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St. Augustine wrote the City of God at a time 
of trouble for the Roman Empire. Pope John XSIII 
issued his Paccni in Terris “to all men of good will” 
in an age of universal conaict. \Vhile Augustine’s 
philosophy of history includes a conception of an 
ideal Christian commonwealth, the predominant 
theme in his great book is pessimism regarcling the 
City of Man. The strongest motif in the late Pope’s 
encyclical, on the other hand, is optimism concern- 
ing the power of responsible men to shape the fu- 
ture in a favorable way. 

Pacem in Tcrris was widely hailed, if vnriously 
interpreted, in Communist and neutralist as well as 
\Vestern circles. The hopeful tone and constructive 
suggestions, particularly the injunction to statesmen 
to work unceasingly to a\foid another holocaust in 
this century, evoked a deep response from a war- 
weary and fearful world. It can safely be said that 
the message of John is far more acceptable to twen- 
tieth-century man than the counsel of Augustine 
about secular affairs. But t l l i s  does not mean that 
the widely loved Pontiffs views are necessarily more 
valid than those of the fifth-century Bishop regard- 
i n g  the prospects for the City of hfan. 

The issue is both intellectually intriguing and po- 
litically significant. The late President Kennedy said 
of the encyclical: “As an American I have learned 
from it, and as a Catholic I am proud of it.” I t  is 
possible that the President’s efforts during the List 
months of his life to achieve a ditente with Russii!, 
while continuing to foster the defense and develop- 
ment of the IVest and the free world, stemmed in 
part from his interpretation of Paccni in Tcrris. Papal 
wisdom and Presidential power perhaps were joined. 
After sketching the basic ideas on the Cit;v of hlan 
to be found in Augustine’s book and John’s ency- 
clical, I shall attempt to indicate their immediate 
relevance to American foreign policy and the current 
world scene. 

At the outset of his famous apolog, Augustine 
observes that despite the bond of a common human 
nature, mankind the world over is divided against 
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itself. All men seek life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. But their competitive appetites and differ- 
ing ideas and interests lead them to seek these ends 
in ways which frustrate their realization. The basic 
cause of tlie perpetual turmoil in the City of hfan 
is the fall of mankind’s first parents. In the Bishop’s 
words : 

T l i a t  tlie wliole human racc lias bccn condcmncd 
in its first origin, this life itself, i f  lifc i t  is to bc 
called, bears witness by tlic host of cruel ills with 
wliich i t  is filled. Is not this proved by tlic profoulid 
and dreadful ignorance which produces all thc errors 
that cnfold the children of Adam, and from which no 
man can be delivered without toil, pain, and fear? 
Is i t  not proved by his love of so many vain and liurt- 
Iul things, which produces gnawing cares, disquiet, 
griefs, fears, wild joys, quarrels (etc., etc.,) and in- 
numerable other criiiics that do not conic casily to 
mind, but that never nbscnt themselves from thc ac- 
tuality of human existence? 

h,fen, and therefore the City of Man, are moved by 
Eros, not by ethics. A few in each generation live 
after the spirit. hlost live after the flesh. Only 
the minority, the elect, who inhabit the City 
of God, can achieve a relative peace, an internal 
tranquillity. But even they are subject to all the es- 
temal and collective ills which afflict their fellow 
citizens in the City of Man. Hegel asserts, in words 
wllich could be mistaken for Augustine: “Passions, 
private aims, and the satisfaction of selfish desires 
are most effective springs of action because they re- 
spect none of the limitations which justice and mor- 
alitv would impose.” 

Commenting on the repeated dashing of human 
hopes throughout the ages, on the “slaughterbench 
of history,” the Prussian court philosopher suggests 
that when we reflect 

o n  thc miseries that haw ovenuhelmed tlic noblest 
of nations and polities, and the fincst examples ot 
private virtue, we experience a mental torture, allow- 
ing no  defense or escape but the consideration that 
what has happened could not bc otherwisc, that it is 
;L fatality which no intervention could altcr. 

So several historians have commented upon the Great 
War of 1914, and the Greater War of 1939. So per- 
haps some Americans felt in the aftermath of tlie 
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tragic and senseless assassination of President Ken- 
nedy. Augustine does not speak of fatalit)., rather of 
Providence. Ne\m?.heless, lie too finds consolation in 
tlie consideration that, given the condition of man, 
things couldn’t be otlienvise. The  Bishop’s eqdana-  
tion \vas unacceptable to those Romans \vho, like 
Gibbon ccnhiries later, attributed the decline and 
fall of tlicir Empire to Cliristianity. 

