly in the faith, hope and love of the Catholic

Church insofar as he was permitted to see it by the light of truth, and those who

read his works on divine subjects profit thereby. But | believe that they were able to

derive greater good from him whierd and savim as he spoke in person in the

church, and especially those who knew well his manner of life amangemen (

homines conversationeomor e | i terally, those who had co
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rhetorical charisma, sensory stimulation, or the privileging of the spoken over
the written word but about exchange and (especially) dialogue (in both
preaching and 'intineatonversation’). Obviously this is impossible for us,
since Augustine has been dead for some time now, but | should like to
suggest, by way of closing this introductory chapter, that it points us to two
sort of next best things: on the one hand, asMand Chrétien have

begun to do, to give, within our internal canon, a special place of authority to
the sermons and biblical commentaries a
actual speeches, and to a lesser extent the dialogues, at the relatioé expense
the more composed philosophical treatises. And on the other hand, a way
forward that is absent from the phenomenologikish is that in some

prominent passadesugustine suggests that centiiralaspects of his

philosophy (especially the sacrdas)are at the heart of the question of its
continuity or break with Platonism. This is the question of the liturgical
mysteries, which are formally sympathetic with certain practices in Platonism,
but, Augustine argues, superior in what they accorpatisbf the work in

the last chapter of this essay will be to argue that these mysteries, viewed as

themselves philosophical, could easily find a place in continuity with the

PossidiusThe Life of Saint Augystares. Herbé Weiskotten. New York:

Evolution Press, 2008, 31.

3 As is obvious from the fact that he givesiglsandconversatimrelevant modes.

4 AugustineContra acaden3iei®23; cf. als®e civitatelIIl. This book (and

indeed the entirety Bfe civitate)deiwrongly neglected in many discussions of
Augustineds Platoni sm, i Gonfessiemsl also o f t he on
the comparatively scanty treatmeitarvera religione rectify this neglect is a

very peripheral interest of Chapter 5 efgdtesent essay.
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descriptions of Augustine that are present in the phenomenological tradition,

paticularly in the last ten years.

In order both to critique and tdwance these sorts of questions, a
fuller account of Augustine and his relationship to the philosophies of his
time requirethedelicate balancing of AugusBngersonal life and the
historical and philosophical contexts in which he works; the final chapter of
this thesis attempts to sketch some of itleetebns that a dialogue between
the lively phenomenologists and the sober higoniyht take.In any
event, there is a broad conseirségiglcAmerican scholarship at |ethstt,
to whatever extent tligonfessiens e ra tdusagdi aut obi ography, o
least as much also an appreciation and a critique of ancient philosophies, cast
in narrative form, where Mani and Cicero and Plotinus become dramatic
heroes. This introduction, and indeed the whole of this thesifhitat@s
granted, although in its telling, it will emerge that the fact that the last two
books of theConfessi@ms an extended exegesis of Genesis is also a part of
that trajectory, resulting in a reading oibefessiovizerein the Bible is
somethng like a philosophical text, or maybe even the philosophical text par
excellence. This insight is not entirely foreign"toe2@ury Anglo
American readings of Augustine, but it does tend to remain implicit, and thus
underconceptualized. It will bleet onus of the last chapter of this work to
conceptualize it, and to | ocate certain
Scripture, particularly of Genesis, as the center of his philosophy. Such a

|l ocation, and even a v a)jaegsciipwraltisabn, of A
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l east implicit in passages of Marionos
Augustine; | begin to pull on and to follow some of these strands in the two
chapters of this thesis devoted to these books. It is an impulse that | find
winsomeand persuasive in these recent phenomenological readings of
Augustine, and it is only one among many impulses which | believe to have
at least some merit. But unless there is some literature devoted to this
guestion that | have entirely missed, thesmgsathve been almost entirely
ignored by the Angldmerican guild of Augustinian scholarship.
secondarpart of my intention in this thesis, thenpimake a case to this

guild that the Augustines of Husserl, Heidegger, Marion and Chrétien are
worth their ime, even, perhaps, a necessary supplement or corrective to the
work that they do.A central disclaimer applies heZertainly some readers

of Augustine thosevery conservative schotarko continue to ignore the
burgeoning fieldfscholarshigmphasizinthe distance betwe@unigustine

and Descartaswill be more scandalizedthg phenomenological

Augustine than thacreasinglynainstrearscholars, in America, Europe,

and the United Kingdom, who insist thagistinedoes not present a

simple interiorist philosophyThelongstanding stereotype, tatgustine

5| think primarily of Philip Caryvhohas publishedtelogyof populaizingbooks
Augustineds I nvention of tOxiord:IOrfarxer Sel f: TI
University Press, 2QG@hdinner Grace: Augustine in the Traditions of Plato and Paul
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2088dOutward Sigmse Powerlessness of
External Thi ng.Oxfordh Oxford tniversity neds Thought
Press, 2008vhich have gained a certain amoutraafion in American religious

studies departments, although the broader world of Aigusitholarship has

ignored or refuted him.

6 Cf. LewisAyres Augustine and the Tridaynbridge: @nbridge University Press,

2010 John MilbankgSacred Triads: Augustine and the Z8dmpean Sod.

Modern
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is an uncomplicated figure in a straightforward trajectiotg radrist
philosophers from Plotinus to Descartes, all of whom reject the material
world in faror of a privileged immatersalul, haseen solidly rejected by
Augustinian scholarshiput thishas not entirely convinced the historians
of philosophy whacarcely have the time for a cursory reading of
Augusting most prominent and obviougphilosophtab texts let alone a
serious engagement wttilosophical themes in ldtheological texts, or
certainly his sermons and interpretations of Scrifthexeent
phenomenologicahgagements wikugustine, both in their openness to
these mordistoricallyobscurdexts, and in their ideological commitment to
a crosdertilization oftopics traditionallgeparated by disciplinary
boundaries gbhilosophy and theologyan serve as an ally to Anglo
American anthe @ntinentakcholars oAugustine Both camps share an
undesstanding of Augustine as a socially situated thivtkesephilosophy
emerges in service not only to God, but to a community: the
phenomenologistsew this community first in terms of theated universe,
where the scholars will tend to prioritize the Church, but both contexts
eschew an individualist or interiarstding of Augustind.o this extent, |

am claiming that serious readers of Augustine will benefit from seriously

Theology 3 (1997): 45474 Rowan Willamsp Sapi enti a and t
Refl ections on De Trinitat e.Bunhgnl. Co
van Houtem and Mathijs Lamberigts Z337. Louvain: LeuveRress, 1990

Michael HanbyAugustine and ModeNsty York: Routledge, 200Best the

reader note that | pdbur titles from four ideologically and institutionally related
readers of Augustindil like to assert thtte entirely separate, very sober and
historicallyninded, and extremely weljarded book by Stephen keomes to
precisely the same conausias most of the above thinkers: sdedssartes and
Augustin€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002.
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reading the phenomenological treatsmehAugustine; they might not find
anyparadigreshiftinginsights in this thesis, but they will celggdindsmall
bits of creative and persuagf@ologyherein, and perhaps some paths to
surprisingllies.

Are Marion and Chrétien essential to thisin@miorist project? Is
there something in their methodology or their concern that entirely escapes
this project? Or are they merely intergsprovocative, and at best able to
overlap with the best Anghamerican readings? There is, from my
perspective, no question that Marion and Chrétien have some good insights
into Augustine. But to what extent are these insights essentially
phenomenoladgal, and to what extent only accidentally so, or at least only
indirectly bound to the practical and methodological constrictions of
phenomenology? Put even more bluntly, is phenomenology itself of any

value in the reading of Augustine?

The answer of my argument is 0Ono
significant reservati onseidéggeront wi | |
phenomenology has a seftect of hermeneutical carefulness, an
inauguration of hermeneutics as at once a serious and an imaginative, even
playful, enterprise, and that it is this care, rather than any dogmatic assertions
about metaphysicerfexample, that marks phenomenological readings of
Augustine both as distinctively phenomenological, and as worthy of
consideration within ngghenomenological circles. So the first substantial

chapter, in arguing that Husserl and Heidegger have resvgiviea
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sufficient credit for their restoration of temporality to a central place in their

readings of Augustine, will not hesitate to distance itself from a more rigidly

doctrinaire reading of these figures as philosophically interesting in their own

right. This will no doubt be unpopular among phenomenologists, and to

them | offer an apology. Likewise, my reading of Marion on Augustine will

often suggest that an overly-gre t er mi ned -tahé @lrgyy @ oc ®m nd to
times derail his otherwise soligiipretation of Augustine, and further, that

this allergy is almost entirely accidental to what Marion really would like to

say about Augustinefs thought of the se
forced to, | would estimate that fully 95% ofM&rid s pr oj ect does no
depend at all on his allegedly determinative decision to substitute
O0phenomenol ogyd for Ometaphysicsd as th
Augustine, and that the remaining 5% (for which Marion will no doubt be

most sharply criticizetbimn AngleAmerican quarters) is indeed hard to find
exegetical support for in Augustineds w
Chrétien the more valorized place in my considerations, notwithstanding his

pl acement in the o0tnmearldsobdumdmothé f or Chr ®t
Heideggerean project of denying some sort of speculative or metaphysical

di mension to Augustineds thought, and s
approach to Augustine is not nearly so often derailed by a prior

methodologicak{en ideological) commitment. The final chapter of this

essay is in keeping with this trajectory, which allows phenomenology an

important instrumental role in the interpretation of Augustine, but denies it

the power to set an ideological agenda for Angutfore he is even, so to

15



say, allowed to speak. It will, as | have already intimated, tend more to the
speculative and less to the hermeneutical, and will gesture towards directions
in Augustinian scholarship which are congenial, | should thintqg buth
AngloAmer i canténoorizingd tradition of
phenomenological camp, but which neither of them have conceptualized

sufficiently.

In other wordsmy argument isiore centrallgirected at the
phenomenologists themselvesill argughatthe general contowf their
approacho Augustinags impressively monomaniacal: the entire tradition
insists on reading Augustpremarily through the prism of the relationship
between the self and the world, and reading subjects arslaspect
constituitve poles of manifestatiomhe sheer quantity of Augustinian text
that they are able to shoehorn intoftasieworkand with a generally
persuasive output, proves thedrtapproach isitriguingand
underdevelopedut the degree to which thegve had to shift
phenomenological dogma in the directionugfultiniarexploration proves
thatmore work is still to be donBhenomenologgan bring, indeed has
brought, some significant if accidental light to Aug@slifieeand text; but
in the end, this thesis suggestsrtitae surprisingly and more centrally,
Augustine is currently in the processooivertingand transfiguring

phenomenology itself.
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Il. Husserl and Heidegger on Augustine

Abstract

In this chapter, | examinedwompeting early phenomenological readings of

Augustine. | argue that the primary point of contention between Husserl and
Heidegger on exegetical grounds functions as an emblem of the larger

di vi si on between the two tuhsisrekrdrfssd phen
reading of Augustine and theerior homaintains a fundamentally subject

oriented phenomenology under the guise afgbehé whi | st Hei degger ¢
more sustained readingGunfessiofielaborates a symbiotic relationship

between subject antject. But the similarities between their accounts are

ultimately more important for the current project. Both thinkers rightly

establish temporality as a determinative question for how one reads

Augustine, and for how one practices phenomenologyyibidrirdy

exclude theology and Greek metaphysics from their considerations, in an

attempt to preserve a supposedly pure arena for phenomena to assert

themselves. In the end, since Heidegger has been more decisive in the

tradition of phenomenological ennters with Augustine, and since his

reading of Augustine is more superficially coherent, | begin here to argue for

the necessity of a more rigorous engage

metaphysics.

17



Husserl makes prominent but elliptical use of Auguste

First, a disclaimer: this section of this chapter might be frustrating
for some readers. Unlike the section on Heidegger which follows it, and
unlike the subsequent chapters on Marion and on Chrétien, | have here a
scarcity of material. So far &ave been able to determine, Augustine
appears with some significance only twice in the Husserlian canon: very
famously as the closing quotation ofGheesian Meditatiand less
famously as the introductory quotatioiiloedé Phenomenology of Tribeena
Consciousné&zsme words of seglfstification are thus in order, if only to
clarify the use | make of Husserl and his importance to this project. In part
this use and this importance are limited to methodological foils; only in the
dim light ofH u s s e thand (& nobtd day sloppy) references to Augustine
can the brilliance of the latter thinkers and their close attention to what
Augustine says and how he says it shine. But lest it seem disingenuous or
radically uncharitable to castigateskltigor not providing me with an
extended reading of a fout@ntury bishop how could he have known
that the tradition he inaugurated in the face of his cultural and academic
climate precisely to cast off tradition and concern for figures in thedfistor
philosophy would have then fought so rigorously to claim certain historical
figures as their owd? have seen it preferable to assume the most about
Husserl 6s uses of Augustine. More prec

hermeneutic rule: if Hessrestricts himself to only a few citations of only a
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few historical figures, we ought to read those citations as particularly
important to Husserl, and to read them in their context as though they are
intended to disclose something essential of tiygpharilomenological

project. That my quashronological approach has placed these relatively

scant passages at the outset of my project puts the whole of the project, as

any rhetorician knows, at risk; therefore | ask the reader for some measure of

chariy. If it seems to a particular reader that | make Husserl to say more

than he says, or worse, that | am guil:t

engagement with Augustine a stream through whom the entire
phenomenological tradition can be attacked, let riiessthat such is far

from my intent, and second that such a reader will likely be happier skipping
ahead to the less putative dealings with Heidegger, Marion and Chrétien. All
disclaimers aside: the relatively scarce Husserlian references to Augustine
show, if not a decisive preoccupation with Augustine or Augustinianism, at
the | east an acknowl edgement of an
early attempts to outline and defend a certain conception of subjectivity
within a broader determining text of temporality. Further, as the

following exegetical account will suggest, the fact that these references are
made specifically to Augustine, while Husserl could have accomplished a
similar task with reference instead to Plato or to Plotinus,aadiaigree

of openness to a dialogue with theology, or even a qualified concession that

phenomenology is in some part theological in its very constitution.

19
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Of the two references to Augustine in the Husserlian canon which
are significant to the presentjpct, one is more famous than the other: the
closing line of the Cartesian Meditations. Although the other reference (the
opening ofThe Phenomenology of Intef@ah$aimeishisssiore directly
relevant to this thesis, more substantial, andprestietive of the use of
Augustine which his heirs will make, | here begin with the more famous
guotation, if for no other reason than that Husserl himself seems to have
viewed this as more importértie has, after all, quoted it (which is itself
signifiant), in Latin (this may only be a pretension, but Husserl is not prone
to epigraphs, so the style might betray
importance to him), and has done so at the end of a series of lectures

intended as O6An I ntyrrodducti on to Phenome

The epochéis a revision of an Augustinian, not a Cartesian, concept

To begin, then, at the end: the closing lines of these lectures.

0The Del phic motto, O6Know thyself
signification é | must | ose the w
regain it by a universal selk a mi n Hdli forasiée, s ady s
A u g u s in ie redi,,in ineriore homine habitét veritas.

Somewhat frustratingly, Husser| gives n

reformul ation of t breintoDhegugihianc or acl eds e

terminology. He merely quotes Augustine and gnomically leaves it to his

7 Edmund HusserCartesian Meditations: An IntrodirRitiemotmenoldgns.
Dorion Cairns. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1950.

8 HusserlCartesian Meditatibiis,(citindDe vera religi®9g2).
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readers to understand or to interpret the significance of this signification. To

unravel this mystery, we may follow two avenues. First, the decision to refer

to Augustine, rather than Descartes, suggests something linguistically unique

about the Augustinian quotation: surely Husserl would not struggle to find a
Cartesian formulation of the Delphic motto. This leads us to the second

avenue: the departure fromifide is not found in the first part of the
guotation (0do not wish to go outside,
part (otruth makes its home in the inte
assert that truth can be found, or thakistsn the iterior, is not in the

least a unique occurrence to Augustine; what is peculiarly Augustinian is the

claim that truthivesmakes a habitat, there. The introduction of truth as

something that lives, is active, and actively dwells in people: one need not

(and indeed Husserl certainly does not) read this as fully Ghsistéan

veritas for Augustine incarnate, and so obviously has to find a home

somewheré to find in it a somewhat bolder claim than the Delphic,

Platonic or Cartesian insistence thalh iis stably located in the self.

In the context of the whole of the Cartesian Meditations, which is
structured as a oradical 6 for mal approp
Husser| 0t o r esknmewntdociralaconientf thaCaltesitda he wel |
p hi | o Stsglosing quotation leaps off the page. Since Husserl has
announced that his phenomenology retains the formal Cartesian
configuration of rejecting the O0being o

senses and through experience, in tvdgin it back through the

9 HusserlCartesian Meditatibn
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cogitations of the self, we must take special care to note that Husserl does

not naively repeat what he perceives as the Cartesian error: namely, to

replace a brutely immanent objectivism witlyaallg immanent

subjectivisnt’ Herein lies the difference between a Cartésitmnd a

phenomenological epoché, and the heart of what Husserl means to elaborate

i n pl ace o{gualreringselft Blesdéscribes it &s
otranscendental subj e reteisethedisrardhy whi ch do
of preCartesian experientialism and so preserve its terms (with the subject

determining objects, rather than objects determining the subject), but instead

inscribes the subject and the object each with a certain power to delimit,

inffl uence and even constitute the other ¢
theoretical commitment, although as we shall see he struggles to maintain its

integrity when he practices the epoché, at |&dst iRhenomenology of Internal

TimeConsciousness.

Sone support for my reading ledbitads the decisive word in
Hus s er | 0 s Deyverareligidene be found ih these opening remarks
of theMeditationsHusserl draws attention, in his introductory exposition of

Descartes, to the activity of the:ego

Anything belonging to the world, any spiioporal being,
exists for me- that is to say, is accepted by-nethat |
experience it, perceive it, remember it, think of it somehow,
judge about it, value it, desire it, or the like. Descartes, as w
know, indicated all that by the narogitd

10 HusserlCartesian Meditatébns,
11 HusserlCartesian Meditat@h,
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The epoché which brings to light all of these activities is highly attuned to

cogitas a verb. When the self thinks (in the richness of the term which

Husserl, rightly or not, ascribes to Descarteg)ahe, both the self and the

world flow through thees cogitaasd one relies on the other. No world

without the self: this much Descartes shows. But the genius in his

formulation, according to Husserl, which remains hidden even to himself, is

thatt here i s also no self without worl d; |
grammatical sense of the sentesgecogito [ whi ch] expresses t h
l' iving present. ¢ Husserl ds grammati cal
that Descartes could easily have chiosexpress his most famous

formul ation in the perfect tense, but h
veritgsf it exists at all, it exists as living in time, and more specifically in the

present timelnterior honsdess emphasized thwabitatandegdess than

cogitothe truth that lives in the inner man is one that isaVesbve,

unpredictable, and only partially and mediately grasped by the @o verb

alive and unpredictaldgo cogitd@his includes all modes of human thought:

percepbn of the present is of course the paradigmatic example, but

recollection and imagination also exist only in this unpredictable and

mediated way. The phenomenological structuring of the self is emphatically

not limited to actuality, even if it is alwagrormed in the present teriée

Quite the contrary: even in the present, the phenomenological self is

primarily constituted by an entirely formal intuition of all of its possibilities,

empty of all actual content. Moreover, since all particular faimasaerld

12 HusserlCartesian Meditat@®$9,
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d those constituted in the past, the present and the dutteeconstituted

0i n a c enoegmatic formal streidture @dwing modes gi venness, 0
Husserl feels emboldened to | abel this
formofallé e gol o gi @ @rlagaig,énra eassage widich

approximates or anticipates the Heideggerean Dasein:

Only by virtue of this new attitude do | see that all the world,
and therefore whatever exists naturally, exists for me only as
accepted by me,tivithe sense that it has for me at the time

- that it exists for me only esgitatuof my changing and,

while changing, interconnected g i t ahefundamsntak
formof this universal synthesis, the form that makes all other
syntheses of conscioussi@ossible, is the-athbracing
consciousness of interfial time

Phenomenol ogy purports its concept of

Since Descartes does not wrestle with time as a philosophical
problem, and Augustine famously does, it will not sunpriedind that it is
a quotation from Augustine which opens

subject. He begifhe Phenomenology of Inteit@ahTaioeislidisss:

The analysis of time consciousness is asidagrux of

descriptive psychology and theafrignowledge. The first

thinker to be deeply sensitive to the immense difficulties to

be found here was Augustine, who labored almost to despair

over this problem. Chaptersli8of Book Xl of the

Confessiomgst even today be thoroughly studied by

eve yone concerned with the problem
still say with Augustingi nemo a me quaerat, scio, si quaerenti

explicare velim, ri&scio.

13HusserlCartesian Meditat@®$9,

14 HusserlCartesian Meditati®ns,

15 Edmund HusserThe Phenomenology of Intei@GalsCimesnéss)s. James
Churchill. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1964.

16 HusserlPhenomenology of InterA2bisTiousn&ss,
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One is left to assume, at least on a cursory reading, that this quotation is the
only portion of theCofessiomgich is relevant to his enquiry; he never

presents, but merely su@omiXiskdusserl such a o

sets up this problematiescas

the attempt to account for tirmensciousness, to put
Objective time and subjective tiooasciousness into the

right relations and thus gain an understanding of how
temporal Objectivity therefore, individual Objectivity in
general- can be constituted in subjective tonrsciousness
--indeed, as soon as we even make the attempt to kmmderta
an analysis of pure subjective fomesciousnessthe
phenomenological content of lived experiences of-twee

are involved in the most extraordinary difficulties,
contradictions and entangleménts.

This excludes 0Obj edattm for phenornemaody: as an i m
to consi der t-himesrealtimel thatimé of nature im thé d
sense of naturalc i ence i ncl uldinstegdhiskestuceh ol ogy éo
exposit oOoOthe temporal ,anemoryamdt er of obj e
anticipatior®*® While the language here is obviously Augustinian in its
provenance, no further reference is made to Augustine.

In explicitly authorizing use ©6nfX1.1318, Husserl raises several
guestions. The first is whether these six chapters, as he lehesierst
present a discrete contemplation and explication of the Augustinian
meditation on timeonsciousness, quite apart from the larger question of

whether it is legitimate to consider them outside of or apart from the whole

17HusserlPhenomenology of InterA@bhigtieusnzsg,
18 HusserlPhenomenology of InterAabi@nasness,
19 HusserlPhenomenology of InterA2bisTieousnzss,
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of theConfessioles done the rest of the Augustinian corpus. A cursory

reading, content to rest with the only explicit citation Husserlsgives¢ a

mequagret XI . 15. 18) might conclude that t he
superficial and banalthe pithy and even catcloyrhulation of the paradox

which is applicable across the board to any facet of the schema of the

transcendental epoché interrupting the natural atfitimkeeping with my

commitment to assume the most, however, | here feel justified in taking a

small @tour to rehearse the most salient aspects of the chapters Husserl

refers to, familiar as these are likely to be to many readers; we cannot rest

content at Husserl ds perhaps hyperbolic
thinkerdé who, eatloptoulggsi omade mare ma:
significant progress in t hogepreudmatter so

moder n g & nTkigtactic ofoeferridy readers to Augustine and
praising him obscures the precise way in which Husserl uses éuandtin
allows one to forget other potential (and potentially more fruitful) purposes
in service to which one could employ him, and so a brief recapitulation of

Confessiofigs in order.

20|ndeed there is no shortage of phenomenologists who, in treating time or other
subjects, make just such a use of this quotation: cf. e.g.. Adolf Reinach,
o0Concer ni nggy,hée ntormems Thed2mdndlist 50 (1969), d. ar d ,
195. Wittgenstein has perhaps the most famous such citation of this phrase. See
Ludwig Wittgenstei®hilosophical Investigaaoss G.E.M. Anscomb@xford:

Basil Blackwell, 196889.

21 HusserlPhenomenology of Interr2bistieusnzks,
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Time for Augustine is inseparable from a theology of creation
Augus i neds analysis of t-igmekly emer ges ou
shown to be a false problero f Godods seeming inactivity
created the heaven and the earth. He notes that the question raised by this
problem are due at once to a failure ofrttagjination and to a lack of pious
rigor: on the one hand, they assume th
follows the logic of time, rather than authorizing and governing it, and on the
other hand they fall short of understanding time as fully equatiable
heaven and earth themselves, and thus still subordinate to God. In
phenomenological terms, we could thus label time as the transcendental a
priori of all created phenomena, which yet requires phenomena in
order to exis? The implication ishiat eternity, rather than being foreign to
time-- even to the present timdas more fully and more truly said to be

Opresentd® than the present time (and th

ti me) . For this reason adeanityy s sai d to
which is always in the presentéo. Thi s
being and ti me: Ot he yelallysarstheke ch ar e o

c e a s e *timeconlybegisis in and by means of ceasing to exist.
Augustineradidalz es t hi s apori a: ol f then, in ¢

presentissomadé&sf] 6 so becomesd] in such a way t

(@}

how can we say that this gpsrthatsteiht al so

22 AugustineConfX1.13.15.
23 AugustineConfXI1.13.16.
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A

cease to b&* The customartranslation dierh er e as 06i s maded

inaccurate, particularly given the context of a discussion of creation and
Genesis, but it does risk obscuring the ontological principle here, that all
becoming begins in an inability or a refusal fully. ttt Eeimportant to

note here (against a certain Heideggerean impulse) that this aporia is not at all
contingent on a theology of the fall, but is the logic of creation itself. This
fundamental aporia distracts Augustine into outlining others: fpiexam
although we commonly speak of timbeastpng or short in duration, it is
strictly impossible to predicate such length to any time except the present,
since it can onlydong or short if itsas we speak of it, like a tree can only
betall, or fort, or alive, if its-- but on the other hand, time can only be
experienced as being in the present moment, as beingguesehenunc

which is always slipping away as soon as it is named. Though Augustine
clearly has read his Plotinus on thieemzhis argument does not rely on
philosophical authority but solely on the methodology of reflecting on
guotidian experience. There is then a radical sense in whicltloteolti

nemo a me quéaenete: the very act of asking, in the presesd,tevhat

time is (or even what time it is) renders a correct answer impossible, in the
first case because time strictly speakimgtbut onlybecomesd in the

second because by the time | have checked my watch and formulated the

wor ds 0 Ithat tiineshas®laB®dl, dsappeared, and ceased to be. The

24 AugustineConfXI.14.17.
25 Cf. A.H. Armstrong, edPlotinuSEnneadbwvithlEnglistitranslation). Loeb
Classical LibraryCambridgéMA:MHarvardUniversityPres$]119661988. 3.7.
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worlditselfi«s o mposed of 0.6 WAgdineéverthedessiwe adoe nt s

know what time is, or rather becomes: life is not utterly crippled by our

inability to grasp it, formulate it or fix i@ipretended frozen (which is to

say timeless) schethdA ugusti neds point in elaborat.i
neither speculation for its own sake, nor a sort of mocking scepticism in

service of the discouragement of philosophical hubris, but a seriotss quest
demonstrate all time as contingent existence, and thus all speculation (here
functioning as a paradigm of any enterprise within time) as partial, in the final

analysis neither authoritative nor meaningless. For this reason all thought, all

speech andlact falls into the same category as memory or prophecy (the

two examples by which Augustine is most perplexed): thastdtir us

onl y i r®whichmeed mosbé illusory, but by the same token are by

definition never exhaustfieMemory, arntipation and perceptienthree

fundamental modes of timmensciousnessare thus all modes of mediate

0di s ceermnunjuas gresérd®® Augusti neds-thatofthal exampl e
rising of the sur possesses a certain double appropriatendks. fihst

place, in the most banal sense, the prediction of a full sunrise based on the

first breaking of the dawn illustrates our dependence on presented facts to

foretell future realities, and the future as a horizon for interpreting the

present, and ithe second, more radically, the mediate relationship of light to

anything we see presents time as the metaphorical horizon in which the rest

26 AugustineConf.X1.15.20.

27 AugustineConfXl.16.21

28 AugustineConfXl.18.23.

29Cf. Ch. 5 of the present study.
30 AugustineConfX|.18.24.
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of creation appears for us. Ti me is th

internal consciousness of time grounasconsciousness of all things.

Before considering the extent to which Husserl makes use of
Augustineds considerations, | et us paus
by his methodology. From the standpoint of Augustinian scholarship, it is
objectonable that Husserl excludes the immediate contéahbX-Xl,
including the lengthy discussiom&moriar the aporias of creation and
eternity. From a less theologically motivated perspective, even the most
sympathetic phenomenological interpigtetusserl would struggle to
articulate his reasons for excluding the discusdiem@iom the backdrop
of this book. On both fronts, it is tempting to suggest that Husserl has not

read as closely as he recommends, nor as broadly as he ought.

August nefoshée s mor e radical than Husserl 0s

because it includes the self; two, because it is ontological

The presentation @onfXI.1318 as the playing grounds for his
analysis has excluded too much; nevertheless, it is not stinatisihege
chapters provide some fertile ground for his phenomenology to till. The
Augustinian limitation of time to the mediate and contingent, but no less
determining, horizon of phenomenology in the strict sense also motivates
Hus s er | 0 s canspadulstesregarding, ooenem assume, a totalizing
00Objectived time, corresponding to the

theological argument. Indeed, such an assumption is nearly impossible to
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escape in daily working within the natural attitude,but e cannot di scov
the |l east traced6 of such an objective t
analysi$* The aporia of the oO0origin of time, ¢
in certain spiritual exercises, remains for Husserl an epistemological riddle,

since foHusserl (as not for Augustine) the mediate nature of time restricts

its disclosive power to the purely formal realm.

The opening gambit @he Phenomenology of Intef@ah$aioeisness
mirrors Augustineds in forghsthat begi nni ng
the sensing or thinking subject depends entirely on the horizon of the
present time to sense or to thifld,u s s e r | rai ses the oquest.i
of timed® He even goes as far as to bordmithough he attributes the
example and the instgh Brentano, in an unpublished lectufeu gu st i ne 6 s
famous description of a melody, in this
occurs inConfXI1.27.35, a portion which falls considerably outside the
chapters which Husserl has referred to and authasizetévant. Husserl
tellingly takes from the example of a s
central lessons: he acknowledges that the flux of time and of forgetting is so
powerful that, without the power of memory intervening, we could not make
sense o0& sequence of tones, that is, some portion of subjective

consciousness is required for the very constitution of a eBdyhe

31HusserlPhenomenology of InterAabigtieusn24s

32 AugustineConfXI.11.13; cf. HusseRhenomenology of Interrf@biatieusness,
21-6.

33 AugustineConfXI.12.1413.15; cf. HusseRhenomenology of Internal Time
Consciousn#ss,

34 Cf. AugustineConfX1.27.35
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misses or ignores a corollary doctrine which limits this first insight, namely

that this melody does not leave the memomghwialps to constitute its very

existence intact; by ignoring this reciprocality, as though either the self which

sings a hymn or the self that hears it and reassembles it were a neutral and

omnipotent instrument of some higher, undefined power, Husssrl lo

almost entirely the import of this Augustinian insight. If, as Marion has
seerPAugustineds f amo udistedieanshouidbei on of t i me
understood grammatically as comprising both a subjective and an objective

genitive, Husserl has gredpnly one half of the description, a fact which

corrupts his understanding even of this half: he sees how the mind, through

the consciousness of time, stretches (o0
fails to see how this intention also stretcleemthd, as Augustine will put

it, or, to cast the same concept into more familiarly phenomenological
terminology, calls the self itself into
partd which, on an exegetical level, goes unnoted and thrgued fob is

illustrative of the entire argument of Bteenomenology of Internal Time

Consciousndsgen in this late stage of his career, when Husserl is

increasingly giving privileged place to an account of time and of temporality

within his transcendental retioies> his dedication to plunging all

phenomena under the light of temporality apparently stops just short of

plunging the self into this light. In terms of the logic and the limits of

phenomenology, it is worthwhile to note that this shortcoming mescleee

35 Marion,Au Lieu De Spp. 89295, and cf. Chapter 3 below
%This paves the way for much of Heidegger 0:¢
this is no doubt one reason that Heidegger edited these lectures to begin with.
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by Derridd’ and more radically by Marf8rl.want at this juncture only to

make a methodological note: whether or not this unwillingness to consider

the self as a radically temporal phenomenon corrupts Husserlian

phenomenology, it is diagnosable faslure to keep reading tbenfessions

This is true even in the more sensitive and more careful treatment Husserl

gives to melody as an essential image of how memory functions somewhat

later inThe Phenomenology of Intef@ah$aicaisiesdthough by this

consideration Husserl introduces important nuances to his description of

memory, such as the possibility of a me
transcendentally, still there is no sense in which the melody, in its role as an

example of memory as #&sentially temporalizing structure of reality, can

also constitute, alter, call into question or have any reciprocal relation

whatsoever with the conscious subject, who is still able to wield memory as

an instrument. The subjetiject relationisstdlagai nst Husser |l ds o0
commitments, elaborateddartesian Meditationselsewhegetrapped on

a fundamentally and irreversibly-aag street. No matter how much

Husser |l wil/ use the |l anguage of object
s u b j e cibudress,dhe ansire logical structure he constructs, elaborates

and defends exists to maintain the subject as the powerful entity in the

subjeciobject relation: the subject retains the active role, and the object (and

perhaps even time itself) is defifiest by its passivity.

37 Jacques Derrida,h e Pr obl em of sopgmas.dMarean i n Husser | &8s
Hobson. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2003.

38 JearLuc MarionBeing Given: Toward a Phenomenology raasvdeffessg L.

Kosky. Stanford: Stanford University Press, Z0B23.

39 HusserlPhenomenologyeofidhiTir@onsciousngss.
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Husserl seems to be aware of at least one weakness within this
structure. The sensation of this weakness is precisely what motivates
Augustine to be so emphatic within the confines of his philosophical thought
that the self isat an entirely activeentty o wi t, the subjectds
grasp the present moment diréétiusserl betrays his awareness of this
weakness by |l ocating the apex of the su
but to call forth and indeed to deeamoment exclusively in the gasor
only in my intuition of the past can my act of intuiting and that which | intuit
entirely overlap. Both Husserl and Augustine are aware that the subject can
only present to itself that which is already pasthignd why memory plays
such an important role in their portraits not only of time, but of the self. But
Augustined perhaps at least partially because he writes in the first person,
and also because he writes in narratived@maware, as Husserl ssow
awareness, that memory, narratienargation and indeed consciousness
itself can only constitute an object by elaborating it, refracting it, even
distorting it. Every point raised by theorists of hermeneutics, for example
about the reader constifg a textual meaning but also in part being
constituted, qua reader, by the event of that same textual meaning, applies in
an Augustinian perspective also or even primarily in an ontological key: since
we live in a world that was created verballyjsi#mce follows this same
form of caconstitutive or reciprocal textual events. How then could

Husserl 6s attempts to recast this insig

40 AugustineConfXI.31.41.
41HusserlPhenomenology of Interfabiatieusné34d,
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to appear as a rather weak shadow of Au
ing stence that a transcendent power of m
mode of relating to the past, but also the only way that the self can relate

even to the present in the moment as it is presented (albeit in an infinitely

obliqgue way, since it must stie accomplish the impossible traversal of

thenunby the eternal)? Further, in this shadow, can it be a surprise that

Husserl is unable to discern any difference between the structure of
intending something whol |l yduinghagi nary an
bei ngd alwaysbden andcwsll alwayZ’b&nd yet the problem with

this equivalence is not at all, from an Augustinian perspective (as it might be

from, say, a Thomist perspective) that the difference between possible and

actual has beerased. The problem is rather that this erasure has been

performed insufficiently, that is, only epistemologically, and not

ontologically: the mind or self which exercises perception by means of

memory floats above this temporalizing mechanism, as somithout,

explanation or phenomenological justification, existing stably as an entity

independent of the time via which it intends the world. The crucial

difference here marks out a trap which Heidegger and his most literal

followers go perhaps too faraweoid. While both Husserl and Augustine

posit some stable enti tgsneckssatylo dever an
ground both tradition and novelty, and thus to make sense even of the

present moment, Augustine very intentionally avoids making, ak Husser

42HusserlPhenomenology of Interabiatiousrn®$s,
43 AugustineConfX.27.38.
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rather naively makes, this structure so easily accessible to himself, or indeed
equivalent with the self. Such, for him, would not only be a moral failure,

but a gravely intellectual nonsense. That is to say, a critique of this self
sufficiently stablgtructure of consciousnéssf time or of anything which
emer ges agai @sgeednotbenma éxsessivalympious orynof

hubris, nor even necessarily theological in form, but can take place on
exclusively phenomenological grounds. Had Hussguated Augustine

at the beginning of the work, he might have more persuasively hidden his
commitment to the freedom of the determining subject; by opening with
Augustine, he quietly draws attention to the perdurant idealism of his
transcendental subjedly, albeit an idealism which is sharply limited to the
formal structures of the intuiting seltf
phenomenology aims not merely to describe temporality and finitude, but to
conquer it; this indicates at least some offiiegmenological catalyst for

Hei degger 0 s s uCpsfessiohse nt reading of

As | noted at the beginning of this
Augustine are both few and casual; only the completist of the
phenomenological tradition (which | neithetgme nor aspire to be) could
benefit by much more engagement than | have here offered. The major
reason, however, for dealing with Husse
where only a very weak sense of tradition binds a later thinker to an earlier
one, is to set up a foil to the Heideggerean strand of reading Augustine. In

other words, the foregoing analysis aims only to show the phenomenological
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reading of Augustine that never &éw even the hints that Husserl

provides point toward an Augustwiao will recognizable neither to the
Augustinian guild nor to the tradition which Heidegger will inaugurate. For
the remainder of this chapter, then, | shall consider two Heideggerean texts;
the first, the translated notes of a lecture course whichdgégidage on a

book of theConfessipasd the second, albeit in a more speculative key, the

much more decisiBeing and Time

Hei degger attempts to remediate Husser/|

Had the present essay been written even ten years ago, it would be at
the severe disadvantage of | acking an E
lecture notes from his1920 semi nar on O0The Phenomenol
Rel i gi ¢ ulad it heerfweittedtwenty years ago, it would lack even
access to the German text of these noté=re this the case, my account
would have to have been at once more speculative, in that | would have had
to triangul ate an account of Heideggero
references iBeing and Tiam&l elsewhere, and more contentiously
argumentatiyen that | would have had to demonstrate a more subterranean
Augustinianism from Heideggerds own deyv
phenomenol ogy, roughly akin to Augustin

facts (such as the fact that Heidegger encouragtusbst disciples to read

“4Martin Hei deggerPlatoAu GheBtenomenolaynod Rehymus
Life trans. Matthias Fritsch and Jennifer Anna Gésetincci. Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 2004.
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Augustine carefull§?).In this regard, the state of scholarship on Heidegger

with regard to Augustine would have looked much like the current state of
scholarship on Husserl: that is, nearlyaxastent, and justifiably sos i\

stands, the publication and subsequent translation of these lecture notes has
received considerable attention from both scholars of Heidegger and thinkers
attuned to the religious background of phenomenological thought more
generall§f Indeed the apunt of recent interest in these lecture notes (and

other assorted related interest) may hint toward an emerging verdict on the

charges of Janicaud, issued not so lorfy agh:at not only is the
turnd in French phesmethedolagicdygy not neces
probl ematic as Janicaud all eged, but th
as a return. In any event, much of the debate and discussion surrounding

these lecture notes have tried to determine their role in the Heideggerean
canonattempting especially to demonstrate or disprove that certain

doctrines oBeing and Tiemerged earlier, or perhaps even first of all, in an

engagement with Augusti&hether, for exampl8prges a mere

translation of the Augustinianraor whethe t h@otto-wi I 1 6 f i nds

45 The most famous of these is Hannah Arendt, whose dissertation has been

published in Englisls&ove and Saint Augustares. Joanna Vecchiarelli Scott and

Judith Stark. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1998.

46 An important, if eclectic, collection of essays on this subject was published in

2006: Craig J.N. de Paulo,Téw Influea of Augustine on Heidegger: The Emergence of

an Augustinian Phenomeh@wogton, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 2006. |

should also give some mention of Sean McGras
Heidegger, although the importance of Augustinese pages is somewhat
overshadowed by McGrathds attention to Bonas
Luther: see hihe Early Heidegger and Medieval Philosophy: Phenomenology for the
GodforsakewWashington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America F06ss,
47Dominique Janicaud, @henomenol ogy and the .oTheol ogic

New York: Fordham University Press, 2000.
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some kind of ultimate historical rooting in the distinction betwieel

frut | leave much of this important work to one side, since my concern in

this chapter is not the shapdadeobf Hei deg
a task from which many scholars find themselves happily unable to escape),

but the more modest attempt to find in these notes an alternate

Augustinianism within the phenomenological tradition, another, in some

ways opposing, instinct which shapegihlectic through which Marion and

Chrétien will navigate their own readings of Augustine. | will deBéinigh

and Timéhen, only to the limited extent to which it sheds light on the

insights and shortcomings of Marion and Chrétien.

To that opemg disclaimer | will add two other observations, both of
which demarcate ways in which Heidegger
that of Husserl, and set the stage for especially my consideration of Marion
(and of Chrétien, albeit to a lesser extengt dfid most obviously, the
attention and sensitivity to detail whi
be apparent in my exposition of them. This should be no surprise, since
Hei degger is nothing if not aegood o0cl o
formation of the discipline of hermeneutics in tHe@0tury is not
irrelevant to his method, even when he is not discussing hermeneutics
explicitly. To refer his auditors to a passage, as does Husserl, without
interpreting that passage with carelavoe foreign to Heidegger, and
would cost him the opportunity to make his points by making inventive and

sometimes wild glosses on the Latin text. Heidegger works, as it were, within
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the margins of th€onfessipasd his account of phenomenology in

Augustine is shaped less like a system and more like marginalia. The second
consideration, probably more determinative, is the choice of pages on which

he scrawls these malongfocassohtime might Hei degger
prepare us to expecthisleetsr on Augustine to center,
ConfXl; instead they take as their subject the more &lasifig,

Augustineds conf esuscthemesentfmomehtdéthatishe 1 s i n
as he writes). In the introduction to the lecture, Heidegggests certain

reasons for this choice, which I will examine momentarily. For now, | simply

want to point out that the foundations of the phenomenological tradition of
reading Augustine care |ittle for the f
the Canfessions, and still less for the last two books. This tradition, then, is

set in motion in a rather simple tension between the Augustioef Xf

and the Augustine @onfXI, a tension which Marion and Chrétien will

subtly acknowledge and also tryamplicate, if not escape.

Hei degger tries to consider Augustine o

under the aegis of ofactical |ifebo
Heidegger begins his lecture by noting what his approach will not do,

although this negative demarcation of the interpreisitsalf limited to a

few representations of Augustinian philosophical scholarship in the decades

immediately preceding his course. Specifically he briefly considers and

criticizes the work of Ernst Troeltsch, Adolf von Harnack and Wilhelm
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Dilthey?® It is worth noting immediately what the introduction could well

have considered, given Hei deggerds conc
not display any overt interest in the relationship of Augustine to Descartes,

Pascal or Luther, who among other figurédse history of Augustinianism

could have set up, either by way of appropriation (in the case of Luther) or
contrast (Descartes or Pascal), Heidegg
surprisingly absent from his attempt to show some-jpnettcomenological

concens in Augustine is Husserl himself. With this omission, Heidegger

neglects to give explicit shape to the question of how his reading of

Augustine situates him in the phenomenological tradition; perhaps in these

early stages he wished more simply tohimeself as the founder of

phenomenological interest in Augustine. For Heidegger, the three readings

of Augustine which best serve as a cousaeling to his own are alike in

their concern with evaluating Augustine as a particular instance of some
generahistorical probler in the case of Troeltsch, the question is how

(Christian) religion arises from and relates to (pagan) culture; in the case of

Harnack, it is the translation of metaphysical dogma into personal piety; in

the case of Dilthey, the enege of internal consciousness and internal
experience as an absolute metaphysical
hi storical 6 appsommAeszéed Asgoashéenkisto
(the transition from anstqug DO nmthedmawva
transition from abstract teachings to c

hi story of scienced6 (the transition fro

8Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdn if3em,ad d1l NE o
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transcendence and skeptical refusal thereof to an internal;gtetian

subjetive transcendentalism), Augustine functions as a hinge, a transitional

figure who achieved or at least attempted a seismic and objectively
measurable shift Iin some historical nar
hardly matters which narrative is chogeegaders familiar with the more

famous | ecture course on 0The I ntroduct
Religiond6 (or indeed with the shape of
any other historical philosophical figure) will be able to anticipate the

conours of Heideggerod6s objection to the f
namely, that Augustine is a philosopher, not a scientist, and that philosophy

o0does not have at its disposal an objec
context into which concepts damintegrated in order to receive their

det er mf fFram thiperspéctive, the study of Augustine (as of any

historical figure) as one particular object within this or that general narrative,

however crucial his role in that narrative might bengtiely misses the

force of Augustinian thought as an experienidewhich occurs within the

context not of the history of culture, dogma or science, but in an embodied

and sensory existence. Heidegger rather politely declines to point out the

soméimes harhanded way in which these obfestorical readings find

Augustine congenial or even subservient to their ideological aims, whether

Protestant, Catholic, Cartesian or the like, and restricts himself to the

argument that in any event these stuatie in their very constitution

9 Martin Heidegger, oOlntroduafTheon to Phenom
Phenomenology of ReligiduansféMatthias Fritsch and Jennifer Anna Gosetti
Ferencei. Bloomington, Indiana University Press,2004,
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pretending to escape history, in viewin
historical limitation from which they themselves are exempt, and on which

they may pass this or that judgment. For this reason, though Heidegger

might well have noted that the three figures he discusses have apparently

only a very limited familiarity with the texts of Augustine, or at least only a

very limited interest in exegesis, this critique would only reach an accidental
characteristic of tee historical studies. What is essential is that they

stubbornly resist a view of Augustine which on the one hand allows him the

dignity of sharing the same variegated life which the interpreter experiences

and on the other hand acknowledges the limisadicthe same on the

interpreter. Heidegger puts the point, which has as much to do with the

methodology of this mostly exegetical study as with the phenomenological

approach to philosophy most generally, into an epigrammatic utterance:

OHi st awg y ahidt sve a relThelfactshatdieideggerhase | f . 6
titled this |l ectur-Rl ztoamisem® Augnursat nkee laj
mislead us: his is decidedly not the concern of much contemporary

American readers of Augustine on this question, amuBIffor example)

is entirely absent from the subsequent
relationship to Platonism (or any such question which attempts to provide an

overar ching framework that can account fo
would bea betrayal of this central dictum. At the end of this introduction

Heidegger gives somewhat more positive content to what the lecture course

will instead do:

S%Hei degger, O0ARlgatsdninem,ad dl N&.o
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In the objective form of Greek metaphysics and cosmology

lies the problem of the meaning ofeabtheoretical, material

science; and the question of the inner experience and the

essence of the factical connection harbors a much more

radical phenomenaenmerely the defining title here:

of actical |lifed [€é] This manner o
us, in the treatment of Augustine, to draw on the theological,

just as much as on the philosophical, very concretely and

determinately, and not, for instance, to extract a philosophy

which we then use as a basis. The boundaries between the

theological anthe philosophical are not to be blurred (no

phil osophi cal bl urring of theolog
philosophy pretending to be religious). Rather, precisely

going back behind both exemplary foundations of factical life

oughtto (1) indicateinpripcl e how and what | i es
both, and (2) how a genuine problematic results from this; all

this not extraemporally and for the construction of an

approaching or not approaching culture, but itskitorical

enactméht

This explains atoncetltef m of Hei degger ds engagement
close reading, or better, an extended gloss) and its content (a @anfs on

X) : the study assumes, and does not tr
of his current relhéipnesteéeptaicaly méatctasa
somehow compellif@® as possessing a grip on our attention independent

from its role in (1) the history of philosophy, or (2) the broader corpus of
Augustineds thought and 1ife. Keeping
mnd is central to understanding Heidegg
although I will argue below that (2) is especially problematic, | will for the

moment accept them both provisionally in order to frame my discussion of

Hei degger 0s pr asinganthoaght ooexpenehceadnde Aug

perception. One final note: while my presentation of this interpretation will

51 Hei degger, OARIlgatsdn ihem,ad dl NEk o
52Heidegg r , O Au g u sPtlianteo nainsdm,Noe ol 2 5 .
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here and there gesture towards an eventual critiqile the implied

critiques of Marion and Chrétien and a more intentional critiqyeosfmm

- it is important first to present the object of the critique as fairly as possible,

and for this reason | will be as judicious as the text allows, restricting myself

for the most part to reporting the cons
readimg, which is both a fragmentary portrait of tfec26 nt ur y 6s mo st

influential philosopher and a fascinating meditation on Augustine himself.

oFactical |l ifed means an examination of
Already in the begiConféoonXy, of his O0exp

Heidegger displays the two major modes in which this explication will take

their shape: careful, if selective, attention to the text in its very literal self

presentation, and brazen gloss on that text. The first of these is at issue in

Heidegge 6 s Ostarting point, 6 KKonfessienspl anat i c

X as his central text:

As a starting point, we have an o
i's actually stated there, 6 oOowhat
Book X can be easily demédarom the other [sc.

previous] books, as Augustine here no longer relates his past,

but rather tells what he is now:
confessi onquodsimvaatm] 6am o0in the v
of the making ®%f my confessionsod]

The central phrashere, which Heidegger is careful to emphagjgedisim
Au g u st Hparteai is existentiaf, confessing not just what he thinks or

perceives or senses as he makes his confession, but what he is, and the mode

53Hei degger, OARIlgatsdninem,adh dl 28nfX.3¢ti ti ng Augus
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in which his confession articulagdtgrs or even constitutes his being. This

is correct, but Heideggerodos selectivity
and ecclesiological context of Augustin
mostly concerned with the relationship of thisession to his audience;
Augustineds own emphasis |ies on the di

or auditor who wishes to oOpenetrated Au

ocertain knowledged (an impossibility)

readeroraudior who wi | | have access to August
caritas on the other hand: 0The |l ove i
bet ween oO0certain knowledgedé and | ove ou
Hei degger, gi ven-htoria| e sieatdamges twhi a@dbjm

well bear a similar diagnosis to that offered here by Augustine, but it is here

ignoredby hir. Thi s omi ssion is in continuity w
locateConfessiohas determinatively different fr@onfessidAX, but his

(one assumes deliberate) silence on how it relates to the books of the

Confessiovisch follow it.

