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of weeping in front of her son; “itis not hard to detect an erotic
quality in such behavior” (Kligerman, 474). To complicate the
picture, Patricius then dies, leaving Augustine the victor in the
Oedipal conflict.

Augustine arrives in Carthage and, rebelling against Monica,
takes a lower-class concubine and converts to Manichaeism
(Dittes, 135; Dodds, 464). This fails to put sufficient distance
between them, however, so Augustine flees to Rome. “His
avowed reason for this move, that Roman students were better
behaved than African, sounds quite lame. . . . I believe his actual
motivation was to escape his mother” (Kligerman, 477). Monica,
grief-stricken, haunts the dock from which Augustine has sailed.
“ ‘Her carnal desire towards me [V.viii; Dodds’s translation] was
justly punished’ he observes coolly” (Dodds, 468).

Monica follows him to Italy, and subsequently Augustine’s
concubine, with whom by this time he had lived some fifteen
years, is sent packing. The eroticism of the maternal relationship
closes in on Augustine, making any solution to the Oedipal
problem other than celibacy untenable (Woollcott, 277). He
converts to Catholic Christianity, thus giving up his male sexual
identity and individual autonomy; he converts from “father”
(autonomous) to “son” (passive dependent; Dittes, 137; cf.
Kligerman, 480). “As a solution to the Oedipal complex, it
[conversion] meant adopting the passive feminine role toward
the father” (here meaning the God of Monica; Kligerman, 476).
He then shares an ecstatic religious experience with Monica at
Ostia (IX.xvi), variously perceived as “orgiastic” (Woollcott,
275), “erotic” (Dittes, 133) and “passionately orgastic” (Kliger-
man, 483), and then Monica dies.

Thus we leave Augustine on his way to becoming a doctor of
the Church. Trapped in his utter dependency and. passivity
because of the maternal relationship, he projects this depen-
dency onto his understanding God (Dittes, 132f.). His egotism
covertly emerges in his vision of his special status as an emana-
tion from God (Dittes, 140). In fact, the shape of his Neoplatonic
philosophy is “momistic” (Dittes, 138), and his heresiology and
sexual theology are similarly contoured. Because Monica
deemed sexual activity objectionable, so does he. He ferocious-
ly defends the Church against heretics because his dependency
on his mother results in an uncritical acceptance of hér own
apparent approval of the Church’s authority (Clark, 147). By
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identifying with the Mother Church, he also ambivalently iden-
tifies with the aggressor and so defends it (her) against those
who, threatening the precarious balance barely achieved in his
own life, assert autonomy —the Donatists, the Manichees, and
the Pelagians (Dittes, 140). So strong are his identifications with
Monica that when writing de civitate Dei years after his conversion
he vindictively regards the sack of Rome “with almost totemic
glee” (Kligerman, 484), for Rome is the city of Patricius, but
Augustine defends Monica’s city the Church, the city of God.

11

All these analyses combine some important and sensitive
observations with much overinterpretation and mishandling of
the texts. There is, first of all, simply not enough information
given in the Confessions to fuel a theory of Augustine’s personal-
ity based largely on what Patricius must have meant to him. “. . .
Augustine’s father, Patricius, is lost to us. Augustine, a man of
many significant silences, will pass him over coldly.”* Kliger-
man’s contention that Patricius not only represented paganism
to his son, but that he also “insisted that his son be pagan like
himself” (470), is not supported by the text. Augustine was made
a catechumen at birth (I.xi); falling ill as a child, he begs to be
baptized. This is all without mention of any opposition from
Patricius, who later becomes a Christian himself (IX.ix).

The relationship with Monica is highly charged. As Bakan
claims, the Oedipal elements are patent. All the authors pick up
this theme, but few finally do anything useful with it. Rather, it
provides the framework through which they reinterpret the
Confessions. For example, Dodds’s rendering of V.viii, “her
carnal desire”, is breathtakingly overtranslated. Et illius carnale
desiderium is better construed “earthly affection” or “worldly
affection” precisely to avoid the false impression Dodds’s trans-
lation creates: after all, the writer is Augustine, not Freud. Also,
carnale does not have the specifically sexual reference that our
word ‘carnal’ does now. Rather its meaning (as the eminent
classicist Dodds must have known) is closer to the Pauline kata
sarka.® Why does Dodds so translate this phrase? And why the
unnecessary (and to my mind unfair) stage directions (“he
observes coolly”)? Dodds is forcing his material into a theoretical
framework, in which Augustine the self-centered neurotic pas-
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ses unbelievably modern judgments on the nature of his
mother’s libido.