But Augustine does not of course end his reply 
at tliis point. He also argues tliat Christ’s sacrifice 
on the Cross \vas for the salvation of individual 
souls, not of political regimes. hforeover, he  warns 
asainst confounding the recently “Christianized’ 
Romnn Empire ivith a genuine Christian common- 
wealth. Rome is not God’s Empire, h e  might have 
said. Its lute, oficially Christian rule was and could 
only be nominal. For coerci\pe power is the basic in- 
strument of politics, and of the City of Man. He 
points out that Rome, like earlier empires, n’as 
foundcd on might and aggression, not on right and  
cooperation. There must at  some time be an  end to 
all earthlv kngdoms. And in any event, there is no 
basis for‘ cspecting justice in this Lvorld. Look to  
Pro\klence nnd to Eternity, not to a weighing of 
happiness and misery here below. 
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So Augustine counselled both Christians and critics 
of the Church in the fifth century. The contrast 
with John’s view is striking. The latter’s encyclical 
stresses hope, courage, and confidence regarding the 
prospects for the City of hian in the 1960’s and be- 
yond. Applauding the genuine progress made by 
modern man, John caUs for a linking together’of 
“scientific competence, teclinical capacity and pro- 
fessional eITerience,” with the basic principles of 
Christinnih. The dignity, rights and duties of men 
must be reaffirmed; there must be cooperation among 
classes, races, and nations; and an organized inter- 
national community founded on freedom, justice, 
and ditvcrsit). must be established. The times are 
\vocfully out of joint, and the labourers in the secu- 
la r  vincqard are all too few. But the burdens must 
be boric ,  the cliallengcs must be met. In  John’s 
\vords: 

Tlicrc is a i l  immeiisc task incrimbcnt on n l l  mcn of 
good wil l ,  iinmcly. tlic task of rcstoring tlic rclntions 
oI ilic Iittninti Inmily in irurli, in jrisricc, in love a n d  
i i i  frccdoni-the relations bctwcen individual human 
bciiigs; bctwccii cit i icns and tlicir rcspcctive politicnl 
coni i i i i i i i i t i ts :  I)c.iwccii politicnl communities tlwm- 
jclr CI; hctwwii  i t idi t  idu:ils, Ianiilics, iiitcrnicdiatc as- 
socinrioiis nnd ~)o l i t i caI  coinniunirics 011 tlic onc hand, 
iind tlic world community on tlic otlicr. T l i i s  is a 
niost  csalrcd task, a11 will ngrcc, for i t  is the task of 

bringing about t rue pcace in  the order established by 
God. 

Citing Augustine, John goes on to say that “there can 
be no peace between men unless there is peace with- 
in each one of them, unless, that is, each one builds 
up  Lvithin himself the order wished bv Cod.” 

Tlie Pontiff does not speak of fatality in human 
events. To the contrary, after noting the character 
of the present so-called peace based on fear and 
the balance of terror, he says “tlie true and solid 
peace of nations can consist, not in equality, but  in 
mutual trust alone. \Ve believe that this can be 
brought to pass.” He then exhorts statesmen “to 
spare no labor in order to insure that world events 
follow a reasonable and human course.” As John 
Courtney hlurray has pointed out, John was clearly 
attempting to counter the widespread feeling that 
“history today is surely and certainly carrying man 
toward catastrophe with an inevitability against 
which man is helpless.” \\%le recognizing the role 
of Providence in human affairs, John nevertheless 
asserts the freedom and responsibility of men for the 
fate of their secular City, and argues the feasibility 
as well as the necessity of avoiding the calamity of 
a thud \vorld war. Pius NI’s plea to European states- 
men on August 91, 1939, is cited by his successor: 
“Nothing is lost by peace; everything may be lost 
by war”. 

John was not content just to  reassert traditional 
Catholic principles, and to counsel statesmen on the 
need to avoid a nuclear Armageddon. H e  specifically 
speaks of the need to end the arms race, to ban 
nuclear weapons, and to attain “progressive disarma- 
ment and an effective method of control.” He re- 
peats the admonition to the wealthier nations to help 
the developing countries wluch he had stressed in 
hlatcr et Itlagistra. And he  comments favorably on 
the efforts of the United Nations, and remarks that 
“it is our earnest prayer that the United Nations- 
in its structure and in its means-may become ever 
more equal to the magnitude and nobility of its 
tasks.” Finally, in perhaps the most widely noted 
and applauded section of the entire encyclical, John 
d r a n ~  a distinction between “error and the person 
\vho errs,” and goes on to say: 

I t  must bc borne in  mind, fiirthermorc, that  neither 
can lalsc philosopliical teachings regarding tlie nature, 
origin aiid tlcsriiiy of tlic universe a n d  of man be 
idcntilicd w i t h  liistorical movements tha t  h a w  eco- 
nomic, social, cul tural  or political ends, not even when 
rlicse movcniciits have originatcd from those teachings 
and I i a w  drawn and  still draw inspiration tliercfrom. 