With regard to the second mode, bound to be more controversial,
but no |l ess disclosive of the nature of
haveHei degger 6s transl ations and gl osses,
of the passage of tRetractiovasich opens the main part of his lecture.
With no textual warrant, but arguably considerable philosophical reason,

Hei degger rendmeasfellowsugusti neds La

54 This is an omission which Marion will spend many pages rectifydngt ieti
De Sgpassim, esp. Ch 4.
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The thirteen books of ntyonfessigmaise God as just and
good for my bad and my good acti@iesrhalis et de bon]s meis
(in my good and my baeing, life, habiegnand they excite

the human intellect and affett.

The opportunity o i nsert oObekeng, (Whteeg haanebhat c
more often give O0deedsd or some such) i
Heidegger has opened Betractionieshe first place. The reader interested

in textual commentary in a more tradélghilological key is being warned

at the outset that such is not the natu
interesting, leaving aside the question of method, is exactly where he wishes

to take the questi onbeoefn 6t hweh ingcbhe i Anugg,u slti f
takes up ilConfessiofs This begins in earnest with
insistence that, among the many things Augustine confesses that he does not

know fesgiand thus cannot confess about himself, under the great shadow

of thequaestibat Augistine isto himseffio one t hi mghim:s cert ai n
thathelovesGo&®' The question for Augustine is ¢
love my Godquid autem amo cum?e,ado and Hei degger insi st
this question as literally as possible, argyangsaa more facile reading

which sees this question as asking oOowha

strongly phenomenodud ga@dnaedband or ce wi t hin

Augustine attempts to find an answer to this question by
investigating what there isigrhis worthy of love, and by
asking whether there is something among them which God

$5sHei degger , d¥edRilgaitsdninem,adh 12 7.

56 In Chapter 5 below, | will argue that the verb in this formulation carries more

weight than Heidegger (and Marion, for that matter) have seen it bear: they both

read this question as a s indicptéesyonthener t gi ven,
contrary a participation in the ontological dynamic of creation.

5%Hei degger, OARlgatsdninem,adm dl N&k.o
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hi mself is, or what gives a oful f
the love of God, what suffices for, or saturates, that which, in

the |l ove of Gunitemohealirretaelryds ndi(Ccat
an existential stage herthe stage which has experienced

mercy and, in this mercy, has been pulled out of deafness, the

stage which can ohearo6 and see, t
love, in such loving, is opened up for somettafigie; and

only fr om hcem @ cablum et tenmnaouricé e 0

Go d 0 s --pot, however, when my attitude is that of

naturaiscientific research.

The difference emerges: readunmps forcefully temporal undermines a

dualistic spiritu&ing reading of the following sentence, wherein Augustine

denies and then affirms that his love of God is in some sense sensory:

Confessiohs 6. 8 i s not an argument for ofive
mode, which rejects physical light, véiagrance and the rest in favor of a

merely analogous spiritual light, voice, and fragrance, but argues within the
existential sphere inaugurated in the 0
of loving the same objects. The resultant question, then, isimavh er e i s t hi
God located- in physical nature, in my memory, in a purely intellectual

sphere, etc. 6, but o0in what mode or man
these?6 The answer to this question, a
how we love it, moraptly ties together the resiGiinfessiohfas

Heidegger has seen) and indeed the whole ©bttiessig¢as Heidegger has

neglected to see) than does the popular readdagif as an interior quest

for the objective knowledge of God. Withindbetext of the

phenomenological tradition, moreover, this close attenttam{X.6.8

complicates in what will be a decisive way for Marion and Chrétien the

8Hei degger, OARlgatsdninem,adm dl N&k.o
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guestion of the subject and its relatio
reading of the inargoigt protephenomenological narrative in which

Augustine inquntentwé, t bgt wagcbfphars of cr
osomet hingdé about the God whom he | oves
their beauty’, dipse fecit 08s Heidegger seizes oread famous detail from

this narrative, that the divine light, voice, scent, touch and taste present in all

of the created phenomena which Augustine describes cannot be sensed by

t hose oOsubdiijpoercet sloi t(erally oOothe subjected
subjectivity is one of love intended too directly to the objective phenomena.
Augustine situates his citation of Roma
are understood and seen through the thi
guestion of why not everyhpodan perceive God in creation in this way, and

in answering it with explicit reference
sense invites Heideggerdos rejection of
between intending subjects and intended objects. Thifmgsewhen we

love God, at the same time and without contradiction, it is first necessary to

recognize an ontological equivalence between things and our selves, both

being constituted and anDeomsaatteduus n t hei r
etiam tibiita vitaeest Your God i s ©oNithintrosuimorg our | i f e O
transitory (because it is living) phenomenological account of the love of God,

in relation to the | ove of beauty, Hei d

itinerarium through the sotikelf understood as in tension between loving

5% OSpeciessr eal |y better transl ated as form, as
60 AugustineConf.X.6.9.
61 AugustineConfX.6.10.
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objects (and thus being Osubjectedo6 to
their | ifebdbs |life) and |l oving the God h
into a reciprocal relationshipoafritawith createdbjects, now understood

as ontologically parallel to the self).

Hei deggerds exclusion of oOmetaphysicso

to reading Augustine as a living thinker

From this thorny setofintere | at ed questions arises
guiding princibe f or narrating the rest of Augu:

God and of things:

Here we already have the o0displac
cf. 10.2® under pressure from the phenomena: the question

is no longer whether this or theGod, but whether | ca

find God o0t hedaodiinvG ng dathheerred bny. 60 T
happens by comparison with other living bémdpgectively

o which are ipossessioh t he same power. [ é] C
following, the bae&ndforth of the considerations regarding
experiencesahe means objectively pressiiand, and as

interpretations regarding enactment! The wavering itself is an

expression of what? The starting point for the existential

breakthrough of the order and objegtationii psychology,

or interpretation and grasg of the problem from factical

life concretely historicakistentiall.

This guiding principle, here offered in characteristically difficult prose, is
thankfully c¢clarified in a footnote so c

reading that one wondewhy it is a mere footnote:

The motivation oprogreffirogressing, rising above] also in
memotria The meaning of 0going throu:¢t
way stations of the 6going throug

&2Hei degger, OARlgatsdninegm,adh dl N2z.o
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through obsolete traditional psychologicaifizgions.
How to break through and render a different s&nse?

And Hei degger ébsolgiedransewarktin whi¢h toaartiqulate

an Augustinian phenomenology asserts itself still more clearly in the

following two sections, anemorand thebeata vithut here he begins to

equivocate so strongly that one is left unsure how much of his interpretation

he recognizes as his own, and how much
own intent. For one prominent exampl e,
explication omemor{ghich he wisely and studiously leaves untranslated):

oWhat phenomena Augustine bmemalgs fort h,
only, and above dtipvhe explicates the phenomena and in what basic

contexts and dhatters therfiameadrk andiredtiieéf

the usuadit hciosn cleapttt,eor ousual concepto nev
into focus clearly enough to be attacked with integrity (but often linked to a
similarly undeedapélspeidlon@madd er mi nat

In memortdeidegger rightly detects the Augustinian locus of the present:

0And when | mamotiad Weldkemagdi at thati | | t hat |
becomes prandrghtly diagnosesttes@resentasodisarming

and osahs todpadself> Further, and more impressively, Heidegger

allows that for Augustine the sifting between various objects or phenomena

(sensuous objects, mathematical or theoretical objects, even the

consciousness of the self) is not merely a cogmigpéstemological

functionirg, but puts ontology into play. This is evidently at diéy in

63Hei degger, OARlgatsdninem,adhdl Nz2on. 23.
64Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdaninem,adm dl Nx.o
65Hei degger, OARlgatsdn iem,ad dl Nx o
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strong t rehaidesVadsunb n coathey [viz. intellect
cast mislehdnggigtasopnponssss being in
Nevertheless, Heidegger makes two connected choices which undermine the

strength of this reading. In the first place, while he locates the acts of

memor{# gather and give some form of hierarchical order to these various
phenomena) within a larger feamrk of ontological gatherifithe does

not extend this (as Augustine clearly does in X.29.39, which without
explanation falls outside oekitusHei degger
andreditug/hich structures theonfessiassa whole. Imemorithe self is

able to gather and give order to phenomena only because it is itself in the

process of being gatheredaritatenthis omission is surprising, given

Hei degger ds previously discussed sensit
hermeneutically decisivansideration for approaching tbenfessioasd

shows some fissures in his theoretical
ofacticity. o The second, and at first
his discussion of the ontological category ofrthge, with Heidegger

briefly raisé8a s an example of Augustineds use
device: images are at once presemémoriut in their very being as

images are not truly present, guigsi praesentiwill argue below that the

rol e of | mag e s-phenomeAadlogyussrudiah andtbatipis ot o

crucial that this be read in a larger context of Augustinian thought which

does not exclude his meditations orirttego daiGenesis; for now |

6Hei degger, OARlgaitsdninem,ad d1@EX12.1Cf . August.i
6’Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdaninem,am dl N=x.o
68Hei degger, O0ARlgatsdninem,adh dl NEe.o

52



restrict myself to pointing otitat Heidegger hardly skirts near this decisive
category. Both of these omissions poin
reading omemoria Hi s attempt at freeing August
psychological articulationmemotian its clumsy circuramigation of the
exitugndreditustructure and of the role of images and the imagination,

really tries to aim directly at the sel
own text: the self is no longer only the subject eXiamgnd areditysut

the very movement ekitusndreditugself:

| am not only th@ne fromhose place the search proceeds

and who moves toward some place, or thénavieom the

search takes place; but the enactment of the search itself is

something oftheselfVhatd oes it medn that | oOa

Hei degger ds fetishizing of oOoauthenticit
Augustine, but ignores the ontology of images which grounds it

We have come far away from the Husserlian stable, if entirely formal,
subject: notonlyisHed egger s Augustinian self uns
it is entirely constituted by its movement and its search. But its search for
what, its movement towards what? Viewed within the context of the entire
Confessipomss difficult to avoid readirnigis theologicallgGonfl.1.1
announces (echoing Genaddgds iln 2nbo)v etnheantt t
toward God. But by restricting his readingdofessiofjHeidegger is able
to put a characteristically impersonal gloss on the answerdatthis ¢

guestion:

®Hei degger, O0ARlgatsdninem,adh dl Nk.o
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At what am | directing my effort, and what escapes me? (In
anticipation: God asta vitgghe life of life]. But this does

not have to have the formedt, concrete, traditional sense,
but really has axistential sense of movenyént

Hei degger finds ample ground on which t
of movemento6é in the margibesgtavitaf Augustin
As withmemorigleidegger reads Augustine orbieta viensitively but

incompletely, and begito express some disappointment with what he finds,

and so to display a critical orientation which elsewhere lies more or less

dormant in his exposition. The sensitivity, even the sympathy, of

Hei degger ds reading of Artcglatientoi ne r esi de

Obeatavda as Oauthentic existenceo:

What the happy life is in accordance with the established

mode of access and mode of having is to be established at the

same time, and by way of, the explication of the How of

having. The primacy tife relational sense, or of the sense

of enactment, is remarkabfeWhat it is: this question leads

to theHowof having it. Thsituatioof enactment, authentic
existenceAppropri ate the havm@avi ngdé suc
becomes @ o0being. o

Thebeta vitas defined, by Augustine and by an impressed Heidegger, as

essentially different from material things and intelligible things alike, in that it

is never simply presented to the self but must be desired and sought actively.

This is the meaningdfe oOr el ati onal sensed or O0sens

Hei degger s gl oss. He finds this so no

"Hei degger , d¥edRilgaitsdan ilem,a;h 140

71 AugustineConf.X.20.2927.38. Heidegger oddly treats X.203224 as the

entirety of the relevant pericope, thus stopping short of the way in which Augustine

himself answers the problems oftibata vitaamely by way otihmi | i t y : oYour
best servant is the person who does not attend so much to hearing what he himself

wants as to willingCwmtX@t37.he has heard from
”?Hei degger, O0ARlgatsdninem,adm dl NXx.o
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to one side the more obvious issue of how these passages situate Augustine

within the eudaimonistic ethical tradition, for wehat play is not, like

virtue, inter per son aleatavableigaggettelsneds di sc
us, in its very constitution as August.
tells us that and how we experience a determinate What in which we take

delidit. But the beingelighted itself? Radical reference to the self,

authentic facticitd Something which cannot be takesr from others at

alé*1 nto this parallel register of a orad
Augustineds c rthinkihgtthe happy lifedstfonrmls e wh o

el sewher e §dFor Aumusting, thes&peaple (assuredly including

himself, through most of tl@@nfessippese the problem of why, though

everybody wishes to life happily, not all live in such a way as tbigttain

the solution Augustine offers, and Heidegger ignores or rejects, is to filter the
eudaimonism which Augustine never questions through an ontology of

image$ This move is consistent with August:
privatio boaind the humm wi | | 6s attachment to rel at.i
weakness or an illness rather than a radical and inexplicable attachment to

evi | . But Heidegger shows no awareness
ontological project, which leads his close read®gndXK.20.2923.24 into

two related errors: an artificial isolation of the self from any communal

context into a bizarre individual subjectivism, angardenalization of the

BHei degger, 0 ARiIlgautsd M3dsem,adh d1 Ne o

74 AugustineConfX.22.32ff.

BCf.ConfX. 22. 32: ONevertheless their wild.l rem
the true joy. 6
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beata vitsveritas whi ch di vorces Augustineds text
Christological and Trinitarian context in which in appe@snfX. The
first of these is perhaps somewhat more surprising within the context of

Hei degger ds early thought, and so deser

Formally indicated, theeata vitsssuch, and in relation to
the how of its existence, is one. It really concerns the
individualhowhe appropriates it. Thereorstrue one, and

especially this, in turn, is for
do not strive for thbeata vituthenticka | ioh tandum volunt,
guantum satestut\v@aleaptt hey do not will so mi

sufficient to give them the strengthihey do not project

this from out of themselves toward themselves as
opossibility,6 in such a way that
possession of themselves in the first place. The concern for

it is lacking to such an extent that it is not really present,

precisely because it becomes at object in its genuine manner

only in such concefh

This sense of possibility or projection ofs#ilé from itself beyond itself is

indeed Augustinian, although Heidegger neglects to mention that he has

replaced the term which this movement defines for Augdistmeely

worshipdwi t h t he neol ogistic 6authenticity.
toward fetishizing the Augustinian description of movement by revising or

removing the terminus towards which the self moves:

In factical life, human beings somehow intimate something

right, live in it and for it as something significant. Inasmuch

as thvsngo6 and experiencing is al
factical life, an abandoning oneself over to it, it is, and will

become, at the same time that which fulfills the effort toward

t r u Hdr quod amant velint essedverifatenth at t hey | ove
want tobe the truthp what is loved at the moment, a loving

into which one grows, through tradition, fashion,

convenience, the anxiety of disquiet, the anxiety of suddenly
standing in vacuity; precisely th

%“Hei degger, O0ARlgatsdn ibem,adm dl N= o
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in and with this fallingnactment.. The truth and its meaning

are taken even into this modificatidthat is, one does not

only retreat from the vacuity, but even more, and primarily,
from the oOmovéemento6 toward it.

Those who are content with their image of joy (though it@agtain

emphasized that Heidegger does not make use of the language of images) are

to be castigated primarily, for the Heideggerean Augustine, for their false

sense of stability, and for their desire to stand still, refusing the sort of gleeful
movemenfrom one thing to another which characterizes authentic facticity.

There is textual warrant for much of th
beata vitsgaudiumBut it is extremely telling that Heidegger accepts this

definition only by half:

He wholoves theveritassédd@ per quam vera sunt of
[by which all things else are tdusine interpellante molestia

[without any discomfort interfering], without any burden,

without that which pulls him back, without an inauthentic,

convenient, setforcealing willfulnesswill probably have

the authentibeata vit8eata vitagaudiunmore closely,

gaudium de vefj@aten the truth], understood as existentially

relateth thevita beatd By way oferitadiowever, we have, at

the same timéheinvasion of Greek philosopHy).

Leave aside for a moment the arbitrariness of this assertgauthiais

existentially acceptable betitais Greek and metaphysical: what is more

interesting in this claim, and what sets the stage moreedegisivf or Mar i on 0 s
and Chr®tiends readings, is the outrigh
and Trinitarian resolution to the existential problems of the self, which arises

in full force with Hedurdeolpsgeadtettay | engt hy

"Hei degger, OARlgatsdaninem,am dl N&.o
Hei deggemneandiNédlgaitsani sm, 6 148.
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the remainder of his lectures. Heidegger chooses to treat these entirely under
the shadow of the deformed g&lfhi ch opl unges headl ongd i
oObeaut i f uforihopthirigs of treewdrid. He argues that the whole

of ConfX hinges on thigs most famous chapter.

I n excluding theology, Hei degger subver

In a move which Marion will repeat, Heidegger discusses the long and
i mportantsegteargadi) i 6 mofmot hi s chapter with
reference to the selfcemdary reference to the act of loving, and only a

passing glance at God.

Thus everything depends upon the authentic hearing, upon
theHowof the questioning posture, of the wantoigear

(é) The ovhedtnt God has torhed into a
discussionf the conditions of experiencing God, and that
comes to a head in the problem of what | am niyself.

His explicit gloss on thisphrasée | at e di d | get to the | ev
where | put mysel f -digumethtbhughes®the t i on t o |
sense, entirely obvious to even a careless reader of X.27.38, in which this love

is a response to the sensuous beauty of €ptating the emphasis instead

on the selfds attempts to keep itself m
possible uiormed by external objects. The gloss on the remainder of

X.27.38 which forms the closing lines of a long preamble to a longer set of

79 Cf. AugustineConfX.27.38.

8%Hei degger , 0 ARilgaitsd n ineem,adm d1 NEk.o

8]t i s perhaps Marionds central task to cor
also the self which loves as such a response, under afraldetermining and

primordial givenness.
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expositions (ofuratentatiandmolesjigare demonstrative of this almost
obsessive fixation on the self, and oh#reneneutical distance he must

traverse in order to arrive at it:

| plunged headlong into the world and thingerasosa
beautifully formed, impressive and announcing something
significant, so that they captured me; and my desire to know
made an efforttat 0 but deformis inrugdamyself was not in

the form, | did not have the Being, which is the genuine
Bei ng oTetigmsti meect ekarsi in pacgm tuarmo u
touched me, anidam burning for Your peacg].

The transition here from Heideggergiass to Augustinian quotation is

abrupt and jarring, at least when one re&dmi, it raises the question of

why Heidegger bothers to quote this sentence at all. Both the second person
agencytétigistand the emphasis on pegaeém tuawould hae

emphatically undercut Heideggerds conce
even briefly, and only the sense of ardor or buexags{occupies his

interests in the following pages.

Though the aforementioned expositions run their course for
severbpages- nearly half of the entire lecture course is devoted to
unpackingnolestas t he Obasi ¢ c-Hwallffaegdaer of f actii
similarly extended attention to these pages, as they follow rather
uncontroversially from the premises whiefdelgger has set up in the
portions of the lecture to which | have been attending thus far. This is not

to deny their intrigue and their value; several reflections on discrete moments

2Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdaninem,ad dl Nk.o
80ne assumes that Hei deggerds auditors were
bet ween Augustineds and Heidegger6s thought
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of Augustineds dtstationesSthdasersesandf t he vario
interpersonal life are perceptive, if not terribly relevant to the rest of his

reading. Aside from these brief attentions to particularities of the Augustinian

text, the last half of the lecture course is insistent, almost repetitive, in its

drive towads describing Augustinianism as fundamentally a play of historical

curge i n an original 0 f-tleebrized)rugitptoano t i on f r or
dissolute, scattered manifoftuftu;m, and i-movwe nePudt @fr
authenticity which attempts to contaselit(an interesting twist on the Latin

continentia i N an exi stentially honest direct.i
chapters o€onfX which describe the various obstacles to this auth&nticity

prevents him from elaborating on the object of thigtidinecHis numerous

i nvocations of a break between Ophenome
ohow?¢é6 | ife is directed and the (illegi
guestion o0t o Wimake & dertain anioent dof sense, oncee c t e d

we have forgiveHeidegger for his eccentrically selective reading. But this

forgiveness ought not to come without rigorous objection: from an

Augustinian perspective, it is simply impermissible to ignore an ontological

context to the phenomenological project. THisdaas | have noted above,

is most obvious in the omission of the rest o€Ciafessidmsn

phenomenol ogical consideration; it is m
refusal to consider even the whole of the tenth book Glthiessienke

stops jst before Augustine begins to reflect on humility, on Christ as

84 AugustineConfX.28.39X.39.64.
8%Hel degger, OAuRluasttoinnies ma,n6d INee50, 170, 177, an
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mediator, on the incarnation and on the sacraments, with a culminating nod

towards the Euchaff®wvhi ch woul d, in concern with

A

on creation, have nofkfdasnolesgadidalyg ger 6 s desc

untenable:

éa How of experiencing, a burden
of, havingof-oneself- in full facticity. This havingf-

oneself is, as factical, such that it enacts this endangering itself

and forms it. In the conceeaind genuine enactment of

experience, it gives itself the possibility of falling, but in its

ownmost radical setbncern, it gives itself at the same time

the full, concrete, factical oo0opp

of its ownmost lifé&’

Heidegger s subversion of Augustinian theol

phenomenology, and ultimately returns to the stability of the subject

It will be the project of Marion, of Chrétien and of my final chapter
to try to correct these omissions, and suggest appeapconfigurations of

the themes which Heidegger has rendered as central to the

phenomenol ogical traditionds readi

light of the most relevant theological data. For now, | wish only to note a

momentofquiet r ony whi ch di scloses a central

presentation of Augustine. In rendedagtinentidat which Heidegger
rightly sees as serving as a buffer againehthtonasd as reinforcing a

partially positive dynamicafraas soméing which God commands, but

not something which God also grants (the famous patayerod iubes et iube

ng

of

l

quodvis i s surprisingly missing from Heidef/¢

86 AugustineConfX.43.70,
8%Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdninem,ad dl &N3x.o
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runs a considerable risk of Pelagianism; he also restores,tahthetéas

and as through the back door, a sort of reversed Husserlian subjective

stability, where the self ultimately grounds and assures its own selfhood,

albeit only in its willingness to endanger its own being. Extracting

phenomenology from Augustinedaasting aside the theology which

surrounds it and pervades it, is not only a process whinbnseibusly

betrays both the Augustinian text and the Augustinian spirit; it also ends in a
strangely conservative motndedima t owar ds 0
radical havingf-oneself® Perhaps it is not too crude to draw a direct line

from Hei de g g eCoifX inthedroaderacontext of the resaod
Augustineds t ho umpmdntraedreatintdidedliss t o t hi s | a
subjectivity, ean if this subjectivity begins to strain in its tragic outlook

towards an impersonal ontology.

The subject of Conf Xl overlaps significantly with Dasein

On, then, tdBeing and Tfihand here we must tread carefully. As
intimated abovd3eing and Tiraters to Augustine explicitly only four times.
Augustine appears, then, with considerably less frequency than Descartes or
Aristotle, but with considerably more frequency than Aquinas or other
scholastic figures. It would therefore be foolhardyl(iestipting) to try to

read the whole of this opus as a gloss o@dhé&essigakhough the

88Hei degger, OARIlgaitsdaninem,ad dl &N2.0
89 MartinHeideggerBeing and Tjrirans. John Macquarrie and BawRobinson
(New York, Harper & Row, 1962).
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temptation to point out that the reverse holds true is too great to resist: four
references to Augustine, and very little scholarly discourse; two references to
Aquinas, and a whole industry of debates about the extent to which

Heidegger is a scholastic!).

The |l ine from t Hd adAdung lssnBeingl ee ca nud eN &
and Timeould obviously be drawn too sharply, but does this mean that it
does not exist?uPanother way, the question is: to what extent does the
account of subjectbjectcec onst i tuti vity found in o0The
Rel i gious Lif ed Bangtrddingoahatendtlheeet f ound i
present a brief report of the major themati&eing and Tiasethey strike
an ear trained more by Augustine than by other obvious influences on
Hei degger (Kant, Husser|l , Ni et zsche, Ki
point is not to establish thB¢ing and Tilma crypteAugustinian text, put
into a German code to hide the obvious influence, nor even to set up a
watertight genealogy from Heidegger to Marion and Chrétien (or for that
matter to Sartre or to Derrida) by way of Augustine. | aim solely to alert
those readers unfamiliar with Heigeggnd to remind those much more
familiar than |, of some of the key dynamid3eifig and Tjraed to put
forth the rather uncontroversial assertion that, if theextury
phenomenological game is played at least in part on Augustinian turf, this is

not a wholly new or wholly arbitrary phenoméhon.

NPT he most t horough, and bal anced, di scussi o
in the prehistory ofBeing and Timéhat of Theodore Kisi@lhe Genesis of

Hei de gger dBerk8ley:iUniwergitf Califordid Press, 1995)18%,
particularly 105ff; see also-his extensive
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We may start with what Heidegger hindselfa rare and awkward
autobiographicalremadk el | s us ab ouBeinandTineet i neds r o
specifically with regard to the prominent phenomenon of chits an

linguistic and conceptual history:

Even as early as the Staigse 3 gvesa girmly established

term, and it recurs in the New Testament, bec@uilgtudo

i n the Vulgate. The way in which
foregoing existential analytic of Dasein, is one which has

grown upon the author in connection withdttempts to

Interpret the Augustinian (i.e., Hell€aristian)

anthropology with regard to the foundational principles

reached in the ontology of Aristdtle.

The trajectory in Heidegger o writing f
PhenomenologyigioRe Liféo dealing with Aristotle (Being and Tiameal

certainly elsewhere) is vkalbwn, and | do not wish to dispute that in many
wayBeingand Tone Ar i st otelianism is more deepl
Augustinianism. This is true both inatgyuage of choice (Greek) and in

parts of its very structure (e.g. its opening quotation, or the governing

preoccupation of delineating Being rather than beings). Nevertheless, the
OHel-Ckemiosti an anthropol ogy, 6 Themported al

Phenomenology of Religiatreehifein through the machines of Aristotelian

Pl atoni spr06l,7.i biKd.si1l92 concl udeBeitfghat August

andTimes primarily structuroale: 6ge@ekdliyx,0 iatndi s
impoverished Augustinian schema which begins to anticipate the structure of BT..
The core infinitive €&, caring (curare), on

opposing tendencies of falling into disperson in the many otavsimg an

integrated and unified self. On the other end, it is ontologically oriented toward
thigs of use versus things to be enjoyed for their own sake. Especially the latter
distinction, amplified byicomachean E#hip®ints to the two extant Dsions of

BT6 (219).

91 HeideggeBeing and Tjm82 n.7.
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ontology, is the animating forceBeing and Tinio doubt the
anthropology is more complicated than Augustine, even than a Heideggerean
limitation of Augustine. Also noudat that anthropology, Christian or

ot herwise, is emphatically not Hei degge

Thus, by our ontological Interpretation of Dasein, we have

been brought to thexistential conception c ar e fr om Dasei
pre-ontological interpretation of itsel as & car e. & Yet t
analytic of Dasein is not aimed at laying an ontological basis

1;(2)r anthropology; ifgurposes oneof fundamental ontology.

Nevertheless the opposite remains true: that Heidegger allows a certain
Stoicized Augustinian anthropgl@aand it is quite important that

Hei degger ds Augustine is always and eve
sense Platonieto give shape to his inquiry, both selecting the phenomena
which will be laid bare for his analysis and more fundamentatly timeit

horizon against which they appear. These phenomena, and their linkings to
the Confessipae plentiful. Foremost there is the questionratranslated

or revised int&orgelLess prominently, we could note the distinction
betweertimor casandtimor senvifimnd a quick nod of the head to

Augustine (alongside Pascal) for their work in elaborating that we come to
things first in the affective order and only later in the epistemi¥ order

Finally, in this list of lesser Augustinianigrayught to note the lengthiest
engagement with an Augustinian text to app8aing and Tjmamely the

discussion afuriositas a particularly sharp quotidian way of relating to

92HeideggeBeing and Tir244.
93 HeideggeBeing and Tj#@2 n.4
%4 HeideggeBeing and Tirhé8 and 492 n.5.
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beings. Here it is possible to trace a departure from the ahalysis 0

OAugusti fPd aarod i Nen®d : Being end @imeghgr®re i s i n
careful not to recommend what he has di
fornoovel ty f or® Tiheseteemesyr@, howsvarknech they

illuminate small corners of the Heyderean universe, admittedly rather

minor, particularly when compared to the sheer number of citations of
Aristotle marshalled and discussed at |
object of inquiry, Being. | Belgped Augus
and Timier its absencéthe Heideggerean scholar who would guess that

Augustine never worried himself with ontological questions will be easily

forgiven for this migstimation.

Being : Aristotle :: 7ime : Augustine
| would like, though, to hazardnare provocative thesis, which
confessedly finds little in the way of obvious textual support. To wit: if
Aristotle is the pri mar Beingdaguséneygst f or H
the primary, if utterly unacknowledged, catalyst for his thddgimeo
Theoreticians of time are without ex
account : on more than one occasion, he
conception of time, a tradition which begins with Aristotle and ends with

Bergson. In this conception, timéik e oonti cal <criterion fo

%5 HeideggeBeing and Tjrag57.
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discriminaig v ar i ous r°Ilt&dthe sinsapliisticatedtandt i e s . 6
underanal yzed flow of facilely defined 0nc
clock, the oOcourse of tto-hamdfandmher ei n mom
discussion of timé&from Aristotle to Bergson, running through Descartes

and Kam & assumes this basic meafinggainst thi$ indeed, talestrdiis

0 ontic conception of time, Heidegger proposes an ontological definition of

time as that whighrimadiallydetermines Being, and not merely that which

accidentally provides a setting and a context for any given being:

The fact that in every onow, 6 no
in each case alreadymust be conceived in terms of

somet hi nga widtliaendd if ¥ odn whi ch every
stems: that is to say, it must be conceived in terms of the

ecstatical stretchiadong of that temporality which is alien to

any Continuity of something presatftand but which, for

its part, presents the catimh for the possibility of access to

anything contiuous that is preseathand®

This ecstasy and this stretching, presented at a climactic portion of

Hei deggerds argument as the ontol ogical
Being, cannot help but remius of the Augustiniadistentio aninindeed,

that Dasein is constituted by its futurity, by its openness and directedness to

potential, rather than by its presence and its actiadisyipset Thomist

readers of Heidegger, but it is formally neanyigdéto thenquietum odr

ConfessiondMore to the point, Augustine has also discussed and rejected, in

9% HeideggerBeing and Tjr88.

97 HeideggeBeing and Tjrgff.

98 HeideggerBeing and TidheS.

NPCT . 372: 0By the term 6futuralnot we do not
yvebecome 6act ual dwilbdordhe firdt iime.hWeshaveiie tielwme

the coming in which Dasein s ownmost potentialiffpr-Being, comes towards

itsel f. O
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the eleventh book of tli@onfessiptee commors e nse oonti co defini
time in favor of precisely suctistentio aninfiis hard tomagine that a
student of Husserl, who has recommended that anybody interested in time
ought to reaonfessiofisis unfamiliar with this text, particularly when that
student not only edited for publication the text in which Husserl made this
recommendadn, but also gave a lecture series on the book immediately
preceding it!

Two plausible explanations remain: thaditentio anindrked its
way through Hei deggerods subconscious to
recognize his solution to the proldenfitime as anything other than his
own, or that he had some reason for eliding and obscuring this influence;
between these two, it is difficult to choose. In support of the latter
explanation, | can try to articulate at least one respect in whiclyéteideg
would have found Augustineds account de
distentio anisxsurrounded on all sides by Scriptural exegesis and speculation
regarding creation and eternity, all of which Heidegger brushes aside in a
footnotewag ho@aef iomeednt ati on towards t he
presencathandd'®Heidegger leaves open the possibility that some
account of et erwaneggtionisatreminautiaedi gatt 0by t he
supplement an ontological account of time and of tempaftdityhis
ontological account has already lestaiblished phenomenologi¢atiyut

rejects as not worthy of discussion the suggestion that a revealed or

100HeideggeBeing and Tiz@9 n. 13.
101HeideggeBeing and Ti#@9 n. 13.
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philosophically determined eternity can found and initiate, even in the mode

of aporia, suchaphene nol ogy; this is of course Au
be clear: it would be unrealistic to demand that Heidegger accept

Augustinian revelation as a basis for a phenomenologically determined

ontol ogy. But Heidegger coud d have all
certainly not as naive as that ontic account which both Heidegger and

Augustine describe and reject; only a prejudice against the conceptualization

of eternity which automatically imagines that such a conceptualization is an

inauthentic act of fleeimgath precludes him from seeing G@ifessiotis

mirrors his own definition in much of its content, if not its tone.

More is at stake here than bibliography. That Augustine is
unacknowledged as a source of some of the more influential philosophy of
the twentieth century can certainly rankle me, or the Augustinian guild, but
hardly anybody else ought to be upset by merely this plagiarism. More
generally upsetting is the result of this omission, that by it Heidegger escapes
the need to argue for thenctusions he reaches, and more particularly for
the departures he makes from Augustine. Heidegger and Augustine agree
on a certain uncanny and destabilizing definition of temporality as an ecstatic
force which centrally determines both human beingraate(t) Being in
general; this definition leads both of them to an anthropology (and perhaps
an ethics) of temptation and of profligacy, and especially of ecstatic being
towardssomethiags t he means of wunification of t

leads Heidegger to give this something the name of death, and Augustine to
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give it the name of Gdtfit leads Heidegger to analysis of fear and anxiety,

and Augustine to Oburning |l ove, 6 to hop
time gives the human beingsitape and its fundamental orientation to the

world, and for both of them time does not exist except that it tends toward

non-being'®® But for Augustine, this time tends toward-heimg not due

to an inscrutably arbitrary and tragic caprice, but dud itostea

transcenderRatiovhich makes itself manifest alsvedbunandPrincipium
VirtusandSapienti& | have no wish to ovestate my case; there are almost
certainly reasons internal to Heidegger
Augustinedsfanamgswhich differ from his
forgetfulness or refusal to acknowledge his debt renders any discussion of

these reasons speculative at best. But even if he had, as | wish, brought

these debts out into the light, and even if he hackdnhto a goofthith

argument with Augustine, it seems unlikely that he would have avoiding the

trap which Husserl fell into: ignoring cont&onfessiohs i s, as Mari oné
analysis in particular is willing to acknowledge, not a discrete philosophica

unit, however sophisticated and compelling (or not) it might be; it is instead a
clearing of the throat, a preamble to A

is not merely proper Christian piety. It also demarcates the boundaries of

1Aygustineds similar discussion does incl uc
dynami c: 0 A t ihto beiggndrituees orjftanaischuclt as inis reot
what it was and bCEoof¥.m&s what it was not. 6

103 AugustineConfXI.14.17.
104 AugustineConfx1.8.169.11.
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Augustinian phenomen o qwyllum tempus esse posse singittreatura

creation, there can be no tigf&

By ignoring theology, Husserl and Heidegger misconstrue the self

Formally, both Husserl and Heidegger are guilty of falsely
distinguishing between Augustinepthibosopher and Augustine the
theologian; the Augustine who claims Christianrgraphilosoptilanot
permit one to select portions of his work as philosophically interesting or
coherent without a much more rigorous discussion of the principleb of s
a selection. This formal error leads, at least indirectly, to the conclusions that
their more theologically minded heirs will most concern themselves with
disputing. The Husserlian epoché and Heideggerean phenomenology tout
court, not unlike the Cadiamrmeditatlmefore them, are in some sense
spiritual exercis@dut to what end? For Husserl, the self is apparent to
itself, so long as it practices this epoché, restricted to the epistemic realm,
which it can of its own devices do. For Heidetigeself is opaque to itself
0 or at least, the practices needed for the self to access itself are not theorized
d and it cannot of its own devices or otherwise do anything to remediate the
situation of finitude and time, construed as tragically insuafleunfor
Augustine (and for Marion and Chrétien), the self is always opaque to itself,
though this opacity can have both troublesome aspects (which can be

mitigated) and positive aspects; on

105 AugustineConfx1.30.40.
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temporality are not cansed as insurmountable obstacles, but as themselves

gifts. The philosophy and practice of Augustine thus differs fundamentally

in aim from the philosophical practices of Husserl and of Heidegger, which
appear, tenebrousl y, seethattheungre slaselin e s wak
one attends to Augustine, and the | ess
determined by (for example) Heideggerean commitments, the more these

practices and exercises emerge as tools to better appreciate and celebrate the
finitudeof the self, and to enjoy all other created things as also gifts. Indeed

the final chapter of the present work will suggest some ways in which a fuller

reading of Augustine, which attends especially to the dimensions of

Augustinian protphenomenology vith are concerned with the Trinity and

with the account in Genesis of the becoming of all things can better account

for some of the bizarre locutionsQ@nfX-XI on Augustinian grounds, but

also can salvage a more deeply restless ground for the @dncerns

phenomenology itself, viz. a Trinitarian transcendence and an account of the
co-constitution of subjects and objects in the imagination. Before that, the

two intervening chapters will describe and begin to assess the efforts of

Marion and Chrétien tesituate Augustine in precisely this way.
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[ll. Marion and Augustine

Abstract

This chapter contains a sustained engagement withdean Mar i ond s
important 2008 monograph on Augustine. Much like Heidegger provided a

more compelling and more detaibedpeo s i t i on of Augustineds
phenomenology than Husserl did, Marion provides an account of the

guestion which is similarly more compelling, more creative, and more

attentive to linguistic and conceptual details. For this reason my approach to

Maiion is largely expository. But much like Heidegger remained

fundamentally in |ine with many of Huss
Marionds reading, in its aversion espec
criticism. | n faraimopoverisdanddatkds r el i ance

Heideggerean ontology is apparent in his treatment of nearly every major
Augustiniariopog/hich he entertains: thenfessitemorigeritaghedistentio

animiand the relationship betwegmndmundusga love and praisén

each of these areas, |l point to a patte
consistent insights into the Augustinian text is less averse to theology than

that of his forerunners, but equally averse to metaphysics, and so while it

brings many smalluminations to the corners of the Augustinian world, it

fails to offer a compelling synthesis of these insights, and so calls forth

(contrary to Marionds intentions, but f
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phenomenological project) a witkerging readingf Augustineds onto

and his relationship to Platonic philosophy.

AulieuDe Soi s an I mportant text in the traje

thought, and in the history of phenomenology

JearL.uc Marion acknowledges that his recent book on Auglistine
was to bexpected: the trajectory of his historical project and that of his
phenomenological project, not easily separated one from the other, both
point back to a radicality which precedes Descandseu De Swiill very
likely become an importanttextéor t uat i ng Mari onds pl ace
phenomenological tradition, and indeed asks for a newly conceived account
of the role of Augustine in determining that trad@iarrole which pierces
through Derrida, Ricoeur, Heidegger and Husserl, with each to soine exten

claiming Augustine as their own, such that the phenomenological tradition,

|l i ke the Reformation, might well be bes
Augustinianisms. 0 Nevert haliemPes, t he mo
Sorraises is bestputfraen t heol ogi c al perspective: i

rather returd}’to Augustine, particularly on the heelBhef Erotic

1Ay Lieu De Soi: . [Péria PUrr2008,0e Alld e Sai nt Augu:s
translations from this text are my own: | will only provide the French when my

translation fails to capture important nuance.

o’Mariondés first articles were expositions
selon | aEspr ARéuredkBh(iges): 664, and oDi stance et
b®atitude: sur | e mo tRésureeptZh¢lbPeB)a’®s80.c hez Sai nt
The young Marion is to be commended for understanding that the most important

thing a Frenchman could éeing in 1968 is reading Augustine carefully.
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PhenomeffBmost accurately interpreted as a phenomenological claiming of

Augustine, or as an Augustiniancaefiguring of phezmenology? In the

former case, Mari onds trcenfessbati ons of A
0reduverta s ndt he s at uregeatse do tphhee ngoinfetneodn 6o, n e &
would be read as imperialistic or even narcissistic impositions which would

tell s much about Marion and little about Augustine; in the latter, as

admi ssions that Marionds project has, a
thus more deeply theological, than even he (let alone we) have known, which

would, whatever insights it might grin our understanding of Augustine,
defamiliarize the terrain of Marionds o
misinterpretations, both Cartesian and Heideggerean. If nothiAg else,

Lieu De Sproves Marion as a very careful and imaginative reader of

Augustineand one whose arguments and translations deserve similarly

careful attention: my approach will then be largely exegetical, tracing out the

skeletal framework éfu Lieu De Sawith brief critical comments salted in

liberally.

The genre and the structue of the Confessionsalready gestures

towards a phenomenol ogical o0erotic redu
As a methodological statement, Marion launches his first dtepter,

confessio ou la rédogtaoguing that the novelty of thenfessi@mserges

not at the level ofomtent, but primarily at the levefafm whether they

108 Jearl_uc Marion;The Erotic Phenomé&remms. Stephen E. Lewis. Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 2007.
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speak of the self, the will, memory, time, Scripture, creation or God (as they

do, in roughly this ordepejsont hey Oinscr.i
narrative. The observation might seem Hautdljarion shows the

originality of this approach by questio
about what, pr &% AwLedDBeSsithustbbe o0 whom?3d
conceived of as an attack not only on the interpretation©bttiessi@ss

the firstautobiography, but on the very conceptuddgvhich this genre

presupposes and reinforces: Gbafessia@me indeed a writing of a life, but

specifically and intentionaligta | i f e of the self, but one
In placing such higmportance (a move which is in obvious continuity with

Heidegger) on the figperson singular narration of thenfessiolkarion

does not wish to neglect Augustineds ot
imperative to take seriouBlg trinitatendDe citate deas well as more

centrally Augustineds commentaries on S
nature and the trajectory of thenfessitimemselves, and the failure to obey

this imperative as an esssesophatabkbympt om
realings of Augusting? Instead, this firgberson narration is correctly

viewed as Operfectly aporetic,d in othe
definitions of the genre of tlmnfessi@sstheological, philosophical, literary

or autobiographicah) the speculative senses of each of these genres. Such a
problematization insists on an interpre

O0point of departured from terms purely

109Marion,Au Lieu de S@&0.
110Marion,Au Lieu de S@il.
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interpretation of th€onfessiassonfessinderstood in its double sense as

corfession of sin and of praiskIn generic terms, then, tBenfessidiagh

presuppose and aim at what they inaugurate in their first sixmagdsis es

Domine, et laudabilis isaltere understood as a confessigraise, which

intends through the confession of sin to confess praise more adequately.

Showing the clear influence of Jeams Chrétied?’Mar i on cl ai ms t hat
prai se does not designate one act of sp
voice worthy ® a ¢ ¢ e s'$ Maridn tingeBsdodig on these first six

words, noting in them precisely the problematic which he will apply to the

whole of the praise instantiated and described @otifessioiWho speaks

these words, and to whom? Noting that #éneyirst of all a quotation of

Scripture, a conflation of Psalms, and secondly framed in terms of the desire

to praise which humanity, or more preci
creation, ® possesses and amfpsofr es t o, Ma
the Confessi@ssat once the voice of Scripture, Aurelius Augustinus, the

reader, the Church and finally the whole of credfianThe f i rst phr ase

the Confessigmsherefore articulated from the beginning in a demand (God

111Marion,Au Lieu deds 31.

112Cf. JearLouis ChretierSaint Augustin et les actes d@aasételF, 2002.
113Marion,Au Lieu de S@i2.

114 Although reading all of this fra@onfl.1.1 is an impressive exegetical act, none

of it is new to Matheimove t scomporatejcreatitnins ave ar gua
this reduction. On this move, which finds
cosmic |liturgy® and asserting that it has n

specifically theurgic dimension of which Marion ratistogacally leaves out, cf.
Ch. 5 below.

77



is given to be pised), then in a response (in fact, humanity does praise him,

as does the whole of creatiohi)

I n order to get from this point of d
and titular claim that the®nfesfilmctions as an erotic reduction, Marion
argueshat thisconfessiad this praise is neither conceptual nor speculative,
because, faced with the incommensurability of finite praise and the infinitely
praised, theonfesiec peaks i n a speecdGovhut ch predi c
speak$oGod and leds the speakénGod, converting him fromlacuteto
aninterloqd® Thus the reader of Augustine must first recognize himself as
an interlocutor with Augustine, and more primarily as interlocuted by God
alongside Augustine: the distinctive natulee@onfessiens Opar t e x t
excellenteGod @Died 6 f or ms 6an extraordinary rup
mg aphysical "mhehehismtferissupderstaott & predicating
(in the etymological sense) something of God, inscribing God under an
allegely preexistent concept or category. In this way, when Marion argues
that there is a fundamental difference between speaking to God and speaking
of God, s ucdfGod digaifies, i the end, gpeatifkgm, but
withougvenagainst i Hithis prepositional playing is not simply a tired
reiteration of the speculative difference betweeddtppadthedogy, but a
reorientation of this formulation in the opening terms o tméessiowith

the result that the reader is allowed to irgetpe enigmatiministerium

115Marion,Au Lieu de S@i23.
116 Marion,Au Lieu de S@i67.
117Marion,Au Lieu de S@&0.
118Marion,Au Lieu de S@&B8.
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praedicatans similarly etymological fashion: neither as referring to
Ambrose, nor to a mysti'®odluttodi nwardd Chr
phenomenological structuring of creation as such, which is nevertheless
tenaabusly Christological, the ministry of that which is spoken haiee (
dicejaus.
Marion thus construes thenfesama phenomenological structure
which comes from a strictly theological claim; the remainder of the first
chapter describes how thisistrt ur e 6ar ouses, oOorganizes a
ConfessiofisThe 6arousal 8 whi c hConfédssioms st ructur e
refers, in the first instance, to the prominent and determining role that the
guotation of Scripture plays in its pages. This halsdengioted and is a
commonplace within Augustinian studies, but Marion is to my knowledge
the only phenomenological reader of Augustine to point it out. Further, his
analysis is, rather remarkably for a phenomenologist, quick to tie the
observation of s fact to the Augustinian teaching of verbal creation: that
Augustine so frequently quotes the Bi bl
words saithySt. Augustine, but first saibt. Augustine by the very dae
whom the confession nageats then -- words said right away by God who
has said the word first, or rather who has said the first wordhaess he

creat ed t IKePraisothetefdre siryctuies ndt only language, but

119pPjerre Courcell®echerches sur les Confessions de SaiarsugesBoccard,
1950.

120Marion,Au Lieu de Sai0.
121Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi2.
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the creation of the world via this language; to praise isatbgudipn, and
to pay attention to praise is to learn that to which praise responds. In this
sense, for Marion, again showing the clear influence of Chrétien,

phenomenology takes on a decidedly antiphonal character:

That which | say and that which Iwis say (my
intentionality) are up to me, llatl say them andow say
them (my syntax and my performance) come to me from
an ot h e rcontesk@s mafunction but to apprehend,
little by little, that from which speech has come, without
knowing, a a responsé.

In other words, the practice of ttenfessas a perpetual response, formally

mirrors the 06l ate have | | oved youd whi
which is 6das ancient as it is new,d alt
pulchritu@s a plausible content to fill this form; for the moment, and

primarily, as Marion contends, this form arises out of the logic of quoting

Scriptured despite or because of the fact that, as Augustine tells, one cannot

guote Scripture withowdlar ni ng an ©6éapostolic her mene.l

moreover participates in the missiofithe Trinity*® In applying the logic
of Confessiohs 2. 2 (0l do not say anything righ
previougigard from me, nor do You hear anytffiagh me whictyou have
not previously saidtfneo Augusti neds speech as a wh

convincingly argues that this |l ogic pre

122Marion,Au Lieu de $di3.

123Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi4.

124For the remainder of this chapter, any English quotations of Augustine are my

own transl ati ons of,alhaugh| baveitakenfeffosttoc h t r ans | &
check these against both the Latin version
English translations | had at h@nd the case of the Confessions, Chadwick; in the

case of the City of God, Dyson; On the Trinity, Hill.vehiaken care, though it

pains me typographically and aesthetically,
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Further, he makes no effort to conceal the language of being Augustine uses

inthe passage most relevant beéfomet hi s antip
before | called to you. With mounting frequency, by voices of many kinds,

you put pressure on me, so that from far off | heard and was converted and

called uponyouasyouwerealint o me € i n anyyougood act.i
were beforemBeforewas, you were, and | had no being to which you could

grant existence. Nevertheless here | am as a result of your goodness, which

preedes all that you made me to me, and all out of yehichade mé?®

(XII.1.1). This passage, which Marion reads as supporting in advance his

doctrine of the gifted (0 a)dnevemhe&less shifts the radicality of this

doctrine from that of the subject (whictd £t ant dRecmn® e Mari onods
objections tolte contrary, indeed tends towards) into that of an economy of

creati on: 6As the gifted, Il must all t
that | give what | receive, because | do not precede them, but come, exactly

like themfrom an immemorial instan@® He illustrates this reception and

donation of the self with reference to the Milan conversion narrative, in that

Augustine does not have at his disposal, at the moment of conversion, a self,

let alone words to express that self, but only the wdtus @alm¥”’ To

guote Scripture, as the anterior call of the triune God mediated through

ecclesi al interpretanse®d, myscomhkeedsmoan

make”® In this way the structure of tbenfesgparticularly construed as

125 AugustineConfXIIl.1.1.
126 Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi7.
127 AugustineConfVIIl.12.28.
128Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi.
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that whicHistens carefully to the language of the Bible and appropriates it as
its own most appropriate and most personal, indeed as that which
underwrites its being, initiates the text oCivefessiowhich already begins

to emerge as more dialogue than text.