The issue of Augustine’s marriage is likewise curiously han-
dled. Both Kligerman (475, 480) and Woollcott (277) insist that
neither Augustine nor Monica was sincere in seeking to arrange
a suitable match in Milan, despite Augustine’s own report
(VI.xiii) that “great effort was made to get me married. . . . My
mother played a great part in the matter, for she wanted to have
me married.” Dittes credits Monica at least twice with “sabotag-
ing” Augustine’s plans to marry (133; in IL.iii and VI.xiii).
However, at the time alluded to in Book II, Augustine has no
plans to marry. He is sixteen, and his mother counsels him
against marriage, fearing at that stage that it would impede his
career. His parents’ ambitions for their gifted son is a prominent
theme in the early books of the Confessions—a theme which
Dittes’ reconstruction fails to take seriously. Calling Monica’s
counsel here “sabotage” is surely overstatement. In Dittes’
second reference (V1.xiii) Monica is “pushing on with the matter
of my marriage.” Unless Dittes sees the age of Augustine’s
fiancée as proof of Monica’s duplicity, his contention is incom-
prehensible. But Monica must be seen as sexually possessive in
order to fit the psychoanalytic scheme of things, and she is so cast
by Kligerman, Woollcott and Dittes.

The homosexuality issue has been refuted by annoyed histo-
rians before. I refer the reader to G. Bonner® and H. 1. Marrou.”
It does seem incautious to me to make a strong claim for
Augustine’s homosexuality on the basis of a few highly ambigu-
ous lines in 1ILi, especially since such a claim ignores Augus-
tine’s repeated assertion that he was held a slave to lust for
woman'’s embraces. “I was bound by this need of the flesh . . .
stuck so fast in the grip of that particular lust as to affirm . . . that
I could not possibly lead a single life” (VI.xii).

Disappointment over Augustine’s—and Monica’s —treatment
of his concubine comes from a lack of understanding of Roman
society, as Marrou points out.® Dittes seems to have a hard time
deciding who sent her away (cf. 134 and 136). Kligerman notes
(475) that Augustine “never bothers to name” her. But neither
does Augustine name the dear friend whose death so wounded
him in IX.iv-vi, nor does he name Patricius and Monica until
Book IX, just as they are passing from view in the Confessions.
Dittes cites Augustine’s reference (VI1.xii) to satisfying an insati-
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able “habit” as “demeaning” the relationship with his concubine,
apparently unaware of the function of consuetudo, habitus, in the
larger picture of Augustine’s masterly analysis of the divided will
of fallen man. Woollcott (278), Dodds (469), and Dittes (133) all
paint a picture of Augustine cold-heartedly dismissing the
mother of his only child without regrets or remorse. Augustine
sees the matter (V1.xv) somewhat differently: “She with whom I
had lived for so long was torn from my side as a hindrance to my
forthcoming marriage. My heart, which had held her very dear,
was broken and wounded and bleeding. . ..”

Augustine does not marry her, says Dittes (137), because of a
failure of nerve; he could not assume the active male role.
Kligerman holds that she was shipped back to Africa “under the
pretext that her presence would prejudice a lawful marriage”
(480). Dodds, who again should have known better, attributes
their separation to Monica's bourgeois ethics: “She had her
position to consider” (469). These views do not acknowledge the
complications entailed by full marriage in this period. A cross-
class alliance was “socially unthinkable, actually null and legally
impossible. Imperial law forbade honestiores (middle class
people) to marry women of low birth.”® These views also fail to
take seriously Augustine’s own ambition. “As a provincial pro-
fessor ‘on the make,” Augustine had no wish for anything but a
‘second class’ marriage with a concubine.”*® Even though this
sort of arrangement was so common that the Church was
prepared to recognize it, the parents of Augustine’s fiancée,
again for social reasons, could let their displeasure be known.!!

Pruyser dismisses the pear tree incident in ILiv-x as “trivial”
(285); Dodds’s fine analysis of this incident vis-a-vis Augustine’s
theology makes clear how important it is (463). And how can a
man surrounded his whole life with friends, with a “genius for
friendship,”*? be seen as relating to people “only at an emotional
distance” (Dittes, 135)? As for the overwhelmingly orgastic or
erotic or orgiastic note sounded at Ostia, I simply do not hear it.
All these characterizations of Augustine and his experiences
come from the authors’ desire to accommodate Augustine to
their interpretative models, and are not grounded in the texts.

A striking example of this “technique” appears implicitly in
Pruyser’s article and explicitly in Dittes’s. Both reverse the
sequence of Augustine’s conversion and Monica’s death.
Pruyser suggests that, after reviewing Monica’s positive and
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negative qualities in his eulogy for her,'® Augustine “resolved his
ambivalence to her by soon renouncing a normal sexual life”
(287). Presumably Pruyser is referring to Augustine’s vow of
celibacy (VII.xii) which, on Augustine’s authority, occured be-
fore Monica’s death (IX.xi). Pruyser does not mention that he
reverses this sequence.