Tl i i s  is so bccausc thc tcacliings, once tlicy arc d rawn  
u p  and defincd, rcmnin always the samc while the 
movcmcnts, working in  conslantly evolving historical 



situations, cannot  but bc subjcct to cliaiigcs, c \ c n  of a 
profound nature. Besides, wlio cdn deny tha t  those 
movcmcnts, insofar as tlicy coriform to tlic dictates 
of right rcasoii and arc intcrpretcrs of tlic l a w f t ~ l  as- 
pirations of tlic human  person, contain clcments that 
arc  positi\c a n d  dcscning of approval? 

I t  can happen, then, that  meetings for the nttain- 
ment of some practical end, which formerly were 
deemed inoppoi tuiic or unproductiw, might IIOIV or 
in  the future bc considercd opportunc nnd uscful.  

The New York Times editorialized, in ahpical  emo- 
tional fashion, that the Vatican had in effect endorsed 
“Peaceful Coexistence.” Others thought that the 
Pope was referring not to communism, but  to \l‘est 
European democratic Socialism, and perhaps specif- 
ically to  the “opening to the Left” in Italy. Ii’illiam 
Buckley apparently bclieved that whatever the Holy 
Father had  in mind, it n.as irrelevant to the problems 
confronted by statesmen in the real world. Despite 
these varying interpretations, there could be no mis- 
taking the Pope’s injunction to responsible leaders 
to “gi\.e serious thought to the problem of n pcace- 
ful adjustment of relations behr-een political com- 
munities on a world level,” and to travel the last 
mile in order to avoid another military “solution.” 
On  the other hand, it is impossible to overlook in 
this connection the very first sentence in the en- 
cyclical: ”Peace on earth, which men of every era 
have most eagerly yearned for, can be firmly estab- 
lished only if the order laid down by Cod is duti- 
fully obsemed.” On this point there is no  quarrel 
behveen the fifth century intellectual Bishop and 
the hventieth century pastoral Pope. 

a 

But that there are differences between Augustine 
and John is apparent. Perhaps the greatest contrast 
lies in their attitudes toward the possibilities of 
progress in the City of hlan. Around 1500 years 
separated the lives of tlie hvo men, and i t  would be 
surprising in view of modern history if there were 
not some variance in their v i e w  on this issue. hiany 
today, Christian and non-Christian, feel that ethics 
not Eros is the most significant, although not the 
only, human motivating force, and that it is poten- 
tially capable of becoming the predominant i d u -  
ence in human affairs. For example, Professor 
Johannes hlessner of the University of Vienna sug- 
gests in his Social Ethics: 

Of a11 the moral forces contributing to tlic dynamics 
of the state. morality revcals itself as tlie strongest. 
Tliis asscrtion may surprise many. \Vcre i t  not true, 
mankind could not continue to esist. But for this 
primacy of morality mankind would long ago havc 
fallen prey to thc irrational elements operating in 
political dynamics and could ncver have reached thc 

lieiglits of civilization wliicl! i t  has attained in  spite 
of all. . . . The moral impulscs, i n  fact. avert  the war 
of all against  a l l ;  thus fa r  we can find a core of t ru th  
in  Hobbes’ tlicory of tlie state. But the dynamics of 
thc moral forccs go fartlicr; thcre is to bc obscnfcd in 
tlic history of manki r id  a gradual elcvarion of the min- 
imiim standard of morality. Even i f  thc course of de- 
vclopnicnt from tlic socicty whose kcynotc is slavery 
LO t ha t  wliicli we dcscribc today as tlic frcc socicty Is 
by no means a n  unbroken one and is not scciirc against 
renewed rcnctions. thcre re\Vcals itself a movement ev- 
itlcntly sustained by unfolding arid increasingly cflcc- 
tivc moral ideals and forccs and operating not least 
through the insti tution of tlic state. 