Marion correctly but insufficiently recognizes the ontological weight of

confessio

Marionds argument r e gComfedsidmystpe t he or ga
principle of theconfessimilarly problematizes any facile distinction between
the linguistic anthe ontological, as well as any simply disjunctive reading of
the confessio laaddstheconfespieccatiAfter an impressive survey of the
texts (largely from thiEnnarrationes in pspimedich Augustine discusses
the act of confession, Mariogare s t hat Augustineds treat
confession marks an important departure from his predecessors, whether
Christian (Tertullian) or pagan (CicereQRantilian), for all of whom
confessiongxomologeisiprimarily (in the case of Tertullian) or exellys
(inthe case of Ciceroand®u i nt i | i an) of fawult, and tF
For Augustine, on the contrary, confession of praise is equal to confession of
finitude, which is similar but prior to
God as Gd, if  name him as such, but | can only name him as such, if |

deny myself this same naifieFurther still, as Marion glosses on

129Marion,Au Lieu de S$S6b.
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Augustineds sugg e siheicanfedsigne tamen odh singus ¢ a | p h
OFor | do not s ay nfesgioncldonbteaysbecamse | am m
| am it; and | am rtaeally, unless | confegs$ So radical to th@onfessids

this logic that, as Marion displays with a note of tedium, nearly every book

begins or ends with an explicit confession, and, as he goesgue, there

is a discernible arc of these confessions from the indigithmcommunal

or ecclesigf’to (finally, at the end of Book XIlII) the universal confesgion

dal |l your .8 G defending thecstruktisral integrity of the

Corfessioagainst unnamed literary critics on the one hand, and on the other
against the O0theologians, philosophers
utilizable fragments but ignore the con
ornanent or a pious conventi@ff Marion contends quite rightly that they

take not only their name, but also their logic and trajectory, opening from the

personal onto the Scriptural, liturgical and universal (we could add, as Marion

does not, ontological) structure of tbafessiBine it sets the scene for

much of the exegesis of thenfessioviichAu Lieu De Soomprises, it is

worthwhile to linger briefly over the way in which these structures overlap: it

is not in the institution ofwni even liturgically, even in the codiiyy,

but in the decenterinddcentrethento f t he sel f, alwdysl ways pa

to be taken up agad® The unity which arises between Augustine as a

130 AugustineEnnarrationes in Ps&@fnds
131Marion,Au Lieu de S&4.
132Marion,Au Lieu de S®&0.
133Marion,Au Lieu de S@&3.
134Marion,Au Lieu de S®4.
135Marion,Au Lieu de Sais.
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subjectConfl-1X), his readers as a hermeneutic and ecclesial community

(X), and all créi@an insofar as it is temporal {XIll) is thus not exactly that

of concentric circles, but the unity of spheres decentered in their perpetual

and constitutive resportegod, who, agterior intimo rfweloich will

become in its repetition, an increglgiemphasized phrase through#aut

Lieu De Saiivaled only perhaps by theaestio mjhs read as the center

which establishes, delimits and structures them. In this way Marion argues

for not only the first nine books, but the entirety oObefesonsas

precisely notheerbt ogragphgploy thet s@&l f sai
alone knows it. God, closer to me than my interior, but also closer to other
people than their interioirasl, adetredrod e
and @& tmibawedn me andthéthThat Mari onds exampl e,
Monicads prayers to God on Augustineos
0directd interventions are not, margina
thus neglects the reciprocality of this principde @thers, and particularly

bishops, serve likewise as a mediation for the self to God, even if this

mediation is a response to the more primary mediation) need not distract

from Marionds broader point: that O0St.
phenomenologitdoctrine of the third person, from then on allowad,

only in order to inverse it imdt&diasaly the first instance wherein Marion

establishes Augustine as an ultimate, if distant and perhaps indirect, founder

of phenomenology, but rather tlemmitting Augustine to a straitjacket of

136 Marion,Au Lieu de S@&O0.
137Marion,Au Lieu de S@lL, emphasis mine.
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phenomenological dogmatics, allows Augustine to unseat and supplant this

dogmatics theologically. Thus, in an exceptionally important footnote,

Marion compares this transcendent (not transcendental!) third, as a
@uarantee of intersubjectivityd to the
Sartre (thgroupe en fysiderleatPonty (the flesh), Henry (life), and even

Levinas (for whom the third remains alw
det er mi®nEhe resaimgparadox, that the most interior todlyés

also the moslteto theegogestures towards a phenomenology radicalized

in Augustinian fashion, which Marion appears to be willing, at this early

moment in the book, to permit to challengecgdtuy phenomenological

orthodoxies. And if he does not entirely follow through on this impulse, in

ways which | will suggest later, still this opening methodological chapter at

|l east gestures in a valwuable direction.
equate the model of theonfessim an O6eroti c reduction, 0 \
to love of others and love of God, in lieu of suggesting that Marion is

interested in Augustine only to shore up the views he has arrived at

independently of Augustitiéactually imites an Augustinian critique of

Marionds previous work, and a revisioni

of the Augustinian confession.

138Marion,Au Lieu de S@&l n.2.
139Notably, Augustine is absent fréhre Erotic Phenomsawea the epigraritemo
est qui non amet
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Marion strikes down the Husserlian sefsufficient subject as

fundamentally Cartesian, rather than Augustinian

The drive to decenter the subject theologically, by the structure of the
confessioi s i n continuity with Marionds pr e\
and Augustin&’which has cast salutary doubt on any assumed
uninterrupted tradition of@gitavith Augustinian roots, and indeed
foreshadows the defense of this position which begins the next thépteg o
ou | Madomm®,s most sustained and convinc
guestion to date. He sets up this discussion by reframing then quiels&o
cogion terms of ©O6access of the self to it
found such an accessogitatiso Augustine is supposed to have found it in
a quasepistemological reading of theago deThough this simplistic
conflation migt seem to have an air of the straw man about it, Marion
reminds us that such was precisely the
own timet"! Nevertheless it is easily corrected: as textOEaivitate tiei
De trinitatdut especiallye beata viad theEnchiridionh ow, Augusti neds
formulation, though formally similarto ttugifo r epl aces Obei ngd wi
A more insidious danger than a simple and historical conflation might here
insinuate itself: namely, to réfaih such a formulatioas something
primarily possessed, something at my disposition. Much like the treatment

of language in the first chapter, Mario

140See in particul&uestions cartésidnses I'ego et sur [Rauis: Presses
Universitaires derance, 1997), especially pp. 37ff.

141Marion,Au Lieu de S@3.
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of Augustine aims primarily to decenter
s e | f hing livésMyitself ... Only the Living @ezellence lives of
itselfd*> The conscious echo of Henry, whose phenomenology of life is very
nearly Barthian, does not preclude Marion from describing something very
|l i ke participatilowve pdotvo sl ionad | meadandbea
essentially, by procurati@f But with or without an explicit account of the
participation by which | live, Marion points out that Blondel, Heidegger and
indeed Descartes himself recognize, to different extentse tGatrtbsian
cogiteepresents a development, if not an outright betrayal, of the Augustinian
tradition, both in its execution and indeed in its very aim: Augustine at no
point attempts O6to assure tdgmtasego of it
its e¥sence. 0
This aggressive strike agasogitataught to be uncontroversial by
now, particularly in phenomenological circles. More controversial might be
the attack on the (transcendental) subj
allows the argumewhich links thought to being, he even inaugurates it and
will impose it on his posterity (including Descartes); but he denies to this

same argument the ability to produce and consecrate my ego known by itself

€ The ego i s mi s s ieasyintherCartesiaBsensfofgust i ne,
oegoille,quenbnovs i nce it does not know it excep
guestion on an unknown essen&e: O What

142Marion,Au Lieu de S&6.
143Marion,Au Lieu de S@5.
144Marion,Au Lieu de S@8.
145Marion,Au Lieu de $S@&39100. Cf. Augustin€onflX.1.1.
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Such a questioning, at the root of the self, Marion follows Augustine in

termng anexilein biblical terms, or in rhetorical ternmsaastrunCrucially,

as Marion points out, both invocations of the selfiasstio malnise in

liturgical contexts: in the first gdém grief at the death of a friend (but

more radically due the separation from that friend which occurred in his

baptism), and in the second ¥asefear that he enjoys liturgical music

more than its object. In both cases, it is a matter of thetkalfing at its

disposal the greater liturgical life wprdvokes it to question itself

radically, or more accurately to recognize that its self has always been in

guestion. The liturgical mysteries (and this word4adveded) teaches
againstthelawofnanont r adi ct i oignof, | anRotmypet away, A
and this is a mark not merely of sin or death, but of finitude, since it is

mani fest both before Augustineds conver
ego exists, and knows that it exists, it knows this precisely as a problem, a

closure of itselb itself, an inaccessibility.

Marion overstates the dark side ofnemoriain order to point toward
desire as the central mode of Augustinian phenomenology

Whence comes, for Marion, the Augustimamotiaot as a
solution to this problem, but as anmsigcation of it. Memorjavhich more

than a faculty or a disposition is the very constitution of th€ g&gsuch,

146 AugustineConflV.4.9.

147 Augusine,ConfX.33.50.
148Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi03.

149Cf. AugustineConfX.14.21, X.16.25.
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rather than 6compens adgifatoguirdtuminganh e i mpos
access for the e gnemotliaotonlytgisesthdggpo t o t he se
access to itself, it renders decisively manifest the impossibiliipapkep

f or s u c¢*hThiais so bexaigsinoria decidedly not relegated, for

Augustine, to the representation and reproduction of past objeages

(although Augustine theorizes this function more clearly and more

comprehensively than his predecessors or followers), but instead composes

and organizes these images, theoretical knowledges, and fmaligghk.

Augustine subordinatesgaticco memoriaather than the other way round,

suc hmenmoraal ode assures tfuebyunity of [t he
temporalizing i#>* Memoris seHexcessive, and thus paradoxical, the fitting

O0pl ace of that which dghswshicmaceengoface, t he
t he Wahis padadoxyoc monstrusrparticularly appropriate when it

comes to the ultimate paradoxrefmora@ the self, the collecting of the self

both in memory (as crudely understood, referring to the past) and as

anticimtion or desire. While avoiding the tamamnedidarion clearly

evokes the concept in his referendeddrinitaté . 3 . 5 : 6Unl ess the

sees its best end, that is its own security and beaytadsertain hidden

memarwhich is not abandonethve n it i s | ost from far aw
mi ne) . He summar i z e guaeshoitselfidb new f i gur edo
explicitly ontological ter ms: 60t hat wh

150Marion,Au Lieu de $di09.
151Marion,Au Lieu de Sdil2.
152Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdil3.
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my quaedam memoria patthiesame time preservesritie and hides it

from me. And, since lammemotiath us become hi #den from

Memorimor eover deepens and broadens the
of the selfds | ack of accesdsoto itself
keeping absencesal ;i*it lioth serves to call past things to mind, but also
to call to mind the very fact of recalling: which is nowhere as clear as in
Augustineds discussion of the paradox o
something, but cannot remember what thaeghing is> This isaparadox
far from a simple illogicality or a banal thought experiment: it discloses the
self to itself in its very inaccessibil
of the self to t ho'tglies Horedicallwstil, ch o met ap
Augustine considers the case wherein one forgets even that one has
forgotten, which, perhaps relying too heavily here on the account of Levinas,

Marion sees as central and as indicating the ultimate presenoemnatie

of that whichmore than even the self and its experience, exoerusia

namely the O6i mmemorial . 0 I n this event
justification takes as constitutive ofrtftemoria t he acti on 6no | ong
concerns that which was present to my mititkipast and could become

S0 again in the futurein the literal sense, the representablepassentable

- but that which in me remainsinadcdsd e t o me, gntd uncontro

183Marion,Au Lieu de $dil4.

154Marion,Au Lieu de Sdil5.

155 Augusine,ConfX.16.24ff.

186 Marion,Au Lieu de $dil9.Again, no names are hamed: is it perhaps

permissible in this context to read ©6émetaph
157Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi21.
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i's not necessary, in ordememxino agree wi-t
Orepeats and cul minates®6 the aporia whi
bizarre privileging of what is for Augustine merely a black hole for inquiry,

and what is certainly a dead end in the quest fatatmeatahich he will

rightly emphsize next as the most proper aim for these aporias of

anamnesis. Though he here veers precariously towards let@nuzg
phenomenol ogy set Augustineds agenda, h
memotiaven if it has a cognitive function whichdstraharply displayed in

the purely formal forgetting of forgetting, nevertheless is more primarily

determined by the will, by the gedhscendence ofemorlay its function of

desiring, rather than its sedfgationas in the vision at Ostt& This cesire,

mani fested first and ultimately for the
worldles a nd ' hevepthieless cad be given more content than its

purely formal counterpoints: specifically, he is constrained by the

Augustinian text to give itlaist as much contentgasidium in veritated | oy

and enjoymentd as the O6sensible index o
longer offers only information to know, but is opened as a territory to be

entered into é the ttobeknbwnhhetabmvelln quest i
to be inhabited [ as] t h e.d*gviarmm does nat, Bs Heidefger

does, rejecteritas n t hi s formul ati on as Ometaphys
fundamentally personal, though not Christological character: the radical

eudai monism i mplied in the universal de

158 AugustineConflX.10.25.
159 Marion,Au Lieu d8oj 126.
160 Marion,Au Lieu de $di40.
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par adoxi c azlelsyd o6ainndd i ovii dieuriaelparfidulars 6 me as me
mode or way in which the desire fontit@ beatiows itself in me simpgy

me. Butthisisonlytruesodpnas | tr avel along this wa
the self in place of #@® s&lfv? Marion leaves the answer to this question

more or less indeterminate, but he does vitally resolve that such a traveling

will be first of adohewiththe trutht batrthisa n : oonl
truth is reciprocated with charity (and
beauty, and c%2Asisfobesekpeoted, Marierrigmores theé 6 6

Platonic and entirely metaphysical context of this exclamation.

Marion pushes his conception of desire towards universality, while
stopping short of ascribing it to being itself
Although Marion allows (and this is a departure, however

begrudging) this traveling to have a theoretical element, this remains only a

(@)}

gukaoe/l edged of vith beatmhiehsid arkrowléddger t h e

Owi thout comprehension and without repr
desiringt.d* Both in the knowledge and in the desire, as unconditioned,

Marion argues that there is an intrimgjeclto the (happy) life that supplants

and outstrips theogitom advance:

Life (just because | do not possess it, but receive it from
elsewhere) is given only on the condition that | receive it at
each instant é Being gt ves nothin

161Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi27.

162Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi42.

163Marion,Au Lieu de $di40. Cf. Augustin€onfVIl.10.16,
164Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi367.
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does not in fact give it), while life gives nothing but life, thus
gives the happy life (because it cannot but give itself). When
life is substituted for being, it is thus already a matter of
beatitude, intrinsic to desire and thus ignored by beiol, wh
neitherdesires nor can be desitéd

While Marion cannot justify this outright equivocity between life and being
on Augustinian grounds, with his polemic against Descartes (or at least
against a caricature of Descartes) he hits on the centraf poigtistinian

desire: that desire is itself received. Such a stance draws on one of

Augustineds most cited biblical texts (
receive?06, 1 Cor. 4.7) and must color o
generally,amqplar t i cul arly the desire for joy in

longer essentiallyho | am, but what | loy&°a voluntary ontology which

accords well with the anthropology ofittterior intimo preety Cartesian or

Husserlian reading of desire and efriotity is to be eschewed: not osily i

0t he better ™tbhuet nootrhee inmotreer iionmrt,edr i or i s ¢
already oriented to actually existing atffarke journey into the self is

simultaneously a reception of that self, and more fundyremtantering

into an economy of charity which is at
God i it [sc., the soul] made haffpyd although Marion neither

emphasizes (as one should) nor qualifies (as one might expect) the key

metaphysical wophrttipatiodea nd uni ver s al (6he i s more

everything, because all things are in him, and more exterior tongverythi

165Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi30.

166 Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi4.

167 AugustineConfX.6.9.

168Marion,Au Lieu de $di423, citing Augustiné) epistolam ioa8r8s
169 Augustineln epistolam ioa@8is.
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because he is over therd’8)lin this last dimension, by invoking the
Christologicademinales ratiohBge genesi ad littettze seeds by which God

is present as the most interior place of all things, Marion gestures towards the

next chapter, in which he submits his motif (until now allegedly pure in its
phenomenol ogi cal rigor) of the saturate
secr et andsemeissimuserpmasetiissiaicssmic and

ultimately theological reconfiguration, after whitha dppeand ® its

original giftedness and in its ultimate desire fertthbegthoth of which

surpass and includeemor{@as memory, as sensation or as self

consciousnes8)as fundamentally a lover, participating in a cosmic

exchange.

In elaborating a personal and subjectivized account oferitas Marion

offers a Platonic ontology which he yet refuses to recogeias such

Having explained the connection betweenritadeatnd love,
Marion next considers love (or enjoyment, or desire to enjoy) specifically as a
mode of relating to thteuth in the third chapteka vérité ou le phénomene
saturéOr perhaps nre accurately, he outlines an account of truth which is
made possible by such a privileging of love: if the desire for the happy life is
the desire to enjoy God, it must be simultaneously the desire to enjoy the
true God, thus the desire to enjoy trughlft(a rather analytically retiring

way of arriving at the Augustinian formulatiogaeidium in vernjtabeit

170 AugustineDe genesi ad litt&am 28.
171 AugustineConfl.4.4.
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what sort of truth presupposgaudiuas its mode of access? He begins his

consideration with a predictable objection raised by Heidéggdr: t he tr ut h

governs the desire for the happy I
desire passes under the control of theory, which would then eoeairol

et hi c¢cs a'fA.dn othérevords,isd |bng & eternal life remains
characterized primgriby knowledge of the trutto@gnitia verija#igigustine
remains unable to think the truth (as Heidegger supposes he wishes to do)
beyond the Greek impulse of a cold and neéh&atiaMarion perhaps

follows Heidegger too closely in assuming thiatesuitnpulse ever existed
among the Greeks: nevertheless, his attempt to defend Augustine from the
charge of an inability to search radically for the phenomenalization of truth
finds him ready to qualify or indeed reject the caricature of Augustine
preseted by Heidegger, if not more thoroughly to qualify or reject the
caricature of the Greeks which it presupposes. His tactic is to show that,
despite the undeniable existence of texts which show knowledge as a mode
of relating to the truth, truth givesltsmore radically and more exhaustively
6t o be desi r edlinfactdesire igfinitelmae appnopriata 6
than (theoretical) knowledge as denaf relating to the trutf® This

account rests heavily upon the insistence Orbne u tre anwasd, thad °

God is not O6one being among othersod.

point from Marionds pen, neverthel ess

anamnetic desire which must in some sense precede knowledge of what it

172Marion,Au Lieu de Sdis0.
173Marion, Au Lieu de $Sdi53.

95

é

T

h



desires clarifieRis point, and renders it more obviously Augustinian, and
alsojncidentally (and contrary perhaps to his avowed intention), more deeply
Platonic Hequite rightly notes that this principle of a love which precedes
and engenders knowledge is, incipientheConfessiamsl explicitly iDe
trintate a O6r eci procal i mmanenced which i s ¢
Trinity itselfé™

The truth that both bears, and is borne out of, such a reciprocality is
obvioushgo6ronc alkoldimeutnatity whiensbsth i n t he
Heidegger and Marion assigth&oria Marionds project in tl
delineate a phenomenology of such a truth not as a Heideggerean refusal of
the theoretical, but as sufinaoretical, an excess of truth over wbatia
contemplation can bear to suffer. Hi s
which the truth O0i mposesd on the one wh
judgment, of determining whether something is true or false, but a choice of
accepting or rejecgrthe truth which is given, or, when translated into the
more provocative Augustinian lexicon, of loving or hating the truth. Heavy
accent is given, in Marionds account , t
between two modes of the truthdonfX.23.34:the (loved) truth that
illuminatesveritas lugearsd the (hated, at least at first) truth that accuses
(veritas redarguebgthese two modes of truidtand Marion is unrelentingly
resolute in maintaining thaterendredargueare but two modes the
same and divine truéhin keeping with the Augustinian doctrine of the

truth aglluminatjdhelucenss pr i mary, such that truth

174Marion,Au Lieu de Sdi56.
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imperially daddi evesi shabbwdcusingd trut

opticalrathe t han an et hical metaphor, Owhere

and the traits of that which it strikes: the divine light neither persecutes nor

blames, but is ofined to being givenadf® Thi s 6 gi vifulgege of f 6 [ La:
Frenchse répandreore @ringly rendereemanatipas Heidegger already

saw, Osets in quest i ohandngndesevident act i ci ty

al | my traits, indeed myself, here as a
foll owing August i ne fbight,outbfaqisplfasced wi t h hatr

love of the self. The Augustinian nexus of truth and love emerges,

chronologically and phenomenologically, first of all out of this hatred, which

is nevertheless ontologically subordinate to love, such that even this hatred

of the truth arises from love of the self, and eventually can lead to the greater

|l ove of trut h: 6l n brief, in order not
than oneds self, at | east mod® than the
Part of what Mariome ans -bheénenical 686 emerges 1in h

rather more banal understanding of hatred of thethati® t he t r ut h
engenders hatréd@which in context is merely the observation that since
some truths are difficult to hear, the messengebadns such a truth does
prudently to distance himself from that message. This formulation falls short

of the radicality of Augustineds, since

175Marion,Au Lieu de $di60.

176 Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi62.

177Marion,Au Lieude Soi 1 6 2 . Cf . Hei deRlgaetrgniosAm,gasti ne
151

178Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi63.

179 AugustineConfX.2334.
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Johannine formulation in which the truth which is hated (and eventually

kil ed) sustains no difference with its m
only be addressed to him who claims to incarnate the truth: this thus proves

to be epistemologically Christological, thus theological: for he alone can

inform me and himself cditate the informing, verify and say what

v e r i** Tiheefallowding phenomenology of hatred of the truth, of the

truthds unbearable excess of obviousnes
his pleasure in retreating to his habitual sin and ign@addmally his

arrival at a choice to remain what he is or to undergo the process of

confessing, turning toward the truth and becoming converted in love to a

love of that truth, adamantly casts these familiar terms in phenomenological

rather than moraling terms, but this phenomenologicaklsgting of

Augustine more radically submits the process of phenomenology to an

Augustinian, a Johannine and ultimately a Christian account of the truth as

|l oved, which, far from éeohg senti ment a
oOparticipat i ond®lhdeedttih this dideal df paditipation, g ht 6

in other words the pain of imitating, growing into and becoming the truth

which one loves, in which even the hater of the truth participates, albeit in a

perverse mode 6 Hatred] no | onger here concetl
isalwaya matter of becoming as God) but of the mode of this imitation:

whether because God gives it to me, or because | havedatty and for

180Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi66.
181Marion,Au Lieu de $di745. Cf. Augustin®e trinitatd4.12.15.
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myselB® Such a purported acquisitiepat its root, the desire to remain as

one is, or in other words to acquire and possess the self: it is a denial of God

and of reciprocality as timerior intimomeoeven as it Owitnesses
radically to an i nv eafundamdntally endediés t he t r u
it.!® The exchange (at root Trinitarian) which underlies this anthropology,

that ofcaritas t her ef ore has an epistemol ogical
reflections on Scripture and the rigorous rule of cha@gnitXll. The

phenomenology of hatred and thus of love for the @ahfK) leads

Augustine to an account of truth which essentially participates in and

accomplishes an exchafgmiversal and commu@vh i ch &6gat her s in
mutual love those who commune in theeskmwe of the truth- always

theirsalthouglor becaesehdoes ot cl aim t o® possess his o

Marion argues that an Augustinian account of the gift outstrips both

Husserlian and Heideggerean subjectivity

To demonstrate the implications of this taghoved and
exchanged, Marion here takes an historical detour, considering its surpassing
of two schools of its heirs: herein is on&wtieuDe Sbis most expl i cit
repositionings of phenomenology in Augustinian terms. The first of these,
which begis with the Thomist conception of truthagiequaetio rei et intellectu
and is repeated in different terms by Descartes, Kant and Husserl, Marion

di agnoses as a reversal of Augustine:

182Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi76.
183Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi80.
184Marion,Au Lieu de $di82.
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the thing itself as much as it leadhie knowing mind, which has the power

to make it by saying it. More than an aporia, it is here a matter of a

transcendental condition: | make the truth, by making possible the

adequation between the conception and the thing, that is to say by judging

and thus, since | judge it, | make the truth by instituting myself at a distance

from it3% To this is opposed Heidegger, who reverses the reversal: instead

of an epistemic or noetic adequation, t
coming fromasyntsei s or a constit fbiteven, uni quely
Hei degger O6presupposes me as Daseind to
known, and appears in Marion as eafédaction et dorétibat here, in

advancing a specifically Augustinian accotmitiofas gift, which, in a

precise opposite to the models of adequation and phenomendlfzation,

makesneand decidese judges my adequation and adequacy, Marion both

makes a more convincing case than he has previously made for the

inadequacy of the 20entury phenomenological models, and very correctly

resituates Augustine within a complex p

185\Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi845.

186 Marion,Au Lieu d8oj 185.

187 Jear.uc MarionReduction and Givenness: Investigations of Husserl, Heidegger and
Phenomenologys. Thomas A. Carlson. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press, 1998.

188From an Augustinian perspective, it is not terribly importathdésatmodels

be accurate portrayals of their respective figures (particularly the critiques of
Aquinas and Heidegger are likely to be criticized on these gdmimcks)Marion

is simply using these to estabéistgntrayithe Augustinian account whibky

have allegedly misread: | at least see no reason to deny Aquinas in particular the
catholicity of the truth as love and as loved.
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a tensiond for created finitude, and Or

only love can sustairtit.

Marion artificialy s epar ates o0Beingdé from phenome

dynami sm, which obscures ARatpnsst i neds co

All of the foregoing, however, is me
move: just as the final step of the first chapter is to tranmsifdesicc 6 | a
r®duction, d and that egastideé badoom®, ©h s
this third chapteveritagransposed infoulchritudo i s f i nal ly transl a
ph®nom ne satur ®. 0 Of the three, this
risks the mdshubristic misreading, due both to the originality and the
peculiarity of the French term to Mario
shift in even the Latin. For Marion has admirably showwetiitals, as
loved,pulcherbut is it, for all thapuchrituditsself? To answer this, he
appeals to two important passages for a
p hi | o=s thefisty flomConfessions 01  straosgrésiidl h a v e
philosophersven when they spokia fawgr of your love, mygremely
good Fatheeauty of all beaiest r ut h ;*°the seaond) froé 6

Contra academicos

189Marion,Au Lieu de $di88. Although Marion for obvious reasons wants to

affirm some degree of uniquenessto August 6 s account , he acknowl e
who have approached such an O6eroticd accoun
inclusions (Pascal, with some Heideggerean reserve, is to be expected, but Nietzsche

and Levinas are slightly more counterintuiteralvers of such a group) and its

exclusions (only a Heideggerean hellenosceptic could have neglected to mention

P | a $ym@osiumthis regard).

190 AugustineConflll.6.10.

101



't i s compPhdonalay c ®bl edt 6 cont emn t h
from its common usage, for philocalia and philosophy are

nearly named the same thing,iaisdas if they seem to be of

the same familyand they are. For what is philosophy? The

love of wisdom. What hilocafa The love of beauty. Ask

the Greeks. What, therefore, is wisdom? Is it not, in truth,

beauty? The two aretsis, engerated of one parefi.

In both of these, the essential convertibility of wisdom and beauty is

confirmed precisely by love, or at least friendship, which must be more

original than either, both as a phenomenon and as a proper name for God.

In a final confimation of this model by the original model otcthd@essio

Marion c¢claims that to confess sin is al

confess beauty,d and that the del ay bet

to in Augustinedaséhbamols|l exedamauibonhe
apostrophe tpulchritudos a O6seduction in the stricte
sense, 0 in which 6beauty makes a step t
toward it. o 't is of the utuncasitonidmpor t

against any tradition which would read
empl oy the misleading term 6spiritual s
five physical senses, not a spiritual allegory, because the sensible senses

exercise rightwaya spiritual functia@d®® It is difficult to imagine such a

reading without the influence of Merl€amty and Henry, yet the passage

itself i s essentially theological, and
affection of the flesh: it is, infelicsubut inevitably,tae@ffection, which

is for all that no less well and trofiyhe flesh. Correspondingiilocalia

191 AugustineContra acadenc®s,
192Marion,Au Lieu de $di99.
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supplants a phil osophy wHscipline:woul d trea
O6beauty thus does notitdefbopbyaépattrirath
assures the world in its totality and thus first of all its erotic reduction, where

the truth can be kwn insofar as it is lové® Marion supplies an

unnecessary and misleading correlative to these claims when he adds that

0 B e aoed ngt pldy the role of a simple transcendental, which one could

derive from Being €& because it does not
the question of lov@* One might have hoped for a more inclusive and

imaginative treatment of beismce itismo at al |l c¢cl ear that Au
language regarding béingroscribe the sort of dynamism and reciprocality

which Marion rightly finds in his language regarding beauty and wAsdom.

scholastic or Aristotelian enumeration of different kinds of beinglis simp

not one of Augustineds major concerns,
fashion, so Marionds eisegesis here is
Scholasticd desire (on the part of Gils
enumeration in Augustine any event, the logic of this dynamism is

certainly more easily perceived in the case of love than in the others: since in

love, one necessarily enters into an economy which is at once compromise

and fulfilment: 6l n whBylbvingrmwhoisi | | we be
always beautiful. As much as love increases in you, so much does beauty

increase, because love itself is the beauty of t&€4authis economy, the

193Marion,Au Lieu de S@02.

194Marion,Au Lieu de S$Sdi97.

195Especially his own existence: cf. Augugm&)y/11.10.16.
19%Marion,Au Lieu de S@O03, citingn epistolam ioa@réis
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di fficulty of entering into which for ms
something wy like a theological Platonism (again, contrary to his avowed

intentions) emerges: 6Things only appe
they are shown to by " ®adymamioafthey i n t he a
phenomenon, s at uwhidheodethelgssidrigéraislyab s ol ut e,
Scriptural (as Marionds allusion to Gen

gesturing towards his culminating chapter on creation).

Marionds centr al critique of Heidegger

terms, but resists commitnent to a fully theological ontology

Between beauty and the self, as finite and as fallen, love must
mediate, and it must do so in a particular approach: namelygtmaeosio
For this reason, although Marionds firs
to establishing the aimsaoinfesdiee ego, truth and beauty, all of these are
underwritten by the dynamic of conversion, whose description in the next
chapterLa f ai bl esse de | atherafoledoms® ou | a pui
precisely a fulcnufor the entirety oAu Lieu De Sdis structural and logical
center. In this respect it is intended to parallel Book X Gbiifessipas
t he book i n whi c bascdlith Scripprg,@aritte oppl es over
singul ar nhTodhese tweprogressionsiwe may perhaps add a
third, implicit, even reticent, but no less stronglygieinomenology itself

topples over into ontologwijth a discernible, and increasingly critical,

197Marion,Au Lieu de S@O03.
198 Marion,Au Lieu de S@05.
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di alogue with Hei degger Theseastintatileasy much of
one respect i nevi t a$dnding deatsoiHdideggeryr om Mar i
which was never without reservation but is appearing to be more and more
problematic in Marionds own eyes, it wo
length withthe Augustinian conversion, and its attertdimgtjovithout

facing Heideggerodos reading thereof. Ma
Heidegger does the refrairGainfessiofidaken fromJoB6 1 s not human

i fe on e ardhmsaaindicemtpat temptatiom fardrom

being an accident, even a result of the fall, is constitutive of life as such, as

Oper manent & atmedesitedonthevhappydift Ih this iiss i s

clear that O6temptati ond hdgadidiaa di f f er ent
understanding as basically identical with sin: another indication of this

strangeness is that Augustine treats most substantially of this gftestion

what is commonly seen as his conversion, after even his baptism. For

Heidegger, this e be read as a privileging of possibility over actuality:
Augustineds concern is for the purely p
having any need to pass into the effect
more than ths possibility to be exercig@tisuch that temptation occurs on

a Opurely interiordo site. As such, and
occurs O6not only as the paradoxi cal occ
of the sel f, 66 haa,bd dtimssp @ scé. thnatmuni@ersal mad i a

testing, Marion points out, temptation is a mode of phenomenalization,

199Job 7.1, cittinConfX 28.39 and 32.48.
200Marion,Au Lieu de S@O09.
201 Marion,Au Lieu de S@06.
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wherein 6a man is made to see that whic
to him: his thoughts, his force, his @&lfthat which is in him, but not

showntohi mé i nsofar as they are hidden to
shown onlyri his desire for possibilit/@s Temptation regardsihandenheit

not vorhandenhaitd indeed discloses the phenomenological priority of such

to us.

To this point, Mariofollows Heideggeyindeed it would be
difficult not to do so, and their common reading of temptation as the
experience of the self, particularly in resisting conversion by insistently
remai ning what oneds self iwta now, in t
role of time in Augustinian thought, even without having cited a word of
Confessiotis Whether one terms it facticity or, more faithful to Augustine,
mutability’**the fundamental and absolutely definitive mode witthe
humantmr Augustine is ithout doubt radical possibility. Where Marion
begins his departure from Heidegger, however, is at first purely philological:
where Heidegger reads ¢imeis mihihich Augustine announces he has
become as exactly this radical possfBikityg eventuallyn Being and Tjme
as the burden of Dasein itself, Marion insists that we read this central phrase
in its theological and thus, for Augustine, biblical context: without this
critical mo v e, 60al | viteahum#euthasltht neds i nqu

ultimately God] disappears, reduced to a simple instrument for paking u

202Marion,Au Lieu de $S@10.
203Marion,Au Lieu de S@11.
204Hei degger, OARlgatsdninem,adm d2 N&.o
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again the question of Beiffg The context of this biblical correction of

Hei degger ds partial reading is the para
Il ight 06) ; A hayvaveri need rodbe caagdhtlinuogdeér simply to

read the full idea in which he uses the pbrasemihi s(asignal that

Hei deggerds misreading is after al/l mo r
t h astl andnot filled withlyoua a burdentoyns e | f . © For Marion,
raised by this formulati@d® why t he fullness of God mak
the fullness of self (in facds the empt
solved with reference to love. He notes that Augustine, whose

interpretations of Matthew 11 are neither hard to find nor difficult to

interpret® consistently emphasizes the ease and the lightness with which the

loveof God fulfils the divine commandment,
of the self reduced to itselfmle , 8 wi t hout any external roe
from which to suspend such a weffhCommon to both situations is the

occasion of deciding the manner in which one bears temptation. In place of

Daseiand its decision to inquire after Being, Marion substttut

Augustinian definition of humanitypestinens ad Christehith decides

what it will love and how it will love, with a crucial difference: where

Hei degger ds existential analytic is 1in
the knowledge ofwheh er and how it exists, August.]i
so called) of love depends on a receptivity which is at once unknowing and

passive. Il n other words, Marionds read

205 Marion,Au Lieu de S@il13.
206 CitingEnn. in psab§.10 and 67.18.
207Marion,Au Lieu de S@il6.
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temptation takes asfroatallyopmosedioy i mport ant
Hei degger , 0 t hedaduednbegwvevhh @atr mpd at c ommand 0 .
6Temptation becomes the ordeal of the s
loves what it has received as a gift, and whether it lovés tisegthan

anyother thing8® Recognition and love of the divine command (and thus

of conversion) as a gift is for Marion both originary and ultimate, depending

on the desird and Marion concedes too much to Heidegger by allowing that

this desire is unconditioned amnediateé for thevita beata,desirevhich

is itself a gift; temptation arises not as an excessive but as a deficient

manifestation of this desire. In this light Marion rehearses briefly the

distinction betweeatiandfruj played onthe stageofhdo 2. 16 6s tri ad c
concupiscence of the flesh, concupiscence of the eya@so®itaand the

desire for praise (tlaenbitio sagculemptation faces me, in each of these

three cases, with the decision O6between
loving who gives it, in being decided between loving the givernift o

who renders it possitid® Mar i onds novel insight to thi
Augustine experiences all three of these cases as surprising disclosures of
himself to himselfni t he first case, the discussio
dreams, he experiences himself as unable to deny the pleasure in the unreality

of the dream which he is able to deny in the reality of waking life; in the

second, his fascination with theoretical lkedhyes (whether mathematical or

208Marion,Au Lieu de S@17.
209 Marion,Au Lieu de S@i18.
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theatrical) precisely insofar as they do not concefH inirtihe third, the

most egregious and the most painful, his confusion between the praise of

God on account of himself and the praise of himself on his own account,

whch establishes the |l ogic of temptation
myself less known than y@tlIn three concentric spheres (the interior, the

exterior, the intersubjective) Augustine finds himself to know God, the least

knowable, more than he kreewven himself.

Marion intensifies this Augustinian critique of Heidegger to the same
degree to which he intensifies his own developmtamttafias leading to a
6strictly e Bensfragmothing but an accauntairgdhere e
transléed asSorgerlesojpneutral i zedd and purged of i
delectatiad, more radicallgmor*? Following an intuitive, but no less
exegetically rigorous, connection between the will and what delights it, he
reads August intheSOlibquitsdo t muladtdt yon 61 have n
than a willté wéi awhai sid” ewsndfaghsd who | a
will appears as perverse, in its perversity it does not obscure but in fact
reveals my perversity. The radicality of tmsulation is seen more clearly
in the contrary case: in order to rejoice in the truth, it would suffice that |
desire so to do. But the corollary to this doctrine is that it is severely

difficult, aporetic even, to desire this. Marion discerns hete-a pr

210 Although Marion does not note it, this phenomenal description comes from
Augustineds own f i r sConfpl8.2lsbweepimgoverer i ence, 1 €
Dido but not taking this weeping as an occasion to discover his own loss of the love

of God.

211 AugustineConfX.37.62.

212Marion,Au Lieu de S@22.

213Marion,Au Lieu de S@26.
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Nietzschean strand of thought (albeit according to an admittedly
idiosyncratic reading of Nietzsche) tha
proves to béhe will for the truthin“a wi I I which | eads to a
of the truth, a practiaghich isfinally seriously theoretiél Aside from

the surprising concession that there is
transcends the crude univocal deter mina
Marion has often deployed, this passage is notable fapientraritique of

Heidegger (using Nietzsche as much as Augustine): where Heidegger
supplants actuality with posastuallyi | i ty, A
in desire (even if neither this desire nor its truth is readily accessible to me)

demads more rigorously that | decide, between my current possibilities, to

desire an actuality. And at this point
a frontal attack from Marion, again cit
no fewer than threetimesn Bo ok X, Auboacmdnstrnd® cal |l s up
first described in Book VIII: that o6t h

obeyed immediately; the soul commands itself [to desire the truth, for
instance] and is resistétiHeidegger posits, or rather assumes;tly that
by whi ch Augu 8thatDaseinan definitisntlly geeide pbneitsl 6

own possibility, and will itself to want whatever it wants to will.

214Marion,Au Lieu de $S@i28.
215Marion,Au Lieu de S@9.
216 AugustineConfVII11.9.21.
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Marionds commitment to a radical vol
the ontology of creatim which he increasingly recognizes as central to

the Confessions

At this point Marion applies the
Oparadox, ® as Marion rather | amely t
the more personal and more famous account osALdgu n-Eécision(ini n
the Milanese garden (the historical or literary character of which we are
mercifully allowed, from a phenomenological or a theological perspective, to
ignore) . I n the account from August
deens O met aphysical d is strenuously di
subordinated to the understanding, such that what | know to be the good is
easily, or even automatically, by virtue of this knowledge, willed. In the case
of Mil an, Au g fromthis inabilidysto stbené to this accoume
he knows very well the truth, and understands its superiority to his present
life, and despite (or, as Marion suggests without much explanation, even
becausf this knowledge, he cannot will himself tatwihus cannot will it.

This is of course akin to the Ohatre
that they hate the truth, on account of that thing, which they love in place of

the truthd'’ Rather than reading this in its intuitive seh8egsAu gust i ne & s
obstinate refusal, or more accurately his delay, to convert even to that which

he knows is superior and will assure him the happier life which he desires

and knows himself to desire, is due to a simple weakness of the will, or out of

a fear tht he has misled himself and thus risks losing what he has due to a

217 AugustineConfX.22.34.
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faulty understanding of what he degifdsrion will go on to impute a

stronger and stranger motive to Augusti
and not only his conception ofthist h, but t If®8Hetehaut h O6as su
overstates his case, but does so with few negative consequences for his

reading of Augustine (although it does lead him down a questionable path

when evaluating the historioral receptio
example finding Kant a more faithful Augustinian than Aquinas!), and largely

for an admirable reason. Marion labors under the misconception that for

Augustine, in order to love, or to will, the good, one must be equally capable

of loving or willing thevil, but only because he has correctly perceived the

(positive) force of the love for the good, and the (equally strong) force of the

love of evil; all he has missed in this evaluationnegh#&ee better

privativeature of this latter force. tidiately it is an ontological misreading

of Augustine, and a failure to understa
goodd of Genesis 1.31 exercised on his
astray, and keeps him from making the decisive break with Heidegger:

while he heads in the right direction to deny the (phenomenological or
empirical) val idcittey mofn atth e n@®r aad i Heli dseaglg
6authenticd will, Marion retains an el e
insistence that eMmag kst ioménianititit a ntgermae d i e

one must normatively pass through a phase of actively hating the truth in

218Marion,Au Lieu de S@42.
219 AugustineConf.X.40.66.
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order to reach a state of lovingitFrom such an insistence (in which, it

must be acknowledged, Marion maintains that this sort of batitadately

only directeddwar ds 6t he %) |Marorecanobly iotoducay s el f
grace, again uaggaiubesmmreayern | eaofsdrmet i n
artifice, a surprise exit, through which possibility and indeed actuality sneak

into theimpotence and the impossibility which so definitively characterized

thevita humawaly a few pages befdfeéSuch an operation is undoubtedly

an imposition on Augustine, whose account of the perverse (arel/jiever

will as willing only lesser goddsen to the point of willing nothing, or the

nothingd is more rigorous and more natural in its connection to grace.

|l ndeed Marion recognizes something of t
|l ast instance, will s ndoéesmotwigitfails i | € but
itsel) but is |l ed astray by Augustineds p
narrating his (preonversion, prbaptism) experience of the theft of the

pears, in which he interprets his youth
did not evemwillto enjoy the thing which | hungered to steal, but the theft

and the sin itselldvedd lovetb diaylowtysfdla mef ul an
| did not love what this fall aimed at, biatved the fall ii€élhto asserting

that ths is the normative condition of temptation, at all moments of their

conversion. Further, as we shall see below, it is important to note, as Marion

220This is obviously an af8ocratic, antbreek stance on the will: or at least stands
against a caricature of Socrates. In amy, dévis executed with unjustified
eagerness.

221Marion,Au Lieu de S@34 and 241.

222Marion,Au Lieu de S@5560.

223Marion,Au Lieu de S@49.

224 AugustineConfll.4.9.
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does not, that what Augustine loved was the fall itselgfdatuim,other
words theanotiotowards (g with more etymological rigor, tmemakingf)

what he loved.

The account that emerges,machina f r om Mari onds overly
but rightly intentioned characterization of humanity by their delights, is
however very deeply Augustinian, particutatheibrilliant diagnosis of
Augustineds Pelagian controversies: t h
phenomenologically at the precise moment that they fail theologically, by
ignoring or denying that grace is in continuity with the free will, in fact
authorizing andreating it. The false distinction between the human desire
for the truth and the desire which is a gift from God, thus between a will and
a good will, which threatened to emerge
possibility of desiring the egilaevil, lere disappears, as both desires are at
root a response, the fullness of desiri
to PoWVhus Augustineds final definition
what | will and willing what you wilbrightly understogdienies the very
possibility of willingd permanently, vehementy, totd anything other than
what God wills that | would will. Whether and how the object of such a
willing stands in being, even with respect to the nothingness which Marion is
happy eaugh to describe, remains somewhat mystical; in spite of his
habitual shrugging off of the question, this consideration of the will is bound

by the Augustinian turn to Genesis to at least speak of the will as

225Marion,Au Lieu de S@e60.
226 AugustineConflX.1.1.
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fundamentally a dispoditheneaowhrds bnt.
Mar i onds ulAuLien®¢ Swill beaoscenndctrihis conversion,

as the hinge on which truth, language and the self rotate, up with creation, as

that which precedes it and makes it possible, or even as that which is

simultaneous with it.

Similarly, Marionds account of tempor al
liturgy, but does not consummate this move with either a theoretical

reflection or an exegesis o€onf. XII -XIII

Before he makes this move, however, he is bounigasietwo
ways to make a detour between the will and creation into an explanation of
time: on the one hand, the very structure dCtmdessiowhich have Book
Xl on time intervening before Augustine
meditations) on creah and Genesis, and on the other, his Heideggerean
commitments, however loose they have become at this point in his career,
dictate such a move. In spite of both of these easily predictable
commi t ments, howelvert,emphetdf u ifld hp e hmeomenr
the most surprising &u Lieu De Soat the moment where his
Heideggereanism could easily have taken at least a last gasp in the form of a
simple exposition of how théstentio anemiticipates and indeed structures
the central insights Sein und Zeuarion here attempts to conserve for
phenomenology a more radically Augustinian (and thus more radically

biblical, as will emerge in the last chapter of this essay) account of time than
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Heidegger achieved. In so doing he delineat@swaper readings of the

role of Book Xl in the structure of t®nfessionsre generally: the first,

that (by now we might hope passé) whereby Book Xl is artificially isolated

from the rest of th€onfessiene d t r eated as &a phil osoph
time,d which is then compared with othe
orles wi | | i ngl y*thesecdnd, that loywheich Baok/ X! is seén

(in 6Greekd or O6philosophical 8 fashion)
gaze from time antie self {X) to eternity and heaven (XllI), with

these realms understood as simplistically and dualistically as is possible. The
misreading common to both is a failing to read them in the light of the

confessidh i ch opens t he ,that,cikce eternityGsayours,i t be, L
you are ignorant of what | say to you?
that of those who read this, that we mi
highly worthy of praisg@In the first misreading this passage stating
Augustineds intentions mustcitasonmpl y be i ¢
of Psalm 47.1 (which also opens Book I) makes clear that there is a logical

connection between thenfessioBook XI and theonfessiammplished

throughout th&€onfessipmsthe second misreading, the particular nature of

this connection is ignoredhamely that of mediating between the duality of
Augusdga nd 0 &0 id dissed because the misreading falsely

imports the duality of time and eternity onto itydrg duality which

Augustine questions and disputes: if there can be no mediation between time

227Marion,Au Lieu d Si261.
228 AugustineConfxl.1.1.
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and eternity, then why makeoafessaioall? In fact, as Marion pithily puts it,

it is not first of all a mattéthef Ot he
question of the origin of tlpiestianf I8 miey dvould Augustine even

askGod about the origin of time, were there no chance of mediation

between an eternal God and a tempg@dherein | could accomplish

anything by mgonfessi@nésldng to this difficulty is the transition made

here from a confession made in order to
that which is made to stir up love for God in the community of readers, since

at that moment the confession, until now potentiallycalysttosmic and

purely internal, must also mediate through the world. What is needed is a
description not of time buhoutof eternity
confusi on Hwithtinsee Peapiteathe jestingly Chalcedonian

language, suem account arises (as we shall see) for Augustine not at the

moment of the I ncarnat i o@Greekdoncept wi t h cre
par excellence,® he states again and pu
moment a Greek thiker who falls into suchtrap®): the confession of

creation, or more precisely the o6interp
(lled 6 i s est ab lanfessimmthdewbssbleao longed dnlii fer

one, but for t hecoofeslptne wholewamminni ty ¢é a
somemanner c¢osmi &Maafi otnhbes d rnmgpautl csre. ther e t c

cosmic liturgy of a kind in Augustine, in fact as the culminating trend of the

229 Marion,Au Lieu de S@61.
230Marion,Au Lieu de S@i63.
231Marion,Au Lieu de S@63.
232Marion,Au Lieu de S@i64.

117



Confessipissundeniably correewen if the articulation of the relationship

between the indidual and eccles@infessicres the cosmiconfessdeft

vague and indeterminad what manner is this cosmic confession manifest?

Il s it after all merely hermeneutic (the
and if so, is this an individealan ecclesial hermeneutic? Is it, like the
individualconfessilmubly of sin and of prai@@and what does this look like?

These questions mist away as quickly as they are raised, and are not treated

substantially even in the last chapter which ¢featsoks XII and XIlI.

Mari onds ul ti ma tadsterdiccanimirightly privieges of t he
the two poles of creation and conversion, but again undéneorizes the

biblical and ritual elements of these poles

For now, nonetheless, all that matter§f@mion is to establish the

cosmic | iturgy Augustineds account not
time Against any O6metaphysical d oppositi
psychol ogi cal description, Oxedtbe i nterpr

(divine and eternal) creation reconfigures time as an essentially liturgical
function.?® In strict parallel to his arguments regarding the logic of the
interior intimo ras@pplied to life, beauty, as the constant mutability and
variation of allhingsquacreated, emerges as a logic ofnoon

contradiction: 0 W bnethe beautyevhichmenders r ogat es

233Marion,Au Lieu de S@66.