Dittes proposes it. “The conversion may have been part of a
guilt-filled grief reaction to his mother’s death. . . . Is it possible
that he has consciously or unconsciously reversed the sequence?”
(138 n4). Noitis not. Most obviously, itis unlikely that Augustine
would have circulated a book, the crescendo of which is the
conversion, with an intentionally rearranged sequence of events.
Both his brother and Alypius, who were with him during the
events described in VIII and IX and alive when the Confessions
were published, would surely have read these passages. Also,
such a move would go against the grain of the book. With
Bonner, I feel that Augustine has compelling motivations for
giving accurate biographical information in the Confessions.'*

Kligerman’s article is marked both by distortion for the sake of
method and by the “labelling syndrome.” The key to Augustine’s
conflicts, Kligerman maintains, lies in his “preoccupation” with
the Dido myth he read as a child. “It is my thesis that this story
contains the nuclear conflict of Augustine’s infantile neurosis
and played a most decisive role in his subsequent career” (472).
How so? Patricius represents sexuality, paganism, and Rome;
Monica, Africa and Carthage, Christianity, and femininity.
Augustine identifies himself with Aeneas, and Monica with
Dido, especially when he slips away by stealth to Reme. “The
bitter tears he shed in childhood for poor slain Dido were tears
of rage, frustration and guilt he felt toward his mother” (479).
Indeed, Monica is the single most significant factor in Augus-
tine’s conversion, more so than Neoplatonism, philosophy, and
Ambrose, because she fails to commit suicide like Dido: she
follows Augustine to Italy (480). Augustine ends by identifying
with the mother, adapting a passive feminine attitude to the
father displaced to God, and thus in some sense fulfills his
homosexual longing for Patricius (483).

This scenario overwhelms one both with its thoroughness and
its sheer unsophistication. True, Augustine mentions weeping
for Dido when reading Book IV of the Aenead. So have I, so have
countless generations of Latin students. This is hardly firm
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evidence of a “preoccupation” with the legend, which was read
by every schoolchild in the Western empire. In the same passage
(L.xiii) Augustine recounts the “sheer delight” with which he
read of such empty unrealities as the Wooden Horse, Troy
aflame, and Creusa’s ghost. His pointis to recall this misordering
of loves, evident even in childhood, which marks him as a child
of Adam and hence heir to Original Sin. As for the “hidden
sexual nature” of Augustine’s reaction to the legend which
Kligerman sees in his use of “fornication” in L.xiii (472), fornica-
tion in Augustine again relates to the misordering of loves, the
will enslaved to cupiditas. He uses the same word again in
reference to the pears (ILvi): “Thus the soul is guilty of
fornication whenever she turns from You [God] and seeks from
any other source what she will nowhere find pure and without
taint unless she returns to You.”

Kligerman would presumably counter these criticisms by
claiming that the striking coincidence of Augustine’s flight from
Carthage to Rome confirms the centrality of the myth for
Augustine’s self-understanding. 1 remain unconvinced. Rome
was one of the cultural centers of the world at this time.
Augustine’s claim that he went there attracted by rumors of
better-behaved students may indeed seem lame. But he also
mentions that he was at this time “all hot for honors, money,
marriage” (VI.vi). Rome was as natural a choice for the ambiti-
ous young rhetorician as New York or Washington might be for
his counterparts today. The fact that Augustine, like Aeneas,
went from Carthage to Rome is most probably only a passing
coincidence, and in any case hardly amounts to a “compulsive
repetition of his boyhood fantasy,” or a flight from “the seduc-
tive blandishments . . . of his widowed African queen [Monica]”
(478). And to posit that the driving force behind Augustine’s
conversion was Monica's failure to complete the role prescribed
her by Vergil leaves one, to reappropriate a phrase of John
Klauber’s, with “a certain sense of unreality.”'® To call this
reductionism is to belabor the point.

We have seen how many authors have fastened on the tensions
in the marriage of Monica and Patricius and used these tensions
as a key for interpreting Augustine’s subsequent personal and
intellectual development. Their use of psychoanalytic concepts
is so broad and oversimplified that Augustine’s personality is
obscured rather than illumined by their essays. Their use of
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evidence and their unfamiliarity with the period diminishes the
value of their work as psychohistory. Essentially, the psychoanaly-
tic hypotheses are used to label rather than to illuminate
Augustine. An effort carried no further than this psychological
tagging is ultimately “no more helpful than a resort to the
Zeitgeist.”1®

Despite these problems, however, these authors perceive
certain factors which I believe are relevant to a psychoanalytic
understanding of Augustine. If Monica followed the adult
Augustine around the Mediterranean, she probably did main-
tain close proximity to him in childhood, as Dittes suggests ( 133).
He was deeply traumatized by his schoolday experience: at age
62 he writes inde civ. Dei XX1.14 “. . . who would not shrink back
in horror and choose death, if he were given the choice between
death and childhood again?” Monica is intimately associated
with God and the Church in his mind (e.g., I11.xi). He is aware of
the unusual strength of Monica’s affection for him (e.g., Lxi;
V.viii). It troubles him occasionally. “What is the difference?
Whether it is in a wife or in a mother, it is still Eve (the temptress)
that we must beware of in any woman.””