Some critics argue that there has been a decline 
in individual standards of conduct in the West. But 
i t  does seem apparent that, whatever the gap be- 
tween principle and practice, there litis also been an 
improvement in popular attitudes toward such mnt- 
ters as racial discrimination, social justice, and nn- 
tionalism. On  the other hand, Herbert Butterfield 
has commented in his Christianity and History: 

In somc of the aspects of i t  which thc world most 
prizes today, our rcspcct Tor personality Iins grown with 
tlic growth of civilization, even wliile the power of 
rcligion in socicty scems to be declining; though it  is 
possible that tlic dcvelopment of a morc tliorough-go- 
ing paganism may turn.al1 tlie tendencies of the twen- 
tieth century in the opposite direction. 

There has after a11 been the “reaction” of Nazism 
in this era, and of communism as well many would 
say. Several times in this century we have witnessed 
what Peter Viereck once called the end result of the 
transition from “humanity to nationality and bes- 
tiality.” hioreover, numerous observers and artists 
have pointed out the pernicious effects of the vari- 
ous dehumanizing influences in American and West- 
ern culture today. 
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But all this does not formidably challenge the 
thesis of hlessner, who does not entertain any Chris- 
tian version of the secular idea of progress cham- 
pioned by the thirteenth-century Gnostics, the 
eigliteenth-century Piiilosophcs, and their various 
hventieth-century descendants. Indeed, hlessner does 
not espect any final \victory of Truth, Goodness, and 
Beauty in the Civ  of hlan, much less of Christianity 
and the Ciw of Cod here below. hioreover, “the 
mission of Christianity lies primarily in the field of 
the struggle behveen the kingdom of Cod and the 
‘world.’ . . .” Nevertheless, as hlartin D’Arcy sug- 
gests in TIiu Alcnriing mid Matter of Zlistory, human 
history cannot just be dismissed as a story of un- 
mised nntl unending evil and conflict, as a “slau$ter- 
bench.” Nor can the Cities of God and hIan be 
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rigidly separated. The citizens of the former live and 
\York in and leaven the latter. Christian faith is on 
this view not an escape from, but  a hope for human 
history and its ultimate meaning. In  D’Arcy’s words: 
“It is time that brings the flower, eternity fruit.” 

This may or may not be an age “without clear 
convictions and without great men,” as George San- 
tilyilnu wrote in 1913. However that may be, San- 
tayanii \\rent too far \vlien he  said that the world 
is simply “the sport of cruder powers, vested inter- 
ests, tribal pnssions, stock sentiments, and chance 
majorities.” H e  overlooks tlie fact that morality also 
pla>vs a role in the City of hian. If i t  were not so, 
t1icr.c would be no City, only a jungle. If there is 
no iticvitable progress in his toy,  neither is there 
only insensible c o d i c t  and cliaos. John may have 
csnggerated the possibili? of achieving mutual 
trust and good \vi11 between tlie \.arious contending 
camps on the  contemporor). scene. And the encyclical 
donlitless needs to be interpreted to those who think 
lie sounds a clarion call for immediate dismantling 
of tlic mnnv \valls ~vliicli divide mankind, or for the 
cnrl). estabjishment of \\’orid Pcncc Throirgli \t’orld 
Latc. 

Nc\wdielcss, all Catholics, and all nicn of good 
n.iI1, 1iai.e reccii-ed a manifesto u.liicli ciills on them, 
not to try to rcalize a narrowly Christiiln common- 
\vc;iltli, but to tr>‘ to conceive rational, moral, and 
prilctical responses to the threatening problems which 
confront all mankind, and to build a better Cik of 
h1;in. If Etienne Gilson is right and Friedrich 
hlcinecke \\Tong, and Augustine is n prophetic 
utopilin rather than a pessimistic “precursor” of 
h l ~ ~ c l i i i i ~ ~ l l i ,  it can even be suggested that John was 
less ;in idealist t l i m  Augustine. For the Bishop, not 
tlie Pope, indicates a belief in the possibility of 
making the Citv of Cod and the Cits of hi*i , n  one 
in a Clirist ianiikl  \vorld. Augustine may in fact be 
the “percursor” not of hIacliiavelli, but  of Teilhard 
de Chardin. 

Tlic intellectual agreements and differences be- 
hvccn Augustine and John cannot be clearlv or final- 
ly stated. It is perhaps easier to indicate &e broad 
implicntions of Pacem i t i  Tcrris, and of the classic- 
Judaic-Christian-humanist tradition, for American 
foreign policy today. Since on this \iew nations 
ought to attempt to foster the international common 
good, the United States, as a great, indeed a super 
pcnvcr, must put  its strength at  the sen ice  of fun- 
d:llncntill moral ideas and ideals. Pursuit of Amer- 
ica’s “enlightened self-interest” is not enough. Rela- 
tions among nations should be characterized by 

devotion to the principles of truth, justice, solidarity 
and freedom. This country’s “national interest” must 
be followed in a fashion which takes into account 
not only America’s general welfare and security, but 
also that of other nations. 