245¢c. OHGall these things wbbnintbbusadisguaear ound t he
circumstant fores carnig irmaaeprising that Marion does not even cite, let alone

emphasize, this rather obviously ppitenomenological formulation.
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them divine, the things confess that th
t his? Il i nterrogat eaddakthatis Wwthimmmd 1t said
confessied same thing*5 Time, here nearly controvertible with beauty, is

that which fundamentally shows a being as neither identical to nor divorced

from God, and so impossible to understand at all without theological

referere, which in turn renders it impossible to understand exhaustively. In

this very proper sense, we might refer to time as divine, albeit only by

participating in the eternal act of creation. As a corollary, from a

phenomenol ogi cal asseaseidandforihe world,ancdhe 6 onl vy
even for this, it is not inscribed there as a mu#mang, but is disclosed as

the mundane itself. Time cometithe world, it worldizes amdakes o r | d &

(il mondaniséagttmondg*this latter proposal is to been as the strict
consequence of Augustineds insistence,
God does not precede the wortd tempor al
equal in creation with the world, time assumes its properly central place in

Ma r i o oudtsas atlteological reconfiguratiodiffénacg®’ the temporal

delay that the self (paradigmatically the human self) suffers, in its inability to

seize on, define, or realize itself exhaustively at any given moment. In favor

of the view that suchtemporal delay and incongruity is the condition of

humanity, qua created, for Augustine, Marion cites his previously explained

examples of the repetition of Scripture that operGahiessidtie self

235Marion,Au Lieu de S@65, citing AugustinépnfX.6.9.

236 Marion,Au Lieu de Sd@i70.

27l ndeed there would be no reason to use Der
in his account unless in order to reframe it, and show how it was always at root

Augustinian and thus susceptible to theological critique.
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cannot express itself without borrowing on the &gegaf Scripture), the

logicofmemorsas r el ying on an eternal Oi mmemor
remember itself without reference to Gadt he memory of you was
me , énotlyatr 4 €%, and ultimately desire, that which most

fundamentally defindset self, as itself (and not merely its object) escaping

t he pr es elbatehavmbblaves ydii). Tdthis he adds a fourth,

which in fact recapitulates them all under a personal key, and proves the

irreducibly theological character of time: that@fn v er si on. 0l said
myself: Beholdhows the moment, now and with this wordow was

going towards what | had decided, | had nearlymboyend | was not

doing it; but | was not falling back to the same point as before, | was holding

myself narly there, | was taking up the effort again, a little again, again a little

away, andow, nolvwas arriving, | was holding it; and no, | was not there, |

did not arrive there, | did not hold it, remaining between the death of the

dead and the life ofégh | i v i n gsane panhod timéstheldn

susper@€ Due to this insistent and nearly existential crisisagading

into each other, slipping out of August

if there proves to be a philosophical aporisnf, tit will be necessary to

know it and read it as also, and even first of all, sy of a theological

c r i*§If itds.th@ological, it is no less ontological: rather than meditating at

l ength on the famous apalrd ahe daeuse riitg hits

238 AugustineConfXI1.17.23.
239 AugustineConfX.27.38.

240 AugustineConfVIIl.11.25.
241Marion,Au Lieu de S@756.
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easily found on the pages of Husserl or Plotinus as those of Augustine, with

which Augustine begins his pursuitofdmea me |l y t hat o61 f nobody
| know, but if | wish to explain it Bbmeone who asks, | do not kigé#e

Marian points out merely that this aporia reflects on and intensifies the

already primamponstrumh at | am t o mysel f, simply i1
the question of time bears on my manneef§* Being and time, in the

Augustinian formulation, haveaattyet disjunctive relationship: since time

onlyisi n the present, o0éwe do not in truth
t ends n*Bhut sihce thibtené, so limited, still constitutes the world

as such, the question of time invites a questioinihg present, and thus

that which is presented, presence. Predictably, this questioning takes the

form of a problematization rather than
account, the present would be guaranteed a stable dominance over the other
dimensions of time (and of being), and would in turn guarantee a sort of

stability to that which it dominates, finally resulting in the guarantee of our

being able to comprehend (and thus desire, remember, anticipate etc.) all

times and all beings throughwiedow of the present. In its theological

resituation, however, even the first guarantee is questioned: the presentis

not, or at least is only relatively, which in turn topples the stability of the

past, the future and all beings, up to the pointédredly) toppling the

stability of our access to them. It is for this reason, Marion holds, and only

secondarily distaste for the astrologers, that Augustine holds such a revulsion

242 AugustineConfxl.14.17.
243Marion,Au Lieu de S@78.
244 AugustineConfxl1.14.17.
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for the definition of time as the movement of bofiése presumed

stabiity in such a model denies the possibility of a time itd@tflrequires

conversidoeyond their common inaccessibility to knowledge, time and

conversion are seen to share a fundamental instability, which gives rise to the
epistemic inaccessibilityf in the same stroke delivers a different sort of

knowledge. This latter, which Marion strictly opposes to the sterile and

neutr al knowl edge of @rpandpraessmsip hy , 6 Augu
futurorum t he o6 hi d%hdn fpun ef¥feMaribnitie g s 6

etymology is important, as it disclosepithsensing, the sensation

beforehand, which derives fromemortaut is more akin to a sort of

anticipation of time as it comes to us in the unstable shift from now to now

to now, etc. Since tingenot only a deentering, a displacement, but is itself

decentered and displaced, it does not merely measure the movement of

bodies, but O6but provokes it, by produc
itself, its passage into another than what iiteasypassing, its disting

wi t h r es pg*hue to thistravetsa af allthings towards

themselves through the theological excess that, in creation, constitutes them,

the Augustiniamtentiovhich alone secures some relative degree of

cons st ency i n *nmus bedid df anx Husserlfan advertomes

for our ears: instead of gathering things together into a stable, if finite, view,

245 AugustineConfXxl.22.29.

224 n Mar i o pré&entirGhadevickaenders the Latin into English as
O6presenti ment . 0

247 AugustineConfXxI.17.24.

248Marion,Au Lieu de S@88.

249 AugustineConfXx|.27.36.
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theintenton i ts original and theological <cas
render possible the sidution of the present itself, and to permit the

passage, the dissipation and ifferentiation of every thit@® Marion in

effect agrees with the famous Augustinian identification of tidechs &8 t ent i 00

(or différan¢éut pauses to askdiateigof what?

To answer this question, Marion turn
phenomenol ogy o f DeBstcreadomdmmiowvkiehiesnorlay mn ,
returns to play a decisive role in the determination and the measuring of
ti me: before Iremedi basgtidbabhe, | énpake
from my memory of what the song dictate
then sing it until it passes to my memory according to teersed
determination of its length The attention | pay to the sound whigetit it
and the expectation with which | await its completion (and begin to plan the
next syllable) are both subordinateémorijth a subordination that |
cannot exhaustively understand any more than | can understand the power of
memory itself, witthe result that both the ego and its temporality fall under
t he same 0s ha d wotindeed unkrowablewlite theg e 6
inaccessibility of t hpgenepaleampumet moment |,
infintum of my memor i a, t hdingit nekertteless wi t hou't
Il am, for o0t he.tBTbaidifferénse here isvigal: the me mor vy

continuity, however indirectly assured thronginora intentids neither

250 Marion,Au Lieu de S@89.
251 AugustineConfXI.27.36ff.
252Marion,Au Lieu de S@o91.
253Marion,Au Lieu de S@92, citing Augustin@pnfX.8.14 and 14.21.
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one of absolute presence nor absolute absence, but a sort of definitively

conthgent pr erseesnecnec,e oOotfh et’'pereipthes sage itsel f
passage is Ooproclaimedd and o6recl ai med?©o
to the questi on dstentieadistentoanisolengas t hat t i m
this genitive is understowdboth the subjective and the objective sense:

0The passing soul measures no passage o0
what distends the soul, even as what is distended by thedoul t hat 6 ét i me
temporalizes the world by being temporafiestcoy and in my satifIn

ot her words, and mo inerwigtime,damtimneg | 'y, &1 am
i t $°®Thig idedtification of time aslstentibat is both the action of the

mind, and the action on the mind, Marion understands as a tee#ive

with the Greeks, who here receive some very welcome specification (namely

Plato, Aristotle and Plotind&)who assign temporality to physical

substrates, not the human mind, and thus posit a neutral and objective

measurement of the duration of tihegent moment which Augustine denies

in favor of ©6éan original sensingd of th
understanding, we might question the ease with which Marion dispenses of

the Plotinian worldoul in favor of the Augustinianimus mesisice even

el sewhere in Marion6s aanimuwhatisthgt Augustin

at least synchronous with the creation of the world, if not in a sense

254Marion,Au Lieu de S@94.

255Marion,Au Lieu de S@956, emphasis mine.

256 Marion,Au Lieu de S@97.

2%7P]l at o6s inclusion on this | istoess confusirt
Marion cite, let alone discuss, any Platonic texts; his discussion of Aristotle and

Plotinus draws oRhysigs10 and&Enneada7 and 3.13, respectively.

124



dependent on it: nevertheless, he is aware that such a deeply individualizing
account of time must be shgrguarded against veering in a Kantian
6radically subject i v iasmusonk disteaded i on, by
and dstending because it is credteth fact such is the distinctive stigma

of the human mi ndnensfmabdarsembést cr eat ur es,
profoundly the mark of its creation and, for this, is offered, more fragile and

more pliable than any other, to thigtentiof a temporalizatiodr®

This 6offeringd reveals the true age
Augusti neds time theyshare in g @utsuit of imea$ a gift
which mediates between two seemingly diachronic events, namely the (past)
creation of O6the heaven and the eartho
a creation) of the self. Between these two evenesaas the site of both,
the event of the world: or better, since this arrival is only understood as
arrivingtowards mind, thedvemf the world, which is recognizable &6t h e
advent of time itsef®®the arrival of the passage of the preseheisdul.
This advent marks tloistentioanems t he ©6sat urated phenome
excellence,d since i ngiven(myiselfingi ven bot h
relation to others) and thebeng ven i n totality (the worl
communal and phemenological conversion and creation, both of which
are necessary to underwrite amptealized facticify* But before Marion

makes this move from time forward to creation, he performs a familiar two

258Marion,Au Lieu de S@&00.
259 Marion,Au Lieu de S@01.
260 Marion,Au Lieu de S@&04.
261 Marion, Au Lieu de SGi034.
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step, a step from Augustine forward to Heidegger eyl facsn Augustine

back to the Bible. First, to Heidegger
ti mesd against a crude misunderstanding
an account suggests time as accidemabkgyrather than its most proper

chanct eri zat i on .&sTo éofremtthts misumderstangings t e n c e
which alleges that Augustine has failed to distinguish between the time which

marks proper existential temporality and that which marks avitaiet

0 or in more familiarhyheological terminology, temporality insofar as

humanity is created, and temporality insofar as humanity i§ Xédlieon

takes recourse to the wedted® philological nexus éft e nwhicho n e s 8

surround and structure tbistentioBy inviting attentioto these (especially
intentiandextentfi@s specific modalities of time, Marion rightly claims,
Augustineds seemingldstertms onlybbriest def i ni t i
modality, however inevitable, of temporalization, and moreover one which is,

depi te Heideggerds sel ectiCondXlLeading, no
In order to understand the relationship between these three modalities,

Marion downplays the extent to which the Augustiistentielies on the
Plotiniandiastasiand empha&ses on the contrary its biblical source, in

Philippians3.234, a commentary on which forms t

formal reflections on time:

262HeideggerBeing and Tjr2.

263C f . J . M. Qui nn, 0 F 0 u rRechaacbes augustdéenneés me i n St
(1992).

264Marion acknowledges his indebtedness to CHidtidais reading: cfa joie

spateu@earis2007), p. 46.
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But Osince your mercy is better t
isadistento and Oyour nimbed® hanty hber ta
the Son of Man, mediator between you [who are] One and us

[ who are] many, in many by many
him in whom I am knowndé and, | e
foll ow the Unique, o0forgetting
distenddulit extendedot towards the things which will come

and which pass, but otowards thos
pur sue, onodistehbbtatensigimgentiptne o pal m

of the cai®l ing on high.?o

Here Marionds tr an s llitaralthancanveritianal mor e pai

transl ations, draws attention to the wa
specul ative thought o0 c cdasteses Rloinrusveen bi bl

is repealed and located inehgprosthen epekteinoingtnBaul, and thuseth

distentie opposed to and leans on another disposition, hereexteietifi®

Marion perhaps overreaches in his rejection of Plotinus, but the essential

move here is the def i &mwgpositiompfehet i on of t

distenttoan (inf act | mpossi bl e) 0i exient@at i on of et
insistently human and finite mode of te
the dispersiord[steniiby stretching me outside mys&#f Noting that

Philippians 3 arises (in fact for tist fime in theConfessipmsthe account

of the 6vision at Ostia, 0 ddtantto on sugges
extentitakes placm a communal vision, indeed inrgentithat comes

from faith and above all lo¥&The Pauline logic is thermeneutic key to

265 AugustineConfX1.29.39, citing Ps. 32.4, 62.9, and Phik13.12
266 Marion,Au Lieu de SG078.

267Here putatively neBlatonist, but in fact more Stoic.

268 Marion,Au Lieu de S@&09.

269 AugustineConflX.10.23.
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the O0question of t heintentiddbyiwhichof t i med:
0di st disteolibd oins [converextanfbdt pr éexsehbhygt doas|
consist in O0tendi ng futoreea rbdust ttich onsges wwhh i ¢
remain and will remain in froes quae ante &tihthe things which are

ahead not because they |-esehatologicat he f ut ur
attitude, but because they are in front
the positiveand essential characterization of time as impermanent, unstable,

and thus more to be desired than to be known theoretically. After the
6conversion of time,® phenomenol ogy app
such is the case, it is not clear how oukl@void the conclusion that it is

therefore equally ecclesial, cosmic, and in somenstagbysical

When he finally arrives at the exposition of Genesis, Marion points the
way towards a thoroughly Christianized Platonism, and

unintentionally showshe vacuousness of the 0Beingbd

The next and final chapteg création dy bowever, finds Marion
hastening to clarify: his commentary o
begins by insisting that t Iplaimtee i s not hi
oworl dé (he notes wryly tedatbu Augusti ne

kosmgu, here under st ood albeingstoebeidgsihn o sed wor

210This translation,ivi ch att empts to contend against t|
understanding which Husserl has giveemtigns certainly clever, even if it might

have been more winsome to have engaged Hussearhhead

211Marion,Au Lieu de S@&11.
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g e n &% Imhis indistence that the exposition of Genes doks not

form Awgustsippende to the o6question of th
progression (|l abeled 6Thomist, Cartesi a
doctrine ofthenena nd of Caafd-XII06 tiom O6a rati onal co0s mc
notes that Augustine rarely speaks ahtnedust all, and when he does, he
restricts his meaning to the Johannine
likes) of what | lovaf being insofaras I loveg5f As a result, the ©6&c
of heaven and eartho is a sitgserfectly ap
understood as a response to a O6metaphys
Heideggeredfil or at r oot Lei bnizian) question
somet hing rather than nothing? For so
apparently and obvidysnept response, both on phenomenological grounds

(because the distinction betwees increatmdens creatuns o6 depri ved of
any phenomenological justificationd) an
narrative in Genesis, and to this we could addftbalb @841 or the

account of the creation of Wisdom in Proverbs 8, refuses to be submitted to

any questions of ©6whyod). On the contr
interpretation of the first verses of Genesis is to be understood as in the first
placeacritiquan advance of such a question: where Heidegger, in even

asking this question, assumes the insufficiency of the theological response to

the question, Marion reads Augustine as challenging precisely the

arbitrariness of the question itself. inditempt to restore a sort of

212Marion,Au Lieu d8oj 315.
273Marion,Au Lieu de $S&16 n.1.
214Heideggeintroduction to Metapt#ysics,
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phenomenological justification for the question of creation, Marion opens

the door for a conversion of phenomenology, in two senses: a conversion
which phenomenology performs upon its practitioner, and a conversion
which ptenomenology undergoes, from Heideggerean fundamental ontology
to Augustinian biblical exegesis; in the former case, as obviously in the latter,

the pivotal locus for this eeersion is that of creation:

We no longer ask [as does Heidegger] if creatmonds to

the question olvhyfor the world, but, inversely, we ask to

what question creation brings a r
creation brings no response other than the response itself

in the sense that everything, in heaven and on earth, only

aries in the creation precisely for tlisgspafid

Marion therefore takes very seriously the fact that Augustine prays, at the

beginning of Book XI (and not, as we might have expected, at that of Book

XIl) for understanding of how God created heameda e ar t h: t he Ot ak
and readingd of Genesis parallels in th
performed in the individual sphere at Cassiciacum, repeats it and expands the
exhortation of Romans (06Put om the Lord
to the point that ©6the whole o6order, pe
concludes the whole of ti®nfessiopascomplishes precisely the initial

praise of Godaudabilis vafid&The response which precedes, supports and

f or ms A waoniesstexactle garallel to the goodness and the beauty

275 Marion,Au Lieu de $S@&@i20.
276 Marion,Au Lieu de S$S@i21, citing AugustinéonfXl111.35.50 (and of course
1.1.1).
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that all things have insofar as they apfeliediating between these two

responsesan i nterpretation, O6communitarian
first (in support of this, Marion notes thaXirl.1 Augustine announces

that his iwanieghti oanl |li oefesgwbicladpénethee x a ¢t
Confessions 6 Gr eat are you, Lord, and greatly
responds to the second, and allows its beauty and its goodnassfootish

as praise: the commupahfesima | one permits this [sc., |
order to praise God]: the things themselves cannot be given to see

themselves as created by Gad other words, as given by Ged nobody

interprets them asich, asvitnesses to the glory of G&d There is

something of a return of totality here, from a different and putatively non

met aphysical perspective, namely that o
praising O6the plural i hiscanmilybeltyangsd as ¢
universalizedonfessioGod, by all believers, in raatio all things, as

ifts3” And despite his intentions to the cangrsomething very like a

Proclean theurgical ontology arises out of this universal, liturgical,

phenomaological interpretation:

It results that the hermeneutic of creation consists precisely in

notdefining things as beings (still less as beings subsisting in

an uninterrogated presence) but in recognizingatugfts

received under the title of creatamd rendered under the

title of praise, the presence of which is only maintained in this

exchange. In fact, creation and praise reciprocate each other

and render each other mutually po

277Marion here is again clearly invokingaliteral understanding of X.6.9,

Interrogatio mea intentio mea, et responsio eorum spetigsyeorgqu e st i on was my
intentio, and their response was their beau
278Marion,Au Lieu de SG822.

279Marion,Au Lieu de S@&23.
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praisgou [astreatar f a | | .wrds, thenfornautah e r
oyour works praise youd must be wu
or rather as an equivalefi€e.

Regarding this exchange and mutual reciprocation, Marion invites an

important qualification of hieuvees a whol e: 60Creati onod
in the lexicon of being, nor of Being, but in the liturgical vocabulary, as

confessiod as praise, which moreover alone recognizes and estaffitshés

There is, then, no way to understand 0B
it, excwhlpitchasi trmatt | i turgically deter mi
without grace, which moreover on Augustinian grounds, as Marion will soon

note, 1is an impossibilitytheawvholeeven a non
hor i z on 6.2dlie exentaoavhichdMari@nd his posGod without
Beingritics have talked past each other <c
and purely formal for Marion, to the point where one wonders why he is at

such pains to avoid it.

All the same, most of the import of this statemeheis
counterintuitive claim that praise 0O0alo
for the first time,-meéhaphuitalforce of M
conceptualization of <creaticonmessomppear s:
possible, as the ontic paaf its exercise, but it itself only becomes possible
from theconfessis liturgical preconditid@i® We have, in other words,

been taken far afield fLrocem atnhe ddolmhmarc k e t

280Marion,Au Lieu de $8R4,citing Augustin€onfXI.5.7 and XI11.33.48.
281Marion,Au Lieu de S@i24.
282Marion,Au Lieu de S@&80.
283Marion,Au Lieu de S@i25.
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60There i s no poss.iteavéniandyeartbdreatedbg i ng t he
God, if one has not firsbnsented to praise God as @3tko that if there

is anything like a cosmology, an ontology or a phenomenology, it must come

rather directly from, and respond to, the litur§icah support of this,

Marion considers the paradoxes of place whichQipdassidns 61 do not
have another place in me than what God has made; therefore God cannot

come into me, without my first coming into him or discovering myself

immediately already in him: | am nplage for Godrather | have a place

inhimd®*He contraposes the comforting natur
betterunivogal r eadi ng of <creation as O6as the p
by the exercise of an efresulcfrorent causal.i
these paradoxes of pl ace: one theol ogi
everywhere without anything containing
a sseceetissimus et praeseraigbienssme time the most secret and the most
pres?®theoother anthropological and by no
myself in heaven and earth which come from him and are in him, | above all
experience what a distance separates me
and earth leaves me without place for ptasause, more essentially, | do

not know the placeilf) of myself, allowing anything whatsoever, let alone

284Marion,Au Lieu de S$S@24.

25l n this respect it i sSemdslRgonfesorum t hat Mar i
pulchritudo eoriaited in Chrétiergaint Augustin et les actes de f&ijole,

phenomenality is in fact convertible with the cosoniessio.

286 Marion,Au Lieu de SG@i256.
287Marion,Au Lieu de $@&27, citing Augustin€onfl.3.3 and.4.4.
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myself, to inhabitm&Thi s o6utopia of the selfd stu
theological aporia of tisecretissimus et praeseatiesgnusurn, eh time

that oO6that | no | onger ihsofsrasciEittdo me, bu
in recognizing theuaestdd its created and thus nselfidentical quality of

heaven and earth, and in fact by proclaiming it and precisely confessing it,

heaven eart h, and t hequaestimfacoavaersidnofd over c o me
place, from the utopleréo the divingherewhich Marion claims is the

properly Augustinian &adrareryoutmyon of pr ai
God? Beholdhergou are. latch my breath a little lnit youwhen |

stretch my soul over me in a voice of exultation and conf@Sgigiace,

ultimately the only place, is giireGodby virtue and by means of the

confessio such is the readi nigeperfformGienesi s t he
three movements: an ontological meditation on the phvesseilis et

incompositagloss onaeluascaelum cAgknd the exercise of finding the

Trinity in Genesis 1-2, or better locating genesis within the Trinity.

Thefirstoft hese, the di mension of the eart
unformed, 8 deter mi nes tnbsmulaeeoustr r ef er r e
synonymous with the earth as we experie
through formg**but instead as indicative that, aMi onds words, Omor

originally and although the biblical text does not explicitly mention it, matter

288Marion,Au Lieu de SG@27.

289Marion,Au Lieu de S$S&29.

290 AugustineConfXIIl.14.15, cited in Marioyu Lieu de S&31.
291Ps. 113.18.6.

292ConfXIl.8.8.
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has been also created, in Hraesstrok8® Here Marion claims that

Augustine breaks with the Greek heritage, and in a welcome change, names
namesesm Pb6aAto to Pl ot i npisciplasagivener has th
before a demiurgic creation, and thus erotically irreducible (an ambiguity on

which the Manichaeans seized, since then matter could be the source of evil),

wher eas Au g u satnarmatredos creatiorr as taking paicecwithin

theconfesdia sposes it from this status: 6 Thu
but matter itself presupposes creation. Then matter offers no place, neither

to the earth nor to theonfesdit itisredeved as al | ot her thinq
be worked by theonfess@fwh e nce Mar i ond sdegihloss on t he
since matter is itself a gift and an exercise of praise, in the creation of matter

God has ©06o0made somet hiwthgo tehvienng noefs snéoét hi n
for God not only creatddon{ex) nothing, in order to exit from it and

substitute for it a being (after nothing comes Being): he has above all created

with(de) nothingness, in order to make being with, in the guise of material,
nothingnesitself6® Thi s, t he 0 uitlentiyjimagines ogi ¢ of non
creation not as Gioldudlis redemptibmthereaf.gai nst t h
6God, by creating the created, does not
assigns this nothingness itself to theeddzy assuming it as credigd

him&®t hus o peni naonfesfion the aarehd The secondt h e

movement echoes this site from the pers

293Marion,Au Lieu de S@33.

294Marion,Au Lieu de SGi334.

295 Marion,Au Lieude SpB34, citing Augustin@pnfXIl.7.7.
296 Marion,Au Lieu de S@&@35.
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thecaelum intelligilitgch, although characterized by Augustinatasfth

themens pura still to be distinguished from the Plotiniau that it

remains a creature: 60t he contempl ati on
remains marked by the distance from the created in its possibility to praise:

thus, theconfessione unites to God, not simple knowledge, which remains

nothing more than a means and m G°tMariod here acknowledges that it

is not the case that knowledge, even theoretical knowledge, has no role in the
Confessippsovided that such knowledgesinet pretend to escape its

nature as created and temporally conditioned; similarly, Marion does not

object to a formulation of hierarchycapacitastween humanity and angels,

or even amongst humanity, which might be imposed by this knowledge, so

longas these hierarchies are flattened insofar as they all take place in the

same place of tleenfessawven if to different degrees or modes, of the
intelligible, by intelligent creatures.
and temporal, but correspano theextentio f r eed from 6di stract
temporality not by an atemporal knowledge (lest Augustine be viewed as a

Gnostic) or an atemporal immateriality (lest he be viewed as never quite

escaping his Manichaeism) bublgthe adherence to God whi@nc

finally undeswyotan adpBdhegenioraft o t he se
the self that takes place withindbafessopif one likes, a return to paradise,

rather than an escape to eternity. The

commentarpn the Augustinian Genesis does not, as the first two, take its

297 Marion,Au Lieu de S@i378.
298 Marion,Au Lieu de S&40.
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cue from a single word or phrase of Genesis 1, but from the tripartite

tempor al structuring of the books which
of t hi nrgesori@aols Xll@s théni n a oogod theacieation of

heaven and earth, d andexgedaidk oX| theas the
oi gin watchin¥Maveonopoi husuoetdthe obv
these places prove to be, in the last instance, Trinithodg:becomes

possible to praise God as God if God gives the time and the place for it.

Andwherar e t hese found el sewhere than in G

Though he intends this as Ouniversal
created order, Marion extrapolates someattside of the boundaries of
theConfessione or der t o e x p | dordegsiod utrhten ed g p ewm it o
particular reference to humanity made ©6
The importance of this phrase in establishing humanity as patiadigm
creation resides precisely in its difference from the rest of creation, made
secundum suam similitumtoending to its own likeness: Genesis 1.26 claims
t hat humanity is not only made accordin
6anotahemaxoifmal alterity,d namely God, sa
sharpest degree of difference to itself, testifies most sharply to God. It is
thus the case that Ohumahremans i s defi ned
without definitior3® There is more: thimportance of the wolidhagineim
this formulation is not lost on Marion, the theorizer of the idol and the icon.

Much to his credit, Marion allows the breadth of the Augustinian doctrine of

299Marion,Au Lieu de S&41.
300Marion,Au Lieu de S&44.
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imagto revise his earlier and far too disjunctive accoaatdany to which

the defining effectivity of the icon is limited to its eyes; all of humanity, and

not just its capacity for gazing and foraeygact, points its intentionality

toward something transcendent, howeveefihed that something might

reman . Humanity is 6to the image of God?d
nocone pt can pr et e%haddthusis imagedprecsdyeoy d 6

the lack of (exhaustive) imaging. Here enters the familiar language of the

gaze, or more precisely of motiag {ra\ersing humanity as image or icon:

the i mage 6onl y aqvargsadosly tlsstentiolad s mov e men
keeps a r e s’@Thbslemargessoniething liketan 6

anthropological and existential a nheirgaaity caxries the ifnage of

God inthe same measure in which it leaves its resemblance sulitaalihg

genus, ad suam similifudinarmd i s ri sked to resembl e nc«
no image, especially not a pretended imago of God, but by carrying the

resemblance of tlstylef God.d® Though this intriguing suggestion is left
inchoate, something of its |l ogic appear
that the various images of the Trinity entertain@d minitateX -XI

foremost among them the triad of memory, intellectardovdlo not of f er

[an image of the Trinity] in themselves as their stable content, but only in the

301 Marion,Au Lieu de S&50.

302Marion,Au Lieu dedb 346 This insistence on the lovenobtioas a primary

metaphor for creation and thus conversion has its correlate in the motion of the fall

(cf. AugustinegConf | | . 4. 9, o1 l oved the fall i tself,
as Marion surpiiggly fails to see.

303Marion,Au Lieu de S@46.
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measure which they refer this conte6od himsel§*that is, not as a

brute imposition of the categories of hucegpacitasto the persons of the

Trinity, but exactly as the reception of these capacities via participation in,

and their attentive and desiring retarthe Trinity. Thus surfaces the
6indefinitiond of humanity, i1its apophat
comprehension of formal categoriesiwihhee r t hose are of Ot he
animal, thego cogitahe transcendental |, the absolutecegléciousness,

the o0ani mal evalwuating in itselfd6 (Niet
Nothing, 6 still |l ess asdtBuenooshepherd o
sooner does t hi s goaestddeafdiplacementthandt e mer g e

is its own theological solution, witnessing to its place in the similarly

in(de)finite God: which motivates the
most famous, of humayiasnquietum 6r estl essd or, as Mar.i
di sequilibriumd whi ch cdiaactaricable,r i zes it

exactly because hfessdms di%hisirdsesmade 06t o0d G
fundamental question to the Heideggereauatavhich Marion hesitates

to answer: does thiguietuitself rest as an answer, albeit an apophatic

answer, within time and with no reference to eternal praise, or is it, on quite

the other hand, entirely and inexhaustibly an ontolggesién

As i s well k inquietucois naitney ndividualmer 6 s
interminabl e: this opening paragraph s
di sequilibrium éduntild it rests, or rea

304Marion,Au Lieu de S&47.
305Marion,Au Lieu de S@50.
s06Marion,Au Lieu de S@53, citing Augustinépnfl.1.1.
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Mar i onds des cr ihatitismppointstd ansori of definitoa r y apop

found in the rest of God on the seventh day. Importantly he connects this

rest (which is irreducibly theological,
only God hasit,andonlyGhdas i t, becaywtt only God i s
Augustineds account of motion as weight

notes that this depends on a strictly physical understanding, comparable to

Aristotleds, of the | ocal movement of e
claim of Wisdom 11.21 6 You have ordered all things
weight . 0 Nonet heless, and crucially, A

on which he relies, by asserting (and again, the fame of this passage tends to
obscure its signilbve:cwhareves )am carriédvitis we i g ht
my love that carries @&t is love, for Augustine as for Marion, that

explains and governs both creation and eschatology, running the motion of

the unquiet manifestation of phenomena and their eventual returmgo resti

in their proper place in G@for Augustine, weight need not be a

gravitational pull downward; indeed, as Marion notes, it is originally and
paraligmatically a force of asc&hor this reason, it is difficult to avoid
referring tovemdy aweiag vphysicalsiny ilcol y met a
determination, indeed as the root and end of any claim of any metaphysics

worth the namé and thus we are bound by charity in the end to interpret
Marionds habitual rejectionatisfiot 6 met aphy

love.

307Marion,Au Lieu de S@54.
308 AugustineConfXIIl.8.9.
309Marion,Au Lieu d&oj 364.
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Marionds final emphasis on |l ove is not
analogia entisas he believes; this disjunct is more polemical than

substantial

For this reason, forsaking the hardly initiated attention to Genesis,
Marion turns to an atidation of Augustine on love, in the last and longest
sectionofAu LieuDe Soi provocatively titled 0The Ur
This could be understood in two very different ways: the denial of (absolute)
di fference between Gedbtsohosel boe toeratG
the denial of (absolute) difference between different modes of created love.
At the end ofThe Erotic Phenomé&faton characteristically allows his
meaning to remain paradoxical, ignoring the latter of these understandings of
univocity, and hovering between affir mi
loves in the same way as we do. Except for an infinite difference. When
God loves (and indeed he never ceases to love), he simply loves infinitely
better t han sdkemouoneels8™ IHits silplewsteucture of
assertion and then denial, this is not
nor is it entirely clear, in its allegedly pure phenomenological description,
why anybody would be interested in developing or dejesuth an
account. Here, however, at the endwLieu De Sdviarion intends to
accomplish at once an Augustinian basis for the former meaning, and a

clarification of the latter: in both cases it emerges that Marion is interested in

310 Marion,Erotic Phenomghda.
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def endiingo cdiitsy @uangai nst an O6equivocitydd
vocabul ary of ©O6anal ogy®6 which in any ca
description. I n the first case, what M

comes to light as a facticity, indémdmost radical facticity in the

Augustinian anthropol ogy: l ove is Ot he
the self,® such that, in more familiar/
who does not love. ... We are not asked to love, but to climdsee

love638 The (theological) relationship between this facticity and its

founding love (divine love as the creationfaitesia fecisti nos advtach
underwrites it) is implied clearly enou
primary interessi i n the second case, that of est
human loves (of God, neighbor, self and things) which nevertheless enfolds

these |l oves as distinct modes. On t he
example) Aquinas or other theoreticid@alogical love, but the once

influential account of Anders Nygren, the equivocal argument oftxb®se

and Agafiéis skillfully dismantled on textual grouttis this dismantling

Marion points to several places in the Augustinian corpus wheren@ugusti

not only in practice, but even in theory, eqddextiandcaritgsand both of

these wittamaqrwhich is also capable (at times) of referriogpiolitas

311Marion,Au Lieu de S@i667, citing Augustin&ermd4.1.

312 Anders Nygrerhgape and Ertans. Philip S. Watso@hicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1982.

313|t is surprising that, from the vast litera on Augustine and love, Marion

restricts his focus to Nygren and a brief mention of Arendt, paying no heed to even
Bur naby AsorBe. mi n al
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evenconcupiscettthough it is more difficult than Marion supposes to
generalizeaboAtugusti neds usaganqgbdisrighttbf er ent wa
call this O6univocal d and even O6transcen
Augustine (or indeed the Vulgate) uses them all in similar ways. The

distinctions which can arise from this initiali voci ty, the O0modes,
and wills®& by which | ove eventually can
theological, such that any love, even illi@xeltuted or poorly placed, is

rendered possible by lafeGod aloné™ Two results follow: re, illicit

loves are defined exclusively as the attempt to love something created and
contingent as though it were-—-itod, and t
fact, the only possible enjoymemenders in the same stroke possible, by

extension anahireference to hinp{opter Deluta enjoy all the rest, since

this rest constitutes precisely a gift of God. Whence the possibility and even

the promise that, ifdnlyenjoy God for himself, all the rest will become

lovable, no longer lypiditabutwell and truly byaritag§* Love of

creation and love of the Creator are not univocal in the sense that either

could logically or chronologically precede the other, even substitute for the

other, but only in the radical sense that, in the light oftéredaen the

former is transfigured into, eventually, love of &6the distinction

314See above dle civitate déi7, where Augustine cites multiple biblical texts as
justification for tis assimilation.

315\Marion,Au Lieu de S@i74.

316 Marion,Au Lieu de S@&i72.

317Marion ignores the famous, and the more obviously analogical, account
determined by the distinction between use and enjoyment in the firstbeok of
doctrina christiaiike had taken it into account, this would have balanced (but
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bet ween Marionds account here and
of love is in the end only one of emphasath of them rely on and

authorize a developmaitanordo amgnghere the love of a thing is parallel

to and relies on the love of the self, which is parallel to and relies on the love

of the neighbor, which is parallel to and relies on the love of God, but in

t hat

Mari onds accoun thesimilarigy bedweenlhess loves, | i es on

since they are all in the end metrelyarallel (though they might certainly
also be parallel), but in a rich and deep sense identical, while the more
traditional analogical vi e@buwma | d
merely of degre®between them. In both cases, enjoyment of a thing can
only bein De@ndpropter Deuamd can thus only be truly enjoyment if it is

0 c 0 n v e r dumditd® cafitasoditectjdhese now being understood not

as univoal by their recognizable exercise, still less (as for Nygren) by their

empha

object, but in the end only ineffably,

not loving, nor of loving anything but God, but of knowing to love all
according to the appropriatede God and the gifts of Gdil® Here

enters, subtly, as through the back door, a form of knowledge (or at least
prudendiato discern between the gifts of God and God himself is no doubt
beyond any pretended neutral practice of reason, but comeshtrdigist a

higher and more spiritual practidéis reasoning introduces the principle

(here called 6paradoxical 6) of indirect

it is better to love him by whom one lives, than to directly love the self, by

certainly not contradicted fundamentally) the account which appesakscin De
Soi
318 Marion,Au Lieu de S&74.
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whomme knows t ha t?*imather wordspaviogtthe beif (ore 6

the neighbor, or indeed any created thing, even the totality of the heaven and

the earth) must pass through the love of the most distant and most present
intermediary, God. But even thésadox cannot dispute an equivocity of

|l ove as well as Augu s t-18nnevdich Christt er pr et at
interrogates St. Peter about his loves: in the end, instead of asking, as he had

done twice befordiliges feéhe askamas rmeFrom his, Augustine

concludes, O0éthe Scriptamosenething, our r el i
dilectior caritaanothei6®*° Not content to rest here, Marion points out

beyond Augustine that this account challenges and even overturns habitual
conceptionsfo di stinctions between | oves, aski
conclude that, when it is a matter of definitively committing to Christ and

assuming the mission of the shepherd of his Claimelnéits better than

diligereontrarily to the current usage, whictords talilectia gratuity and

disinterest which one refusestod?*d | f t here exi sts a o6uniyv
it emerges here in its highest and finest form precisely as reciprocality,

exchange, and precisely not disinterested gratuity: suddssoti@ot only

of Christds words, but even his pattern
condescending to Samarethehibdicalaral habi t ual u
Augustinian rexamination of love leaves not even such a familiar concept

as 0 u nniitydoroesticaged place.

319Marion,Au Lieu de S@i75.
320 AugustineDe civ. D&#.7.
321Marion,Au Liau de Sd3789.
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In the very last pag&of Au Lieu De Shlarion makes the degree to
which he intends this exegesis of Augustine to function as a critique of the

phil osophical traditionds assumption of

The ego thus is not itsaBelf: neither by the apprehension

of the self in the knowledge of the self (Descartes, at least
according to the common interpretation) nor by a
performative (Descartes in a less common interpretation) nor
by apperception (Kant) nor even by aifectatbn (Henry)

or anticipatory decision (Heidegger). The ego does not even
accede to itsdibranother (Levinas) asanother (Ricoeud)

but it only becomes itsélyanother. In other words, as a

gift, for all comes, withoutyaexception, by and as fa g€

As a destabilizing gift, the doubl e mea
renders the title of this work hard to
proclaiming the displacement of the sel
investigatploace aonfd Ohe $élef, 0 asserting
literallyrep |l aced sel f) finally emerges as par
(in its subjective and objective genitives) phenomenology. After this
6conversiond phenome maitsafgrgtainmgalt be it se
its previous characteristics, but somehowfigured. InAu Lieu De Swie

are only seeing the fifaiits ofthe new phenomenological engagement with

love, or with imagination, or with politics: these have all bee, weaite

least hinted at, in intriguing manner, but insufficiehtig intriguing

insufficiency is perhaps to be expected, given that these things are

322\Vith the exception of the provocative but for my purposes irrelevant appendix,

in which Marion argues philologically and convincingly against the translation of the

divine name (or more accurately, the divinely simple intensive péohodn) p s umd as

6hi msel f. 0 This appendi x is yet another cl
and an important further point of conversation between Marion and those critics of

Marion who still bristle at the most central concefisoe u sans L6Ctr e
323Marion,Au Lieu de S@834.
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inexhaustible; nevertheless, without
Augustine on ontologiogilounds, seen at once in his antipathy for ancient
thought and his seeming ignorance of the very concept of analogical being,
shuts this door to him further than it needed to be shut. In the next chapter,

| will entertain the work of Chrétien, whose @ddnd essayistic forays into
August i ipeedomenplogparemot nearly as eccentrically and
narcissistically tied to his own system, hoping to reflect and clarify the

insights thafu Lieu De Shas begun to invite.
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IV. Chrétien and Augustine

Abstract

Aswe haveseen, Jdanc Mari onds recent Oapproa
Augustine, while certainly possessing much by way of charm and of value, is
ultimately not convincing as a theological appropriation, still less as an
historical evaluation. This is due tieast two reasons: on the one hand,
Marion is committed to a decisive philosophical and historical break between
Platonism and Christian or biblical theology, and on the other hand, his
phenomenological burden is in the last instance to describe,amdique
refine a concept (or namoncept) of theelfto the exclusion of the
consideration, rejected as Ometaphysica
transcendence. This commitment and this burden are jointly maAifest in
Lieu De Sand in spite his gtient and subtle readings, neither the
Augustine of th€onfessioms the broader Augustinian corpus can support
them® 1 n contrast, Mar i orousC Clirdtendas,d and col
over the course of his entire career, reflected on and arggsdialo
Augustine in a less dogmaticallymetaphysical manner. In so doing,
Chrétien has allowed the fertile interchange of the Platonic tradition and
ri gorous attention to Scripture which d

and cultivated. It the burden of this chapter to make known some of the

324Further, if Joeri Schrivjers is to be believed they do not get us very far

phenomenol ogically either. See his oln (tth
JearL uc MaAuLieuDéSoi @ 6 Approchet ide, SaMade rAun g u
Theology 25:4, October 2009,-686.
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fruits of these cultivations, with special but not exclusive reference to his

explicit interaction with Augustine, and to allow them to ripen further. Most

of the chapter ds asr2@02moaagiaphwon | | heed Chr
Augustine, as yet ignored in the Anglophone v&aidt Augustin et les actes de
parof°but before approaching this intrigui
representative essays from earlier work
Thise x ami nati on wi | | di splay the breadth
interest in Augustine, both as a theologian and as a precursor (if not outright
practitioner) of phenomenol ogy. |l hope
polemical commitment to tiphenomenological tradition in fact yields a

more profitable engagement with Augustine, even when viewed from
phenomenol ogyds own goals and standards
themes which Marion (and for that matter Heidegger) considers with respect

to theConfessigmsie, the self and the world, language) have the definite

stamp of Chr®tiends earlier engagements
oeuvre, insofar as these themes are inarguably central to the

phenomenological tradition, willhaweHd e gger s and Mari onds
in view. But such will be for the most part the case only obliquely, implicitly

and partially, as | will attempt to let Chrétien speak for himself, much like

Chrétien himself allows Augustine to speak for himself. dd&ibally

speaking, then, this chapter will take a tone more driven by argument, in

order to provide an architecture in whi

approach can shine forth in all its rigor. In so doing, | hope to provide a

325 JearLouisChrétienSaint Augustin et les actes deaasoleUF, 2002.
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portrait odustifelas, ®adorapted rslatignship of roles,

Platonic philosopher, biblical exegete, and-pl@nomenologist, tracing

these roles in the traject-dveyeargf Chr ®t i
as this appears in three representative monagtaghs nou bl i bl e et | 0
L6Appel *#andSaiat ARGIN@ties Actes d&°Ratinle

concomitant attention to how these roles shift when applied to the loosely

similar themes of the latter three works.

Chrétien insists that episternalogy, when viewed from his central
theme of excess, has an ontological dimension; this shows the fruit of
a serious engagement with Greek philosophy
The primary burden dihe Unforgettable and the Unl®pe thicr
up, in a new key, but one whichwdraleeply from the Platonic tradition, a
Levinasian critique of Husserl on time and forgetting. In this portion of the
essay, | will pay close attention to the terms of the discussion which Chrétien
sets up in the first chapter of the work, as the doabtext (both Platonic
and phenomenological) for an examination of how Augustine figures in
Chr ® i ends account of time, forgetting,

self, dislocating any idealist entitlement predicated on-thefaaént

326 Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 2000, translated by Jeffrey Blbeehl as
Unforgettable and The UnhojéelnFgork: Fodham University Press, 2002).
References are to the translation.

327 Paris: Eds. De Minuit, 1992, translated by Anne A. Davenpbe &sll and the
Respon®&ew York: Fordham University Press, 2004). References are to the
translation.

328 My transltion of this work is forthcomirgs St Augustine and the Acts pf Speech
SCM Press, 2014; the page numbers from all citations of this work will refer to the
French text.
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presence ohe self to itself. He begins this account by giving a brief reading

oftheMenp Pl at 06s sustained account of know
which has born the brunt of commentary with regard to the Augustinian

account of these). In a refreshing chaioge &ny glib treatments of the

6Meno problematic, ® Chr ®tien shows, by
of the Meno, that this short dialogue is too rich to be summarized by the

simple claim (which, if it matters, Socrates himself rejects as irifiellectua

lazy) that one cannot seek something without knowing what it is one seeks,

and thus in some sense possessing it already. In the preface to the work,

Chrétien reverses the negative determination of forgetting that such a
summarization of the Menoprpspo s es, showing that a ofi
the nucleus of the Platonic teachingarmmnesis whi ch oopens a pro
human temporality, which is that of the
a destitute temporality which alone permits us to ieedbat we are not

our own origin, such that we can otruly
this constitutive differené@.If, he shows, forgetting is a privative loss,

ontologically and logically dependent on memory or knowledge, such as is

taught by Libniz or Hegel, then memory is a tool of reason, or more

accurately, of an a priori smhsciousness. If, on the other hand, and in

keeping with the Christian theological and mystical traditoeatd ex

nihilp f orgetti ng o oecNothignessthepureo f | ash of di

il lumination of the abyss of all/l bei ngs

329 ChrétienUnforgettgbte«xx. In a manner crucial to setting Chrétien off from
the earlier Marion, Heidegger is given credit not for inventing but only for reprising
the initially Platonic project of a positive thought of forgetting (32).

151



horizon of human exi stence emerges as a
from all future memor° In evoking Plato against Leibniz, Chrétien

critiques he | atterd6s attempt to demythol ogi z
various nedantian readers of Plato whom Chrétien reads attentively) would

find in the mythical pleuman being of the soul by which Plato expresses

his doctrine a meaningless shell faa, distraction from, a rational kernel

expressing an a priori sedihsciousness, Chrétien insists that so to suppress

the mythical is to ol osamelywhhat i s most p
rigorous thought of the past, of forgetting, of loss itself, @higien is

eager to el aborate and emphasize as one
scene onto which his other doctrines ma
defense of myth in general, which oOshat
ov er t hdeofthisgphrticylad myghnis the question: is there room in
philosophy for time, or f*RPutthe Ounrepr
another way, if there is a knowledgéh@or)avhich is prior in me even to

my being human, due ntg®d myumahsqlieng seen
can either philosophy or my self afford to forget that | have initially and

originally forgotten this knowledge? And could it be that it is not Platonic

recollection, even in its mythical trappings, but a thoroughly modern and

ani-P|l at oni st cheap oOmemoryo of our sel ves:s
to have learned, which prevents us from practicing a true relation to wisdom?

After all, as Chr®tien is happy to remi

330 ChrétienUnforgettahie?.
331ChrétienUnforgettalie
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t he o0doct r i rhelssleamifronethetsephistspleasi®nothing

from his encounter with Socrates (himself a paragon of forgetfulness and
absenmindedness), while the young servant in the same dialogue,

unencumbered with such sidception and unashamed of his ignorance

learns (or recollects) the rules which govern the proportions of square

number s. Recoll ection thus begins with
desire for knowledge and théreforet ensi on of

opens onto the futuré

From thisoft-discussed, but undexad, episode, Chrétien

generalizes:

The other past, the absolute past, will remain forever an
absolute past; it will not be recaptured or rediscovered, or re
presented, rendered present again. It does not come back as
what maye repeated or reproduced. However, it does come
back to us from the future: what in the past made us comes
back to us, it befalls ts,Lin and as the task of beffig.

He illuminates this with a contrast between empirical, ontic forgetting, and
this orginay, ontological forgettingthe first attempts to overcome
forgetting by way of remembering what we have forgotten, and thus to
recollect our preatal self, while the second only seeks to rectiofizae

have forgotten, and to seek by (and onlplnyvery existence to live

towards truth, being and thus (from a human perspective) towards the future.

332ChrétienUnforgettghild.
333Chrétien Unforgettghild.
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Il n an implicit recollection of Augus
childhood*'Chr ®t i en says: ONo rebirth repeat
remainsforever forgotten and lo§f° But the baptismal language here bears
emphasizing. It reminds us that, for Augustine, | simply do not care to
remember my birth; the literary trajectory oChvefessiaalso heavy with
the phenomenological themettimy infancy is banal in comparison to my
rebirth, and in comparison with that which gives me both birth and rebirth.
Representation and this crude order of knowledge is static-antfisight
-the Platonic recol | ecdscapesnevaryf t he absol |
repetition and every representation, é i
oexcess, 0 which ofounds me, sends me an
only oblguely, in the excess of bedi§ Chrétien intends this language of
being to be uretstood both in the quotidian sense, as the mere and brute
fact of existing, and in the entire philosophical context of the Ptatsiaic
(which he reminds us is the expigituno f Pl at o0ds | ast expl or &
anamnesis or of time, in tAkaejle- both of these he combines in the
Phaeoderruostbi ¢ recoll ection, ¢ where a soul
of a romantic fated lover, but in a communal and nearly choral
orediscovering and recollecting the bea
loversas one encounters the illumined only in encountering, however

obliquely, and even without expressing mentioniegga recognizing it,

334 AugustineConfl.6.7.
335ChrétienUnforgettgHlé.
336 ChrétienUnforgettghl®.
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light®’ But lest this foray into love and the erotic strike the strict

philosopher as rhapsodic, Chrétien reminds Hirat Pl at o ( much to
judgmental chagrin) shares a precisely parallel adnthratiogei the

realm of geometry: oan overabundance,
properties of representations; the encounter, in what is necessary, with an
unexpectedeaning and fecundity that seem rather to have expected us, to

have been in expectatiorooti r t hwohuigchht ROl at o assigns to
intellectual affinity with the origin of all beiddsChrétien takes Plato

seriously: this destabilizthgumdoes notleny some stability, or the

existence of an immutable nature, nor indeed the human quest (call it

metaphysical) to relate to the immutable in some way, but in fact predicates

the entire human ovocationd upon this i

| am alwayalready in the truth, which is itself always and

forever. But for human beings, t
forgetting: the immemorial consecrates it to the future, it

comes from the future itself, though without ceasing to be

immemorial and withous being able to return to the origin

of our being or coincide with?*it

In this affirmation, however qualified, of a transcendental and
explicitly metaphysical adumbration of the self, the expressimsedration
is significant, resurrecting the Astguan language of excess and fertility as

blessirgd spiritual goodne¥%l n ot her words, with relati

337ChrétienUnforgettghle.