But this evidence is mishandled, in part because, Dodds
excepted, the scholars reviewed are not historians. They work
through the Confessions, but because they do not check their
interpretations against other historical data, their conclusions
seem arbitrary and, occasionally, useless. I suggest that exactly a
reverse method would produce more secure results. Establish
Augustine in his period first, and then proceed to apply
psychoanalytic interpretative models.

I11

Given all the choices, religious and intellectual, available to
Augustine in the fourth century, why did he make the ones he
did? What factors, environmental and personal, affected his
choice? And in what ways did Augustine recombine and aug-
ment certain traditions to produce something new, distinctly
“Augustinian’’?

These considerations are addressed, more successfully thanin
the articles reviewed, in a work which I consider to be a “closet”
psychobiography, Peter Brown’s Augustine of Hippo. Brown
proceeds in precisely the opposite way from Dodds, Kligerman,
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et al.*® Skillfully drawing from the formidable bulk of secondary
augustiniana and the massive amount of primary material,
Brown works like Seurat: bits of Augustine and Vergil, Cour-
celle and Joyce, brilliantly juxtaposed, create as with taches a
portrait of a man and his age that is both luminous and solid. So
natural is the picture that results, so unobtrusive Brown’s
scholarship, that it is with some surprise that the reader,
stepping back, realizes how much of the work is shaped by a
sensitive appreciation of Freudian personality theory.'®
However, Brown’s extreme subtlety, his playing his
methodological cards so very close to his chest, occasionally
makes the work frustrating, and leaves the reader wondering
how he is supposed to regard the information Brown is present-
ing. For example, Brown points to the prominence of guilt in
Augustine’s Manichaean phase—bodily guilt, guilt about his
concubine, “the pervasive sense of guilt that came so often to
cloud his relationships with his mother,” “the frightening ex-
perience of illness in Rome, that had coincided with a crescendo
of guilt in his relationship with Monica” (46-52). But Brown
never analyzes or explains how guilt functions in these relation-
ships, or how it is allayed by Manichaeism. Brown states that
Augustine in old age comes to accept the harsher aspects both in
himself and in the Father God of the Old Testament, without
ever spelling out why he makes this connection (53). Suggestive
and unanswered questions haunt Brown’s study. What is he
suggesting by juxtaposing the formidable Monica to the Catholic
Church (212), or Augustine’s educational experience and the
“lay fanaticism of his mother” (2381£.) to his anti-Donatist policies
(XXI passim)? Why is Augustine incapable of confronting his
own anger and aggression, and how does this relate to the
Donatist controversy (207)? How does Augustine’s personal
experience lead him so to pound away at Julian (309f.)?
Brown in his penetrating and suggestive way is “labelling” too,
since he does not provide the reader with a clear view of the
methodological assumptions which order his study. I am not
faulting him for this lack; he nowhere claims to be writing
psychohistory. Rather, it is precisely Brown’s success in sensi-
tively sketching Augustine’s inner and outer world that leaves
the reader wishing he had articulated the bases of his implied
interpretations. So wide is the scope of Augustine of Hippo,
however, that had Brown analytically unpacked all the personal-
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ity phenomena he hints at, the book would have been many
times its present length.

In the remaining pages of this paper I propose, using Brown’s
study as a backdrop, to concentrate on one major theme in
Augustine’s theology: the problem of evil. Looking both at this
theme and at the material presented in the Confessions, 1 will
suggest an interpretative model from current psychoanalytic
ego-psychology by which the personal dynamics present in
Augustine’s life and works might be more clearly perceived.

IV

From Paul’s letter to the Romans to Barth’s commentary on
the same, the problem of evil has exercised Christian theolo-
gians. It ¥the continuous concern of Augustine as well, from the
Cassiciacum writings to the opus imperfectum against Julian. In his
endeavor to find an answer, Augustine develops a complex
system based on the workings of grace, the effects of the Fall on
the will, the nature of man, and the justice of God. He ends by
essentially jettisoning the sine qua non of Greek moral philoso-
phy, the freedom of the will, and leading Western Christianity
down the theological cul-de-sac of a rigorous predestinarianism.