If the first principles of the grand tradition are  
clear and obligatory, their proper application to con- 
crete circumstances of time and place is far less 
apparent. And John reminds Christ’s followers as 
well as all men of good will that choosing particular 
means to deal with specific problems of our age re- 
quires “the virtue of prudence, which is the guiding 
light of the virtues that regulate the moral life, both 
individual and social.” Elaborating, John writes: 

I r e  deem i t  opportune to point out  how difficult 
i t  is to understand clearly the relation between the 
objective requirements of justice and concrete situa- 
tions, that  is, to perceive the degrees and forms in 
which doctrinal principles and directives ought to be 
applied to current human affairs. 

And the perception of those degrees and forms is all 
the more difficult i n  our times, wliich require every- 
one to have regard for the universal common good 
a n d  which are marked by a pronounced dynamism. 
For this reason, the problem of bringing social reality 
into line wit11 tlie objective requirements of justice 
is one wliicli will  ncvcr admit of a definitive solution. 

James Reston \vrote the day after Kennedy’s death 
that the young President, who had learned the limits 
of the power of the IYhite House, and the difficulty 
of making decisions, had grown fond of quoting 
Lord hlorley’s dictum: “Politics is one long second- 
best, where the choice often lies behveen two blun- 
ders.” Kennedy came to realize what those of us who 
are obseners and critics need to be reminded of from 
time to time, namely, in H. B. Sharabi’s words, “the 
intellectual’s failure to grasp tlie limits that action 
al\va>s sets upon thought. . . . In  political life what 
is necessary is not al\vays inevitable, and what is 
logical is not necessarily valid.” 
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Bearing these things in mind, i t  would seem that 
today and for the foreseeable future America will be 
compelled to concentrate primarily upon defense and  
development of the \Vest and the free world, and  
will not be able, i f  indeed it were willing, to increase 
significantly the authority of international law and 
tlie United Nations. Beyond these efforts, i t  is com- 
monplace to say that the United States must also 
seek to find “overlapping areas of interest” with 
Russia. But here the recent remarks of Professor 
hierle Fainsod of Haward should be cited: 

Tlie first d u t y  of responsible IVestern statesmanship 
is to ensure that the balance of power and the dy- 
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namics of growth remain favorable to the West. In a 
world where a thermonuclear holocaust is an  ever- 
present danger, every cIfort should, of course, be es- 
erted to bring the arms race under control and to re- 
duce the possibility of war. For that reason the recent 
test ban pact is to be warmly welcomed. But unless 
further agreements can be reached which safeguard 
both \Vestcrn and Soviet interests, there would appear 
to be no real alternative esccpt to continue to main- 
tain a capacity for instant and full retaliation against 
thennonuclcar attack, to rely on a policy of balanced 
deterrence to prevent a nuclear war from breaking 
ou t ,  and to dovelop sub-nuclear capacities and para- 
military capabilities to dcal with the contingencies 
and actualities of local and guerrilla ~ ~ a r s .  

America and the )Vest cannot afford to relns at a 
time of relative easing of dangers and tensions. The 
cold war is not over, despite the difficulties within 
the Communist camp. And we would do well to 
remember, regarding the outcome of the struggle, 
that America is not God’s country, and the IVest is 
not Cods civilization. Eventually victory in the cold 

war, that is to sap, successful containment of hfos- 
cow and Peking a n d  aLVoidance of a thermonuclear 
war, is not a self-evident truth ordained by Provi- 
dence or history. 

We should be neither blindly pessimistic, as most 
say Augustine was, nor blandly optimistic, as some 
say John was. Neither preoccupied with Heaven 
nor with Earth, with the City of Cod nor the City 
of hlan. Perhaps we should tr). to emulate Pushliin 
and Chekhov, who, as Pasternak had Zhivago say 
of them, had a “niodest reticence in such high- 
sounding matters as the ultimate purpose of mnn- 
kind ( a n d )  their own salvation.” \Ire don’t h o w  the 
meaning of history, and Christ’s kingdom is not of 
this world. But we do know what is e.\pected of us 
as citizens of the Cities of Cod and Man. We are to 
struggle with and try to improve the earthly home 
of all men, while recognizing that the will of God, 
the hlaster of history, and not the will of man wil l  
prevail. 
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