338 ChrétienUnforgettghl®, citing KanKritik der Urteilskrgft363-- translated in
English agheCritique of the Power of Jy@gmmdmidge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001).

339ChrétienUnforgettgHl®.

340Cf. AugustineConfXIl1.12.27.

155



assertion that anamnesis is the proper name for the ontological difference,
Chrétien relegates all human life and inquiry to knisveledgement of

what we could in a more theological reg

(@]
(7))
(@)

summari zes, with reference to Pl ato

(@]}
(72}
(@)

not being able to cofd ncide with one

Before Chr ®ti enods therPtomecdraditiontooves f ur
an analysis of Plotinus, for whom recollection is properly mythical, according
to his counterintuitive (at least to a gasiudian age) definition of myth as
an analytic, and thus temporally dividing and temporally distigguéegthier
than a synthetic overarching astdraporalizing power, it retains and
intensifies its defensively philosophic
and nature of the religious traditions of which Plato makes use in this myth,
he has without any dbt detoured and f®uted them toward philosophy,
for the very object of recollection is not of the order of religion, but is the
truth of being toward which science and philosophy stréfigle
Nevertheless there is nothing in the Platonic traditiohyése@ himself
recognizes, which forms the grounds on which to erect such a strict
di sciplinary wall: indeed, to predeter
beingdé may arrive to us would contradic
tension betweentadi ti on and novelty into which
intends to intervene. Even oour knowl e

remain the same only through acts that are always new, through a constant

341 Cf. HeideggeRarmenid@&oomington: Indiana University Press, 1998).
342 ChrétienUnforgettgtit@
343ChrétienUnforgetta 26 1.
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renewal of our acts of understanding. Tanratenemory through time is to

alwaysexeci se new ac t* Thehovaltesmevokbdasr i ng. 0
parallel to the perpetual oOrejuvenati on
current age, or the oOperil 6 of forgett:.i
weexpose ourselves to the risk of being, or again, in a Platonic lexicon, but

one no |l ess familiar to the biblically
forgetting performs upon knowled@éese three termsrejuvenation,

peril, exodus- are all synonymotise r ms f or a human beingds
being or to truth, in Chr®tiends retrie
Pl otinusd reflections on anamnesi s are
reading of the Platonic myth that the majority of commentgtmre or

downplay their role in his thought, Chr
-- will he emphasize, as the-famtian readers who wish to claim Plato as

their own proteidealist, the Plotinian preoccupaffomith the forgetting of

the self?® Or will he refuse this phenomenological (in the narrow sense)

impulse in favor of a mystical and mythical reading of Plato, with a poetic

oredtli on on t #HeInfach Ghoétien compligatassthis@imple

duo by veering his analysis in pr&ing direction: he brings in a critique of

Pl otinus, from the | ater o0theurgicaldé P

Pl otinusd cruci aikt a ndde dye ttelrari natth ev es ceu lr

344ChrétienUnforgettgl?d.

345Which, moreover, is not entirely foreign to the phenomenological tradition. Cf.
Marion,Au Lieu De Spassim.

346 Cf. PlotinusEnn 1.7, IV.3.

347ChrétienUnforgetta2a.
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completely descendent into the senéitfi®ue to this chai e , Pl otinusd

only partially descended soul is to the same extent immune to an initial

forgetting, such that a portion of the soul, and so a portion of the self, is

never exposed to forgetting at all. For this reason, Plotinian recollection is a

or etswer.n of the self) € to the origin, an
properly left- rather than a gathering, without return, of the truth givén

wit hdr awn Y Chrétienisgarefutto affign.th@t Plotinus is not

nearly so culpable in thigaed as are the n&antian°-- indeed, Kant

hi mself is more subtle than-f@re the Kan
the direct recollection of the beautiful self which Plotinus prescribes for the

self who would be philosophical is still a tasb¢ation, and thus difficult

work, rather than an a priori given. Nonetheless, the accent which Plotinus,

due to the doctrine of the undescended soul, places on the self as not only

the locus but also the object of the process of recollection is indeed a
ooransformationdé of Platods presentation

specifically external beauty.

Chr®tiends reading of the Platonic trad
Platonists, and this inclusion allows him to argue for a more

sophisticated relatiorship between philosophy and theology

348Chréten,Unforgettgl?d.

349ChrétienUnforgettal?d.

380 Cf. ChrétienUnforgettg2630 for the careful retrieval of certain aspects of a
particularly Plotinian reflection on the Good as the immemorial.
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More to the point for the present study, although Chrétien will wait
until the following chapters to introduce the Augustinian thought of loss, the
self, and beadfyinto this history of the Platonic tradition, whexdes so,
Augustine appears, alongside Plato, to emphasize the constitutive impotence
of the self to, on its own terms or by its own powers, recollect itself, or
recollect any other thing, except (in the guise oftérer intimo raed the
superiormmo meahat is, divine inwardness and divine excess) God, the
overwhelming and wounding voice of beauty which is at once most at home
in the human soul, and most foreign & ilnd we can add to this that in
so doing, Augustine is not only in keepiitly the Platonic tradition, but is
also more apparently phenomenological than Plotinus, in the sense that
though he does not neglect to theorize the self as the locus of recollection,
the self is not (as it is for Plotinus) the only or primary objextadiection:
by setting his aim to that whiclnigerioandsuperito the self, Augustine
believes himself to have found not only his own self, but also, in the indirect
approach of the creation to the creator, the appearance of all other things
whih t he creator has created. I n much t|
the Platonic tradition accGherivise t he f amo
than Beingccording to which the Good is beyond b&pékeina tés ousias.

With a heavy stress on teenporal dimension of tHieyon@€hrétien claims
(rightly) that the Platonic dialogues, and to some extent the tradition they

form, are contrary to and already in excess of the crude sense of metaphysics

351 Drawn at first, for obvious reasons, lyeaxclusively froi@onfX, although
he will go on to draw more surprisingly and more persuasiveDeftomtate
352ChrétienUnforgettal8890.
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that Levinasgt alinllege them to found and aarilzed but exactly this
excess is what saves them from beingnatdiphysal in just such a crude
way*?* And the elaboration of this critique of Levinas clarifies the odd
distinction between religion and philosophy which Chrétien has above
asserted: vei nasd® cherished o0divine commandme:i
the immemorial and a past other than all memory: they come under a sacred
hi st or ymustalwdys be temembei@iThus Chr ®t i ends
demarcation of his present project as belonging mainédsophy than to
religion is not to be understood as a denigration of the theclagubadd,
such would send a perplexing message to Janicaud and other critics who
allege that Chrétien is in any event more a theologian than anything else
but insead precisely as a universal, even an imperialist, claim that the
immemorial has over all realms of thought and life, a refusal to be cordoned
off to the accidents of any particular religious tradition (in which Chrétien
perceives but does not describee practices ahamnesssich as cult
or prayey.
Unsurprisingly in this context, Proclus, the pagan Platonist who
above all (save perhaps Plato himself) has thought through the philosophical
import of ritual and prayer, sits more closely atthe feet P at o 6s myt hs a
images than does Plotinus. For example, he makes of the river Lethe a

symbol of the forgetting not, as for Plotinus, only of the humari°bimaty

383ChrétienUnforgettal3e.
354ChrétienUnforgettalitd.
355P|otinus Enn.IV.3.
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of the owhol e .0fChtrhea iseenndssi ktlree awamelnd o f
generallysi very positive, and it i1is indeed 1|
Platonic dialogues that he finds the thematization of the whole of his

concept of a positive construal of forgetting:latpgd pr esent i n us
according to bei ngoainithlyorgetting> todgettimge r ecogni
as ocompletely contrary to vacancy, 6 wh
and the desire which the recognition of ouseftirgy arouse# short,
OForgetting [as] at once distress and t
[as] the passage from an understanding ofdlieimate to articulatia@r®

In this passage, and as if to serve as a final brick in the wall which divides

both Platonism and phenomenology from any sort of idealism, Chrétien

reminds us that the recolletideas (or forms) evoked by Plato are in

kinship with the soul ., Therichnéesbof no means
the Platonic metaphors of kinship and generation are fertile ground for

Chr ®tiends wordplay of eaporess: the ide
categories or knowledges, are at best 0
anticipation, such that the Good is perpetually and by definition in an excess

to us which is measured by nothing other than forgetting, than our forgetting

of it and the forgetting @fwhich caistitutes us most originafly

386 ChrétienUnforettab)e34, citing Plat®epublX.621ad.
357 ChrétienUnforgettaldd5.
3s8ChrétienUnforgettalBé.

359 ChrétienUnforgettgtd.

360 ChrétienUnforgetta 8.
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Beyond Mariondés simplistic fetishizing
forgetting as a creative and participatory act

The second essay of the collection begins to invoke Augustine more
frequently, beginningwithae f | ect i on on the Augustinia
ampl e pal a¢¥wbichaifs toreskmbether forgetfulness is a
loss which is destructive of memory, or simply a different and negative
modality of memory, or even a special faculty thereof. Chrétvegrs in
support of the latter possibilities, and in fact strengthens them: forgetting is
the ofoundation and conditiond of memor
rather than a destruction. This makes
forgettingg as the art oonfosdewvértiabi mg Wmammoiry o
p o w &FThi$counteintuitive claim comes, for Chrétien as for Augustine,
from the accumulative power of time, and the limits of intentionality in the
mere present mo me mtmensdaadoveiwhainend by t i med

flux:

It is selfevident that under the normal conditions of

consciousness, it is impossible for me to remember in a same

present moment everything that has ever occurred to me, and

above all if | conserve it down to the finesadl The

integral presence of the past is thus identical to its latency, its
indestructibility is simultaneously its being held in reserve,

and it is preserved in being rese
memory as such to be able to appeatr, it is necessary tha

certain aspects of the past be erased and disppear

s61ChrétienUnforgettabi@, citing Augustin€pnfX.8.12.
362ChrétienUnforgeible42.
363ChrétienUnforgettablg.

162



Even more can be claimed: this limit is an essential definition of heimanity
as Plotinus denies t he +omsveusnesdsofd memor yo
an astral bod*wh i ¢ h ¢ a n ina gingla ang unique steitioh

without lack, loss, interval or distadi€&so too Augustine, while speculating

on such an oinstantaneous intuition [of
nonet heless attributes thiseppverwer , i f i
which will ensure that all the actions

mind and presented to the&®“MHendds view w
incorporates biblical language into this philosophical insight (or does the

causality run the othemy round?), finding this to be the meaning of
Revelation 20.12, that God alone may ha
exhaustively captures our selves: our selves not only as written, but, in
continuity with Mariondsreasdamalvayng of Aug
as possiblefromselffdent i ty, relying as they do on
alterity. o Chr®tiends foll owing medita
wideranging, drawing as deeply from Proust and Peguy as from Plotinus.

Buttheesay ds f i nal g u ot athat of $t Joamotithei t s r est i |

Cross, referring to the emptiness of me
away ofthesul f or t he P'ocaldjassas easilyhavefcom8o d 6
from the opening chapter of the Canfei ons, or fr off Augustin

to find God in his memory. And yet this is not a yearning without hope for

364P|otinus Enn.lV.4.

365ChrétienUnforgettalBe.

366 ChrétienlUnforgettgB@, citing AugustinBge civ. DiX.14.
367 ChrétienUnforgettghl&.

368 AugustineConfX.17.26.
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renewal : OAs we bear it, 6 Chr®tien con
but gives itself as the very excess of its presence thahoxy man

containg®®

Anticipating the concernsdifie Ark of Speant ofSaint Augustine

and the Acts of Spmecthird essay he Unforgettable and the Untidped for

begins by opposing the Greg&stgsinforgettable), from the tragic register

whidh gives it linguistic and conceptual birth, to the first gift of Mnemosune

in mythology: namelffprgettingnd its primary vehicle:
Speech [parole], song, music, the guardian powers of the
senses. To the ecstasis of suffering is opposed the efcstasis
the word é Speech comes from a di
becomes ours, even if it does dispense its favors and gifts on

us in offering another unforgettable, that of our misfortunes

[alasthi Yet neither of them is a secret kept jealously within

us®

In the shadow of an Aristoteli@homist tradition, wherein the
unforgettable is primarily the A@peatable, nerepresentable habitual
practice of virtue, Chrétien posits an Augustii@deggerean thought
wherein the unforgettable is, no more replasand certainly no more

representabl e, owhat .G'dlisobtadogicay and has

369 ChrétienUnforgettahla.

3% And the final essay which here concerns u
essay, on the unhoped for as a different modality of the unceasing, has much

from a medi t aAlcestema stumindg=comparigon dne s 0

rapprochement of Philo on @&sis on the one hand, and Heraclitus on the-ether

to recommend it as an example of Chr ®ti enods
both biblical and classical vocabularies, with results that are as surprising as they are
compelling, Augustine is attskom it, and so these considerations are too

tangentially related to our project to be entertained.

371ChrétienUnforgetta 86 1.

32ChrétienUnforgettable 8 4 citing Heidegg®Whatis 0 What cal
Called Thinkigew York: HarpePerennial, 1976).
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functioning of the gift in memory, parallel but irreducible to even the richest

ethical account, depends on a conception of the memory which is not limited

to the past- for this would render it representable, and thus at best aesthetic

rather than ethical or ontologieddut can operate as the memory of the

present and also of the future. Chrétien rightly and explicitly recognizes such

to bel omg tfhier Mluyyudt i ni an Confeasiist i on, 6 be
but also present in Bonaventangl Guillaume of Saifihierry®” Further,

such an ontological functioning of memory does not leave behind a certain

sort of ethical eudaimonism: in a brief bumniting discussion bfe

TrinitatX | V. 1 4. 2rhiemoriaPedt heed human memory whic
our relation to God, Chrétien makes clear the extent to which this memory

depends on the assurance (by faith and by Scripture, natpojgnf a

past ad future beatitud&*On this basis, he evokes the thoroughly

Augustinian account given by Guillaume of-Saietry of the creation of

humanity according to tihreago d&s Trinitarian, comprising intellect, will

and (most centrally here) meniGig,crea i on whi ch is ounceasir
occurs under the rubric of a constant r
memory in order to strike it with a wound of love that eternity itself could

not c¢close again é To call Godatunf orgett
the most inward part of ourselves, transpierced by his light, and not that we

would always suffer it in the same. WyChrétien goes on, as thought this

313ChrétienUnforgettalBd6.
374ChrétienUnforgettalBa.

375 On Augustine and thmago def. Ch 5 below.
376 ChrétienUnforgettaB®.
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were necessary, to invoke explicitlyntiegior intimo ragsthe Augustinian

thought which reshers the phenomenology of memory possible, again, and
crucially, in the key of thragodei O For t he i mage, insofar
the infinite, always manifests the excessive, which we must love and respect,

butwhichh s not at a¥1 at our disposal .o

Of this important and impressive essay, one equally important
criticism may be levelled in relation to a remark made offhand, at its end:
oFor St A mgnorsatDanforgettable hne inexhaustible presence
of alterity, is necessarily at worélithe spiritual exercises that we might
possibly commit, but it does not reduce to a determinate practice and does
not designate a specific spirituafifi/In one sense this is true: Augustine is
not concerned, either in tBe®nfessi@angheDe Trirtate with prescribing
certain prayers or rituals, such as we usually describe with the phrase
ospiritual exercises. o But, as the spe
throughout both works cry out, the very practighibddsopbsnbodied by
theseworks is the discrete and particular spiritual exercise to which
Augustine calls any who woutgerience, deepen and enrich their sense of
amemor@ei-- indeed, it is fonim the exercise par excellence of the
spiritu¥®* Ch r ®t i e n pesceividghe hature ofehildsaplaga spiritual
exercise for Augustine is merely an inability to think far enough in the right

direction on which he has embarked, and towards which his reflections on

377ChrétienUnforgettgd@.

378ChrétienUnforgettadé.

379 On this notion of philsophy as spiritual exercise, specifically as the ground of
Augustineds critiques of the Platonists, cf
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Augustine gesture, in spite of the passage quoted aboeeraimiting,
discipline and working of the spirit can be found not only the Augustinian
reflection on phenomena, but also the culmination of the relationship of

theology and the love of wisdom in his thought.

The relationship between self and world emerges a creative and

vocal response to beauty, viz. praise

ol am telling the same story over an
worl d, 6 s ay s® Whrdtiénitakesthisratiet poatiectaim up
in a specifically vocal spher@lve Call and thepBeseHe introduces this
work by asserting that every performance of the voice, no matter how
guotidian, has o0at its cored6 the combin
voices and silences which precede it an
voiced6 by which we could escape this chor
speech, which is simultaneous andsynmo us wi t ' Thit he wor |l d. 6
assertion itself calls forth, necessarily, questions: what thought or thoughts
can express the appearance ofoareoi t hr ough whi ch oO0bot h ¢
response become incarnate, 6 and how doe
place in our voice manifest itself in all of our bodily senses? These questions,
perhaps more than any ot helecsopnoni nvi te 1in

the traditions of thought from which they draw their momentum, since they

380 Malcolm Cowleyihe Faulkn€owley Files. Letters and ME9A44i662
(New York: Viking, 1966), pg. 14, cite@lia Unforgeltadind the Unhopeddor
121.

381ChrétienThe Call and the Resfionse,
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are in part asking how our voice and our thought themselves rely on the
voices of our forebears, not in this case exclusive of ratiomathysets or
biblical theolog§?* Chrétien is thus not at all tempted to be defensive of his
proclivity to have widenging bibliographiesasking questions about our
voice in relation to other voices, our body in relation to other bodies, and the
like demands not only an interdisagly approach (for on what grounds
would we reject relevant thoughts from any given discipline?) but also a
meditation on this very interdisciplinary approach. All of this Chrétien
presumes and argues is necessary to maintain a meticulous
0 p h e n 0o md pespectigeiy Asabove, the present analysis will
attempt to concentrate on Augustineds r
because Augustine too refuses to disclose whether, at any given moment, he
considers himself to be operating as exegete, bighepaphysician, such
an alchemic process will at times seem too artificial to maintain with any
degree of rigidity.
The first chapter of this work is equal parts critique of the
Hei deggerean thought of voice as oO0corre
onthe Greek alignment of the beautifoilk@lonand the caltd kalejn In
both instances, the argument is one of origin: Chrétien does not hesitate to
credit Heidegger as the origin of th&&tury thought according to which
the voiceisalwaysee sponse, in the first case, an

radical etymological approach affirms this thought to be inherent in the

382ChrétienThe Call and the Resgonse,
383ChrétienThe Call and the Response,
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original | anguage of philosophy. I f be
provocation, 6 it is thomwmebmhieGeek t hought
language (and these range, significantly, from Plato to Paul and beyond) who

can help us give voice to it in French or English. And although Heidegger

has heard, and can help us also to hear, beauty as the call which is the origin

of our voice, careful and inclusive attention to these Greek thinkers denies

what Heidegger affirms: that our response to it can also correspond to it, in

some measure be commensurate with it, while for Plato, Paul and Chrétien

(and we can add, as Chrétiersdu, Augustine), such a claim is an

hubristic impossibility. The centralit
argument here precludes much consideration of Augustine, whose grasp of

Greek is notoriously spotty. So it is that the pegs on whichidpe @of

Heidegger hangs are primarily Plato and direct commentaries on Plato by

Proclus, Hermeias of Alexamagiarcilio Ficino and othgfsand even his

theological sources (predominantly Denys) are hellenopttbeeredieval

thinkers he cites (Aguais, Eriugena and the like) he argues, rightly, to be
summoned indirectly into this Platonic
influence on therff> One might have expected, at the intersection of

Heidegger, Platonism as mediated through the Western Middénd gles,

Pauline theology of the call in creation, no better summation of this train of

thought than the mystical protophenomenological experience of Augustine

384ChrétienThe Call and the Respdise,

385 One exception, or radicalization, of thistieed f ound i n Eriugenads
t he GCooaie K 00 t hoaysh awhinc® bol dly transgresses
conceptual line (17).
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in Confessions X.6.10. BiheCalandusti neds
the Respossdeérred until the opening of the next chapter. For this reason,
although Chr®tiends careful commentary
Plato or on Denys) deserves careful commentary, both for its intrinsic

elegance and for its value to our consideratioteodlisciplinarity and the

voice, our analysis will entertain the argument of the second chapter in

greater detail.

The burden of this chapter, o0The vVvis
and the defense of a certain porosity between sight and hearitingit such
voice and image are not easily separated, much less pitted one against the
other (as they are in for example Reformatiampolemics). In it, Chrétien
argues that, in the thought of a voice which sees or (citing a title of Paul
Claudel) aneye which st ens, there is nothing of tI
everything of a origorously phenomenol o
expression. Asking whether this thought is expressed and explored in the
history of philosophy, Chrétien gestures briefly tiedd?onty, but quickly
moves well b e hi Rahfedsipasd nore paKiculgrly ot i ne 0 s
the passage cited above, wherein August
and a certain voice, acertainppenfe and nour i sPfm@ent and e ml
the sjritual senses by which God, in these sensory modalities, is to some
degree apprehended, which are oOoObeyond t
sensorial, 6 Chr®tien remarks: oOur sen

turned to what is purely spiritual. A#@eoking a light, a voice, a fragrance,

386 AugustineConfX.6.10.

170



Saint Augustine concludes: 6lt is this
guestion, however, bothidfGesThegptebisé€&:
nature of the sensoriality involved remains ob&€(ifbe answeto the

famous question oWhat do | | ove when |
guestioning, of an increased rigor and intensity, this time not posed to
Augustineds self or to God, but to the
(intentjo : 0 Mywagimy ettemtionpamd their answer was their beauty

(interrogatio mea intentio mea et responsio eorjd¥Spetties atiruof

this passage, Chrétien appropriately reads the lack of verbsg@xech

Chrétien is happy enough to read aslgiampauxiliary and tautological verb)

to imply the strictest possibility identity between the two terms. iBaauty

response, and so a voice, and furthermore, one which only emerges in a

dialogue. This has decisive implications for any thought air sigfat is

seen: OMore intimate to the gaze [rega
It is not enough to open oneds eyes to
make themselves the soothsayers of the word that each thing bears within

itself butalso ripens into song at its surf&&eThis illumination of the

voice of beauty, particularly as a response, is in continuity with the Platonic

tradition according to which beauty is and emits a call, and shows the deep

affinity of call and response:

Things of themselves call us and invite us to interrogate
them. Their beauty calls by responding and responds by
calling. To be in need of a word, to suffer from a lack of

387ChrétienThe Call and the Respdnse,
388ChrétienThe Call and the Respbrseng AugustingZonfX.6.10.
389ChrétienThe Call and the Respbnse,
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word, is already to belong to the word, to be preempted by it
in the very motion tiough whib it finds itself anticipatel’

This omotiondéd can never begin on its ow
future--t he di al ogue between the self and th
Othe invisible,d such woddtprowidesdo answer w
its originary <call i's always oOinadequat
perpetually breathless when faced by the breath of excess. The disparate

el ements of the world oOanswer by dispos
satisfied with them and stopping at then
and therefore [says] what exceed¥ iLikewise every visible thing testifies

to an excess of imaging; these finitudes which bear the weight of infinity are,

if notinterchangeahle t hen at interlaceale-athought abl e, 0
which is not unique in the Jue@bristian tradition to Augustine, but also

present in Aquinas, Luther, and Philo, whose commentary on Exodus 20.18

(0the people all s awtheologyaf Pentécpst.t ant i ci pat
the visible voices 0gave rise in each s
superior to that which is mediated by th&®&aEhrétien drives this inter

mediability of sight and sound home, along with thediegpendence of

externamatter and perception, with regard to our own spiritual and physical
senses: O Beauty] assumes on our part

rather it creates in us the conditions of its receptioBut, at the other end

390ChrétienThe Call and the Respénse,
391ChrétienThe Call and the Respadnse,
392ChrétienThe Call and the Resp8nse,
393ChrétienThe Call and the Respganse,
394Chréten,The Call and the Resgbrise,
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of the spectrum, for thisalogue in which the visible voice of beauty speaks

to occur, our own voice is also necessary; Chrétien closes this chapter with a
gnomi c, but certainly deeply Augustinia
lose its voice, our own would have to become datidgberish, ceasing to

answer it and to question® Our voice only responds to
But this response is no small thing, for without it, and withouatéhnéo

which it implies, beautyds call would r

eat h would be utterin® [Godb6bs] praises t

Manifestation is always mediation, which implies a participatory

metaphysics that Chrétien hesitates to thematize as such

From this affirmation, Chrétien moves his attention to a
philosophical traditioimverse to this Augustinian meditation on the visible
vVoi ce: that of an O0innerdé voice, prese
his reflections on this o0other voiceo t
present study emerge: in the first instéimeelialogue between Augustine
and Reason (conceived as a voice at once internal to Augustine and
sufficiently foreign to him that a true dialogue may occur) is compared to
that between Socrates and his daimon; in the second, anticipating the
concerns of we especially enlightening ess&gint Augustin et les Actes de

Parole Chr ®t i en argues for and el aborates

which we must perform in order to hear this prior and originating call, and

395ChrétienThe Call and the Resg8nse,
396 AugustineConfX.6.8.
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equally in order to respond to it. bimth cases, the insight, central to the

entire argument dfhe Call and the Respiuaistne phenomenological

structure of | anguage and of existence
into the worl ddé is oonl y aptlercalleecisvedd i n
forth the terms of our response and so

meditation on the psalmic thought, dear to Augustine, sd¢hécium laudis

the oOsacrificeo6 of praise, which is at
immed ate and definitive o0injury and | oss.
praise discloses an essential di mensi on

intimately our own insofar as it reveals something to us about our own
utterance and its meaning; but it duddelong to us since we aot the

source of its ligh™’ This invites, in a striking invocation of the entire
Western philosophical parade, from Socrates to Malebranche to Kant, Fichte,
Rousseau, Heidegger, in spite of acknowledged differencestj@refi

the inner voice as the site of irreducible alterity withgelfhe each of their
thoughts™*® For all its near omnipresence in the philosophical tradition, this
inner voice raises a phenomenological problem for Chrétien. Given that this
phenanenon is persistently identified a&sigeand not for example as an
illumination or a simple sensation, the mode according to which it is given
must in some way be analogous (even by means of a conceptually difficult
analogy) to the voices which we laaa daily and familiar basis, and so

must come from o0a being other than ours

397ChrétienThe Call and the Resgdnse,
398ChrétienThe Call and the Resgbifse,
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stubbornly appeanmsedidien nt hues .t r aBduitt,i oans atsh e

her meneutic phenomenol ogists will qui
commitments, as they will even invoke Augustine so to do), voices only

speak iwordsand thus in complex and particular fomediation$ his

being the case, can the inner voice truly be transcendent, universal, and so
subject to phenomenologicalastrgation, or is it a simply local, particular

and in the end even idiosyncratic manifestation?

To begin to respond to these admittedly thorny questions, Chrétien
notes that some of the Omost frequent
debate amongsbmmentators devoted to the Platonic dialogues attempt to
determine whl@mobheoulSdcpaopebly be said
6voiced, 6 or was a si nmgorhethingaikedh r at her

c 0 n s.@®1 Buttacset up these questions more @mgnatically, it is to

(@

Augustine that Chrétien turns, and most centrally Solilisquiesn early

work, even the neologistic title of which, as he notes, raises the question of

such an at once immanent and transcendent dialogue: is ever it triyly possib
thatcum solis nobis loquimeran | i n any defensible s
my s el f, ¢6 ?frmd in & massaga which also intrigues M&tion,

Augustine begins this literary dialogue with a prayer that leaves the specific
natures of the answertots q u e st i o n Aitnrmhdsebitogsivenegm at e :
ipse, sive alius quis extrinsecus, sive intrinsecus) dedc®Nn | y s omeone

me; whether this is | myself, or another exterior to me, or another interior to

39ChrétienThe Call and the Resgadnse,
400ChrétienThe Cahnd the Respd®seiting Augustin8pliloquixs$.7.14.
401 Cf, MarionAu Lieu De Séb.
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me, | d 0.6 ATbis, wetbeforevidalonfessiovil formulate more
famously thenagna quaestiq alileady raises and leaves unanswered the

problem of the self and its particular form of existence or manifestation:

To wonder whether it is myself or another who calls me, to
wonder whether the implied alterity is external or internal, is
basically to wonder who | am by asking myself how it is
possible for me to be thus reached, and therefore to answer
the call that is intimately addressed to me. The call that is
sent to me maes me problematic to myself, uncertain of my
boundaries and of my power. The question and the call are
one, since the perplexity that regards its source is a perplexity
that regeds me'®

Even so, Chr®tien finds fsaunat urne Aausg uca
silent and mute dialogued which does no
voice, 6 content as it is to |l eave ReasoO

explicitly thematizing Reason as being or havimg &his is not to ascribe

a ndve experientialism to Augustine on this front: Chrétien rightly notes that
Augustine (and more directly Augustinebod
does elsewhere reflect, albeit critically, on the attribution telappasan

humani ty offmmadiadyinevigich Gad would speak directly to

t he soul in a pure inwardness. o Though
have been available in Eden, such a disincarnate account of revelation via a

purely inner voice is in fundamental discontinuitytigtbiblical tradition:

Chrétien paraphrases an arguroentra Manichsaging,

Even if the call leads us back to our own spiritual intimacy,
the world is where it must resonate for sinful humankind.
No genuinely Christian thought could ever py&ign inner

402ChrétienThe Call and the Resg8nsiing Augustin8pliloquies.
403ChrétienThe Call and the Resg8nse,
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voice over the chorus of Gododos wi
to substituting a private and sol
Revelation that founds the Chut®h.

But here, as elsewhere, Chrétien is concerned to dismantle any easy
distinctionsbeteen t he bi bl i cal and the Platonic
daimon, too, resists the esoteric and the private, as Plutarch and Proclus

affirm/% preferring to be manifest by resonating only in the public agora of

philosophy. Such is indicative for Chrétiery thiathe Platonic tradition,

philosophy is not only essentially incarnate and public, but in fact calls into

guestion at the most radical level the static account of the self on which any

esotericism necessarily relies: for the Platonists, he summadzesher e i s no
inner voice except through some intimate alteration, which constitutes

genuine interiority. To listen is to be opened to the other and transformed

by the other at our most intimate core. Intimacy, in these ways of thinking,

isneitherespae nor shelter, but rather the pl a

In order to establish that Augustine shares in this tradition, both of
the voice as alteration and of the Opur
and through this voice, Chrétien certainghtwell have appealed to
numerous passages of @enfessiposperhaps more easily he could have
turned to thede magistr8ut, perhaps in order to insist, however subtly, that
his participation in the Platonic tradition does not facilely repaegedmnd
of corruption of Christian theology, he turns his analysis to the very core of

Christian theology not only to the Bible, but to the first Christian

404ChrétienThe Call and the Respons
405 Cf. Plato, Apology 33B; Plutarbie, genio socE®&CD; ProclusAlcibiades |
transWi | I i am OO0 Nei || (The Hague: M. Ni jhoff,
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t heol ogian, John the Baptist, and to Au
this figure who te$ies only to Christ, and to himself only indirectlggas

vox Ol am a voiceo ¢%Thdphilgsophioatthemean t he wi |
of voice is thus central to the Augustinian thought on John, and with it, the

relationship of my voice to all precedioiges, including the Eternal voice:

The immutable Word sent these voices, and after so many
voices preceding it, the same Word descended into its own
chariot, in its very own voice, in its flesh. Collect therefore
into one voice as it were all of oéces that preceded the

Word, and attribute them to the person of John. ltis as
though he carried in himself the symbol of all these voices: in
and of himself, he was the sacred and mystical personification
of these voices; and if he properly nameddiirtihe Voice,

this is because he was the sign and representation of all the
others’”’

This invites a rapprochement of the themd@$efCall and the Respithse
those ofThe Unforgettable and the Unhmbexdhviragy that these reflections

are to soma extent inseparable:

Even having come, the Word needs still and needs always to

be announced by new voices (é) [T
itself and accomplished as voice only by being both defeated

and exceeded. Defeated and exceeded by the immemorial

past, the immemorial past of the Word that it announces and

whose fullness it bears, defeated all over again by the

imminent future, but also by the eschatological future that

rips it asunder and m&kes it cry

406 That even this sallentification is drawn from the voice of another, that of
Isaiah, is an intrigng and significant fact which is not lost on Chrétien; cf.
ChrétienThe Call and the Resf@ise,

407ChrétienThe Call and the Respdnsiing Augustin8erma88.
408ChrétienThe Call and the Respbnse,
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This perpetual annaiation, which Chrétien compares fruitfully to the task

of the translatdf?is obstinately incarnate: it is inseparable from a

transcendent Logos, but only manifests itself to my self in the voice which

resonates in my ear and in my larynx. To be begedt hi s cal | i's oth
condition of my humanity and therefore of my human corporeity, of the

possibility in me of bearing spirit throughout my whole body by bearing my

Vvoi ce. The most Oelvpitsmastical 6 aspect of
0t r an s c;'@thisseucttreg at todt that of the Incarnation, is a primary

of human experience. But to see it as simply reducible to human existence,
synonymous with i1t or simultaneous to i
to hear [the call] in our own voice, asyne does, ligkingip speech,

without ever believing thatwes peech, | est indeed it be
recognize the call in our response, which it initially makes possible and

continually alters at the most fundamental level, is to see it dg formal

indistinguishable from a gift, or from beauty, either of which, as Augustine

affirms and expounds, we can only love by affirming its alterity to our

(interior or embodied) selves. We love them, if we love them at kteonly
0Testing mqitdelf,y \yieeraiready bas a past, is already late

relative to the word, which is why, when it finally speaks, it will never be

through with speeciit

The final essay dhe Call and the Responseposition of Aristotle

ontouchasthesensewch forms o0the first hearingo

409ChrétienThe Call and the Res@og,
410ChrétienThe Call and the Respanse,
411ChrétienThe Call and the Respénse,
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founding of all the other corporeal senses, drives all of the foregoing
reflections deeply into the texture of
absence from these pages renders a sensitive rendérdimg &t i e n 0 s
phenomenological reading of B Animanly questionably relevant to the

present argument. But if we may be permitted just one remark, we can

quickly note that, ever the orator, Augustine orders his lists carefully,

retaining as last thosmnses which he holds to be most important: in the list

of the spiritual senses evoked above, after light, voice, fragrdnod and

comes the embrace of todttand in the famous passage which begins

oLate have | loved yoof éthbeopueti aotae
e v e r puicaritudehich Augustine eulogizes culminate in that of touch:

OYou touched me, ftadnlthem peda®enwhich t
This suggests, admittedly without fully generating, a potentially fertde groun

for dialogue between Augustine and the Aristotelian trdtfition.

412 AugustineConfX.6.8.

413 AugustineConfX.27.38.

414 Insofar as Aquinas takes up the arguments Dietenimathis dialogue can
point squarely in the direstiof Eucharistic tasting as a primary form of touch: on
this, cf. John Milbank and Catherine Picksioakh in Aquinélsondon:

Routledge, 2000). Such an account is moreover not abseboififessiofiswvith

the subtle but unmissable Eucharistitedn si on of the oOspiritual s
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Chr ® i ends engagement with Augustine 1is

of his words and by attention to his voice

As noted above, my approacltstaAugustine and the Acts of*Speech
will differsomewhat from my approach to the two earlier works. On the
one hand, since its subject matter is more locally focused, centering on a very
particular theme (that of speech) and one particular figure (Augustine) where
the previous works drew more broaxtiyooth philosophical and theological
sources, this portion of the present chapter will necessarily be more attentive
to Chrétien specifically @silologish the rich etymological sense of this
term, as one who loves and attends to the very wordgusdtifve, letting
them shape his argument even more directly than they Tibge in
Unforgettable and the Unhaped lier Call and the RespOngbe other
hand, the proximity in AuLeeDe&doid subject
will permit a more gttly comparative argumentative strategy, although again
this will remain for the most part implicit. To achieve both of these goals,
my methodology will be more deliberately architectonic; rather than picking
several representative chapters, and toyoanvey a sense of the argument

of the whole of the work through them (or worse, attempting to-piekry

415 The arguments of this monograph have significant overlap with tfbse of

Ark of Speedrom whose pages, moreover, Augustine is far from absent. For

reasons of economy, | here abstain from any significant disofiisat book,

which retains its charm and its rigor, only noting that in its five essays, which (very
characteristically, as we are beginning to see) skip with little explanation from

analysis of Genesis to t haotthiotérmsofr i st otl e or
the discussion of Chr®tiends breadth of Aucg
Augustinian citations rhe Ark of Spedidw from theenarrationes in Psalvitbs

more occasional and brief yet worthwhile discussibesanitateidConfessions, De

trinitate arskveral more minor texts.
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the highlights of each chapter), | will present some of the key questions

regarding speech (which are often quite similar to those asked bg Marion

propos of the self) that motivate Chr ®t
the manner in which he answers these questions (and not attend too directly

to the answers themselves). It is an approach Chrétien himself weuld like

his aesthetic works (€forps acoopd 6 Ant i p h oM @ractioethele | a nui -
altogether phenomenological art of focusing on but one corner of a mosaic,

or on a single square inch of a landscape, to see what a few organizing details

will reveal of the logic and form of théirenwork.

What is initially the most striking
Chr ®t 1 ends monographs on Augustine emer
chapter titles: iAuLieuDe Soi Mar i onds titles take the
between an Augustinian tree(m Latin) and a proposed translation thereof
into phenomenoVaitg® tc at he as @atgorated (@Phenol
for exaCopfédssgoyr bDhe or edu Adtes derPérflerétewh er e i n
has chosen simple infinitives describing this cat¢haf the voice (so one
finds chapters on such predictable topi
al so the more surprising OEating and Dr
easily read too much into Marisonds r het
not the case that his disjunctives imply a contrast betviasnd the
saturated phenomenon, nor even (as we have seen in Chapter 3 above) that
Mari on prefers his terminology to that

less flexible chapter titlimgfact gives him greater freedom to attend to

416Paris: Eds. De Minuit, 1997 and B2le. Ld Her ne, 1990, respectiv
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many different aspects (the role of each infinitive within the canon of
Augustineds thought as well as the broa
reflections on each can inform our own). What comes to the surface of

Chr ®t i1 ends book, given the sensitivity
phenomenol ogy of speech following the ¢
portrait of Augustine, which attends to Augustine not only as a resource for
philosophical reflection and argumioita but also as a preacher, a bishop,

an exegete and (above all) onespleaks forums both public and

familia¥’" And so although Chr ®tiends Augustin
through sometimes Lutheran eyes (particularly, and unsurprisingly,

Kierkegardian eyes), he still surfaces as a richer and a fuller Augustine than

the figure that Heidegger and Marion treat, a living character in a tradition

which is equally full of life.

Chrétien makes a clear and careful analysis of the extent to which
Augustine anticipates phenomenological concerns
This tradition works, as it does for Marion, in two directions:
looking forward from the Augustinian vantage point, Chrétien gestures
towards Augustineds role in the phenome
backwad, he considers the relationship of the hellenic and the biblical
phil osophical traditions in Augustineds

consider the relatively few explicit movements towards phenomenology

417 ChrétienActes de Par8le,
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proper. In the first of these, the Heideggedescription of questioning as

0the piety soff orhChhg®td en embl ematic of
invoked rather casually with regard to
of the question as to what Gadd was doin
the eartl{*® Although the invocation appears to be offhand, it is well placed;
Chr®tien does not fail to mention that
by the entire Christian tradition, with Luther, for example, citing favorably

the joke which Augtise only mentions in order to reject. The implication

is subtle but clear: Luther, whom Heidegger holds, at various points in his

career, in high esteem, fails in this questioning piety exactly where Augustine

succeeds. A u g u st ignoran@esin threifacelof diffiguit e s s t o a
guestions makes possible a obrilliant m
the question as ridiculous, as oproud o

from the responsibility of spee¢® In a similar manner, Cheiticlaims an

Augustinian heritage for the Heideggerean thought of listening as active, as

dban event. o Hei degger says, OAs |l ong a
expression of someone who speaks, we do not yet listen, we do not listen

absolutely. Never live arrive in this way at truly having heard someone.

When, then, have we heard? We have heard wheakeva pat what is

said to uswenn wir den Zugesprochenerf*ydiseactive and nearly

48 Martin Heidegger, OL B&ssapetcentereames, de | a t ech
Preau (Bris, 1958), p. 48; collecte@asic Writingsl. David Krell (New York:

HarperCollins Publishers, 1993)[fas Question Concerning Te8hhiflogy,

419ChrétienActes de Pards,citing Augustin€onfXl1.12.14.

420ChrétienActes de Pard820.

21Hei degger, OQuestion6koncerning technol og
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agonic dimension of listening, in which everyfdistening on my part, far

from being a mere sensory perception or the imprinting of words or

thoughts on my otherwise passive mind, is only taken up by my re
articulating that to which | listen, and is indeed only takerotgehat |

might respondb it, is of course a structure familiar to readéreefCall and

the Resportise citation of Heidegger in this chaptekatés de parole,
sandwiched as it is between meditatiom®eaoctrina christathon lines
from August i ndodusderbne thewwid resonarsce af thag s
work with the Augustinian corpus. The same can be said for the very similar

guotation fr om Act¥éldeRaode sc ma g the rn gd@?rmd tienac hi

The student O6does not begin to | e
experienes what he takes as that which is already properly

his. There alone is the true learning, where one takes what

one already has, thatssgiven to oneselfwhere this is

experienced as such. Teaching thus will say nothing other

than letting otherdgarn, that is, mutually standing to learn.

Learning is more difficult than teaching, for only he who can

truly learrd and only so long as he can dodttis alone is

capable of teachiffg.

This thought, perhaps more easily linked to the Platonghthaf
anamnesis, is for Chrétien most obviously relevant in a discussion of the
Augustinian doctrine of Christ as the Truth, and thus as the true and only
teacher in every student. Finally, lest these attributions appear arbitrary,
Chrétien makesalfrie acknowl edgement of Hei deggerod

Augustiné?®noting the centrality of tlienfesa®an integral and essential

422 ChrétienActes de Parblg, 1 | citing tleidedggere, cb@Qaéeéttr
ReboulTasmania (Paris, 1971), p. 85; English translaidrairis a thing?

Washington, D.C.: Regnery Pulilighil968).

423 Discussed above, Ch. 2.
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part of the process of becominguaestioo onesel f i n Heidegger
For Heidegger and for Chrétien, the indispemgaioht, worth much

argument with the (nearly al ways unname
guaestio m#inot a natural or an inevitable stance: even if one could imagine

other ways in which a person could problematize herself, it remains that the
doubleconfession of sin and of praise is the mechanism by which Augustine

arrives at this decisive formulattthChr ®t i enés overall asses:
phenomenol ogical traditionds relationsh
Heideggerean in its scope, and largsltiyiin its determination. He

departs from both this scope and this determination only once, in reflecting

on Husserl s somewhat different tracing
thematize time by means of the s&d he difference here is slight, inttha

Husserl, who, as we have seen, cpem&henomenology of Internal Time
Consciousmesst h an oOhomaged to Augustine, indi
influence, not only in reflecting on the temporality of melodies, but in

making of music in general agoigm of the structure of temporality. But

the difference, or really the betrayal, of Augustine, remains important in
Chr®t i ends eyes to note: for Husser|l,
experience and to meditate on the flux of temporaliiy whth

consciousness, whereas for Augustine, in line with the previous reflections

on listening and learning, we must not only be gripped by the song, but

actively grip it back and respond teiitis not only a matter of hearing the

424ChrétienActes de ParbBs2.
425ChrétienActes de Pard&dff.
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song of time, but ore centrally of joining our voice in the choral song
(which, moreover, is an image by which Chrétien will frequently signify his

conception of philosoph§f.

Chr ®t 1 ends ac c oMdaesdeddrolePdsadt lvenuptoOm i n
the hermeneutical principes he has outlined, nor to his more generous

and attentive approaches in his earlier books and essays

We may perhaps best illustrate this claim by turning now to the
choral relationship which Augustine bears to both Hellenic and biblical
figuresofphilcsphy 1 n Chr ®ti ends estimati on. W
Chr®tien resists the Iimpulse to constru
Pl atonism (or Stoicism or Pythagoreanis
possible to generalize that for Chrétien, Aumguistigenerally aligned with
the thought of (unsurprisingly) Plato and (more surprisingly) Heraclitus, and
generally, if more subtly, distant from that of Plotinus. Both Plato and
Heraclitus figure iActes de Pamla way analogous to what we have jus
seen regarding Heidegger: for the most part, their role is that of the casual
citation, the broad thematic comparison, or the textual or accidental
encounter. For example, in Chr®tienods
nourishing, he does not negl® mention that there is some Platonic
precedent in the discussion inPhaedro$ the truth as nourishmefit

much like this is his evocationethes nd Socr at esd descriptic

426 Cf. e.gThe Call and the Res®»82e
427ChrétienActes de Pard&,
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musi cian as the one wh obeausfullaimenynot cont
on his lyre or on some frivolous instrument, but who, in the reality of his life,

sets in agreement his speeches and his
phil osophical precedent for Augustineds
ethical estence, as musié&l Heraclitus is often evoked in a similar

manner;*and it is not clear how often Chrétien intends these evocations to

be merely a demonstration of similarity for the benefit of the intellectually

curious, and how often there is a nu@fensive apparatus at play, designed

to protect Augustine from the charge of-sméllectualism, or simply to

define him as a philosopher worthy of philosophical attention. In either

event, the comparisons of Augustine to Plotinus are in the mateaqh a

contrast. While Chrétien does not unequivocally deny a relationship, and

even one of similarity and influence, between the two, and indeed he need

not, as his meditations elsewtigdoa Plotinus are more careful and more

generous than are some @ thightened caricatures thereof which permeate

the philosophical and theological world, but his emphasis is nonetheless
unflaggingly on the ruptures which Augustine makes with Plotinus. These

ruptures include the rejection of a brute Plotinian apopimadsi

opusil |l ani mo u s intériortintineo raicc dialectitat of t he
progression, and thus to some extent a rejection, of Plotinian anthropology,

the rejection of a Plotinian instrumental account of the body, and, most

interestingly forourpurgoe s, t he operfect and irrever

428ChrétienActes de Parbtet.
429 ChrétienActes de Pard&and 193.
430 For e xlLabeputéditeadiewd LD Ar c h el08149. Par ol e
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biblical metaphysics of creation from the thought of form and matter

purportedly present in Plotirfids This last, occurring in the chapter on
ORecalling, 6 discl os egunapdisappdiningn t he ot
from such a thinker who so often presents shrewd and convincing readings,

rather than exaggerated cartoons, of the Platonic tradition: the biblical

account of wverbal creation, and especi a
the Confassmdo De genesi ad littenasiseemed to many (both supporters

anddetractors f a | oos el y )tdsupporiite idcludePortat oni s mo
reform a Plotinian metaphysics, and Chr
what facet or passage of Breeads allegedly displaced or subverted by

this account is a failure of argument, and a failure of hospitality.

|l nstead, Chr®tiends emphasis on biblica
underscores his understanding of Augustine as a resolutely scriptlra

philosopher

But where Chrétien has failed, in this instance, in practice is precisely
where he has succeeded in principle: the elaboration of a structure in which
philosophy, understood here metonymically as the Greek language, can be
welcomed into Chgtian revelation is a commitment which Chrétien rightly
espouses (the reader need hardly be reminded of the instructive contrast here
wi th Marion and his f |SantAugusthoeparle of any

pas | ed)) angu e sivgilbpeeseit thé wagsvun which

431ChrétienActes de Pard,220, 266, 213ff., respectively.
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Chr ® i ends Augustine has used biblical
phenomenology of speech, this being made possible at the theoretical level

by Chr®tiends incisive thought of trans
(including philosophical speech) is necessarily translated from one

idiosyncratic language of thought into another, both in the passing of

thought i nto speech and in that of spee
rather sanguine rhetorical flourish,é@ian closes the chapter devoted to

expanding this thesis by reminding the Christian tradition that it, less than

any other, needs to be afraid of such linguistic, conceptual or existential

translation, being founded as it is on the teachings of on@nrvldiately

and permanently expresses himself in a foreign language: they

eonly know the speeches of Chri st
translation, and in a translation of which God did not want us

to have the original é At the As
glorious body which has disappeared from our eyes, it is also

the intonation of his voice, as well as the flesh of his

speeches, in the language which he spoke. This is

irreversible. His speeches come back to life in Greek, in a

translation which, fohe faithful, is forear the original of

the Spirit?

That the New Testament (and, for Augustine, the most authoritative

translation of the Hebrew Scriptures) were written and preserved only and

originally in the language of philosophy bears furtheyhthoBut such is

not Chr ®t i ends Aptesadg Pafélwhjch rastrictditeeitet not i n
sever al exegeses, inspired by Augustine

or figurago these we now briefly turn.