From Book 111 of de libero arbitrio through the Confessions to the
“unintelligent slogging match”?® with Julian, Augustine bases
much of his view of evil on his analysis of sex. The carnal custom,
grown “as strong, almost, as nature” (de lib. arb. 111.18,52), is
telling proof for Augustine of the vitiation of man’s will. Sexual
concupiscence is not sin itself, but it is the punishment of sin, the
witness of sin, the occasion of sin, and the means by which
Original Sin is passed on like an hereditary disease.?! Man
inherits the disorder of lust from the sin of the primal parents, a
disorder necessarily operative in each procreative act (¢n Ioh. Ev.
3.12; 4.10).

Concupiscence in its wider sense disrupts the correct ordering
of man’s loves. Man’s corrupted nature, once oriented toward
God, is now deflected toward the self. Man’s mutiny in the
Garden is now justly punished by the mutiny of his members in
sexual activity:

.. when it comes to man’s great function of the procreation of

children, the members which were expressly created for this pur-
pose will not obey the direction of the will, but lust must be waited on
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to set these members in motion. . . . Must not this bring a blush of
shame over the freedom of the human will, that by its contempt of
God, its own commander, it has lost all proper command for itself

over its own members? vi.t |
de nupt. et concup. H.?.wurw

Sexual concupiscence obstructs man’s highest function, intel-
lectual endeavor. Marriage prevents this concupiscence from
falling into the ruin of profligacy (de nupt. et concup. 1. 18,16), but
it too is marred by sexual desires. “Marriage itself is held ‘in
honor among all’ . . . yet, whenever it comes to the actual process
of generation, the very embrace which is honorable and permit-
ted cannot be effected without the ardor of concupiscence”
(ibid., 1.27,24).

Procreation as the only benefit of sexuality was implicit in
Platonism and a commonplace of most moralists in antiquity.??
No theologian thought positively of sexuality: Pelagius was as
offended as Jerome and Augustine by Jovinian’s opinions. But
Augustine moves beyond this widely shared position by identify-
ing the sexual urge as the mark of Adam par excellence. It is the
just punishment of an angry God pursuing “his awesome
blood-feud against the family of Adam.”?* And only God’s secret
election to grace prevails against this corporate damnation, the
secret election of a few. To some God is just, to others he is
merciful, and the decision is absolutely his alone (e.g., Ep. 194.2).
This is why small babies, unbaptized, are justly condemned to
hell (c. Tul. 111.5,11); this is why the Almighty permits evilin the
world. “He has sent upon them the anger of his indignation,
indignation and rage and tribulation. . . s

Augustine’s opinion was not the only one on such matters, nor
did it prevail without a struggle. Julian, his last great opponent
and a Pelagian “perfectionist,” was married. The son of a bishop
and himself a priest, he married the daughter of another priest
in a ceremony blessed by Paulinus of Nola, who was a married
bishop and friend to Augustine. When Julian ventures to
suggest that the sexual instinct is a neutral energy to be used for
good or ill, Augustine strikes back almost viciously:

Really, really: is that your experience? So you would not have

married couples restrain that evil—I refer, of course, to your

favorite good? So you would have them jump into bed whenever

they like, whenever they feel tickled by desire. Far be it from them to
postpone this itch until bedtime: let’s have your ‘legitimate union of
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bodies’ whenever your ‘natural good’ is excited. If this is the sort of

married life you led, don’t drag up your experience in debate. . . .
v c. Iul. 111.14,28

Julian fights to preserve what he considers the equity of God.
Augustine refuses to listen. God’s ways are inscrutable; his
justice is not ours (op. imperf. 111,27; Sermo 341,9). The “all men”
whom God wishes to save embraces only “all the elect.” In “the
most pathetic passage”? on this subject (de corrept. et gratia
XV,47), Augustine interprets I Timothy 2.4 to mean that
ministers wish all to be saved. J. M. Rist remarks:

The only conclusion from this extraordinary passage is that the
Christian preacher is made by God to be more merciful than God
himself. Presumably Augustine found the readiness to accept the
condemnation of others which he felt drawn to attribute to God too
unpleasant to accept for himself.?®

When pressed further, Augustine takes refuge in the Pauline
hymn to divine inscrutability in Romans 11. How can human
reason hope to comprehend the ways of God? Rist hesitates to
accept Augustine’s attempt to finesse this issue:

Normally Augustine is ready to apply human reason to the most
opaque areas of theological inquiry with hardly a second thought.
The man who will speculate endlessly on the theology of the Trinity
is hardly to be allowed to rely on the weakness of our minds to
comprehend the relation of human justice to divine justice. . . .2°

Why does Augustine view sexuality and predestination in this
way? Many historians point to psychological and personal fac-
tors. Marrou suggests that pagan civilization had “so fouled the
very notion of sex” that Augustine and his friends would find it
“psychologically easier to renounce it entirely than to impreg-
nate the daily practice of married life with the Christian
spirit.”?* But why would Augustine be so affected by this culture
which, shared by his fellow bishops, affected them not nearly so
strongly? Marrow and Bonner?! both see in Augustine’s (over)
reaction to Pelegianism the intensity of his personal experience
and, suggests Bonner, the “long-term effect of a deep psycholog-
ical shock™ at seeing his reputation as a theologian challenged.??
In Augustine’s distinction between uti and frui in his moral
teaching, claims Marrou, he “exaggerates at least as much as in
his theory of predestination. Itis no doubt possible to explain the
psvchological root of these oddities: it is the convert who speaks,
and remembers that he has sinned.”??