432ChrétienActes de Pardie,
433 He does gesture further in this direction in the collectiosays&®ous le regard
de la Bib{Paris: Bayard, 2008).
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Chr ®t i ends t r «iman readmg of thefBibleis e A u g u
sometimes difficult to disentangle from his own treatment of the Bible; both
are marked by a remarkable ingenuity and a flexibility of approach. This is
due at | east in part to Cho®tiends thou
continual reflection on the concrete practice of reading. It is perhaps no
accident that, of the few English books on Augustine which he cites, Brian
St o Augustine the R¢&biehnich has not received the attention it is due in
the Anglophoneworld, et s Chr ®t i ends careful attent
it, Chrétien has found a meticulous deliberation of the various modes of
reading (of Scripture, but also of the world and even of God) which
Augustine both authorizes and practices. Chrétiencslpastireceptive to
the Augustinian insight of the Bible as a hospitable text, worthy of the trust
that the most difficult passages can, with the attention the time that they
invite, emerge to be seerth@smost rewarding for thoudfit Indeed this is
of a piece with the insight, acknowledged but hardly elaborated by Chrétien,
that a text may, without recourse to deliberate allegorical reading, bear
mul tiple ol i:tahisavhich aswe gill Seé mocealeeplyoim s
the final chapter of the [m@nt essay, is for Augustine one of the most
i mportant shades of meaning present in

fertility*” But the difficulties which the interpreter encounters, faced with

434 Brian StockAugustine the Rg@henbridge: Harvard University Press 1998).
435ChrétienActes de Parbk

436 ChrétienActes de Pardks.

437 Cf. ConfXIl in its entirety, and of courBe genesi ad littendrose very title
displays the at times surprising elasticity with which Augustine applies the latter
term.
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such a rapidly multiplying fecundity of meaning, ate hetconceived as a

oveil, 6 or else as a challenge external
regard to the Apostle John, here functioning as a paradigm of all biblical

philosophy, to speak forth an interpretation of the text is only possible for

him who rests most comfably on the bosom of the Wde The

difficulty of reading, even of reading the Bible, is not separable from the

guaestinihj the interrogation of the self, although due to his insistent focus

on the linguistic interpermeabibfyself and world, this inseparability is not

for Chrétien nearly as interesting as it may have been in the more exclusively
subjective hands of Husserl or Marion. With this in mind, we can here

examine Chr®tiends 1 nt anngwithbthdse ons of bi
which he uses most locally, in order to demonstrate or illustrate particular

facets of particular acts of speech, and progressing to those which he

considers, in their most general aspects, as the most disclosive of a proper
phenomenologygf speech. Lest the former, more local class be seen as
relatively uni mportant within Chr®tiend
deeply certain biblical phrases (most evidently, those taken from the psalms)

impact the shape and flow of the text oiGbefessiorisough direct and

explicit exegetical interaction with the psalms, in a mode similar to that

applied to Genesis in the final two books, is absent frabotliessiowe

neednot | o BrarraBorestheSermodes setiohsarediction on

the psalms. In actuality, in a different modality, the burdenGynfessions

is largely to exposit the psalms throug

438ChrétienActes de Parle?
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considerable exegetical talent. Such ought to remind us that, amongst

variousmodesfo r eadi ng Scripture, the oliteral
Augustine or for Chrétien, necessarily the most revealing or satisfying, and

the brief and offhand invocation of a scriptural figure or story can, in its very

familiarity and peripheral easewbl worth our attention. Such is the case,

for example, with the figure of Adam as an exemplification of the
exhortation t o ®btehxiusl tp hwiatshe 6t sr eanpbpl e anrgadn: c €
psalms, and especially its appli¢dtiorthe prelapsarian Adam, sugte

for Chrétien that this description, of a fearful and unstable joy in the

presence of God, divulges an essential dimension of humanity. Similarly,

Chrétien notes that the Johannine description of John the Baptist as

or ej oi c i gaulio gaidbtis not to he taken in isolation from its

context, in which case it would be a rather precious rhetorical flourish at

best; it is rather to be understand as
and | isteningd whi-<threjpcendticjydsen® it i n t he
relation of apposition to o0standing and
physically, is itself for Chrétien dependent on a prior phenomenological

stance of listenirf§f. This sort of reading, rather casual in its tone, even if we

mug acknowledge that a grammatical apprc

approach, as this is generally known) neither supports nor negates it,

439 Ps 2.11, discussed brieflAates de Paddé1, and with a more sustained
attentoninL e r e g a nRdris:descléedda Brouwar, 2000), 55 ff

440 AugustineDe genesi ad littetlah7.24.

441 John 3.29.

442 Tractates on the GospelXiflJbhn This reflection opens, and is sustained
throughout, Ch. 2 dictes de Par(dp. 2535).
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inarguably illustrates the Augustinian thought of joy, and without question is

i nspired by AugafSctipture.eSinslar pomts couleeb@ d i n g s
made of Chr ®t i e nfiguse offortotogicakhsmiliffon Job as a
Lazarus as an illustration of confesgien a or esur r*ooti ondé of s
the Lukan parables of request as a moral and a phenomenological

exhortation tavards persistence in attenfiSand perhaps the most sharply,

because it is one of the more entertainingly unpredictable mometes in

de Parglen the Levitical dietary proscription of eatingat@wing animals

as a positive assessndit c he wi ngé as*#awilenmake of speech
similar remarks, with little shift in tone, regarding Christ as a character on

this phenomenological stagir example, in his silence in the manger or

on the cross, as an example (indeed the foundatigoay of silence as a

partcularly plentiful act of speééh.

None of this is meant to imply that Chrétien is insensitive or
inattentive to Augustineds more prolong
Scripture, as for example when he draws attention to thetiAiagu
account of Mary and Marthafigsiraef the actie and contemplative livés
Chr®tien notes that, in |Iieu of the mor
words to Martha as favoring the contemp

t hi ng moeedfeulad)t itve, Augustineds approac

443ChrétienActes de Parbkb.
444 ChrétienActes de Parbk4.
445ChrétienActes de Parb839.
446 ChrétienActes de Parble
447 ChrétienActes de Parbl ff.
448ChrétienActes de Pardidf.
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reading the two sisters as O0two possi bi
which we must, here and now, decide, 6 p
life, a contemplation in which we can particiateto the extent that we,

like Martha, are actively hospitable to the images of Christ which we

encounter in our temporal life. Even here, then, in a more historically based

readi ng, Chr ®iends attention Ito the Au
vision the more properly existential dimension of the characters of the

gospel, and of their words. This is even more the case in two references

made to Peter. I n the first, Augustine
on the heels of his consgsn of Christ as the Messiah, as signifying that

Peterds words can as easily come from G
in either case having existential i mpor
As soon as he speaks fromggif) Peter immealit e | y*° Ifithel | s . 0

second, Augustine contrasts the Petrine denial of Christ during the Passion

with the aforementioned confession of faith: the former makes evident that
Peterds own words come from |ies and fr
thewholly spiritual power of speech to testify to the truth, and to transform

Peter, in his emé person, into this testimoiy Chrétien remarks the

compatibility of this reading with the Pauline interrogation, dear to Marion:

oWhat do youveawetthatcteyovedid@ (1 Cor . 4
Correspondingly, in a very different passage of Scripture, Augustine finds an

apt metaphor for and illustration of speech in the figure of Jacob (in

449 ChrétienActes de Parble’
450 ChrétienActes de Parbiis.
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August i n és@awhichéhathmshatgs,(following Jeromeidass
deumUnsurprisingly, for the authorlaf parole ble¢spee r haps Chr ®t i end
most widely read piece, at least in the Ergglesiiking world, due to its
inclusion in the Janicaud collectidn) Augusti neds exposition
blessed to the preceetent that he is wounded in wrestling with the
stranger warrants at least a brief meditation. This he accomplishes, following
Augustine closely, by comparing it with the other blessing which Jacob
obtains violently: that of Isaac, blessing his sdrwthitases, Augustine
declines to evaluate Jacobds acceptance
(in the first instance, by means of violence; in the second, by means of
deceit), opting instead to listen to what these stories reveal about the blessing
proper : it falls to I saac oOnot to bl ess
recogni ze t he ff’ Thyactoispescd undeg considegation 6
here, namely blessing, founds and sets the conditions of the secondary act of
recognition; this biblicahposophy of speech likewise only reveals itself to
the reader who is prepared to receive the story as a blessing first.

The above examples have shown the degree to which Chrétien
appreciates the phenomenological weight of the words and figures of
Scriptwe. But one more class of biblical texts remains for our discussion,
that in which speech is itself the subject of the action. Of these, in the
beginning it is necessary to address the theme of speech in creation, evoked

above with respect to the fetiilof creation and the multiplicity of

1Phenomenol ogy and t he (NeWwWMoeko Foodigamc al Tur n:
University Press, 2000), 145.
452 ChrétienActes de Pard#8, citing Augustin€pnfX.34.52.
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meanings. Chrétien deals with this under the type of paradox, or of

circularity: in speech, since its first biblical manifestation appears in a
creative mode, Othere is thame a multipl
sense, and a multiplicity of sepessible for the same si¢his Strictly

speaking, Chr ®&onfessitfii4.3% hppliessfirstinghee o n
intellectual sphere, since it is a matter of meanings; however, Chrétien never

i nv ok e sithdutsapurpose,dandthe immediate context (a discussion

of fertility and sexual generativity) makes it clear that this intellectual and

linguistic multiplication is a metaphor for a more primary corporeal

generation: signs and senses alike are preduativeproductive. A similar

circularity between the intellectual and the sensory is at play in the

Augustinian Eden: the first pagéofes de Paraled indeed the first

citation of Augustine made therein, inv
oOqueisngdnof the potentiality of the root
him in Eden. Chrétien here allows his earlier fodusiaAr ¢ h €*’od e Par ol e
Adamds wor kammthe apimalsrioebe suppkemented by the

more acutely Augustinian descriptibAdamic reason as manual and

interrogativé>® but in both books, he incisively displays an insight that

phil osophical el aboration on Genesisd w
locus, and a rich starting point, for Christian anthropology. But it is not

enaugh: neither Chrétien nor Augustine are content with an Adamic

anthropology, nor an Adamic account of speech, and this is not simply due

453ChrétienActes de Parb8o.
454 ChrétienL & A r2-®,farcpassim
455 Cf. AugustineDe genesi ad litt&fidin8.16, and below, Chap. 5.
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to some real or imagined pessimism with
reflections on Babel, and on the transformdtam one language to diverse

|l anguages, demonstrates this well: al t
he draws chiefly dDe civitate tiemeditate on the diversity of speech as a

punishment, Chrétien does not rest with an undemanding binagrbitey

goodness of simplicity in Edenic speech on the one hand, and on the other

the evil of plurality in Babelic speech. Rather, he exhibits the catholicity of
speech present ed tdfthe naratve o PentecdSd s t r eat me
thisinventivecomar i son of Augustineds treat ment
Pentecost makes of Babel an original glossolalia, afslortafpaf

speech: oThat all human | anguages can
produce it by the human efforts of translation: ntiigiplies the blessing

instead of fragmenting &

The link which entangles Adam with the church of Pentecost is, of
course, Christ, and no Christian philosoplpardleould hesitate to invoke
ChristaslogosChrétien does not fail in this regande has the
considerations one would expect, on for example the paradoxical or
oxymoronic aspects of tiiéord being silent or silen¢&tbr on the Word
inviting us to prayiswords and make them our dWrBut here, too,
Chrétien is on guard against mgkif Augustine an excessively

Christocentric thinker: attention to C

456 ChrétienActes de ParoGsf.
457ChrétienActes de Pardle

458 ChrétienActes de Parbld.
459 ChrétienActes de Parb8s.
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descr i be % diracts ateentionaway frotn Christ. The structure of

the cry operates in a neandlogk,h#i al ecti c

i s HK¥eTrhee. 6cryd which Christds |ife prese
cry encouraging the reci putredeamuall t he cr
coo6 but (in keeping with Chr®tiends ins
interior intimo rakeays be read with its accomparsapgrior summg timso

oreturndé has nothing to do with a benig
which occasions it breaks any quiet solitude which could facilitate

introspection to begin with. \&timthe cry overlaps perfectly with God, as it

does in Augustineds i maginative reading
to ascension, the divine cry need not come from one of the predictable

sources, whether it be mystical experience or biblical fext: t he | i fe of t

Word, all is word, all speaks, atstsuin a radically new sed@$e

Chrétien makes a counteintuitive connection between silence and
communal being

Il n the foregoing consideration of th
handling of Augisi neds participation in or fores
phenomenological, Platonist and biblical traditions, | have run the risk of
tending to the artificially abstract. This has been necessary, but the contours

of Actes de Parelgder it equally necessaryaiwect this tendency, taking as

460 |n ConflV.11.16, a passage which Chrétien invokes no fewer than twice in
ActesdePamle O0astoni slhpingdé (163, 220

461 ConflV.12.19, cited iActes de Pagilé.

462ChrétienActes de ParbGs.
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they do both their methodological starting questions (what is the voice of a

particular human being capable of?) and their subject matter (when

compared to Heidegger, and to a | esser
drawsmuch more frequently from the varisesmoreasdenarrationelich

Augustine deliverad voce $deom Augustine considered not as a

representative of doctrines, whether these be philosophical or theological,

but as a discrete, particular, localljtemgorally bound man: in short, not

an Augustine of Augustinianisms as much as an Aurelius Augustinus.

Chrétien approaches this with a considerable amount of care, wisely skeptical

of any o0psychStlogtirzyi ntgod d xnpludisre any of /
preaching or thought exclusively and exhaustively in terms of, for example,

his relationship to Monica. The moral or psychological approach to

Augustine, which is still de rigueur in much of the Akglerican world, in

fact for Chrétien obscures a real r@adly embodied portrait of Augustine,

to whom such an approach would undoubtedly have been foreign, tending or
pretending to portray only his inner life with little regard for his public

existence. The wholeAdtes de Paaodleourse aims to portraysort of
metasAugustinian thought of speech, relyin
speeches about speeches; only now and t

down from this reflexive level to make comments on the context and tone of

463 Such a skepticism appears to Chrétiendspezially applicable when we

consider those Augustinian teachings which
doctrines but which upon further thought bear phenomenological or existential

i mport. Such i s the c as-lengpreccupaiona mpl e wi t h
with lyingas not simply an act but a mode and attitude of being: cf. CActéen,

de ParolE13120, and similar warnings on 16, 52, 69, 81, 95, 130, 138, 147n.3.
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these speeches themselves oa what these can communicate of
Augustineds historical self. Of these,
that to which he returns most frequéfftiy the wistful or regretful tonality

with which Augustine will insist that he wishes he could requeftly be

silent. Chrétien , whose thought especidllyarCall and the ResgudiBee

Ark of Speediahs persistently identified and emphasized silence, listening and

reading as not only paradoxically forms of speech, but as the forms of speech

which render possible the speeches which more naturally occur to us, is

keenly aware of this seeming irony: that Augustine, one of the most prolific
writers and speakers of the ancient wor
term for the evetoday growingmab er of transcriptions of
speeches and sermons, which also often record the responses of his

audiences) surpasses that of any other, will frequently lament that his post as

bishop forces him to speak more often than he can listen, and hoongite

often than he can read. This irony has, however, a nearly dialectical
resolution, and one which |Iies close to
of speech: the more Augustine speaks, the more he is aware of the limits of

his speech, and thus thed authority he presumes. This dimension of

speech, as the famous exhortatidbeofloctrina christmns it, will make a
speakerdictronly from a listener and a prageatQt'®>and with regard to

the divine speech, has an egalitarianizingtiorptee relationship between

the speaker and his audience. Chr ®t i en

464 ChrétienActes de Pardke 54, and 92.
465 AugustineDe doctrimaristian®.25, 27.
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memorable description of himself and his audieccadiscigiliThe

participatory element here could be easily missade n Augustineds ph
standing in the pulpit depends on both
truth, and participating, by listening and responding, in Christ as the Word:

thus Chr ®tien qgquotes a sermon saying th
Scripture would not speakhélreader goes up to the tribune, and he is not

silent. The preacher speaks, if he speaks in truth, it is Christ who speaks. If

Christ were silent, | myself would not be able to say this to you. And he has

not put silence in your mouth: for when yag sil the time, it is he who

speak$'®’ This reflection on a speaking silence (and the desire for it) as the
paradigmatic way of imagining the historical Augustine reaches its
culmination in Chr ®ti efGhsétienmthbeo unt i n t h
dismssively eschews the numerous attempts to plagsiaubkich

Augustine and Monica share in the context of mystic visions or Platonic

ascents, calling our sole attention to the prayer to silence which begins the
account : 0 | Giledthe wumuilt ef the flesh, sdenck then c e (

images of the earth and the waters and the air, silence even the heavens, and

if the soul also in the self were silenced, and surpassed by not thinking any

more of itself, silenced the songs and the visions of the mnagi o n é 6 And

in keeping with the persistent contention that silence need not itself be silent,
Chr®ti en argues: OFor Augustine, this

our silences also, an empty welcoming which is the spesmnahce for a

466 ChrétienActes de Pard8&and 108ff.
467ChrétienActes de Par8ik citing Augustin€ermb7.8.
468 AugustineConflX.10.24.
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higher speech Instead of or in spite of the more common intellectual

accents on Ost i adlisgofare aseemttis,one@hich®t i ends r
passes through silence to this higher s
to say, though it cannot be altodee r *°sSach arestess silence is, as

intimated above, present only in bodibsth in the individual bodies

which we comprise and in the social and
Augustine is thus a theoretician as much of the speakynashafdthe silent

mind, and his account of the real voice and sonority which is present in the

body and in bodies gives a new, if indi

of the role which corporeality plays in speech.

This arises first, and mostlgtgly, in a series of brief chaptefs)(3
in which Chrétien explicates and meditates on the Augustinian usage of
eating and drinking, chewing and belching as acts of speech. Although
Chrétien claims to be reading Augustine as speaking of thenalitérally
physically, it is sufficient to read them as particularly acute metaphors for the
ingestion, rumination andissuing of speech, so long as one does not
dismiss them as purely psychological due to an ermbantasistheir
supposed crudify* even theiuse as metaphors would be enough to
safeguard the corporeality of Augustine
and drinking) is principally for Chrétien the occasion to deliberate the
Augustinian contours of hunger and thirst, and thus most prihdelkire

as modalities by which we relate to speech; that we hunger and thirst for

469 ChrétienActes de Parote
470ChrétienActes de Parb0.
471ChrétienActes de Parbk
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speech, and for the nourishment of words in general and the Word in
particular that is the O0bread of the an
because it is firstcanstant PaulineposChrétien similarly reads

Augustineds famous description of the E
OAnd you wil|l not change me into yourse
flesh, but it iyou who will be changed intodti& asequally true of speech

in its broadest definition: owe make |
it becomes a part and a component of ourselves; inversely, we ategssimila

to it as f .HSpeach, especially wHen regarded with soview

the bodily dimensions thereof, is thus a matter both of growth and of

unification: this is developed under the rubniarafnatjef the chewing of

speech. In the final movement of this trilogy in miniature, that of the

06bel chi ng®hreteh dossma &poldyize for the rudeness of this:

it is as biblical as it is Augustinian, and he notes that the great majority of

Augustinian evocationseructatoe f er t o t he prologue to J
perhaps the loftiest and most philosophicahgass Scripture, which

Augustine will frequently claim to be belched forth from the mouth of the

di sciple who, resting on Ch+'fteet 6s bosom
speech which has, in being assimilated to the body and the soul in the

process ofumination actively becomes the preaching of that soul and that

body. The main phenomenological point made here, which stands to be

472 AugustineConfVI1.10.16.

4713ChrétienActes de Paréte

474 Cf. AugustineTractates on the GospelfaJoht : oéwhat he has dr u
secret, he belched forth in broad daylgidd in secreto bibit, in manifegtpit. 6
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missed either due to our discomfort with the impolite image or to its very

obviousness, is one very familiar fidra Calind the Respojust as one

cannot drink a fizzy beverage without a constitutive esophagal response, one

cannot hear or listen to speech without also speaking forth, and any body

which is not speaking has not truly heard. This necessary progogssion fr

internal to external, from secretoin manifests like the rumination of

speech chiefly framed in terms of unification and sharing, but it crucially

does not | eave the realm of interiority
interpretation of the Auguistan heart, an important concept which as both

corporeal and internal complicates any bifurcation between the exterior and

bodily on the one hand and the interior and spiritual on theé’other

Such a communal being is at heart ecclesial and liturgicagrfChrétien

as for Augustine

This complication is of a piece with the complicated relationship,
often evoked by Chrétien aseatrelacembatween the immanent and the
transcendent. While a fuller exposition of this central theme will be delayed
for the moment, we can note on the related note of the fleshly heart that,
although Augustine does often distinguish between the heart and the flesh
(as for example in the distinction betweepétidones caanid thepetitiones
cordi®), these are opposedt in any essential modality but only in the

object of their requestthe requesting for gifts of God in the former case,

475ChrétienActs de Pard8®. This is also why my body is able, even while | sleep,
to bless: ChrétieActes de Parbiet.
4716 ChrétienActes de Parb83ff.
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and of God himself in the latter. And, as Chrétien will go on to argue,
Augustineds devel opment iseftendsdoswvn r eque st i
to the deepest desire of the flesh (a thought he takes from Psalm 63), only

takes its impulse and its fulfilmentdran intraTrinitarian requegt’in

which all of ourrequestsf or God or -frustpa@opdt®é s gi ft s
even to exts Perhaps the clearest examples of this logic emerge in liturgical

formats: for example the resurrection of the body which occurs in the

confession of sin as a participation in the incarnation of Clarighe

amalgamation of the physical and théwsdinvhich emerges from

Augustineds meditations on the particip
In this latter, Chrétien notes, Augustine will not permit a dualistic opposition

between water and speech as respectively a material and a spirtyjal eleme

primarily because the water of baptism is also spiritual, and (most relevantly

here) speech is also and equally bodily, and secondarily because both are

temporal. Temporality is in the end the heart of this liturgical dimension of

speech, just as itlsurface as the heart of the phenomenological tradition.

So it is that Chrétien returns, in the exposition of the songs of the church, to

the Husserlian invocation of the sonthasssential example of tfiidn

a passage regarding the song, as mael@as it is worthy of citing at length,

he brings out the force and concentration of the Augustinian intermingling

of the sensory and the spiritual in music:

477 ChrétienActes de Parb89.
478 ChrétienActes de Pardlbff.
479 ChrétienActes de Pardsdff.
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Singing is making what we most intimately are, and what we
most secretly experience, rise frioenchest and the throat

and resonate in space and in the world. The joy or the
sadness of a song is heard in the first instant, and is imposed
with an obviousness which s
to be forgotten in its own song, and as to betodtjch

leaves no trace, in its own manifestation. This manifestation
is at the same time intensely spiritual and intensely sensible.
Spiritual, for, like dance, it does nothing but pass, it fades as it
Is manifest, and can only be manifest: it opgasiothing,

it has nothing to do with changing any aspect of the world
when its resonances fades out. Sensible, even sensual, for
what is more nude and more carnal than ¥dng?

And it is also with regard to the musical, in particular with regardiaist the
passage of tHenarrationes in psalmakich Augustine describes and
exhorts the praise of the trumpet,
primitive symphony, that Chrétien closetes de Paroilh a meditation on
rejoicing. For Chré&n, the two Augustinian approaches to the symphony
evoked in Psalm 150 easily shift from one into the other. On the one hand,
Augustine sometimes reads the instruments as images of the individual body
(for example, the cymbals are a presentation gighledcause both species
require a duality in order to make a sound). On the other, they are
sometimes for him an image of the whole of humanity in the ecclesial body.
In both interpretations, the central meaning of the image of a symphony is
that of hamony and reciprocality, and the near perfect overlapping of these
interpretations, shows the extent to which Chrétien appreciates the hardy
literality with which Augustine takes the metaphor of the church as the body

of Christ. This emergesActes de f@&with a degree of frequency far

480ChrétienActes de Parbte, citing Augustin€pnfX.33.50.

207

mu s i

t

he



outstripping the need to document it completely; we can note in passing its

most striking examples hat of Augustineds informing
that, due to their participation in the universal ecclesial bodathey

individually have a share in the perfectly polyglot nature of Péftandst,

in order to bring out the intensely <cor
the body of Christ, even tramstorically speaking, the occasional reference

tothereadingf Scri pture as t*he churchds 0restg

Chr®tiends ultimate account of the self
Augustinian texts, and less determined by antnetaphysical ideology,

than that of Marion

In such instances, the reciprocal and mutmdlicating relationship
between materiality and spirituality in both the individual and the ecclesial
body invite further reflection not only
but on his thought of selves in general. Much of the ground covered here is
aml|l ogous with Marionds analysis, the in-
partially acknowledg&dits prominent place in the opening chapteéabés
dePargple t hat on O0Questioning, 6 is somewhat
recognition and reflection of thegustinian thought ¢é sas for the most
part merely a background motivation for
to easy to overstate, in our comparison with Marion, the centrality of the

following remarks to his overall projdatsum, the Augtisian self for

481 ChrétienActes de Pardle citing Augustin€ractates on the Gospel3#.dohn
482 ChrétienActes de Par8fe citing AugustinBe doctrina christiaR®ff.
483Marion,Au Lieu de $Sdi3, 302.
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Chrétien is marked first by a thorough porosity, a constitutive openness to
God, other people and objects throughout world arouitiig.emerges in
several roughly synonymous formulatiertie self is inherently

translatabl® dialogcal and textu&l> Many of these formulations depend

on the specific expression of points Augustine makes about universal human
experience, and a defense of them as, in spite of their unanimous recognition,
stretching outside the realm of the obvioush Buthe case with the

observation that the human dependence on testimony, for example in order
to believe in a foreign land which | have not seen firsthand, is rooted in a
prior formal dependence on their testimony about those things which are
most propeto me: | rely on the testimony of others in order to know my

own birth and parentage, which is one of the founding aporias of the first
book of theConfessid¥isrom this and similar observations, Chrétien

generalizes that the self, when it questsmif

8 0To translate is always to be transl ated,
as of the sense, and in order that the sense traverses and crosses from one language

to the other. Wh et her hernoefrochanetsertot fr om one
oneds own, whether one is exiled or one wel
hospitality, whether given or received?o (€

8 O0The psychology of reading thus passes ne
writing and reading are riess than dialogue, this is also to affirm that they have

the same powers that dialogue has to awaken our attention and make us discover in

ourselves buried, latent, unnoticed truths, which we thought we did not know. It is

this that St Augustine calmemoratio t hat whi ch has a pl ace ir
also is made by writings, where are found the deposits of things in which the reader,

under the conduit of reason, discovers the truth: not a truth that he believes on the

testimony of the writer, be comes by it in a story, but a truth that he also

discoversdtiam ipse inyewitiether in himself, or in this truth which is the light of

the soul . o0# This is that in which the colll
errancy or to dispersionndaring us back to ourselves and in ourselves, can reveal

in us what we did not know was there. The return to the self can pass by reading

the books of othersdé (81).

486 ChrétienActes de Parb8.
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éecalls for its own exceeding and
brightness towards which it makes its way cannot only be that

which it is given, that which it is susceptible of giving to itself.

Left to itself, questioning discovers that it cannot, in

principle, altogether discover me, that | acnmmivented by

my own obscurit§!

Along this particular register, that of questioning, an illumining example of
Chr®tiends willingness to engage August
thinker arises. Hehoes t hat Augustineds thought of
self takes as an example Christ, -exasining those asking whether taxes

ought to be paid to Cae&&here construed as a particularly Socratic

dialectician. In this episode we are taught

€ that th truth of listening is questiomitigit sense? If |

cannot recognize the truth of anything at all except by

consulting the light of the Word, every subject which has

been held to me by others must be transformed by me in

guestioning in the face big light. All must become

guestion in the face of the Master, whence alone can come

the possibility of a response. To listen in truth is to allow the
otherds affirmati o®is become quest

This process of assimilating questions in the dethtd sélf is born,
necessarily, out of encounters with other people as well asnGod

passage which bears especial influence on Marion, Chrétien notes that the
Augustinian nexus of confessimnam Daadcoram multis tes(ibhich

Marion reads efipitly as ararly formulation of facticit§) is, against any
introspection which takes itself as terminal, the precondition of any auto

mani festation, and the onfudityo which o

487 ChrétienActes de Pardks.
488 Matthew 22.15ff

489 ChrétienActes de Parael.
490Marion,Au Lieu de Sa13ff.
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interpretation and receptith He will make an alogous point about

conversion as a oOreturno to the self, i
his starting point the paradoxical rendering of the Ascen€ionfassidvs

(oHe has left, far from our eaydes, so th
find him thereut redeamus ad cor et invendrii$heunotes that any
discussionofsekn owl edge must parall ebhs Christads
Christ, absent with regard to his body, can thus also (or only) be fmumd in

body, so we, wheme look to recall our self, can also (or only) find Christ

there. Theonfesdioen, is exemplary of the ontological recall, of which it is

a particularly salient fragment. It is not a neutral report on the self, but a

recollection of the self whichl@ast alters, if it does not in fact constitute,

the self. And this is as true (as Marion has seen) with the confession of

praise or of faith as it is with the confession of sin, since to perceive oneself

and (as Chrétien emphasizes beyond Marionneverto articulate this

perception is to be transformed by this very act, the recognition-and self

presentation which is the first step towards progress, moral or otherwise.

Inversely, to perceive oneself as a passive victim of circumstance is to

constit e oneds s &% Ghréties findsarmechp of this in the s

Augustinian elaboration of prayer: from its physicabseifitution (alike in

either the lifting of hands or the pressing of the self to the floor) to its verbal

selfarticulationAugusti neds reading of the oO0scrip

491ChrétienActes de Parogsff.
492 AugustineConfessidvisl2.19.
493ChrétienActes de Pardg3siff.
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per pet u‘dibtofake & yoeexadtly as a moral exhortation, but as a
phenomenological description of the self in which our requests disclose our
selves, in their depths of the desire whichituteshem, to ourselves, both
elucidatingis and inviting us to imprat’® Again, if obliquely, the doctrine
of theimago daiises in this regard. The self, in its desire and in its desire to
desire more completely, makes a sign or an image, starhethett person,
othe highest possibility of his being a
origin, not to obfuscate nor to veil in him the light which comes to him from
it, in a word to become a living and activeitestif 6 of hi s Trinitar.i
origin?®

Il n Chr®tiends narration of the Augus
relationship between the human and t he
or of ©6image, d arises first neither fro
consideration (although of couitss irrelevant to neither)time and again,
the O60interlacingd of humanity and divin

constituted speeéH. The interlacing of the human and the divine, which

ought irreversibly to complicate any accountoffnumdact i vi t yd or

(@)
©
Ay

with respect to the divine, is a@d first of alby its emergence in
confessioff’®but just as strongly in the less obvious examples of forgiveness
and baptism. Il n the former case, Chr ®t

motiond the |Iink between God and Godds

494ChrétienActes de Pardi, alluding to 1 Thessalonions 5.17.
495ChrétienActes de Parb8s.

496 ChrétienActes de ParbB9.

497 This term arises on 10, 38, 91, 122, 157, and 165.

498 ChreétienActes de Parbi.
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does this by its verbal articulation in
supported both by a transcendent relationship between the human and the

divine, and an intfauman relationshigf speech directed from ofiite

image of Godtoanotht? Due t o the selfds dependence
God and to other historically situated selves, its condition is revealed to be

that of an immediately salfe gat i ng povert wtobegd TO reques
these reveal our destitution and our in some way beggarly condition, but to

requesfrom God already resource and richness, for it is already to be held

before him, to exist before him and in relation with him, which is the origin

of every dt, every light and every gad® Such a dialectic is at root that of

baptism, the speeches of which form the content of dkatasf de Pabose

longer chapter§' In baptism, we speak for others (or are spoken for by

others) in at least two ways: thatikar speaks for Christ, and (in the case,

at least, of infant baptism, or baptism of those who for any reason cannot

speak their own desire and commitment) the baptized is spoken for by those
present who have command ostinctsepeech. He
wordplays are apposite: the first and more directly Augustinian, that of the

infanas one who cannot spé%las a paradigm of all humanity, even if in

diverse forms and to diverse extents, and the second, which resonates sharply

with the medit@dons of Marion in the final essaydof Lieu De Sdhat of

our O6lieutena#wowedi orgdl iithersaleleyx hoépl adat

499 ChrétienActes de Parpio.

s00ChrétienActes de Parb&3, citing Augustin8erm61.7.

501ChrétienActes de Pard83ff.

52 On t hi s, cf . the brief and wise article o
Augustine on Words and Speedi8, 6 New Bl ackfr
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speak both for Christ, who is speech, anohtaeswho is speechless, and in

fact identifies the latter withtheo r mer O0i n hi s entire tempc
Chr ®t i en di stcyldo siems admo udi Fraeedu cciibl ed manr
speeches of baptism, then, more than the other acts of speech described in

Actesde Paroleo s et s at st ake t hughton@enttyer of t he
and alteérei tbyapti zandds historical placem
traditions of the Church and on ancestral thought and practice, and finally

her reception and inclusion in the body of Christ (with our without her

understanding thereaf)e not only a symbol or representation of the human

stance before God. They all stand to disclose the human stance before

speech, and thus are at least as phenomenologically revealing as they are

theologically or ecclesially meaningful. Whatevezatsgital merits (and

there are plenty), Chr®tiends reflectio

baptism incontestably lends an intriguing and suggestive interpretation,

which is hard to imagine except from a sensitive phenomenologically trained

mind, ofthe previously familiar (and thus all too easy to domesticate) anti

Donati st thought according to which o0sp

speaked™®

Chrétien does not bifurcate life from being, as Marion centrally does

This emphasis on and elaboratiolstenance as a particularly

disclosive metaphor for phenomenal reality ought not, nevertheless, to be

503ChrétienActes de Pardgst.
504ChrétienActes de Parps.
505 ChrétienActes de Pardd, citingContra crescotiah.26.
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understood as a perfect anticipation, or evauari le lettngthorization, of

the whole oAu LieuDeSoDne t hinks for extampl e of Ma
separate Augustine from Descartes by sundering life and existence, and

prioritize the former over the latt&Directly contrary to this impulse,

Chr ® i ends usage of the terms and conce
characterized as interchabigaas the following discussion will make clear.

| will still attempt to treat them disparately, beginning with the Marion

worrying existence and proceeding to the Magproved life, if only in

order to show the precise degree of interchangeability.

When Chrétien cites favorably the thought of Rilke according to
wh i Gesangist Daséin t h e s o ighas tise eféect of sehderimg e
central the otherwise peripheral assertion, at the beginning of his chapter on
the granting of requests, teath chapter is a meditatiorearstende the
exact measure that it is also and more olyw@munseditation on speech
acts’® This rather offhand claim, which if we are to take it literally, revises
an easy misunderstanding according to which tltsaatssed in each
chapter oActes de Pasokediscrete, disparate, and therefore separable from
each other and from us. On the contrary, the degree to which Chrétien
assumes a properly existential dimension to speech emerges at several points,
and fugs each of these chapters together into a whole which is greater than
the sum of their seemingly unrelated parts: much like careful attention, as

Anne Davenport has argued, to the footn

506 Marion,Au Lieu de S85.
507 ChrétienActes de Pardhs.
508 ChrétienActes de Parb®d.
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all ows an appr eanpoadntobhis philosopfdithed c hor al 6
footnotes ofActes de Paraled particularly the persistent Hesdual

references from one chapter to another, point to a channel of unity under the

shared ground of each chapter and each act of speech. Thisubitgfs

the theme of speech as transfogminor o0t r an s fwhetlrei ngo6 e xi st
this transfiguration is indicated under
oprayer6é (the three acts of speech whic
would accuralg capture the common spirit of all the acts he considers, and

thus those which, although obviously ce
have discrete chapters dedicated to them). It can arise in three basic gestures,

figured throughoulctes de Pamola predictable temporal tripartition. The

transfiguration of our past existence occurs in a certain nuatdession

which is theg offi rspte epdsthatmfiolodvere xi st ence
passing present existaeadeeohappenshowigdn
promise as another way (to be added to 0sig
of thinking our existentially constitutive distamekdifference from our

origin®*finally, Chrétien notes tHatgivendsastying together confession

ad promi se, is the crepodsibilsidsofmode of Oope
existencé®*1 n all of these registers, Chr®tie
piece with Marionds regardaent@an the self,

pointing at its cent¢o thatwith which it is in relation. Its most rigorous

59T r ans | at o The €all and thd RespesekixO
510ChrétienActes de Parpib.
511ChrétienActes de Parbi?.
512ChrétienActes de Parp2.
513ChrétienActes de Parpis.
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identity is alterity, and appears primarily as secondary: every existence is an

e X i s tseeumddm soo mg‘thich cag as easily be translated by the
conventional coaccordenhgmbbdgasalt hef modit e
of that which it desires, refers to, or belongs to. Indeed, this dimension of
belongirgperhaps the most meticulous way of describing the intersection of

speech and existence. What Chrétien says with respect to-istextiitg

of or ms a rbelbnginghich sets bur yery befng at stake. This is

why only it can r e-nigegualytree ofralbfermsios h e x i st
speech: 0 We h a v ecomefthe resid8rice ofAgpatths t i ne, t o
t he 0 p burexisténce whidh is at once its architettasel and its
teleologicalga3f Thi s i mage, taken from the engi-r
Chrétien that which sets aside the Augustinian reflection on the Johannine

phrase regardingwhbeobtihddgr aomdsi 5teas
ancient commonplace of human upright standing as a philosophically rich
anthropological or biological truism. For Augustine, we indeed stand

upright, but crucially not on our own 't
are not the owners in such a way that it forms as a first condition, purely

ours, so that we would be able to enter into relation with others and with the

world. We are only standing because others, who speak to us, teach us and

help usd do it. We havebeyed ther@’ Our standing, and our existing,

as owal king exclamation points, o6 are th

514ChrétienActes de Parble.
515ChrétienActes de Pardte
516 ChrétienActes de Parbsy.
517ChrétienActes de Pardte
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friend o0r e niaodvar gutonomduhrespomse t prior

speeches and speech. Thi snthes mi rrored
structure of th€onfessiaasording to a schemaesitusndreditus:

oListening as a new form of existence sets apart because it gathers together,

and it gathers together because it sets apart: it is there where God tells me

that | am the maslone, as one can only be in front of him, but it is this

solitude which makes ®he chorus have ne

The emphasis on renewal and novelty transfers easily onto the
register of life: in fact, in the most relevant passéagsesfde Patole
Mai onds proposed subordination of the (
Chrétien speaks of the speeches of baptism transforming, in theessime
our life and our beirfd For him, this is parallel to the Augustinian concern
to include both body drsoul in the actipand the reception of baptisih
we can thus question whether Marionds v
does not in effect, when viewed from a sacramental perspective, cede too
much to the Cartesian hierarchy he wishes to reversssing the essential
association between life and existence. Existence need not, as Chrétien has
shown in the passages described above, be understood quite so
minimalistically, as a static assumption or an eternally established stability.
And Malaudable(ansl undoubtedly Augustinian) desire to do justice to

creation, under the category of the iggfied noexclude a certain

518 John 3.29.

519Chrétia, Actes de Parafe citing Augustin8ermd61.7.
520ChrétienActes de ParpB4.

521ChrétienActes de Parpgy.
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metaphysi¢so long as existenceimslerstood to be in some sense
reciprocal, participatory, beyond any static and mesrgpgive relation to
the gift.

This emerges quite clearly in Chr ®ti
exampl e, in his first mention of |ife i
he refutes an oentirely psynsttadl ogi cal 6
to the activity of the Holy Spirit in the self, as the love which precipitates any
guestion olt is a matter here of the
life and our death, for there is not other true sign of life than to let love be
spread in the self, and no other true sign of death than to interrupt its
circulaion or make an obstacle t¢°ff Before any verbal interrogation,
which is itself the beginning of speech, there is and must be a vital passage of
love circulating in the selfhis flow does not end with the onset of verbal
speech, as the trilogy of chapters on speech as nourishment makes patent:
0The i mpor t an difeis dedsivethbre torobey, ithis is to o f
listen in such a way that one lives, or is revivetk speech heard ...

Speech is nourishing insofar as it maintains our life and our powers, gives us
the capacity to acgstores us in every se@$é Chrétien notes that speech
considered as lifgving and itself living, and thus as the original ationyl

the continuing sustenance, and the terminus of desire is one of the few
thoughts common to Plato and NietzséheThe essential point is one dear

to Marion, that speech considered in relation to desire reveals a degree of

522ChrétienActes de Parbée
523ChrétienActes de Pardle
524 ChrétienActes de Pard& citing Plat®>haedrag7d248¢
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dependence on somethingsomebody other than the self; to consider it as

Chrétien does further, under the physical heading of hunger, brings out the

implication that this desireis@t 0 di st r es s Bhtitisaa o0bl essi
dependence which is not without its shadowyasideir selves are

characteristically, if not definitively, fooled into finding themselves as the

authors and sources of the life by which they live. Such is the gloss Chrétien

puts on Augustineds frequent quotation
omnisomo mengdexery person is a liar: he thus interprets life, as he has

interpreted existence, following the Augustinian rubric of always being
secunTdoum.i veo 6according to the selfd is
erased and crumbled in beemghadowed, a life which forbids itself, for it

has left the light in which and faced by which alone one can oeeselé

that of t?*hDespitetonratheéb&cause, of this negative

estimation of life according to the self, Augustine is ahlakaleath, and

particularly the speech of the dead, in a positive signification, as is most

evident in the discussions of Scripturesasrao mortugruma 0 di scour se of
the dead. 6 For Chr®tien , Augustineds
ofScpt ure as a dead O0skind stretched over
a ofunereal or nostalgicd relation to t
evangelists or of Christ himself: ot hi
supports the growing life thfe speech of which they are the instruments, of

its progressive diffusion into all/l nat i

525ChrétienActes de Pard&
526 ChrétienActes de Parbls.
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represents a genuine departure from Pl a
oorphaneddé detr it u-thedethchneentofmarittenned dé aut h
speech from its author does not kill or
condition of its most proper future and
interpretation and assimilation opending generations of read&rJhis

is true in parallel for the martyrs, whose most enduring speech is neither

written nor spoken but lived: in addition to a consideration of speech as the
source of I|ife, and as itself |iving, A
cancry withourwhoe | i fe, and Augustine says of
voice be in his workgdx eius in fasi)$r*® The case of the martyrs escapes

and thus complicates not only the duality of written and oral speech, but also

that between words and deeds. Tls#on to posterity, taught by their

testimony and by their death, is that speech is no more exclusive or hostile to

works of charity than is death; so Chrétien interprets the Augustinian

rhetoric according to whichtoday,hey i ndee
and it is today that they preach him; their tongue is silent but their acts

resoundt@cet lingua, sonantddtTanat which binds together speech and

deed, word and world, and even life and death is therefore, in humble

deference to Paul, charif What Chrétien thus illuminates with regard to

the speech of testifying is exactly congruent to the dimension qirbiiges

527 ChrétienActes de Paroks.

528ChrétienActes de Parb9, citing Augustin8erm®8.12.
529ChrétienActes de Parbe, citing Augustin8erma86.3.
530 Cf. 1 Cor. 13.3.
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as the psalms frequently 88gmd Augustine no less frequently quotes,
00Only the dead do noestntppaisais alreadyé an d

dead. 6

Finally, this dynamic portrait of all life, and all existence, as living and
existing only as love and as praise finds its strongest and most metaphysical
elucidation in a comment on the Pauline cosmological statement according
t o whi ch 0t hldisi$w hgorl*asCndien nadtes, this erse
posed an especial problem for Augustine, who battled his entire career
against being perceived as beholden to Manichean ideologies, and in
particular to a mythological cosmolimgyhich each discrete physical body
suffers to the extent that it is embodied. His explanation of hkiisitie

groans if it does not suffer is for Chrétien a vital element of human life:

whoe

OEvery creature is reckonsthktotality humani ty

of the angels and the transcendence of the Virtues and Powers, or the heaven

and the earth and the sea with all that is in them, but in this sense, that every
creature is either spiritual, or animal, or corp@i&&he groaning of the
wholecreation takes place only in human groaning, for only human groaning
encapsulates body, soul and mind: in this sense, human speech is not only a
speech which com@sma source which is other than it, but it is only truly

human, and only lives, whesgeakéyandforthe rest of the world.

531 Psalm 115.17 and elsewhere.

532ChrétienActes de Parbis.

533Romans 8.22.

534ChrétienActes de Par@, citing AugustinBg div. quaest683
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There is no artificial separation of phenomenology from ethics or

politics in Chr ®ti enodistenioeadi ng of the A

One more difference from Marionds tr
risk of pushing Chré&tin s anal ysi s outside of the bo
phenomenological tradition altogether, to the extent that the tradition has
always and definitively defended the extent to which it ignores politics and
ethics, and denies that its analysis of phenomena depepidooror
ongoing cultivation of any particular vififdd.e ver t hel ess, Chr ®ti e
analysis of Augustine does not pretend
so intentionally ignorant of or inattentive to the role which particular virtues
and the practés by which we cultivate them play in speech. In this respect
he is inarguably more faithful to Augustine than Marion (and considerably
more than Heidegger). But it is also p
development of an Augustinian ethicga®gomenous to or concurrent
with an Augustinian phenomenology, a critique of precisely tbihiaati
impulse emerge3.0 whatever extent | have been able to prove so far that
the tradition and the practice of phenomenology is inescapably, asid not ju
peripherally, bound to its interaction with Augustine, to that same extent it
must be recognized that Augustineds own

phenomenology (or for that matter ontology) with ethics can revise, re

535 This account, necessarily painting with too broad a brush, leaves out certain
figures- most noaibly Levinas as being at the least problematic from the strictest
of phenomenological perspectives, and more importantly as not interacting with
Augustine in any meaningful way. So | mean this contextualizing preface to
Chr ®t i ends b analgsfs of dugdstin@re ethecssto be readlin a
suggestive, rather than a definitive, polemical or dogmatic, tone.
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determine and fi@stitute an ethal agenda for phenomenolodpr ths

project, Chr®tiends analysis, iIin its |e
her meneutical tone, is a good starting
the appearance, reception and production of phenomenaytandgsly

that of speech, exists in a circular or reciprocal relationship with the virtues

of the person who receives, produces and exists in speech. It is another

instance, and perhaps the paradigm, obthen actdluded to above: a

voice canmerge in virtuous and charitable acts, which further clarify the

voice unérstood more strictly as votalThis reciprocal logic is, not

insignificantly, precisely parallel to the reciprocality of the giving and

receiving of speech, existence and liiehwie have seen above. The

primarily relevant virtue, as Chrétien rightly notes several times, is that of

humility, which appears in many guises : whether this is the humility which is

requsite for any act of listenitigthe humiliy which emerges inou

desirg®*humiltya t he o0cur e & tiedumiliBafbel 6s pri de
submitting oneds eitorthe ecclgsinl eammupiiffoen of Scr i
humility of recognizing the insufficiency obtbgical images or languzge

the humility of Job seekingremounce all the gifts ofo@ in order to

receive Gog”and most insistently, the humili.it

omastero of humility, exemplifies in th

536 ChrétienActes de Parbi ff.
537ChrétienActes de Pardle
538 ChrétienActes de Pardle
539 ChrétienActes de Paréte
540Chréten,Actes de Paréle
541ChrétienActes de Paroke
542ChrétienActes de Parbkb.
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being or becoming hum#AThe heart of all these humilitiefoisChrétien

the recognition that the self is not its own source. He reads this recognition

-- and not principally the Incarnationas what is absent in titai
platonicorwhConfessidfis9.13** and although finding this virtue to be so

explic tly Ilinked with the oOmonstrous pride
them to Augustine represents a slight eisegesis, the implicit inverse
connection between that mands pride and
incarnation (which is what Augustine expressly dssasimissing from the

Pl atoni stds books) bears some of the we
ot her places, Chr®tiends treatment of A
enormous difference with that of Mari on
theservice of his only extended commentary on any virtue, it emerges first

and decisively in a negative register, as merely the privative shadow of the

ambitio saeculConfX.37.61. Itis part of a bad and inescapable dialectic,

wher ei n t litebecomek d shsce of prisie, $uch that the more

deeply humble the self becomes, the more open it is to a pride which

parasitically undermines'ifThere is no question that Augustine toys with

such an aporia, but Marsibwmaddes refusal to
incarnati onal context within Augustinedo
Christian virtue, and that which renders any other possible, pushes Augustine

farther in a quasiutheran direction than the impulse of the rest of the

Augustinian corpuasill sustain. Chrétien does not so easily succumb to this

543ChrétienActes de Pard 101, 105ff, 1%
544ChrétienActes de Parbdd.
545Marion,Au Lieu de S@R1.
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lure. His treatment of humility, by keeping a Christological centre, allows

t hat paradoxi cal phrase oOmaster of humi
oconstant theme of 6t)hd oAwsdqiu ntei rfioan hme di
precision. Against or beyond Marion, the circularity or reciprocity presented

by humility does not stop with the temptation towards pride in our humility

(which for all time retains its status exactBngstatiprthis temfation leads

the already partially humble self, in recognizing the temptation, to become

more humble. Reason to believe that, for Augustine, this humility bears a

dimension of the incarnation of God into each self materializes especially in

Chr ®t icessiod ef the gorgfession of sin, characterized as the process by

whichwe oOper mi t Gd&%@hethumility of repebtante, whish. 06

anchors and confers realipon any confession of prat¥das a strictly

poeticharacter. Not only does it cretateself, as Marion has well shéfin;

it is the primary meaning of the Johannine phrase, dear to Augustine,

according to which we are ableddtatem faderedo or to make the truth.