2b
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Can we examine this “psychological root” more closely?

\Y%

Suppose we advance the hypothesis that Augustine manifests
the conflicts of the narcissistic personality. This personality type
is marked by, first, a need of approval, solicited from the
object-choice, for self regard. The ego is not capable of generat-
ing its own self-esteem, but rather must constantly take the
temperature of its environment® to assure itself &, approval and
acceptance. It is also marked by hostility, disguised as depres-
sion, which is directed at itself and which diminishes the self
regard further. This hostility is directed covertly at the object-
choice if that object-choice is perceived as witholding m.%vwoﬁ:.
Finally, the narcissistic personality is unable to achieve true
object-love, but “loves” the narcissistic object-choice for the sake
of the approval available from it.

The narcissistic personality is also characterized by the ex-
treme formation of an ego-ideal3’ forged from ideal concepts of
the self and from idealized features of the love object, the parent
imago.3¢ A part of the superego, itis nonetheless atleast partially
available to consciousness.?” The content of both ego-ideal and
superego largely depends upon values m:q&.wnm@m from the
parent. The overly-strict superego of the narcissist, thus con-
formed to parental prohibitions, is in part responsible for “the
repetitive, violent oscillations of self-esteem”?® that he nmmc_wl.%
suffers. The self esteem essential to the well-being of the ego 1s
frustrated because the narcissist never breaks out of the Qam_w of
approval need and narcissistic ego-ideal to the true object-libido
(love) from which self-esteem proceeds. . o

The psychological birth of the infant proceedsin the mf:_”.:o:n
matrix of the mother-child relationship. The period crucial to
the personality’s ability to form object-relations occurs in the
first two-and-one-half years of this relationship, which Margaret
S. Mahler has designated the :mmwmﬂwﬁos::mmﬁmcm:ws
phase.”#® Object-relationship develops out of the primary (in-

fantile) narcissism and “alters parallel with Q.S m.—nr_m,\mﬁm:m of
separation and individuation. .. . €go functioning and secon-
dary narcissism grow in the matrix of Em.:man_mma:.n and, _mﬁnw,
object relationship to the mother.”! Like any “intrapsychic
process, this one reveberates throughout the life-cycle. It is
never finished; it remains always active; new phases of the
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life-cycle see new derivatives of the earliest processes still at
work.”*? Needless to say, separation/individuation is a two-way
street: the parent must let go as the child becomes able to move
away.

I would like here to recall Dittes’ speculation that if Monica
followed Augustine around the Mediterranean so insistently (in
Brown’s designation, “relentlessly”*?), she probably also ho-
vered over him in the nursery (133). She draws Augustine away

- from his father and toward herself and her God. “She used all
her endeavor, O Lord, that Ishould hold you as my father rather
Hr.wz him” (I.xi). “She loved to have me with her, as is the way
with most mothers, but far more than most mothers” (V.viii).
When Augustine, age 29, leaves Africa for Rome, she “followed
me right to the seacoast and clung to me passionately” (V.viii).
Indeed, she so shadows Augustine that years after her death he
swears that, “could the souls of the dead come back to visit us in
our sleep” then “my pious mother would not fail to visit me every
night, that mother who followed me over land and sea that she
might live with me” (de cura ger. pro mort. X111.16). When she
dies, he feels Ais life was “torn asunder, for it had been one life,
made of hers and mine together” (IX.xii) — yet, puzzled, he finds
he cannot weep.

The separation/individuation process is fraught with tension
here: Monica will not let go. The tension in their household is
not caused, as the articles reviewed would have it, by her need to
“convert Augustine away” from the paganism of his father.
”\w:m:mnsm from the beginning is raised a Christian (I.xi). And it
is Monica who, for eminently practical reasons, demurs in the
matter of his baptism (I.xi). Augustine attributes a r.mmr motiva-
tion to his mother’s enthusiasm for his studies, and a corres-
pondingly low one to Patricius. “She thought that the usual
course of studies would be no hindrance to my coming to You,
but actually a help” (IL.iii). Since Augustine is still in the Catholic
faith at this point, one questions whether this concern can be the
true reason for Monica’s enthusiasm. It seems more probable
.ﬁrm: her motivation is the same as Patricius’ who, says Augustine
in the same passage, “had only vain ambition for me.” She wants
her son to be a success. Her pushiness in part stems from the
problematic separation/individuation process: she treats Augus-
tine like an extension of herself, pushing him in the direction she
wants him to go.
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When Augustine turns to another woman, his concubine,
Monica is hardly frenzied by barely-repressed incestual desire,
nor is she frantic and grabbing. Augustine lives with his con-
cubine for some fifteen years without apparent overt opposition
from Monica. Perhaps Monica realized that such an arrange-
ment would forestall true marriage, which would at the time
have been professionally detrimental to him. But when she feels
the time is right, that a marriage would boost Augustine’s career,
then the concubine is sent away “as a hindrance to my forthcom-
ing marriage” (V1.xv), and Monica throws herself into the task of
finding Augustine a suitable spouse (VI.xiii). Once all is safely
arranged, she apparently does not object to his taking an
“interim” concubine (VI.xv).

But when Augustine attempts to find gratification in areas
removed from Monica’s sphere of interest, then she, intrusive,
fights his breaking away. A fervent Catholic, she is naturally
furious when Augustine joins an opposing sect. Butadream, not
specifically that he will convert, but that “where she was, there 1
was also” (I11.xi),** comforts her. And she noisily manifests her
disapproval of Augustine’s non-Catholicism throughout the
years before his conversion.

The inability to achieve true object-love and a crushing need
for the approval of others are two of the problems resulting
from this sort of troubled separation/ individuation process.
Augustine in I11.i gives a classic description of these syndromes:

To Carthage I came, where a cauldron of unholy loves leapt and

boiled about me. I was not yet in love, but I was in love with love, and

from the very depth of my need hated myself for not more keenly
feeling the need. I sought some object to love (quid amarem) since 1

was thus in love with loving. . . . My longing was then to love and be
loved, but most when I obtained the enjoyment of the body of the

person loving me.

Augustine comes to see sex as pure narcissistic gratification,
self-serving cupiditas. His sexuality is “a torture to the will,” a
divinely ordained torment. This cupiditas, the mark of Original
Sin, is the sign of and reason for God’s condemnation of him and
all the sons of Adam. By identifying his sexual urges with
Original Sin, Augustine in a sense puts them at one remove from
himself (“Thus it was not I that caused it but the sin that dwells
within me ...” VIIL.x). He can point to his sin and condemn
it before God, “accusing myself with intensified bitterness”
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(VIIL.xi), “frantic in mind and in a frenzy of indignation at
Bv.\mm_m: (V111.viii). Are these accusations in a sense a) attempts to
gain approval (he is siding with God), and b) a veiled reproach
(after m_._. the scourge of concupiscence is from God)? By
renouncing sexual activity, he feels he can finally be baptized
into the Church. This decision wins the approval both of God
(“Alight. .. of serenity infused my heart”) and Monica (“she was
filled with triumphant exultation” VIII.xii).**

<<3\.Hrmm association of sexual renunciation with conversion to
Ommrwrnmmaw Any explanation based on Augustine’s negative
reaction to Patricius’s “lustiness” and his assumption of Monica’s
generally negative attitude toward sexuality is no explanation at
all. The text will not sustain such an interpretation, nor does
such an interpretation take account of the fact that Monica
actually pushes Augustine to marry.

Part of the explanation is cultural. Augustine lived in an age
Bmw_mma by a sense of alienation from the body,*® a sense of
division which Manichaeism exploited. Plotinus, Augustine’s
great philosophical mentor, was ashamed of having a voaw atall
Aw.ojorv\i\. Vita Plotinii 1). Verecundus, Augustine’s friend in
Milan, refuses baptism, not because he does not believe, but
Umnm.:mm he is married, even though his wife is a Christian (IX.iii).

m:_.r this is a culture in which Paulinus and Julian can be
married clergy. Augustine appropriates as his own one attitude
in the culture; and he does so, 1 think, because it speaks to his
personal experience. He cannot truly love; his assessment of the
nature of sexual love is shaped by his experience of only
enjoying a menmmmmmnn gratification from the person loving him.
Augustine, introspective and sensitive, is aware of this ‘selfish-
ness’ in himself, the amor sui of cupiditas. He incorporates his
awareness of self into his theological interpretation of the nature
of sin and of the human will.