Confession of sin, and of the distance between the creatediself and

creator, iiss®tdhef imoist Ppmdpmoongthathi s phr as:
veritass one of Augustineds most familiar a
humble confession of sin has the effect of deificdtiof o do t he trut h,

conf ess @,rhesdsshe incegsantsvork iy which we let it be done

846 ChrétienActes de Parbgy.

547 ChrétienActes de ParbB4.

548 Marion,Au Lieu De SBb andpassimm the first chapter.

849 ChrétienActes de Parbgs.

580  Although neither Augustine nor Chrétien uses this language in this respect, it is
difficult to deny that this is the end of theddpre.
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in us, penetrate into us in such a way
offeredtoitm t he way t h €ontinding onghésicreatiien us . 0
way of humility which confession opinthe self leads to a deeper and

more lush humility: it is ascesihich enriches, and, similar to the dynamic

according to which prayer is always at its root a prayer for the ability to pray,

so too i s h allynetessaryapmenticgstdpNgcessary for

two reasons: in itself, because this logic of a radical confession wherein the

self confesses its inability to confess is extended through all time, and
externally, because of Augustineds comm
iluminationand purification as modes of learAifighysical, metaphysical

and ethical learning all occur for Augustine in a-ph&ivomenological

(and yet also ethical and ontological)
attentiond>* This is the circularity oftvei rt ues i n Augustineds
of and practice of philosophy: to purify our attention to the Truth, it is

sufficient to direct it to the Truth, and so to direct it is so to purify it. Or as

Chrétien more lyrically puts it:

It is not enough that isiday, it is still necessary that we open

our eyes and keep them open. And it is not enough to no

longer see the day, it is still necessary to be seen oneself in the
clarity of the day, to put forwar
visibility to the light, tgo there in person, body and soul.

551ChrétienActes de Parbio.
552ChrétienActes de Parb8s.
553ChrétienActes de Pardl22. Cf. Augustin®e doctrina christRnetace 5.
554ChrétienActes de Parble.
555 ChrétienActes de Parbio.
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The light of the Truth, both as divine and as human, is strong enough to

strengthen our ability to se£*itChrétien is on his guard against this notion
seeming too Oill uministi cspeechonyamaki ng o
receptive passivity: confession is impossible without a prior forgiveness, but

this forgiveness is also not unidirectd.i
transcendent to the immanent and then, crucially, circulating within the

immanent, aming not onlfome but extendeflonme to others®’ For if

confession, forgiveness, and the virtues which each of these presuppose and

cultivate were exclusively the subject of human reception from a divine and

therefore eternal source, and not alsawiam production, how would any

temporal progression take place? That this is not the case for Augustine is
confirmed, in Chr®tiends eyes, not only
exhortations in his sermons and elsewhere, but in the strictly

phenomenalgical description, thematically present throughout the

Augustinian corpus, of life as a peregrination. The circulation of virtues

between people, by which those virtues are multiplied and deepened,

depends on a reciprocal relationship between faitlrtaednithin the self,

which is opuri fileidnég taon db etloi efSrien vbeyl tbrya vbee
this respect, one of the most beautiful reflectioAstes de Passievines

the question of speech and the self with a meditation on the mysticél body

Christ as repeating its stswllbavi t h i nfin

the theme, approached many times, afdhécum noyth new song

556 ChrétienActes de Bhr144ff.
557 ChrétienActes de PardRoOff.
ss8ChrétienActes de Paré® citing Augustin8ermp16.7.
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because it lets, in the grace of God, identities to be interlaced and exchanged.
| become myskin a song where others sing for me, just as | sing for others,
and Christ in wheiabgbk, eXhetgyestisesnwodun

the lifingupand opening & the song itself.o

Chr ® i ends scattered remar kstoan tempor a

metaphysics of creation

This thought of novelty emerging in repetition allows access, from
these ethical concerns which might seem more at home in Macintyre than in
Marion, to a more familiar terrain for the phenomenological tradition
namely thadf temporality. Chrétien is habitually concerned with this theme,
but in a fundamentally different manner than Heidegger or Marion is: rather
than explicitly thematizing it in a lecture series (as does Heidegger) or in a
separate chapter (as does Mgriohrétien typically restricts the question of
time and eternity to a sort of hiccup at the end of many of his chapters,
considering to what extent, and in what ways, the act of speech at issue in
that chapter is characteristic only of temporal lifenavitat ways it might
also enter eternity. Although this approach means that Chrétien at no point
gives an extended expositioilCohfessiofisit does have the advantage of
giving some textual breadth to his deliberation, recognizing that the interplay
of time and eternity is not so concentratétbinfessiofisas to be missing

from Augustineds thought throughout his

559 ChrétienActes de Parbks.
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Chrétien restricts his focus to the acts of speech which he has elaborated:

careful attention to theugstion of the body in the resurrection, and thus of

corporeal and imaginative perception, as well as intellection, will therefore

rest silent for the mometit. For the most part, he is concerned to delineate

and defend the role of speech in human etei®dgne of thactes de parole

which fall away with temporality are fairly obvious: while the confession of

praise will be eternal, the confession of sin evidently will not ] tiee

confession of faitff* Somewhat more surprisingly, he concedaeting as a

properly temporal act, not because mediation will disappear when time

disappears, but the particular form of mediation which we experience in

books and in the Bible is a oviaticum,
in which the worlditéef becomes our medi ati on: OTh
in order to end up with a bod¥?> The speeches which persist in eternity

are also more or less predictable: that vom @ad are nourished by

speecfi**that speech will belch forth in vocal prafdbat song, rather than

mute contemplatiomill be the mode of our prafSeand that this song is in
continuity with t he toedravellerhasfeachede t r avel

home®®®

such are not only repeated Augustinian themes, but also biblical,
andso Chr ®t i ends frequent custom of remir

chapters that these forms of speech are eternal as well as temporal need not

560 | will consider these questions in the final chapter of the present essay.
561ChrétienActes de ParbBd-5.

562 ChrétienActes de Paré&

563ChrétienActes de Paréte

564 ChrétienActes de Paréle

565 ChrétienActes de Parba®.

566 ChrétienActes de Parbis4.
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receive a full exposition here. What is more distinctive about his approach,

and deserving of mention fwhat it discloses about the permeability of the

physical and the metaphysical in his phenomenology, is the insistence that

the presence of these acts of speech in
presence and production in time. Such is the casars#,avith the acts of

speech which are by definition rooted in the future, such as the pfomise.

Likewise with baptism, which more than the other acts of speegbeedsts

only in one instant of my | ife, neverth
whichwillhaves o cease i n *%inbotkcases, and indeedmni t y . 6
the very |l ogic of temporal and eternal

and the griefdfiopé, t hat whi c h owrhemtroftesnpdrahe very m
existenc&® The presencef both terms, the temporal and the eternal, in

those acts of speech which most centrally define humanity as tensively drawn
between them, is tlsene qua nainthe Augustinian thought of novelty.

What is more, they characterize more than anythinigeelsgic of love:

%7 0l n fact, the promise does not only conce
regon of our existence: all of our selves are held under its light, and as we are never
at the origin, there are always already promises held when we ourselves receive for

the first time in our |ife the promise of (
are themselves also promissiih(n ipsi promiss), @mthat it be the totality of the

Body of Christ which says: 6lt is by the ¢
promise does not only announce a future joy, it gives a present joy, which is that o

hope: 0This voice which we duervhabemusst ead of
pro patrereaitre whom we have | eft, t h-poserfuloi ce, i st

who has promised, it is the sure who has promised, it is the true who has pram 6
(202, citingenarrationes in psafB8aslil.1, 26.11.23, respectively).

568 ChrétienActes de Parpgy.

569 ChrétienActes de Parphs 2.
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0 Cahity alone is by essence G&%nly present as it is presemedbut

this only because it has always and eternally been deployed.

We can now make explicit the already obvious fact tlaatelsele
paroleannot be limited tolvat Anglophone philosophy has designated as
ospeech acts, 6 although these are of <co
examination of the table of contents would make this clear: although certain
chapters ofctes de Patale their starting point withe performative
aspect of the act of speech under consideration (baptizing, promising,
blessing, requesting), the great majority are not so restricted. That this is so
is most striking and most i mportant in
andoocejng, 6 aex ptrhees swornd lod'sTiehe ounsayabl
trajectory of Chr®tiends argument, some
intentionally unargumentative tone, carries Augustine from questioning and
listening (which are in fact one and the semwgpaning and rejoicing, and
thus proceeds from the temporal and logical centre of speech and existence
to the temporal and logical peripheries thereof, at the boundaries of the
phenomenon under consideration. In the last two chapters, Chrétien argues
that desire and joy blur even whatever provisional boundaries we could have
drawn between words and wordlessness. The same pattern, he has not but
could well have noted, is discernable i@tmdessiowkich bring us from
August i ne ardanssroughtaperiodafshetaric to a higher and

inexpressible form of infancy (thenfesside®ve us not with an Amen but

570ChrétienActes de Pardhd.
571ChrétienActes de Parpo.
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with an unopened door of speethl. i ke the final o0adé of t h
which i s 0vo @ddpeetharnd exiserice bound tbgather

in their openness. And the final phraskobés de Parele That whi ch i s
higher than we can grasp, our throat and our breath must make it ring out,

make it sound forth, in order to render testimony to the éXtesexposes

excesas t he Augustinian core tr&dversing tt
This excess, pushing our speech to the very boundaries of its potential, is

nearly always expressed in language related not to words but to images, and

not to sounds but to ligh Forthis reason, since light and images are
frequently on Augustineds tongue, the n
the imagination as a phenomenological register, parallel to speech, in which

Augustine attempts to specify and refine his thought of thestetion of

excess.

572 AugustineConfXIl1.38.53. Ot hi s see Charl es Mat hewes, 0
Quest i oni n gConfessiofougal efthe Anerican Academy of Religion

70:3, 2002, 53D.

573ChrétienActes de Parp&2.

574ChrétienActes de Parpés.

5% Cf . Chr ®t i e n 0 she exgessiverpbethomerarmn as that whick

brings together all the wvarious strands of
in the English publication ®heUnforgettable and the UnhopEail #28.

576 ChrétienActes de Parble 14, 21, 26, 486, 80, 86, 111, 116, 124, 128, 130,

138144, 162,170, 181, 202, 213, 223, 240, 248: this is not an exhaustive list.
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V. On Genesis

Abstract

It is no accident that, among the phenomenologists who have read
Augustine seriously, Chrétien is the most sensitive to the theme of excess,
particularly with regard to the resurrected body and its sensa#on. O
explanation for this may be found, | have argued, in his methodological
willingness to consider the role of the Bible and of Greek philosophy in
Augustineds thought. Besides this meth
deeper continuity betweentiiegly and phil osophy i n Augus
and his life, which can be seen most clearly in his critical exposition and
defense of the role of material objects in the Christian life. Therefore,
though the close attention paid by Marion and especialigiCtoét
Augustineds doctrine of the self and it
the salutary direction of examining the centrality of creation, incarnation and
the Eucharist in Augustineds thought, t
fully performd. It will be the work of this chapter to supplement the
phenomenol ogi st s& r eadhlbentolggy denved Augusti ne
from Augustineds texts, primarily throu
and fertile biblical exegesiPefgenesi ad ditteHowever, since the
phenomenological tradition at its best and most receptive to Augustine on
his own terms has stil!/l depended on a s

relationship to the Platonic tradition, my argument will take a brief detour
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into thedimension of late antique Platonism which would best supplement

the most robustly artiteriorist leanings of both Marion and Chrétien,

namely that of theurgy, whose ritual and communal elements provided a
framework for the metaphysics of matter and ti@d@nto which

Augustine could easily (and at times polemically) hang his exegesis of
Genesis and his preplienomenological account of the self and the world.

I n other words, Il intend this to be
thus a critiquef the phenomenological antimetaphysical Augdstine

rather, the supposedly antimetaphysical Augustine, inasmuch as the
Augustine presented by Heidegger and (especially) Marion actually represents
not a lack of an ontology, nor a true fight againshtiséogical project, but

only an impoverished ontology. | have suggested some ways in which this
represents a failure to read Augustine seriously on his own terms; in this
chapter | will suggest some ways in which it also represents a failure
phenomenoldgally. Finally, | will offer some concluding evaluative

reflections on the relationship between the phenomenological tradition and

Augustine.

The Augustinian self is teleological, and so even when it attempts to
account for the present moment, it alwag/points back to an ontology

of creation and forward to an ontology of resurrection

The ontological themes which Augustine delineates or seems to assume,

particularly in his speculations about the resurrected fully human existence,
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are the framework or evehe horizon of the protphenomenological self

as it arises from the Augustinian corpus. Heidegger and Marion are both far
too willing to aciogegum egkanegasysreésoluiands f amou
to the aporia of time; for Augustine, this apoustine resolutely kept as the
posing of a question which can only be resolved Christologically and in the
teachings and rituals of the Church. Chrétien is more willing, alongside
Augustine, to consider the eighth day not as an embarrassment to philosophy
but as its culmination. To carry this prominent example further: it is easy
enough to solve the question of time within time if one accepts, as the
Heideggerean tradition does, an unmediated dualism between time and
eternity (or more generally betwesituiile and infinity). But Augustine

defers this answer; already in the first chapter Gbtifessiowhich gives

the phenomenological tradition of reading Augustine its slogagisgtum

corhe places theoin a crucial tension with the resiah it will one day

enjoy {lonec requiescat iRugher still, in this paragraph, humanity is

defined principallyotas this restless heart, buslécgua portio creaturgeatuae
participant (however limited) in the act of creation, which, @site tb

praise, has a mediatory role to play in the whole of being, rather than the
rather mopey and narcissistic role whicintpgetum taken out of context

has suggested to the phenomenologists. Already in the first chapter of
Confessipimsother words, is latent the last chaptédetivitate :déiall of

the overlapping trinities of participles (seeking, finding, praising; believing,

invoking, seeking; exciting, delighting, praising) of this theological

577 A chapter which is, tellingly, entirely absent Aorhieu De Soi
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anthropology will eventually be tigheed up t el eol ogicall y: [
which there i s n @ac®ariah)aplack)wghicst i ne posit
most centrally def i nbevacaltinluget\vedesbsmeis)ce of h

videbimus et amabimus, amabimus etd&tidabimus

Inthetrangii on from Ohumani®ftyo déetshiarees t o |
we shall rest and see, see and |l ove, | o
statements, there are two grammatical shifts worth noting: from the third
person singular to the first person plural, on théame, and from the
present to the future tense on the other. Within the context of the
phenomenological tradition, it is also worthwhile to note a grammatical
consistency: both passages remain, contrary to the phenomenological
preference for the subjdive mood, which indicates the possible, the
potential, the hypothetical, firmly in the indicative mood. There is a place in
Augustinian ontology, | will suggest, for the subjuréctivexists most
prominently in the repetitifias of Genesis*® 8 but by choosing these two
texts as emblematic poles of Augustinedd
Augustine remains in the Aristotelian tradition of insisting that (indicative)
actuality is prior to (subjunctive) potentiality. Husserl wavers, but fipishes
accepting this Aristotelian tradition; Heidegger overthrows it; Marion has

spent the better part of his career attempting to reconcile the two and to save

578 AugustineDe civ. D2R.30

579 AugustineConfl.1.1.

580 Cf. AugustineSermd17 ande vera religi®hd 13, where Augustine explicitly
suggests that tiverbumvhich most closely approximates Christ is this jussive
subjunctivdiat

237



transcendence by preserving God obeyond

the Augustinian geniuslofo c at i ng potentiality nei
actuality, but of viewing potentiality as the temporally bound human side of
actuality. There is again here a strong teleological current. As | will argue,
the closer Augustine gets to imagining Goeéflacting on the mediatory
potential of creation, the more imaginative and the more speculative he
becomes, and the more confidently he speaks in the future indicative. Such
is the narrative of the ent@enfessiond viewed against this backdrop,

the intentionally weak and restricted phenomenology of a Heidegger or a
Marion, which may theoretically treat all things, but only to the extent that
they rub up against the indicative mood, that is, the existence of the thing
and the metaphysical conditiansording to which it exists, is not wrong
headed as a prescription to the novice, the heretic, even the pagan; for the
mature participant in the philosophical life of the Church, however, in trying
to limit itself to mere propaedeutic to dogma, itdiatigt not only of its

proper end, but also of even this more limited role. Even in referring to
Christian teaching aera philosopghugustine has made it clear that the
difference between (pagan or supposedly secular) philosophy and the
Christian lifes not one of type but of degree of intensity and veracity. If
Chrétien has been, due to his relative lack of ideologicalrprgment to

the Heideggerean Augustine, more methodologically able to see the extent to
which Augustine is determinative fa tbst of the Heideggerean tradition,
perhaps his theme of excess may play out even on this ground. The history
of phenomenological readings of Augustine tells us at least this much:
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Augustine does not bear the bracketing of the speculatgleiosind the

resurrected body, of the dynamics of creation and of praise. His very words,

even when taken out of their context, exceed swggoahdf, then, one of

Mari onds more salient contributions to
providing a theoriial and epistemological grounding for viewing the words

and works of Augustine as those of a living human, we may be permitted to,
alongside Chrétien, extrapolate this approach further into its late antique

context.

When he discusses Platonism with angetail, Augustine is most
concerned with its communal and ethical aspect on the one hand, and
its metaphysics of corporeality and temporality on the other

Outside the field of Augustinian philosophical scholarship, it has
become commonplace to emphasiezeptactical and communal dimensions
of ancient philosophical life. The methods and catchphrases of Foucault
and Hadot® even of Wittgensteif’,ought to dovetail rather nicely with

some of the directions towards which Marion gestures: we should regard

581See Foucault, MichéThe Hermeneutics of the Subject: Lectukgead¢her&ute
19811982.London: Picador, 2005, ahlde Order of Things: An Archaeology of the
Human Scienddsw York: Vintage Books, 1994

582 SedHadot, PierrePhilosophy as a Way dfduife, Michael Chas@xford:
Blackwell, 1995, aWdhat is Acient Philosoptrg®s. Michael Chag&ambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2002.

s83\Wittgenstein, Ludwig?hilosophical Investigaioss G.E.M. Anscombe.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963.
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ancient philosophy not as a series of dogmatic statements, but as the

sometimes ascetic and sometimes celebratory practice of concrete

communities. Augustine is, or should be, a prime test case for such an

examination; one only needs to reflect on thedatysof the biographies

which perform a sharp delineation of O0A
one hand from O0OAugustine the theol ogi an
other to realize the extent to which Au
thistAugusti neds e p arehisaexggetital adduphilosephicak i mp | y
duties; his philosophical mind reaches its broadest challenges in his pastoral

tasks (examples abound inSeemondsit the opening paragraph®ef

trinitat@re more dramaticlgti Christian teaching is not, in this regard,

gualitatively different from pagan philosophy; the Platonic tradition in
particular is by Augustineds time a |iv
formed social communities, which form a horizon agéiddt certain
particularities of Augustined&s own thou
organizing may emerge more clearly. This examination will be brief, and

need not be ehxicsetsosriivceallyd donbjtehcet sense to
objected indeed, by reessity it will emphasize only those parts of the

tradition with which Augustine himself directly engages in his most explicit

discussions of the relationship between Christianity and the various pagan

Platonisms. The reader will note that, though theptemnological

traditionds interpretations of Augustin
accounts of Augustined6s ontology, Augus
Platonism have little to do with those ontological doctrines with which
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AngloAmerican scholarshipo st commonl y associates Aug

debts to Platonism (e.g. the doctrine of emanation), and much more to do

with pagan ritual (including the social rituals of the formation of virtue). |

will argue for an explicit link between Augustinianagyt@nd Augustinian

ritual below; for now, | want only to note that his thought on both owes

much to the Platonisms with which he interacted, even if this debt does not

take the usual and usually maligned shape of a crude hierarchical emanation.
Why,intke above paragraph, the grating i

Within studies of late antique philosophy, in reaction to centuries of the

hegemonic assumption that one can draw a simplistic line from Plato to

Plotinus (and usually on to Descartes, with bowtiAugustine

intervening), there has been in the last twenty years an equal insistence on the

potential validity of differing disciples of Plato, and the multivocal chorus of

their doctrines and practices. In particular, theurgy has increasingly come to

be viewed as a potentially faithful development of Platonic doctrine (both

textual and Academic), rather than a risible deviation frorr?Plhtoe has

arisen, concomitantly, a questioning of the assumption of Plotinian

supremacy, for while Plotinus umdély has some heavily qualified interest

584This view has been most prominently advocateddgyfy Shaw in higheurgy

and the Soul: The Neoplatonism of (@mbletsity Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1995) but is also devel op
on the Relationship of Philosophy to ReligiddeiMystezdi i n H. J. Bl ument h:
and Gillian Clarkihe Divine lamblichus: Philosopher and Mhaorafddod3ristol

Classics Press, 1993) and Hans Céaldean Oracles and Theurgy: Mysticism, Magic

and Platonism in the Later Romar{faripirEtudes awjiniennes, 1978). On all

of these questions, Robert Cmaanignmtei s an abl
trintag Conf . XI 11 5, 6) : The Conversion of Phi
Confessiorgionysiukl (1987),pp. 82, and s éaucif Mutatts Wexbis hi s 0

St Augustineds Pl atoni smdé AugustiRemandkchist Dodar o
Critics: Essays in honour of Geraldl @uorer Routledge, 2000), pp587
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in ritual, this interest is far from central to his ontological or ethical

system&®Viewed from this perspective, the developments of lamblichus

and of Proclus towards a more centrally ritualist Platonisnmstrdang

affinity to Augustineds own criticism o
remembered that August i ne plaoniseermet i mes b
only to one culturally Ilimited and high
thought, and thakugustine has very little criticism of Plato himself, a space

for dialogue between Augustine and thealed theurgical Platonists opens

forth, in which Augustine appears not to reject, but to reform, the Platonic

tradition. Therefore | wish to begindevelop the following argument

regarding Augustine's relationship to Plator{ipthat Augustine reforms,

rather than rejects, the Plotinian Platonism that he inti¢2ishat his

reformation of Platonism is roughly parallel to the theurgicahsedbr

lamblichus and Proclus, and so Augustine ought to be regarded as mediating

between Plotinus and the theurgists in a way not yet recognized, at least in
Anglophone scholarshifi(3) that Augustine's theurgical Platonism is

radically Trinitarian, andl) (that this Trinitarian theurgy is at the heart of

585 A good overview may be found in Lidydl,, C. Tldaf€rhiNee o pl at oni st s. 0
M m Mhe/Tambridg@listorydf/Later/Greeland EarlyMedievdPhilosophed.

MA.H. TArmstrong R6 92325 MCambridgélCambridg@UniversityPress, 1967.

586 For much of this argument, | am indebted to the wiatfason Parnell. See

The Theurgic Turn in Christian Thought: lamblichus, Origen, Augustine, and the Eucharist

Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2009.

587Cf . Gi ovanni Real e, oLa recezione del pl at
in Falrizio Conca; Isabella Gualandri; Giuséjmaea, Politica, cultura e religion

nel | 8i mp e-¥lptra orietez oauideatp(l e 5 V ,1D93. Be@ Asor i a

R e a AueebosAgostino: Natura de(\Bitare Vita e pensiero, 1995), and Werner
BeierwaltesAgostino e il neoplatonismo CgdaanoVita e pensiero, 1995), cited in

Cr o uPaecis Muiatis Verhis
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Augustinian ontology, primarily in the divine aciuftlyg) of creation, and
derivatively in the divinizing act of cosmic and human lifungly argue

that Augustine's reformation of Platonism mdsdthmblichus' superficially,
particularly in the former's few scattered remarks on sacraments, which, like
the latter, emphasize the motif of sacrifice, angelic mediation, and the matter
used in ritual. But the bulk of this essay is to show how Aagasitalizes

this theurgical tendency, in a Christological and Trinitarian direction
(Christological, in that he brings together of finite and infinite being, not only
in the Incarnation, but also in his doctrine otthesales ration&stional

causs' immanent in all things; Trinitarian in his revision of the Plotinian
ontology of emanation and lighthis will give rise to a discussion of
Augustinian ontology, expressed as mediatory on two fsoaighe

properly theurgical, which mediategvbeh transcendence and immanence

on the plane of being, and two, the imaginatively realist, which mediates
between faith and reason on the plane of sacramental existe@ialism.

both of these fronts (the ontological and the existential) Augustineing noti

and resolving certain tensions within the Platonic tradition.

Augustine views creation, incarnation and the Eucharist as the
culmination of Platonic metaphysics

It is well known indeed it is the classic starting point for any
discussio of Augustine's Platonisrthat the young Augustine is enamored

with the books of Plotinugzamously, the only difference he can perceive
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between these texts and scriptural catholicism is the lack of incaiBation
that the word was made flesh aweltlamong us, | did not read thefe

This is often taken lazily as a lifelong critique of Plattmiscouraind not
entirely without justification, as Augustine never discovers the radical claim
of the Incarnation in any Platonist writiktpwever Augustine explicitly

says he intends to complete Platonism, and not to r&featdtto at least

some extent it is theurgical Platonism which gestures most clearly to

Christian truth.

Seemingly the first and greatest obstacle to such a claim isgresent
by Augustine himself, in Book X[é¢ civitate dehere he denounces the
Chaldean project as demonic; some of the harshest rhetoric (for example,
calling the theurgists demons in human form) in the Augustinian corpus is
directed toward the theurgisBut the Church has always been stricter with
heretic than with heathen: indeed, the structide oivitate &4 generally
is a procession of polemics which begins with those polytheists least worthy
of Augustineds att améableadvarsdriep sooMpane s s e s
Augustine admiringly critiques Plato in Book VIII, he naturally progresses to
Plotinus and Porphyry (of whom he implicitly says, when quotifighdeus
to him, that his greatest failure is that he is not Platonist etithgfoye

culminating these booksntra paganib a critique precisely of theurgy.

588 AugustineConfVI1.9.14.

589 AugustineDe civ. D8i411.

590 Augustine speculates that if Plato, in his affirmation of embediggdand
Porphyry, in his insistence on the undesirabilityin¢aenation, had been able to
discuss these matters face to face, they would have converted each other to
ChristianityDe civitate 82i27).
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The implication of this climactic critique is that theurgy, as a relatively true

extension of Platonic thought and practice, is perhaps the closest the pagans

ever got to @ristian truth. The critique itself, interestingly enough, has two

major foci: the first ontology, and the second social. In the first place,

Augustine argues that pagan theurgy (unlike the Christian doctrine of the

Incarnation) lacks a means of maudjdtietween the temporal and the

eternal; in this regard the linkaonf7.9.14 hardly needs to be belabored.

Il n the second, Augustineds concern i s m
theurgy intends to complete a lower form of purgation than that dfjered

pagan philosophy, and so is, on August:
between lower and higher parts of the soul, on the one hand, and lower and

higher classes of society, on the other. The incarnation and the Eucharist, in
contrast, hmpdrei.féi ed totitee hwl i sti c both in
OWe need not seek one purification for
intellectual, and another for the part he calls spiritual, and another for the

body itself; for our most true and mighty Purifier Saviour took upon

Himself the whole of human natdré It is crucial to note, in addition to

this, that his critique is not against the theurgadaf beingin-the-world,

but only against its insufficiemtd sacrifices, invoking the mediatingebhng

forces, and making use of the lowest forms of nddtiex is precisely how

Augustine describes the sacramigike only thing lacking in pagan

theurgical practice is a sufficient mediator, i.e. a doctrine of the incarnation.

591 AugustineDe civ. d&0.42.
592 AugustineDe trinitatg. 10.
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Indeed the construcitv c ont ext of ADgciinteddese s pol e mi
his treatment of the True Sacrifice, brought about by God Incarnate, through
which 6the Church, being the body of wh
offerherseif h r o u ¢g°ha faht wmich is onlybscured when pious
translators of Augustine rendsacraas "mysteries” when Augustine is
talking about pagan ritual worship, and "sacraments” when he is talking
about the Eucharist or baptism. Pagan theurgy is simply insufficiently weird
for Augustindwhich itself takes a lot of imagination, as anybody who has
waded through the fire and entrails of the Chaldean oracles knows); it cannot
account for the self, for humanity whic
performed by ma®™ Thus if theurgys a radicalisation of certain elements
of Platonisn® the social, the textual, the ritudhen Augustine conceives
of his preaching and administration as a further radicalisation of these
elements?
The discussion of the EucharisDm tmitatenakes clear how the
logic of the Christian sacrifice removes this false distance between offerer

and offered, and Marionds and Chr ®ti eno

593 AugustineDe civ. d&0.20, my italics.
594 AugustineDe civ. d£0.12.

595 Cf. JasorParnellThe Theurgic Turn in Christian Tholigthtel1end,Mvher
wdlscrutiniz€lwhaflislessentiallytheurgi€linfthe MthoughiloflOrigenl
and1AugustindlwdlrecognizBthatoth MthinkerdlinMsurprisinglsimilafl
ways, construdiprovisiondllsystem3ofl1Christiaflsacramentéiimediatiort]]
informed1byflaltheologloflthelncarnatBlLogosiland1conceptually
Mparalldlitolthelpaganlanditheurgi€lsystemsbflimediatiorTthattheir
rhetoricdllapproacit ej ect s6 (260) .
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makes

relevant a full guotation of

identty of these varying selves:

What priest then could there be as just and holy as the only
Son of God, who was not one who needed to purge his own
sins by sacrifice, whether original sin or ones added in the
course of human life®nd what could be so suibalaken

from men to be offered for them as human flesh@ what

could be so apt for this immolation as mortal flégi®

what could be so pure for purging the faults of mortal men as
flesh born in and from a virgin's womb without any infection
of eartly lust?And what could be so acceptably offered and
received as the body of our priest which has been made into
the flesh of our sacrificéfow there are four things to be
considered in every sacrifieghom it is offered to, whom it

is offered by, what is that is offered, and whom it is offered
for. And this one true mediator, in reconciling us to God by
his sacrifice of peace, would remain one with him to whom
he offered it, and make one in himself those for whom he
offered it, and be himself whffered it one and the same as
what he offered®

In this discussion, four dimensions of theurgical sacrifice (‘whom it is

offered to, whom it is offered by, what it is that is offered, and whom it is

offered for') are all rigorously Christological, waidts an aesthetically

fitting simplicity to this 'purifyinghiindangf sacrifice beyond the

complicated rites of the pagawdéth Christ in the Eucharist as

simultaneous offerer, offeree and offered, we have the culmination of the

Christological racklization of Platonist theurgical pract{ged is in

matter, and so accomplishes the assimilation of God, humanity, and cosmos.

596 AugustingDe trinitate 13.

597Note the odd (and perhaps Hegisticd there is no attestation for this word
preAugustine) use ofiundfor 'purify,’ irstead of the much more comnpangor
emendaohis is etymologically relatedrtondysvorld. On t he ©6wor | ded
commensurability and-porosity of the self and the world, cf. below.
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These theological themes and practices show a continuity with
Platonic doctrines to which the phenomenological traditionand

especially Marion, is willfully blind

This is also entirely assonant with the turn to the cosmos at the end of
Confessietise cosmic liturgy in Augustine is foreshadowed in lambBfthus.
Thus if, as Shaw has argued, the pithiest reatigitwlf the difference
between lamblichus and Plotinus is the difference bétarmerosis kosmoi
[assimilation with the world] amibnos pros mfiherflight of the 'alone to
the alone'], Augustine is very clearly on lamblichus' side (as is, lgueuld ar
Plato), although the Incarnation and the Eucharist allow him to make this

claim more strongly.

On this note there is a remarkable continuity found between the
relatively latBe trinitatendDe civitate dad the prepiscopalsi enim Plato
ipseviverépassage de vera religidde vera religionfact begins by
defining "the true religion" not as Christian teaching, but as Christian
worship. In this regard Augustine argues that the definitive break
Christianity makes with pagan lifeifighe unification of the private and the
public, in other words the abolition of the esoteric. The structure of this
argument makes possible Augustine's surprising apathy about the specific
dimensions of the ancient schools; by taking it as givdmethattent

philosophers "used to maintain rival schools but share common,tethples

598'For lamblichus, the cosmos itself was the paradigheaiigy:the act of the
gods continually extending themselves into mortal expressionNE&ipatpnism
and the Spiir).

599 AugustineDe vera religibrie
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Augustine is able to disregard whatever differences in dogma separated them,
due not just to their common pagan liturgies but to their equally common
separation betweeangina and worship in general. This is true with only

one fairly predictable exception: locating the unique genius of Socrates in his
inability to divorce his philosophy from his worship, Augustine points to the
subversive Socratic habit of swearing dayhthe dog" to illustrate and

endorse the view that "any works of nature whatsoever, which are brought
into being [the tellingly Hellenic wagidnererjtunder the guiding hand of

divine providence, are better, and therefore more worthy of diving honors

than the things that were worshipped in tetifffSocrates is, in this early

work, already upheld, not for his superior metaphysical or ethical dogma, nor
even for the virtue of his lived philosophy, but as a-firetogist in the

very precise Augusam senseDe vera religistilebears considerable

Plotinian influence, for example in its relative denigration of images and the
imaginatiofi® which, as | argue below, dramatically disappears in
Augustineds | ater ¢ ommdiarpreseniatosof on Genes
that which in Christianity Augustine thinks would appeal to Plato
demonstrateis nucne sort of Platonism to which he aspires, and the most

definitive foray of his entire philosophical career inteRfdtanist debates:

If all this has happened; if it is being celebratedtings and
monumenfdrom one small corner of the earth, in which the
one God used to be worshiped and where it was fitting to be
born... and i#- not to go on talking about past events which
anyone mayebfree to disbelieveif todayhere is proclaimed
throughout nations and peoples [several Scriptural quotations

600 AugustineDe vera religidize
601 AugustineDe vera religi®i3e
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follow, centered on the fostering of virtues]... If these things

are nowbeing read to ordinary people throughauatthesworld

being li,ened to with reverence and the greatest pleasure ... if

throughout cities and towns, camps, villages, hamlets and

even private estates, the turning away from earthly affairs and

conversion to the one true God is so openly advertised and

sought after thavery day, throughout the whole world, the

human racanswewgth practicalla single vdicd "we have

lifted up our hearts to the Lord," whywlestill gape open

mouthed over the dregs of yesterday's drinking bout and

scrutinize the entrails of ddsehsts for divine oracles, while,

if ever it comes to discussion, we are at greater pains to have

Plato's namelatonico nominemor e accurately o6the
named] rattling around in our mou
with truth®®

Hill remarks on thiist turn of the argument: "This is a very curious finale
to such a tremendous bout of rousing rhetoric." To this we may respond,
"Only if one comes at it with Plotinian presuppositions!" Indeed, that this
long encomium to the Christian faith will eftth an internal critique (“why
dowe.?") of theurgical practices is practically telegraphed by the particular
nature of the things Augustine praises about Christianity in the encomium
itself: the "cleansing of the soul,” the sacraments, asceticspthetiwaily
readings" in local church assemblies, and above all the universal celebration
of these practices, all point toward a view of the Chaldean mysteries as
neither silly superstition nor a@tiristian demonism, but only an obsolete
and defunct @cause too esoteric, too elitist, too restricted) practice of

philosophy. And "defunct" is very nearly exactly Augustine's own comment

602 AugustinePe veraligiond.35.
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on the practice of divinization via the reading of dregs a few paragraphs later:
"nimis puerile"&St
All of this bess reintegration into my foregoing arguments about
the relative strengths and weaknesses of the phenomenological appropriation
of Augustine. As | argued, two of the
existential reading @bnfX are his apt estimatioho how O Chr i sti ani se
and oorientalisedod6 the Platonism of Aug
wild underestimation of the extent to which this particular Platonism might
inform our understanding of Augustine. This is the historical interpretation
whidh will, several years later, lay the groundwork for his central distinction
between phenomenology and metaphysimsimg and Tinmey forgetting a
truly Greek phenomenology, western thought had opened the door to
metaphysical mythology, a door whichs@iainity had no troubles stepping
through. His error here is perpendicular to the much more mainstfeam 20
century error (discussed in the introduction to this thesis), wherein the
guestion of Augustineds Platonism is be
qgusti on of Aquinasd Aristoteliani sm: in
the charge that his pagan environment has infected his Christian philosophy,
one posits a faith which perfects reason. Whether, then, one suggests that
the divide between Augustimel dhe Greeks lies between phenomenology
and mythology, or between faith and reason, one keeps this divide on the
order of knowledge, where a more truly Augustinian approach, as | have

argued, would suggest the divide exists primarily on the order gf amsh

603 AugustineDe vera religibrie
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of love. Marion is, however, the more decisive figure for the current essay,
and his attempt and ultimate inability to distinguish between Augustinian and
Greek worships, and Augustinian and Greek loves, reveals4mefault

along which phenomelogy either ruptures the Augustinian terrain, or gives

into it and is itself ruptured.

Beyond methol odol ogical concerns, Mario
causes him to misread Augustineds rel at

ultimately his situation of the self h a created world

On the order of love, then, Marion ably dismantles the once
influential hypeProtestantism of Anders Nygf&tbut his antHellenic
temperament betrays his more fundamental inability to leave thé"early 20
century. Onthe surfacealet , Mari onds new book appea
attempt to translate his project into Augustinian Latla (eductibecomes
confesdiod a Hecamesgahe saturated phenomenon becamuéshritudo
etc.) Three possibilities emerge: is Marion tyitings translation, to
bring his own ideas into conformity with Augustine, or is he trying to bring
Augustineds ideas into conformity with

trying to show that no special effort is required for either project, since the

ideas are already more or | ess identica
to Augustineds), the book is objectiona
standpoint; if the second (conforming A

604 Jearl.uc MarionAu Lieu de SaR2ff.
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objectionable from both aimstorical and a theological standpoint; only the
third is acceptabl e. But as | will arg
Marionds projects are virtually indist.i
Marion is willing to drop his cherished, and @hegselimposed,

distinction between phenomenology and metaphysics. The answer to this

guestion rests in no small part on what it is he means by his opening claim:

0St Augustine does not speak the Greek

If we can assume that this claim tsamal, we must, in revisiting it
in a more evaluative key, read it as enigmatic: what does it mean to claim
t hat o0St Augustine does not speak the G
way to explicate Marionds prroachect and i
it indirectly, by outlining the misreading which, to my mind, Marion invites.
Let me be clear: | think the following explicaiarmisreading of Marion,
which | will correct, in fairness to Marion; however, it is a misreading for
which it is hat to blame those who hold it; I think Marion is ultimately to
blame for this misreading, particularly due to his allergy to the word
metaphysics.
On this misreading, Marionds O6approa

to treat his relationship to the Greeklitran, his metaphysics or lack

thereof, and his treatment of the Bible
phenomenol ogi cal | eanings are cl ear: i
preference is for describingtAugustinedd

253



the Platonist¥?in the case of metaphysics, Marion asserts resolutely that
Augusti-met ap h°Yisthexast df the Bible, Marion argues for

the philosophical centrality®

of August.i
since the psalms (mudte the confessions) refuse the hubristic tendency to

speak of God in the third person, and thus the allegedly idolatrous reduction

of God to phenomenon; additionally, the formal logic of both the psalms

and theConfessi@eem to displace or decenertiuman subject: thus

Marionds frequent citation of Augustine

guestion to mysel fd. Thus, according t
claim can be suppl emented: O0Augustine
[ sc. e dbes bBpeak Hebrewd] . 60 We can no
collusive Marionds project is with clas
6561 n the same sense, the veryPlaloismg and ri c
of St Augustine éno |l onger seemsttoday to &b

that the question is without its interest, but it seems less central, if not marginal:

first, because St Augustine does not use the fundamental concepts of NeoPlatonism,

or rather, NedPlatonism (if only because God does not identify with the One, nor

the Principle, nor even with the Good), second, because an author can influence

another without explicitly reading him, and finally because it is advisable to take
seriously his judgment, negativ-®. without ar
606 Marin s pr oj ect i s -nketaghysicabchdracteroffthef ar t he non
phenomenol ogy of donation] goes é One shoul
identifiable at least negatively: from ametaphysical point of view. And thus as

our contemporary upda, to us who try to think a pesetaphysical point a view.

He can guide us in advance and without prec
hope for a reciprocal proof: to test the-nmtaphysical status of St Augustine by

its more intelligible terms opaenomenology of donation, but also to test how far

the noametaphysical character of this phenomenology goes. To this end, our

attempt at reading imposes on itself that which St Augustine imposed on himself,

or performs spontaneously: not to empleylékicon of the categoriedob e t a n t

not to impose fortiothe concepts of modern metaphysics on him, in one or the

ot her of its statement s: in short, not to
607 Cf. Au Lieu De SaB1.
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To this, those critics of Marion who subscribe to this misreading are
likely to object: to claim that Augnstdoes not simply repeat Plotinian
doctrines does not imply that Augustine does not interact with the Platonic
tradition, and to claim that Augustine does not make a rigid distinction, in a
linear and systematic presentation, between ens and ess¢ imhpdsthat
Augustine does not treat metaphysical q
be a Platonist, nor Thomas to be a metaphysician. The misreader would then
likely point out the problem with this individualist portrait of Augustine: for
Augustire, the self is not only displaced with respect to itself, nor is it only
displaced with respect to Geas early as tli&onfessipasd for the
remainder of his career, Augustine describes the self as displaced with respect
to all of the created ordéecause this created order is itself always
displaced, deentered, by the same structures of time which have displaced
the self. So, this misreading would conclude, Marion is reading Augustine as
a theorist of existentialist praise, a thinker of theceradental subject; this
is borne through much of Marionds exege
evident in his prioritization of the Psalms (with their refusal to speak of God
in the third person) as the biblical te
philosophy: much like Buber and Levinas, Augustine would appear to be an
antimetaphysical phenomenologist, an@atonist, even an anétionalist.
Now, | will defend Marion against this misreading, before | conclude this
section by arguingthay,b downpl aying the very real 0¢

Augustineds thought, he brings it on hi
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Marion extends his analysis of the self towards the entire created
order, but does not appreciate how this subverts his aversion to a
metaphysics of participation

Marion makes it very clear that it is not the casegtsathe same as
le sdias the central essaydofLieu De Sargues)Le sothe self, is always
called from elsewher § a ), &nb thus it is perpetually destabilized, or if
one likes, deentered, by the response of praise that it offers to the initial call
of creation. So far, so good: but Marion here, as far as | know for the first
time, acknowledges that it is not only the human self that fits this formal
structure: through his reag of Augustine on Genesis, Marion extends this

de-centered account to all of creation. It is worth quoting at length.

In fact, creation and praise reciprocate each other, and render

each ot her mudelaudantlhgec gmais csenttrdme : 0
omniund | n ot her wdadaudastteopgetadua f or mul a
must be heard as a pleonammather as an equivaleffée.

We must ask: is this not closely parallel to theurgy, in its double motion?

Even linguisticallppera tweould best be rendered in Grestheurgiaand

so the understanding of Godds working a
works closely resembles the lamblichean understanding of the appearance of
phenomena as simultaneously creation and praise. In this respect, we should

note, Mawn stops just short of agreeing with my assessment of Augustine as

a theurgic reformer of the platonic tradition, in parallel with lamblichus and

608 JearLuc MarionAu Lieu de $@i24, citing AugustinépnfXI.5.7 and
XI111.33.48.
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Proclus. But directly after Marion claims this theurgical cosmology, he

quickly asserts that it has nothmgtd o wi t h ont ol ogy: he sa
oCreation6 does not belong to the | exic
liturgical vocabulary, esnfessand as praise, which aaecognize and

e s t a b®P Maidn makes, al the very centre of hiyeaggersuasive

case for a decentered or ecstatic self, which no longer hasdtamidce

even, in being willing to read Augustine seriously on Genesisreatibie of

heaven and easttends this to the world, qua created. But he argues too

had, against Augustine himself, that Augustine divorces liturgy from

met aphysics, in other wewtrhdes darhatturAailgu st
attit ud ereaticas@ spedifically iorttological category. Marion here

had the chance to perceive tha¢mvAugustine reads Genesis (as | will

argue below) as a text of becoming, he attempts a definition of becoming as
metaphysical without being otih@ologicad that is, he tries to think time

and being in such a way that creation, and the self, anedrgal,in time.

To the extent that Marion wants to overcome the Heideggerean idolatry of

silence, it would seem that an explicit reading of Augudiotéizes

founder of phenomenologynda strictly metaphysical realist would be a

powerful opportunity This question of Augustineds
then, far from bei-migstaormadaled iorft area =t ,0
challenge the very foundations of Heideggerean phenomenology, and have a

rippling effect on all of his heirs, insofar astibgg uncritically accepted

the hypothesis that all metaphysics is ontotheology. But in his fear of the

609 Jearl.uc MarionAu Lieu de SG824.
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Greek language, and in spite of his beneficial (albeit too limited) attention to

the biblical commentaries, Marion misses this oppoftQirtyd thisis

where it is finally objectionable for Marion to claim Augustine as an ally on

his antimetaphysical team: Augustine is very clear that Genesis is a

metaphysical, as well as a cosmological, text. It is well known that Augustine

finds the Trinityinthé i r st t wo verses of Genesis,; w
interpretively bold is that in Genesis 1.1 alone, Augustine finds the ground of

being and becomifiy. Every point that the phenomenological tradition may

make about the self, then, ought to be transfemtedte realm of

becoming as such. So, for example, whe
description of God asterior intimo rf@oser to me than my centre) as an

anticipation and critique of thegifd”he misses the corollary doctrine of

the seminal reass, discussed below, by which Augustine argues that Christ

i's the O0r eas oatioh thedenteaaf any dntity, so Gqd istalboe

interior intimo muniee resultant ontology, in which nothing is simply

610|n the wake of his phenomenological critics, it is understandable that Marion

wants to abstain from making judgments abou¢thexistenEphenanenaas

given, or phenomerasrevealed; this would violate his-geffosed selfefinition

as a phenomenologistthe-exclusiorof-theology. The objectionable point is

trying to enlist Augustine as performing this same task.

611 Augustine interpretsder en as 0 a s paready formad andp@rfecketl e d wo r

(1. 9.15) and earth as 6the imperfect mater
would be made [or becorfiereqt 3 (1. 9. 15) . That is to say,
realm of being,andrea h as t he tempor al realm of becom

who is the Beginning, Holy Scripture places the origin of createdreaitngde

existenfisvhich exists through Him but still in an imperfect state. But it shows that

to Him as the Word beigs the perfecting of created being, which is called back to

him to be formedi¢rmareiuyy a union with its Creator and by an imitation, in its

own way, of the Divine Exemplar, who, eternally and unchangeably untied with the

Father, is of necessity iden ¢ a | in nature with Him.? Thi
logic behind readimgincipiuas Christ.

612 JearLuc MarionAu Lieu de S@85.
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tautologous to itself, and nothingssown centre, but God is the center of

all, is a circular ontoldgy the Augustinianrdois not so much hierarchical

in a Plotinian sense, but more in Denys
both at the centre and the circumference of the ordengt bEis may be

why the Augustineds most commonly wused
and | owerdé but 0i nrWthoutanydistamaebrer . 0 He a
measure of space, by His immutable and transcendent povirgeheriso

thingbecause tlyeare all in Him, anekterior to all thingsause He is above

them all8* Of course this theurgical ontology is exactly parallel to, or even
congruent with, his account of temporal
or unit of time, by His immeashiaeternity He is more ancient than all

things because he is before them all, and newer than all things because He is

also after them aft& The implication of this theurgical ontology, where

interior and exterior and tradition and novelty are all tibtev@and porous,

for the human self is, however implicitly, the doctrine of deification: or, the

entirely teleological doctrine of being nzatienaginem dei

63This runs parallel to Augustineds theolog
Following Pascal, Gilsontrieste x cus e Augustilneards unsystemat
approach to philosophy as foll owing not the
Thomas, but 6a doctrine whose center is grae
overcome his natural distaste for thelm@arexposition, in doing so he makes a

very important point: 6The natur al order o
out around one center, and this is precisel
614 AugustineDe genesi ad litt&cam

615]pid.
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Scripture is, for Augustine, a metaphysical text

Although | am here arguing titlae groundwork for this ontology is
laid in Platonic texts, it is worth noting that its more direct source is
scriptural.For Augustine, of course, there need be no strict line drawn
between philosophy and scripture,Gbafessi@ams in large partetclaim,
put in narration, that the Bible is the philosophicapéexdxcellendeor
this reason, | here take an exceptionally brief detour into Augustine's general
practice of reading Scripture; without an understanding of how Augustine
regards th8ible, only a severely deficient account of how Augustine reads
being itself can be offereflugustine wrote major commentaries on three
books of the Bible, and oneds choice of
interl ocutor t eteddimgofi/sigusiioneanore gebeoallyt one 6 s
Gilson, for example, focuses onThactatesn Johnds Gospel, sinc
treat ment of the Incarnate Word, consid
creative capacity, suggests a prbtonist divide between faith aeason.
Heidegger, in his rare references to Scripture in Augustine, confines his gaze
to Paul; the very Lutheran Augustine which emerges ought not to surprise,
though the lack of systematic philosophical exposition of Paul in Augustine
ought to have sloweHeidegger down on this trajectory. And as noted
above, Marion finds the lens of the Psalms most amenable to his fairly
localized project of defining the self as displaced, particularly with regard to

language and praise. In this essay, and as aveotodtiese subtle but
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determinative decisions, | will confine my attention primarily to the book

Augustine found most fascinating, perplexing, and revelatory.

Notwithstanding Augustine's commentR&tractiorsd®ut, e.g., his
imperfectus Jithexe is a good reason, internal to Augustine's own logic, that
he returns so frequently in his career to considering Genesis: all of Scripture
for Augustine is multivocal, as we well know in the wake of de Lubac's
Medieval Exegésismore than this, the @&sis account of creation itself
provides justification for this doctrinde interprets 'be fruitful and
multiply":

In all these things [all created matter] we find multitudes and
abundances and increases. But only in signs given corporeal
expression and intellectual concepia fignis corporaliter editis
et rebus intellegibiliter excdgite¢etind an increasing and a
multiplying which illustrate how one thing can be expressed

in several ways and how one fdation can bear many
meaning8&®

There is a widening hermeneutic circle at play here that runs beyond the
simple multitude of correct interpretations which de Lubac enumerates
(literal, allegorical, moral, anagogi@alpustine finds in the command to be
fruitful the grounds for his mydte readings of Genesis. Just as both

‘corporeal signs' (paradigmatically, one assumes, the sacraments, but by
extension all created things) and intellectual concepts, Genesis presents a
unity which necessarily gives rise to multiple interpretati@mferms and

the sacraments, much like scripture, are mediated to all hierarchical levels of

charitable interpreters in many different ways. This is the precise ecclesial

616 AugustineConfXIIl.24.37.

261



sense in which Augustine 'finds himself' on the pages of Genesis, and the
reason that heomes back at various stages of his life to interpret the self
that he finds there.