! Ironically, God seems likewise incapable of achieving object-
ove:

God loves us. In what way does he love us? As an object of use, or as
an object of enjoyment [ut nobis utatur an ut fruaturl? If he enjoys us,
then he must be in need of good from us, and no sane man will say
that. . .. He does not enjoy us then, but makes use of us. For if he
neither enjoys us nor uses us, I am at a loss to discover in what way he
can love us.

de doct. Chr. 1.31,3447
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To love, says Augustine, is either to use (uti) or to enjoy (fruz).*®
Augustine would seem to be attributing to God an attitude very
much like Augustine’s own toward woman, who can only be used
(for procreation) or enjoyed (for sinful pleasure). God also
functions as the ultimate approval mechanism; without his
approval (grace), man stands condemned. The task of an
interpretation of Augustine’s theology based on this narcissism
theory would be to demonstrate how, for Augustine, amor dei
never rises to the point of love of God for His own sake, but
finally remains love of God for the sake of the soul’s
beatification —the sign of God’s approval. There is no way man
can strive to win this approval, because he is so utterly befouled
by unworthiness and sin (the hypertrophied superego and the
extreme ego-ideal are at work here). And when God witholds
grace, he does so justly, “because he is angry” (de civ. Dei
XX1.24,78; c. Iul. V.3,8).%°

V1

I offer my interpretation of Augustine partly as an alternative
to the Oedipal interpretations reviewed above. Those rest
almost entirely on the evidence of the Confessions alone, and
perforce ignore a good deal of that. Many of the arguments of
the articles reviewed are simply not borne out by the data; where
they do not account for contradictory evidence, they lack
coherence of explanation. The structure of the unconscious may
be in principle nonfalsifiable, but the same cannot be claimed for
those historical interpretations which take as their starting point
the existence of this structure. If an analysis, such as those
reviewed, does not take the historical evidence fully into consid-
eration, it can be discounted as insufficient or incorrect. The
simple check of matching evidence to interpretation —the task of
any historical work —thus prevents arbitrary interpretation.

Historians have generally hesitated to assume the burden of
acquainting themselves with a knowledge of personality theory.
But Brown issues a clarion call to pick up the psychologist's
burden:

Historians of inflation in the crisis of the third century would regard
it as imprudent—not to say uncultivated —to approach the baftling
fluctuations of the denarius without a sensitivity to monetary

phenomena that is, at least, kept in tune by modern economic
theory. Yet historians of the rise of Egyptian monasticism, faced
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with the equally baffling and headlong shifts in men’s relations to
their own bodies, still feel licensed, for some reason, to be innocent
of modern knowledge.5°

This paper, written chiefly in the spirit of exhortation, is
addressed particularly to students of Augustine. Patristics is a
deeply traditional field of study, and hardly in the vanguard of
the psychohistorical movement. Yet even the most traditional
scholars, especially when they run head-on into an aspect of
Augustine’s thought that is uncompromisingly idiosyncratic, do
not hesitate to hold his personality, and personal experience, in
some sense accountable. This move is so obviously well-justified
that I find myself impatiently asking why someone does not go
the next step and apply a systematic theory of personality to this
observation. My complaint, like that of the old Yankee about the
weather, is that everybody talks about it [that is, Augustine’s
personality], and nobody does nothing about it.

Personality plays a discernibly large role in Augustine’s intel-
lectual and theological development. Personality theory can
provide us with a means of further discerning the impact of this
factor on Augustine’s thought. And perhaps a significant justifi-
cation for undertaking this task is that our subject points us on
our way. In the Confessions, Augustine began our work for us.

CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF AUGUSTINE'S WORKS

CITED ABOVE
386 Cassiciacum writings:
¢. acad. Against the Academics
(contra academicos)
de beata vita On Happy Life
de ord. (de ordine) On Order
Soliloquiae Soliloquies
388-96 de lib. arb. (de libero arbitrio) On the Freedom of the Will
396 de doct. Chr. (de doctrina On Christian Instruction
Christiana
397-400  Confessiones The Confessions

413-26 .Qm civ. Dei (de civitate Dei) The City of God
408r-21 in Ioh. Ev. (in Iohannis Sermons on the Gospel of

Evangelium) John

421-24 de cur. ger. pro mort. (de cura The Care to be taken for
gerenda pro mortius) the Dead

421 c. Iul. (contra Iulianum) Against Julian

427 de corrept. et gratia (de On Admonition and Grace

correptione et gratia)
429-30 c. Iul. op. imp(contra Unfinished work against

Tubianitm ontic iMmnerfectiim) Ty lian
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There are useful chronological tables of Augustine’s works in Obras de San
Agustin v. 1 (Biblioteca de Autores Christianos), 384-87, which gives an index
of the Latin texts; in Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo (Berkeley 1967), 74, 184,
282, 378 (with parallel chronology of events in Augustine’s life and time); and
in Eugene TeSelle, Augustine the Theologian (London 1970).

Standard collections of English translations are: Fathers of the Church (Catholic
University Press); Library of Christian Classics (Westminister Press); and Nicene
and Post-Nicene Fathers, series 1 (Eerdmans). The best translation of the
Confessions is by F. J. Sheed (London and New York 1944).
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46. For a fine discussion of this phenomenon from a Freudian perspective see
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