Time here is central to the ecclesial multiplication of meanings: as
time progresses, there are more and more saints of whom any given text is
true, and (infikely?) more ways in which that text can be truly understood.
Time is thus neither a crude Nietzschean recurrence (a paganism which
Augustine vigorously denie®w civitate d&) nor a more refined Hegelian
dialectical progress, but a widening cirtgylar which true interpretations
of Genesis, as of all revelation, are infinitely multiplied even as they retain
their unity in the text. The biblical source, in other words, is pregnant with
these meanings (to the point that Augustine speculates skatrivy have
been aware of all of these possible meanings). This bears, as we shall see, a
deep affinity with Augustine's sacramental ontology, such that we would not
be far amiss to characterize the reading of Scripture as a communal,
sacramental and diga activity: he says as much in his commemtaand
so it was done", claiming that each human understanding of revelation is a
participation in this divine creative accomplishit{éir this reason,

Genesis is dangerous to the project of theratgphysiciaif:® something

617 AugustineDe genesi ad litt&raf35.

618Heidegger himself seems to have realized this; the only scriptural ddatran in

and Timis a critique of the anthropology of itthago d&en. 1:26. and that it is in

the samecontex acom® eechod bbgoondr se, this 1Is Hei

d

that ©O6having reasond and the 06i mage of God

precisely what hides our mode of being (hamely, ontological, asking the question of
being) fronus (48). As | will argue below, this shows a deep misunderstanding of
the Augustinian doctrinesiofagand ofratio
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like this claim underlies much of the industry ofrmposiern hermeneutical
studies of Augustine, whose ties to the phenomenological tradition are many,

though largely undeonceptualized®

But again Augustine is making a bolidémnan behalf of the words
of Genesis: it is not only that these words mean something for all, but that
they actually contain within themselves all things. Scripture is thus
ontologically pregnant, the 'skin stretched over the h&#\growiing

teleologsally forth beyond itself in the Church's practice and understanding:

There are things of which the knowledge is fixed and
determined with the generations, such as the lights of wisdom
and knowledge. But while the truths of these things remain
the same, #ir embodiments in the physical realm are both
many and varied. One thing grows out of ancadhed [ex alio
crescehdmd so, by your blessiimgljenedictiong Gad,

things are multipli€d

There is an ambiguity in this phralged ex alidghis crescendo of 'one thing

out of another' (as we are forced to translate the phrase) is more literally of

‘one (other) out of (one) other." For Augustine, the book of Genesis, when

read as a philosophical treatment of becoming, is an text of ontology (in
something very | ike Heideggerds meaning
phenomenol ogy of gift (in something ver
theurgy, in a meaning of that word that is more or less peculiar to Augustine

himself: and it is in thisrse that Augustine contributed to the Platonic

tradition. | now turn to two of the most prominent ontological doctrines to

619A full biography of this issue (centering on Ricoeur and to a lesser extent) would
push the present study well beyond its boundsnBri S tAwgaskné the Reader
provides a most helpful guide.

620 AugustineConfXIll.15.16, citing Psalm 104.2.

621 AugustineConfXIIl.24.37.
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emerge from Augustineds readings of Gen
in which an account more sensitive to these dimensiodsradioélly re

configure the practice of phenomenology itself.

Phenomenology points us to images, but Genesis asserts more
radically that those images are in their teleological reality able to

mediate between the immanent and the transcendent

First, the dctrine ofimagoThe Hebrew and Christian tradition of
holding thezelem elolsigna central anthropological, spiritual or mystical
theme has been wstldied, and the specifically teleological dimension
implied by the Latin translatiad imaginemisi@i pivotal moment of
Marionds rea®iMag i ofndAu dgu stciimpd.e Ol i vier
written an oOarchaeol ogy®whidhbroddens vi sual i
the context of the discussion of wineaginese and can be, and considers
this queson in both historical and ontological context. What he means by
the term 60archaeologyo6 is not a simple
historical study of philosophical and theological theories of images, but a
genealogical account of the feagglationship between images and reality
which emerges out of medieval debates on the subject. For Boulnois, to ask
about the history of the imagination is thus to ask about the history of the
truth and of our access to it: because especially irrigteaQkradition,

which has tended to be suspicious of any claims to direct and immediate

622 Jearl.uc MarionAu Lieu De Sail9. A
6230livierBoulnois,Aud el = de | 60i mage:oydhgeParia:rr c h®ol ogi e
Editions du Seuil, 2008).
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revelation, people can only attain truth by means of some kind of mediation,

whether verbal or imaginal. But words and images by definition, and by

virtue of theiffinitude, have some degree of difference from the truth, they

can by defition lead us into falseha® This logical tension runs, as

though a fault I ine, throughout Boul noi
historical tension along which he omgssithe terms of this discussion,

namely the tension between Augustine and Denys the Areopagite.

I n Boul noisd account, the medieval t
through Aquinas, Scotus, Eckhart and all the way to the Council of Trent, is
essentially ganized by their commitments to a Dionysian insistence that
God is essentially formless, lacking even an intelligible form, which means
that every image is in the end a ovisio
unfigurabl e, 6 s ugirary actesstto Gobisiby meamsadfe of i m
those images which are most obviously different or deformed from God
(447), and on the other hand an Augustinian insistence that God, although
invisible to the senses, is visible in an intelligible form, such thatlewsfmo
i maginary access to God is by oOoentering
intell ectual intuition, without | magesbéo
disjunct which Boulnois has here diagnosed. But instead of embarking on
the narration of the date which ensues, we can question the terms set out
at the very beginning. | contend that Boulnois has given, in the opening
chapteroAu De |l a, adieh blt dot quite goh enough account of

Augustine on the image. In what follows, | will pteke main points of

624BoulnoisAud el = d® | di mage,
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his argument, and then disddeggenesi ad littettaarcentralugustinian

text (mostly absent from his account) which would have complicated and
enriched his portrait of Augustine, and thus his account of the entire Middle
Ages, ad, more to the point, ought to complicate and enrich the

phenomenological portrait of Augustine construed more generally.

The first source to which Boulnois turns to elaborate the Augustinian
account of the image is the rather obsgBi@uestioms whch Augustine
defines image as distinct from likeness on the one hand and equality on the
other. Against likeness, which is the simple property of two things sharing
some qualities, without implying any causal relationship between them, and
against equgti which is just a more rigorous form of likeness, the image, for
Augustine, is essentially marked by a causal or generative relationship to that
of which it is an image. The example he takes here (and in multiple other
locations) is a natural imaget tiany reflection in a pond, which depends

on me in a generative fashion. And obviously this is even more true in

(@]

another natur al i mage, that of a child
her image. Augustine notes that the child is not only tpe ailaer

mother, due to her causal dependence on her and their sharing of qualities,

but also, were it not for the intervention of time, their ontological

relationship would be that of equality: in other words, only their common

immersion at different pus on a temporal spectrum keeps the child and

her mother from participating in the relationship both of image and of

equality-- the conceptual overlapping of these two terms, as Boulnois points
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out®®is foreign to Plato, but present in, of course,tarian theology. And

drawing on the thought, present in both the Platonic and the Aristotelian
traditions, that ©6art i mitates nature, o
artistic images, although these obviously do not necessarily share in the

relationkip of likeness with their originator, except in the case of the self

portrait: so the relationship of artist to painting, for example, derives from

and participates in the relationship of parent to child, which itself derives

from and participates in thedationship of the first person of the Trinity to

the second.

All well and good. But, as Boulnois acknowléigesyustine is
less intrigued and less bothered by these points than he is by the concept of
omental 6 or oOspiri tinteanblfo me,mepgnée, t hose w
things outside of me, and are in fact the very mode by which | can perceive
any thing at all. To make this point, he turns (rightly but too briefly) to the
last book oDe genesi ad litteaaguing that here is found a thechlgi
adaptation of Porphyry, who himself fused the Platonic tradition of tripartite
anthropology with the Stoic tradition of pi@ntasithe dreamlike
apprehension of intellectual realities (or of deceptive images thereof). From
Porphyry, Augustine etaates a tripartite description of perception,
corresponding to his tripartite anthropology: the body senses in its way,
physically, and the mind senses in its way, intellectually; but mediating

between these two sensations, just aptheimediatebetween body and

625BoulnoisAu-d e | ~ de |
626 BoulnoisAu-d e | ~ @4 |

i mage,
i mage,
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mind, there is imagination, the active and productive sensation of images.

This is of cour se ¢ ompmemaihCosfessions August i
X, and Boulnois does in fact nod his head in that diré&adthough

without any sstained discussion of hovemorralates to imagination. (It is

possible to argue that they are synonymous, and that, since the reception and
production of images is more central to what Augustine is describing in

Confessiofithan is the memory oftipga st , 61 magi nati ond woul
faithful and |l ess misleading translatio

central term).

In addition to the relationship of natural images to their originals, the
relationship of artistic images to their origittegelationship of mental
images to their originals and the divine relationship of Christ as Image to
God the Father, Boulnois embarks onto one last part of the Augustinian
terrain, the discussion of the doctrine according to which people are created
dttdhe i mage an &® Anditkiseantspaint withoutGo d . &
guestion the central point for any discussion of the Augustinian-ithage
his account opens itself up to the most severe criticisms, from a philological
or philosophical perspectivHe specifies four points at which Augustine
allegedly departs from earlier Greek or Latin patristic thought on the image
of God: One, that Augustine conceives of humanity as made to the image of
the entire trinity, instead of uniquely to Christ. i$hiadeniable. Two, that

although the current of patristic thought is to make much of the preposition

627BoulnoisAu-d e | ~ Be |
628BoulnoisAu-d e | = B¥2. |

i mage,
i mage,
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@ dn&he formulatiorad imaginem dgiimplying some distance between the

present state of humanity and the full humanity present in Christ or in

Paradise, Augustine denies the distinction bebeedghe image of God

andbeing tbe image of God. This is, for reasons | will elaborate in a

moment, problematic (and, as noted above, he does not have Marion on his

side here). Three, that Augustioes not, following this same patristic

current, distinguish betweetago 6i mage® (as that which h
nature) andimilitudo 61 i kenessd (as that towards w
imitating God in virtuous acts or in knowledge). Andtloatrthe image of

God resides for Augustine exclusively in the human soul, as distinct from the
combination of the soul and the body. This last is perhaps the most

immediately objectionable, and lays at the root of the earlier claim, the denial

ofthefoc e adf i @ t h eadfin@aginem deauppor of this

denial to ascribe the imaginality of God to the body, which Boulnois appears

to be primarily invested in in order to ward off a crude anthropomorphism in

our conception of God, he refersvithout explanatior to De genesi ad

litteranv1.12.21, which actually makes no mention of any problematic of the

soul and the bod§?. The portion which Boulnois apparently means to

support this cl| ai memnengedo$maa cnsiste | | ows : 0

this, that God made him to His own image by giving him an intellect by

which he surpasses the beasts, as | hav
whi ch Augustine is here referring is II
629BoulnoisAud el = @& | di mage
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on the image of GGl acording to which the image of God is a prooéss

orenewal 6 which takes pl acespirituot si mply
mentin the spirit of the mind. While of course the Pauline gloss stops short

of ascribing this image to the body of humaamity,so Boulnois is partially

right, Augustineds tr e aRemenesiad ldatéramP a u | h e
invites further reflection of the relationship of the spirit, which as Boulnois

has argued above has as its primary function the imaginatiemiad on

the one hand and the body on the othRy.taking a look at the role of the

imagination, and more precisely the Pauline imaginabengénesl

litteranXIl, we will be in a place to call into question the choice Boulnois

makestorefusen Augusti ni aad ddimagimpmhdei of t he 0

Recall quickly one of Marionds mor e
he describes the complex relationshiprdfones Confessions X intentio,
attentio, distenfibese form the pegs fromwhikchi gust i neds account
temporality and indeed of human existence within this temporality hangs.
Marion is hardly the first to notice this nexus of concepts; the relationship
between these modalities of time and perception have been well studied
within the discipline of Augustinian studies. Entirely absent from all of these
discussions, however, is the parallel usage of a difet@éntDe genesi ad
litteramwhich, after eleven books of discussion of Genesis, turns to an
analysis of 2 Corinthians22, in which Paul discusses his vision of the

third heaven. This analysis follows logically from the end of Book Xl, in

630The text is a conflation of Eph 423 6 Be renewed in the spirit
put on the new étheanévdmaa who is Bed renevded in®@ 06
the knowledge of God, according to the i mag
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which Adam and Eve are expelled from Paradise, because Augustine takes

Paul 6s vision as | it er alaliog(everhife r et urn t
only in a mystic instant) of the full r
descri bes toktensod vi st enalalsy aa #®&tretching
without reason: Paul 6s account is rigo
vigon is corporeal or spiritual, whether or not, in other words, it makes use

of the bodily ey&' And this apophasis is the grounds on which we can

return to paradise or at least we can return a consideration of paradise

whi ch i s | ac kounttgthe gunest®roaf therhistorgodthea ¢ ¢

image. Because after Augustine acknowledges that he is not certain, his

di scussion proceeds on the assumption t
body during hisstenti@his is in accordance with his earlsartieri*that

the onlyanimas theanima animatie soul understood not as noun but as
participle, both 6sensingd other things
memory, intellect and will. The seliisciousness here described, in the

three coeaqali registers of will, intellect and memory, is precisely the activity

of the spirit perceiving life by the body. In other words, the rational sensing

and interpretation of both intellectual and corporeal things is dependent on

the only actioninmethati unmedi ated, namely, o6t hat I

know this fact, and that I |l ove it o: t h

6310 Wh et her i n otfhea hkeo dy doyr lowto not k now, God
Augustine comment s: 0éit is not even clear
whether it is to be number Audustnedeng cor por ea
genesi ad littetarh.2).

632 AugustineDe genesiigglan7.8.11.
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only through an originary image of the triffigontrary to Marion, the
return to the Tree of Life must necessarily passhyaaigh the Tree of

Knowledge.

Augustine is more aware than the phenomenological tradition that the
imagination can have a philosophical, a theological, and in the end

even an ontological function

Imagination can mean many things to the modern ean: fidlent a sy 0
in the crude sense, or idealized romantic creativity, or the simple positing of a
slight contrdactual twist on empirical reality which allows one to describe
that reality more fully as it actually exists. For Augustine, imagination has at
leas two meanings: the first is primarily phenomenological, describing the
process by which humanity receives phenomena as images, and the second is
ontological, describing the process by which humanity itself is disclosed as
imaginary.

Imaginatioraspercetion is the faculty by which humanity may
sense transcendent Paradise in time; Augustine's description of this faculty is
found in his discussion of the exemplary case of such sensation, Paul's vision
of the third heavefi* This vision is the suspensiorcofporeal perception
which is paralleled in everyday experience by the dreams we experience in
sleep, or, in a stronger sense, when one dies. It differs from (Plotinian)

intellectual vision in the difference between image and reality, and as such

633 Cf. AugustineDe civitate d&i26, 28.
6342 Cor. 12, discussed in Augustreegenesi ad littétam
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introdue@s a semiotic element to the ostensible visuality of perception and
faith: faith gives a concept, imagination produces an image of that concept,
and reason 'reads' that im&t@entral to this perceptive process is both the
limit and the reality of the age:there is no image by which one can

identify, or in which one can exhaustively contain, an intellectual thing
examples include virtues, love, Gathereas | can embrace an image of a
thing, e.g. my neighbor, or myself, and although my imagiaptgiycstill

does not exhaust the thing's plenitude, | have still intended a true analogy of
its being (and in so doing | have intended God, at a double fetheve
imagecreatedn-my-mind of the imagascreateeby-God of God).

In both casg the reality exceeds the image; in the first case by logical
necessity and in the second case only accidentally, to the extent that my
imaginative capacity is as yet insufficiently trained. This mediated, indirect
perception of God is the perception whigtmains for a world in time, and
Augustine privileges this indirect or imaginative imagining of God to any
pretended immediate relation to truth: since the world as we see it in time is
the image of the intellectual realm, imagination is the propenfmode
existential being within the world which, in its reception and its production

of images, strives towards intellecibEschatologically, Augustine

635 AugustineDe genesi ad littétam 15.

63l n fact one of Augustineds raresexplicit e
that deification occurs not on the register of nature, but on that of appearance

(Sermd ) . There he notes that ©O&6your i mage is
mirror in a very different wayod: but parac

towards e image of God occurs by that wiappearsore like me (my image in
the mirror), and not that whichby natumeore like me (my son).
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believe§*’the imagination will be able to see, embrace and praise all things
fully (as do the angelg) lbeholding the likeness of all things in the Image
that is the divine creative Word (i.e. intending God at only one remove, if it
is not impious to posit a gap between God and Word).

This dimension of imaginative perception mimeticallyipaies in
divine creation; as Augustine notes, there is no temporal gap between
corporeal perception and imaginative perception, rather the object and my
image of the object occur to me simultaneously, and only the temporality of
language forces me to disethem sequentialy This is an obvious
parallel to his insistefit¢hat God creates matter and form simultaneously,
the temporality of Scripture's language being likewise bound to describe them
in sequential words. This very fact, present in thidigagerception of any
thing, strikes him as more interesting, more mysterious and more
praiseworthy than the extraordinary visions and dreams which, he says, hold
the interest of his contemporaffé8y extension of this observation,
Augustine arguesrfa participatory operationmimoria divine creation:
memorigot simply as memory of the past, but precisely as the imaginative
facultypar excellepereduces images 'in shadows and silgndehebris atque
silent]d**a clear echo of Genei&. Every instance of imaginative
reasoning- that is, a rational perception of an object, a phenomenon, or a

situation as an image, of God, which respects both the reality and the

637 AugustineDe civ. d22.28.

638 AugustineDe genesi ad littdétadil .22.

639 AugustineDe genesi ad littdrdr29 and elsewhere.
640 AugustineDe genesi ad littaadB8.39.

641 AugustineConfx.8.13.
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limitation of that image is a promise of the coming ability of the

imagination to see, embrace, and praise all things fully, as the angels do, by

beholding the likeness of all things in the Image that is the divine Word. Or,

in other words, as he puts it forcefully and in biblicaltémrsis extensive

meditation on thperceptive potentials of the resurrected body in the last

book ofDe civitate,drithe return to paradise, our ey@nd here Augustine

is very insistent that it is specifically a mattebadiggye-- will be so

cleansed as tboblséetBeddasi aal totalaty p
imaginative perception of each discrete thing and of the harmonious totality

of all things togethé&f

But what has this to do with theé"2@ntury phenomenological
tradition? This very peculiar sort of phenomeiaabreflection is born out
of a biblical ontology, something we could term an imaginary realism, where
there is in a seneethingut images, but these images are not necessarily
illusory, nor incorporeal: they are the necessary way through whigty human
approachead imaginem dédihis privileging of appearance redoubles, in
effect, the account of images as sensual, as born out in, for example, the
reciprocity of Augustinian optics, wherein images, and light, travel out from
the eye, as well agarit>*It emerges that not vision in the modern sense,
but reciprocity and excharage at the heart of the Augustinian reflection on

i mages, such that it would be fruitful

642Cf. 1 Cor. 15.28.

643 AugustineDe civitate @2i30.

644 See e.@e trinitateé . 3 . 3, and Mar gar e tAugistineens 6 hel pf ul
the Bodiissoula, MT Scholars, 1979).
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emphasis on sigfitto the only sense that in mauigy has kept this sense

of exchange, that of touch (I cannot touch a table unless it is also touching

me). Only by thinking of the sense, or bettesehsitivityf, touch can we

understand the imagination as Augustine-dasdactile, the tacyliof the

eye, and of the soul, here understood as not only always and fully present

into the bod$¥®(and emphaticalhff ust odescendedd into the

also always and fully extended out to worldly things.

In light of this reciprocity, it is msle to suggest that, beyond
Boul noi s comparison of the imagination
Stoic)phantasmatamore fruitful conversation might happen on the grounds
of the more centrally Platonic, and more centrally Biblical, insistence on
illumination as that which gives temporal reality both its birth and its
fulfillment. For the present, all that remain are images, and the only way we
can relate to them is through the imagination, however impure this
imagination might at present be. Bubathe future, in the at once
eschatological and teleological paradise towards which we tend, and for
which all was created, the dimensidreobmiisgthus not a realm of
shadow, which will be transcended in favor of a purely intellectual grasp of
God as an imagess form, but it is a realm of eftdler images, always
tending back towards that which was created first: imagination, as the return
to paradise, takes place at every instant of time, even the moment which

originates time, that of thesation of light. We could note here, too, against

645 AugustineDe trinitatil.1.12.
66 | ndeed Augustine explicitly argues that h
bodyd occur s byDegeassimdlittebdfm6.33)h e i mage (
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a too easily adopted Platonizing apophatic rejection of images, that

Augustine maintains that images and the imagination will be present in the
resurrection, just as firmly as he insists that the bolg veiurrectedf’

And here emerges the true and radical break that Augustine makes on the

ontological level with Platonism: the relevant distinction is not one of the

(stable, intelligible) realm of being and the (unstable, imaginary or corporeal)

realmof becoming, or (to put it into the terms of contemporary

phenomenology) between the actual and the possible, but much more simply

between present and future: being, if such a thing exists, is what is unstable

and incomplete, and completely accessikdd tdrus, whereas any

epi stemol ogical, phenomenol ogical or on
in the future, and so falls within the realm of speculation, mystery and faith.
Paceleidegger, the ontological question (and in the end the root of any
guestion wort histahsekrien gs)o mest hniontg orwahtyher t h
b u guid@rimus, et qualis @rideat shalbur mode of being be, and how

shallwe exist?

Augustinian metaphysics has a Trinitarian structure; the relationship
between &If and world is for Augustine one of creation and

participation in the divine life

647 AugustineDe genesi ad littdaB86.69-] ust as t he O6spiritual boc
body of flesh in its uncorrupted fullness (cfDegivitate @8i21), a resurrected

perception will be different from our current perception not in its restriction to the

intellectual realm or the correspogdaculty of the intellect, but only in its

perfected ability to distinguish between bodies, images and intellectual realities, and

to perceive each with the appropriate mode of vision.

648 De civitate d@i24.
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So Augustine goes beyond Heidegger on this point: it is not just that
being only reveals itself to humanity, but that there is a reciprocal move from
humanity into beingoecoming in time is always becoming towards
timelessness. This is why Augustine frequently says that we are still living in
the &' day of Genesis 1: humanity undergoes time to beonaddse
image of God. This has a decidedly contemplative gidetiich explains
why Augustineds two greatest contempl at
book ofDe civitate Jdmie not strictly theological: that is, Augustine does not
contemplate God, he contemplates the resurrected life of humanity. This
teleological aspect of the imagination reflects perfectly the more mundane
phenomenological sense in which imagination really refers to the unification
of all of the senses, and the way humanity interprets sensory input into
sensible intellectual@iywhen | remember or imagine the smell of a thing, or
how it feels, or its sound, | am also able to remember or imagine all of its
sensory dimensions. This ms#thsory nature gives an additional shade of
meaning to the complexity of Augustinian opticscpinty when we
remember the priority (and subsequent centrality) of light in the Genesis
narrative of creation. Tidt loxoagthe at t 1 mes
flavor of Plotinian emanation, more primarilylthiappears as the
precondition ofmages, and thus of created being itself. Augustine's exegesis
of the creation of light iDe civitate thais serves as a synecdoche for his

entire ontological system:

If, therefore, we ask who made it, the answer is "God". If we
ask by what means Hedweat, the answer is that He said
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"Let it be", and it was. And if we ask why He made it, the
answer is becausgig’*®"it was good®°

Here we find a stunning revision of Aristotelian pHySicsfidelity to the

doctrine of creatioex nihilcAugustie omits the material cause, and then

finds in the remaining three Aristotelian causes (respectively efficient, formal
and final) the Trinity (Father, Son, Holy Sp#kiparallel development

makes all the more clear this link between light and allitluatined:

Every particular thing, or substance, or essence, or nature, or

whatever else you like to call it, has simultaneously about it
these three aspects: that it is one something, and that it is
distinguished by its own proper look or speciesdtber
things, and that it does not overstep the order of thifngs.

He thus gives the material for a Trinitarian ont@dgym scriptural

account of creation (indeed, from the first three verses of Genesis) it is seen
that all things, and paradigmdiiidaght, qua created, have within themselves
avestigium triniteis it is true to say that all matter, be@ustilas

nothing, and yet by denying any autonomous material cause to creation, the
Trinitarian construal of the other three causasisow, beyond our present

understanding, imbues matter (as we saw was the case with Scripture) with

649'Quia’is ambiguous, as Dyson's trarslsgabmewhat attests by translating it here

as 'because’ it was good, and on the next pages as 'so that' it might be good (with no
grammatical difference to support either readligg.ambiguity is thoroughly

congruent with Augustine's development ofttigt’ involving a sense of time,

motion, andeleiosigas the final cause, it both is good and needs to become good.
See alsbBe genesi ad litt8raf1812.14.30.

650 AugustineDe civ. d&l.21.

651 Itis all the more stming that, to my knowledge, no treatment of Augustine

in the context of ancient philosophy has discussed it as such: Gilson alone mentions
it (190), but only finds here evidence for the relatively banal statement that, for
Augustine, creation is good.

652 AugustinePe vera religion&.
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divine meanin@j?a meaning which selfultiplies through time from
pregnanairch eschatologictla®* The neeplatonicredituss in

Trinitarian falsion radicalized, since the play of Trinitarian light across
created shadowy trinities show them to be emanating perpetually forth from
themselves, but always beyond themselves, into the full brilliance of the
Trinity. It is for this reason that Augustias to rein in his tongue lest he
falsely ascribe conscious knowledge of the Trinity to Plato, whose threefold
division of philosophy into natural, logical and ethical Augustine finds to
have a deeply Trinitarian resondficEh us August iTnntyds fi ndi ng
(and the Church) in Genesis is not an hermeneutical anachronism, but is
rather central to his thought on Trinity, on creation, and on our sacramental
participation therefi® Likewise, created light is one of Augustine's first
attempts at an imagéthe essential unfif because 'the splendor of light'
simply is that light, with no separation in essence. Finally, in addition to its
intrinsic reconciliation of unity and diversity, and its prominence in the

biblical narrative of creation, lighdit so (and here is an area

653 This paradox (of all things, at all times, both being aheing), is well
described with reference to Augustine's earliest work by Emilie Zum B&ainn, in
AugustinBeing and Nothingtiessnly bookength treatmnt of Augustine's
ontology thus far.

654 AugustineDe trinitat®.16 uses explicitly the metaphor of pregnédfaythe
world itself, like mothers heavy with young, is heavy with the causes of things that
are coming to birth.'

655 AugustineDe civ. d&b, 11.25.

65eCf. AugustineDe genesi ad littdr81i@8 , with Omeasur e, number ar
(Wisdom 11.20) also construed asstigium trinitatisthis sens€onf 13 . 9. 10 ( 6 my
weight is my loved) is prof ocAumgusdihey spiritual
develops the spiritualre genesi ad litteram

657 AugustineDe trinitaté.27.
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account might have on its own terms benefitted from a consideration of light
and the imagination) light is favored by Augustine as a metaphor for divine
love: itis seffjiving, and yet never exhausts itself or @epletes its own

resources in its selbnation.

The aforementioned modified Aristotelian account of causes (who,
how, why) underlies and gives birth to Augustine's many accounts of created
beings as vestigially Trinitariare could mentiohere, among others, the
parallel trinity of wisdomsdmf all things in ‘'measure, number and
weight®®and the derivative anthropological trinities of memory,
understanding and will, and lover, beloved and@fwbese, the first is of
primary impa&ance to Augustine; the order of wisdom is a favorite passage
of Augustine's, treated in texts frdmgenesi ad litfétanDe civitate Heis
already implicitly in the famous passage @dhéessioinsy weight is my
love®is profoundly spiritudh the precise sense of the Spirit as ‘final cause,’
the goodness of all things. Number, as the Christology of all things, deserves
a longer treatment than | can provide herayutheefor Augustine are deep

with the musical resonances of the Pythaggraaeh implicit within his

658Hill's note on 'in measure, number and weight'ishélpfulAugust i ne] épr ess|
the preposition "in" to its limit$f God arranged all things in these thitesse

three must have existed before all things; which is only possible if they are God.

And so he interprets them as a Trinitarian formulation; God (Father) is measure

without measure, as that which prescnimekisr limits to everything; God (Son)

isnumber without number, as that which provides everything sjikeétes look

or beauty or proper nature; God (Holy Spirit) is weight without weight as that which

draws everything to its own proper rest and stability' (321).

659 AugustineDe genesilitérard.3.78.

660 AugustineDe civ. dii.30
661 AugustineConfXI11.9.10.
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account is a vastly ungexplored account of what we may term ‘ontology in
the adverbial,’ wherein thiregemore or less, e.g. angeisnore, i.e. are
moreintenselyhan humans, or the soul 'is more' than the biduy.

significance omagusndminus e$sethe early Augustine is outlined by

Emilie Zum Brunii®*she and | share the opinion that this formulation is
fairly constant throughout Augustine's career, and this adverbial ontology is
crucial to understanding Augnsts conception of hierarchy. Augustine
replaces the 'chain of being' with something more like a symphony, with
different ontological intensities vibrating on different wavelengths without,
for that, being quite 'superior' or 'inferi@ut to understaththe 'number’ of
things in this way would be to have angelic knowledge; the starting point for
us must instead be imaginatare. understanding the goodness of things,

their spiritual final cause.

But to understand this perception of gosdr{g/hich is itself a
moment of praise, that is, of theurgic return to God) as properly imaginative,
as | wish to do, we must look briefly at a key moment in the development of
Augustine's celebrated, and just as often misunderstood, account of the
anthromlogical trinity:most famously, this appear®mtrinitatbut it too
appears as early as@uonfessioiotably, in the earlier account he posits
essand notmemoras the quasiatherfigure. Latent here, if one believes a
continuity to Augusie's thought, is an equivalence between memory and
being, which is only a different way of saying (as Augustine frequently

iterates) that | am insofar as God knowsanéc beingsdivine

662Zum BrunnBeing and NothindrieXs
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anamnesisAugustine makes this point most clearly in a dmtwssi
memorand wisdonfi®®in which Augustine revisits the argument that
wisdom, the immutable Trinitarian form, 'spreads itself through all things in
marvelous patterns of created movement', in the 'conversion of bodies
[conver si §toiself* Thisoccongessioruofithe body, while
described most vividly in tB®nfessioagarding Augustine the individual, is
only applicable to the individual body as a microcosexitir@ndreditusf
the prodigal son is merely a participation in thenret@od of prodigal
being. Further, this return is for Augustine the very definition of time, as the
'unfolding' gxplicanf®3of created measures, numbers and weitihs.all
of the foregoing is so robustly Trinitarian for Augustine puts thehe to t
phenomenological false problematic of subjectivity and objectivity; subjects
and objects have no austere lines drawn between them, and are instead
constitutively linked by their fundamewnégitigia trinitatichis
commensurability between the sealftae world, to which the
phenomenological tradition has aspired in some form as a constant all the
way back to Husserl, is for Augustine simply a matter of reading Genesis
carefully.

Augustine finds an intriguing linguistic connection in this regard in
the text of Genesis: for the creation of each individual component, Genesis
employs a formulaic trinity of a jussive subjundiggdu for example), a

passivelyoiced appearanast (acta est)lland a benedictioet(vidit Deus

663 AugustineDe trinitatel.1718.
664 AugustineDe trinitatg.7, 3.9.
665 AugustineDe civitate @2i24De trinitate.16
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lucem quod essetibolrhe only exceptions to this formulaic pattern are the

creation of heaven and earth in their entirety, and the creation of humanity,

both of which exist in the perfect active indicaltiver{ncipio creavit Deus

caelum et terram; et creavit Dens adnmaginem)su@meated things exist,

insofar as they exist, hung from the poles of subjunctive potentiality, passive

becoming, and divine blessing, and only in the eyes of totality and humanity

can they reach ful |l séwnoommentargveryact ual ity
much emphasizes the fact that directly afteadhirmaginem scames the

directive of dominiaff®which might seem to underscore a hierarchical

difference between the human soul and the soul of the cosmos. But this
restsonafurmme nt al tempor al mi sunder standi ng;
and indirect (subjunctive) creative activity is not, as Augustine is at constant

pains to emphasize, temporally conditioned, but the corresponding human

participation in the divine creative a¢eémporally conditioned, and thus

both the gifted existence of heaven and earth andtbastdutive

subjective act of receiving them are equally subject to the limitations of time.

The existence of the self, then, is the primary theophany; iti®nefiese

knowledge and its refraction by means of the knowledge of self given by

other subjects and by created objects, as Marion and especially Chrétien have
developed them, forms both the mirror and the lens which mediate all

knowledge and all pertiep.

666 Augusine,De genesi ad litt&ath30.
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Since the imagination is central to the Augustinian self, the education
and purification of the speculative capacity is the primary role of the

sacraments

Mirror and lens: both apt translationspEculuthe key word in 1
Corinthians 13.12, v, judging by brute number of citations at least, is
Augustineds favorite biblical verse.
thought is, then, thoroughly necessary for his phenomenology. Implicit in
this verse is the progression, or the eduéétifrthe soul to see Goia '

substantiamugustine, as usual, begins this training from the ground up:

We observe [God in his substance] as both not being far away
from us and yet being above us, not spacially but in its august
and marvelous eminenced ansuch a way that it also

seemed to be with or in g the presence of f§ light

The ontological weight hfxto which this passage attests invites a re
appraisal of the closely related Augustinian thatherohatjoif light is

being, theilumination is not simply epistemological, but existelhisl.

thus not just a matter of saying that faith and reason are compatible, or that
faith is intensified reason (although these are, of course, true): the divine
illumination of the cosmos somans forth a response from the entirety of

the rational soul, mind, and bod¥his sort of a liturgical or ritual

imagination, mediating between faith and reason, is the-fmesent

recognition of thémago daiall creation, and also the produativiévation

667 'Exercer@AugustineDe trinitatés.1)

668 AugustineDe trinitate5.10, emphasis mine.
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of that samémagm the self (which is the limit of the usefulness of the term
‘deification’ for Augustine). Indeed, the historical gap between seeing God as
he 'appears' in the historical Christ and seeinghGabdstantiémnms the

grourd for Augustine's development of the existential and epistemological
category of imaginatioithe immediate apparition of God is already lost to
the postascension church, but the mediated, indirect perception eb&od
the creative source of the wontdthe iconic goodness of all things, and
perhaps most exemplarily in the sacramesnsains available in time, and
Augustine privileges this indirect or imaginative perception, which can only
attestin aenigmédeany pretended immediate mystic edtlbl revelation:

since the world as we see it in time is the image of the intellectual realm,
imagination is the proper mode of being within it which, in its imagining,
strives towards intellection.

Here it is possible to discern a dimensigkugustine's
reinterpretation of Platoremamnesist is theurgical in both the objective
and the subjective senseemoria the work of God, and the liturgical
response, particularly in the Eucharist, is the participatrenairia the
divineorder: Augustine cannot have missed the cooperative facet of the
Eucharist implied by the Latin translatioaraimnesisl Cor. 11.25 as
conmemorafido this in an act of amemorigon with me').Here again we
see the dim outlines of a sacraaledimension, at least eschatological but
also to a limited extent in our own time, of imagination: in the Eucharistic

body of Christ, the images of all things are signified (here we remember that
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a major, if not the primary, meaningadramentiamAugustine is 'sigri%.
The development of the imaginative faculty to be able so to see these images
and to read them, the heightening okthesuis at the same time

transcendent, material, and reflexive.

Augustineds over |l ook e ctiomsbotagoregts i ¢ a l

and supplements his other protgphenomenological texts

In all of this, it is important not to be misled by an overly narrow
reading of thanago des a simple mental or intellectual correspondence
between humanity and God. linstructive that, though Aquinas, for
example, tends to read thego dasintellectos alternatively asen¥?
Augusti ne0s rafioalo ondeglide awasgibte distisction
between the twd the first as more susceptible to Bonaventuraveor
Cartesian isolation from the world, and the second as more universal and
material, | wish to lift up an admittedly peripheral Augustinian doctrine, that
of thecausales rationesminales ratjadhesontological doctrine which, in
Augustine's owthought, extends his early discovery of Gattersor intimo
meYtinto all the cosmosod as more intimate to the world than it is to
itself. lamblichus, much more than Plotinus or indeed Plato himself, lays the
groundwork for theseausales rationks discussion of the cosmic spheres

as principlesa(chaiwhich govern the forms of all particulars in the

669This is not, | concede, his primary meanidg igen. ad btit a survey of

Augustine's usages#cramentiimoughouthis career tends this way.

670Cf. Summa Theoldg®a.6. Aquinas is in fact deeply Augustinian on this issue;
his linguistic preference does not fundamentally alter a deep ontological continuity.
671 AugustineConflll.6.5
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cosmos’?To be sure, something very like this is implicit in Plato's forms,
but to my knowledge Plato never explicitly claims these to baezmibod
matter- whether, as in lamblichus, in the cosmic spheres, or, as in Augustine,

all the way into particular earthly manifestations.

As | shall argue below, the incarnational logic chtisales rationes
allows the entire cosmos to fE@piate in the divine creation of a new world,
via the creation of images (which for Augustine's imaginative realism, in
Augustine's linguistic universe, are ontologically superior to any brutely
material existentsBut this incarnational logic, insdaarit is rigorously
Trinitarian, avoids both the monism and the pantheism into which Plotinus
and lamblichus respectively narrowly escape teefauongstine's rational
theurgy (cf. Paulsgike latreRom. 12.1) retains positive elements of both
in atrinit-urgy- in which the moments of creation, incarnation and ecclesial
ritual all mediate between transcendence and immanence, and so between

faith and reason.

Thecausales ratianesiot exhaustively understood if we take them
only in heir most immediate exposition as an explanation of maggots, as in
de genesi ad littdrddn23, nor (as Anaxagospsrmateere) simply an
explanation of how seemingly new natures could come into exigtesee
causalasee meant ontologically, atoatrine without which nothing could

be. Augustine's rational causes are the 'archetypal harmonies of reason

672lamblichuspPe mysteriis3!.4.
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[congruentia rafioviiech live immutably in the very wisdom of God,' and yet

are the proper immanent being of that which they cause:

€ i t anks to théhactivity of God continued even down to
the present time that seeds display themselves and evolve
from hidden and invisible folds, as it were, into the visible
forms of beauty which we behtfd.

In this doctrine, Augustine asserts transceadgithe very heart of
immanenc&’ As such theationesre, contrary to the pedestriafi-20
century readings of tseminaMgich try to extract from them a proto
Darwinian Augustine, or to refute such an extréfétioomsiderably more
sophisticated d@mnallencompassing than the pagpermatahich assumed
some stability of things within themselves, so that the paradox to be
explained was how 'new' natures could come out of existing natures.
Augustine is working out of a different tradition; creakanhildemands

an explanation of the existence of all natures at every moment, since no
stable 'existing natures' can be assumed within the flux of time. Things are
constantly in excess of themselves, and thus "aligrfrom themselves,
because dhe slipperiness of the present momamty moment at which a

thing could be identical with itself is, once named as such a moment, already

673 AugustineDe civ. de2.24.

674'All things that come to corporeal and visible birth have their hidden seeds lying
dormant in the corporeal el ements of this v
invisible seeds who is the creator of aljshisince whatever comes into our ken by

a process of birth receives the beginnings of its course from hidden seeds, and
derives its due growth and final distinction of shape and parts from what you could
call the original programmirggi§inalibus repafithose seedAgustineDe

trinitat®.13, trans. Hi who kindly apologizes for the extremely unfortunate
translational anachronism in the last phrase).

675Cf. Canon DordoloDarwinism and Catholic TiiNeghl ork: Messenger, 1922)

and Miclael McKeough, OHhe Meaning of the Rationes Seminales in St Augustine
(Washington, D.C: Catholic University of America Press, 1926).
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gone. A thing is more than it was simply because what it was is now a
memory, and what it is is already striarigetome, in conversion to God,
more (itself) than itselfThis is an ontological privileging of the present
[praesémer the past which, as we shall see, does not denegradgaut
raises it ecclesiologically; imaginative Euchargstiorlzecomes the vehicle

of sight for God aabique praesémes'everywhere present']).

Augustine memorably speaks of the angels as the ‘farmers' of
creatiorf’°the angelic and the priestly role, to which humanity existentially
aspires, is to tend being, watetiegeminales ratioAesl as they can
perform miracles by their keen perception of-iGétimself, Godin-matter
(theseminales ratjpaesl Goehsreflectedn-themselve¥’so too must our
liturgical education pay close and simultaneous atteraibtintee (which,
as we have seen, are all signified together in the Eudwapasanystjcum
In perhaps his most radical affirmation of the imaginative perception of
matter, Augustine argues in language quite familiar to the lamblichean ear:
‘To see [God's] substance [in its uncreated immateriality], hearts have to be
purified forda mundajnibyrall these things which are seen by eyes and heard
by ear$’® Corda mundanthis bizarre formulation is heavy with
significance; a more etymologiadiyng translation would dictate that

hearts must b&orlddaly the imaginative perception of matter if they would

676 AugustineDe genesi ad litt@rat26De civ. dE2.25.
677 AugustineDe trinitat@.21.
678 AugustineDe trinitatg.4.
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see Godn substantiam sulanother words, if one has truly received matter,

one has truly perceived G6u.

But one can, witAugustine, go further than th&:bene accepistis, vos
estis quod accdjistau receive it well, you are ysalves what you
receivg.®® The fact that he makes this claim in a Eucharistic context (the
object of reception and becoming being thiy lod Christ) is not a
compromise of the claim; on the contrary, it is a radicalizhboe: has
truly received matter, one hasorbeth matter and Goddomoiosis kosmoi
andhomoiosis tlaeeithus not simply, as they are for lamblichus, panallel

concurrent movements; they are, for Augustine, idéftical.

Augustine's creational physics, while allowing for a more
conventionally scriptural diachronic eschatological teleology, insists that this
teleology must be developed out of teatanal synchronic teleology, in
which things are created in full (germinally and potentially), have at every
moment in time their formal fullness in etelinityerhget still are at each

moment striving in praise to divest themselves of what fitiieyde

679 A sensitive soul will find joy and beauty in the corporeality of 'mere existence'
(AugustineDe civitate di27), but 'if a good soul finds joy in the good that is in
every creature, what is more excellent than that joy which is foundyadlig]lac

the Word of God through whom all things have been madgs(ineDe genesi

ad litterafi2.34.67).

680 AugustineSerma27.

681 This too is how he understands the 'very good' benediction of Genesis 1.31,
which is in some sense parallel torRlstiprivileging of the beauty of the whole

over the beauty over any given gamhéad.6)d as a blessing not specific to

humanity, but precisely to all creation, and humanity insofar as we are correctly
placed in Paradise, tending it without rulingibvehus the paradigmatic ‘man’ is
manaspriest Conf13.22.32), humanity strivadjimaginem et similitudinem nostrum

the image which Augustine sees here as primarily 'generating sons by the gospel' by
means of sacramental perceiving and judgiteptisethat are from eternity

seminally present in all humanity and indeed in all created matter (13.23.34).
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possesdhis is somewhat paradoxicte final end (‘there we shall rest and
see, see and love, level prais§®’is a moment of seffossession, but only

by the seltlivestiture of praise. Unsurprisingly, this synchronic teleology is
Trinitarianfor Augustine, who develops what might be termed an ‘ontology
of missions' by defining the being of phenomena as the revelation in time of,
and so the evgrassing shadows cast by, the eternal Trinitarian processions
of light®®*The manifestations of thaséssions in time (most dramatically at

the Incarnation and Pentecost) appear seminally, as well; the Son and Spirit

are both paradoxically sent where

eyes of men' where they had previously been 'hisktRff*

The final causeboth diachronic and synchronf theurgical
imaginative vision is the last piece of scripture cialtimitaté/Ne say
many things and do not attain, and the sum of our words is, he is all things
[universa esflifi8eNo text better presents the paradoxes of the theurgical
imagination, in which the robust ontological difference between creator and
created is the very principle that unites them in an astoestimg very
verbesseather than the simple vehicle of tdgjchanges from intransitive
to transitive, from tautological to teleological. If the shortcomings of the
phenomenological tradition have one unifying symbol, it would be this: a

failure to recognize the rich elasticity of the samh esse, fuiydum

682 AugustineDe civ. d22.30.
683 AugustineDe trinitaté. 1ff.
684 AugustineDe trinitate.3.
685Sjrach 43.27.
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It is no surprise then that, in the multifaceted Paradise which can
signify a place, the third heaven, the moral joy of humanity, and the Church,
corporeal and imaginative visions are not discarded but p&tfetied
liability for error, the lacK olarity, which alone hinders our natural attempt
to imaginatively perceive a thing and so immediately to imaginatively allow it
to offer its praise to its Creator, is, in the teleological fullness of Paradise, of
course eradicated; this, however, witthesiroying but in fact redeeming
corporeal and imaginative vision, as well as fulfilling without satiating our
ont ol ogi cal desire for God. Il n other w
we shall rest and see, see aacyaf | ove, | o
rest with (an altogether restless) praise; the promise is not the satiation of

desire but the replacementiatentiith a pureextentioPraise is, as

(@]

Augustine says of the Alleluia, an endless itvelty whi ch Hei degger
angsty search foowvelty in boredom is a cheap parody, and one for which

rest is a simple precondition: if one likes, rest is the simplicity of being, an

epoche which brackets out distractions, so that one can see, and love, for the

first time.

At the close oDe civitatkei Augustine claims that 0\
shall become that seventh,@8y.e. the church at rest, the Sabbath that is a
sign. Augustineds cosmos is profoundly
of an octave in his eight day theology, wherein the Clikechsuspended

"not e, forever reaches for the resol uti

686 AugustineDe genesi ad litiéa36.69.
687 AugustineSerma62.
688 AugustineDe civ. d22.30.
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resurrection of Christ, and prefiguring the eternal rest not only of the Spirit,
but of the body al sod). | tepektasig ht s eem
into Augustinian rest, but after all ©o6w

than to reach that kingdom of which the

Conclusion: What good is phenomenology for Augustine? What good

is Augustine for phenomenology?

It is onlyby an adrttedly circuitous route that the phenomenological
tradition has brought us to such considerations. The ritualized education of
the soul towards a sensitivity to the thoroughly theological ontology which
seems to under !l i e muaorean the selligguneert | ne d s t
conceptualized in even the best of this tradition, represented in this thesis
primarily by JeanouisChrétien And though | have consistently tried to
show ways in which the accounts of MariorCimdtienin particular
gesturedwardghis theological metaphysics, the burden of this work is in
the end quite the opposite. In this final essay, the reader will have noticed
that the trajectory of the argument tends less towards establishing the
practice or ideology of phenomenolagyecessary for the study of
Augustine, and more towards establishing the reading of Augustine as a
necessary corrective practice for phenomenology itself. To some extent, the
recent phenomenological interaction with Augustine acknowledges at least
implicitly that, since its beginnings, phenomenology has claimed the bishop

of Hippo as an intellectual forefather. But the more it has let him speak on
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his own terms, and the more it has respected the differences between him

and the tradi t fatbers@Heideggen Husseriniamt,cinda t e

the great ghost of Descartes who hovers over much of their thought), the

more he has forged a disciplinary rol
thought. The principle and most obviously germane elementhotigig

d the self as quaestithe destabilizing force of temporality, and especially

the role that beings can have in illuminating truth to the stitgeely

appear in Augustine divorced from the metaphysical, traditional, historical

and theologicalcaffolding which support them in his own thought. This

can, and should, make the phenomenologists uncomfortable, and to some

extent it has.

| do not wish to deny that the close and careful and inventive
readings of Marion arhrétierhas been worthwhil from the perspective
of Augustinian scholarship. At the very least, as my opening invocation of
Isidore of Seville can remind us, the phenomenological guide to Augustine
points to an interesting confluence of the tradition inaugurated by Husserl
with theological thought, innaanner that Husserl himself would have been
surprised to have seen. Their readings of Augustine shed an eclectic and
vigorous | ight on some of Augustineos
openness to including more periphenekd the sermons and the biblical
commentaries most of all, but dsotrinitat®begin to insist on an
underlying continuity between al/l of

most profound contribution that their forays have made, in my é&yes, is
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insistence that, in some sense, the relationship between the self and the world
is a hermeneutical key that can unlock many of the doors in the Augustinian
worldview. This insistence is not entirely novel to the phenomenologists, but
they have heldnto it with a rigor that surprises, and it is indeed hard to

imagine such a rigor existing without the grumpy idiosyncrasies of a
Heidegger or even a Derrida. | have argued in this final chapter that their
experiment, the attempt to read as much of Aoguet is possible through

this lens, in many ways succeeds, and that though they have not yet tried to
include many central elements of Augustinian philosophy in this purview, it

is not difficult to imagine the shape of the argument that they wouldf make,

they were more ideologically open to considering them.

In closing, | would like to assert a hope: | hope that Marion and
especiallZhrétiercontinue to wrestle with Augustine for this reason.
Indeed | expect that the themes | have suggested imigttheir work so
far @ Platonism, teleology, the imagination, ritual, biblical hermeneutics, the
Trinity @ would find a more fruitful exposition and exploration at their hands
than they have at my rather amateurish attempts, especially given that they
gesture at times to a sincere willingness to let Augustine reconfigure their
own practice. If they are willing to continue to let Augustine challenge the
boundaries between philosophy and theology, between metaphysics and
Scripture, between thought difel | suspect that they would have
considerably more light to shed on Augustine. More to the point, | suspect

that Augustine would have much more light to shed on them.
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