
The Augustinjan uti/frul Distinction INn the Relation
between Love for Neıighbour and Love for God

eneral formulatıions of the utı/frul distincection
Apropos of |Je [DDıversıs Quaestionibus 83

he field of uti
The meaning of frui
Frul and ul In disorder

De Doctrina Christiana
Uti/frul and ove fOor ne1ıghbour

Preliminary remarks
Ihe of the question pr10Tr 3196
|Je Doectrina Chrıistiana

The neighbour A 7 Meahns !O OUT enjoyment of God?
Frul WILIA the neighbour and frul of the neighbour
Discussion WLLE Josef Brechtken In relatıon De Doctrina Christiana 1,79

111 Anders Nygren s understandıng of ut!/frul and critique
Brief presentatıon of Nygren’s posıtion
Critique of Nygren utı/frul

Is there HO MOYE uti/frul than their COM  1O0ON-SEeNse meanings?
Does the emphasıis IN ..  Frul deo  19 lie BG Ör ON “deo” 7
7s the ideal of. love achieved when nothing INn Ais world 15 lnved?

What perspectıves ATIC opened and what dıfficulties raised Dy
introducıing the dialectic uti/frul into the discussion of the relatıon
between OVve for neıghbour and ove for G0od? Our approac thıs
question ıll take the followıing form Fırstly, the ti/frul combinatıon
ll be presented AS ıt OCCUTI'S iın INOTE eneral statements not specıfically
elated the 1ssue of God and the neighbour. Hereby SOINC clear
features 11l be skeiche but somethıng of the complexıty of the
distinction’’s Or1g1ns and of ıts applıcatıon Dy Augustine hımself ıll also
be revealed. econdly, agaınst thıs T02 background, the and
formulatıons of specıal interest for OUT topıc ıll fall into place. Ragnar

elps us VIEW these wıthın the perspect1ıves suggested DYy the
general deseriptions of uti/frul and also Dy both the ontologıical-ethıical
and psychologıcal approaches, by both the ascent and descent

partıcular pomnt of interpretation advanced by Josef Brechtken ll be
exposed and discussed. Thırdly, the opınıon of Anders Nygren regardıng
uti/frul, 1C basıcally underlıes hat of ose Brechtken, (although the
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latter claıms take the crıt1que of Augustine decisıve Step urther), 11l
be outlıned and, wıth respect, what In ıne wıt h Ragnar olte and
John Burnaby, SCC AS 1ts shortcomıngs and weaknesses 111 be pominted
Ou  — The of the ole 15 that thıs apparently innocent couple 15 nOoTt

sımple AdS it OOKS, which caution 1ın assessing the role
be assıgned {O 1t In elucıdatıng the “ magna quaestio ” of thıs work.

ENERAL ORMULA 1IONS IHLE UTI/FRUI

Apropos of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83

Augustine expressly consıders the relatıon between utl and frul ın the
thırtıeth question of De Diversis Quaestionibus 85, work which Was

compıle between 389 and 3906 QOuaest1o 1S entıitled : Utrum OMNILAGA IN
utilitatem homintis Creala OIM Has everything heen created he useful
man ? So A show al first hand somethıng of the LTESONANCE and
complexıity of uti/frul In Augustine, ıll hıs AdNSWETI virtually In
full

The dıfference between enJoyıng and usıng corresponds that
between the honourable and the useful ven though ONC Can
maıntaın superficlially that all that 15 honourable 1s useful and all
that 1S useful honourable, yel, because it 15 INOTEC XaC call
“honourable ” hat 1S be sought after for 1ts OW sake, whıle
‘ 11sefül ” 15 hat 1C 1S be elated somethıng else, ıll
follow thıs dıstinction ın speakıng here. H owever, maıntaın hat
there 1S opposıtıon between the honourable and the useful ; fOr
somet1imes ONMNC the iıll-consıdered and superficı1a]l opınıon that
they dIC opposed each other FOr 1981 AIC sa1d en]OYy that in
which take delıght; and uUsec whatever relate that ıIn
which delıght 1s taken Thus, all human perversion (whıch 1s also
called VICce) consısts iın wishing UuUsc hat 1S be enjoyed and
en]Oy what 1S be used: the other hand, al]l order 1S, viırtue)
15 ase the wısh en]OYy what 1S be enjoyed and {O UuUsec what 1s

be sed Now, the honourable aTec be enjoyed and the useful
AIC LO be used*)

De Diversiıs Quaestionibus 03 Le ® 44A ‚38 A E inter honestum
ei utıle interest. ıta ei inter iruendum ei utendum Quamquam enım INNC honestum utıle
ei INNE utıle honestum SSC subtılıter defendiı ueal, amen quıa magıs proprıe
usıtatıus honestum dıcıtur quod propter ipsum expetendum esL, utıle autem quod ad
alıud alıquıd referendum OST; secundum NC dıfferentiam UNC loquımur, ıllud Sdamllc

custodientes ut honestum el utıle Nnu modo sıbımet adversentur. Adversarı enım aeCc s1ıbı
alıquando imperite ei vulgarıter existimantur. Frul CTZO dicımur de qua capımus
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So far then, Ffrui MaYy be characterised ın of the honourable
(*“honestum '), and that 1S be sought fOor ıts OW sake (““propter
IpSUum ), whıle ut! appCars In connection wıth the useful [ 79) What
15 useful 15 sought fOor the sake of somethıng other than iıtself ..  utile

quod ad AL aliquid referendum est  I7 Uti 1s nOoTL al odds wıth Ffrul,
but rather orlentates (“ referimus ') the objects of ıts actıvıty that ın
which Ffrul takes delıght.

The immediate continuation of quaest10 15

call honourableness intellıgıble beauty, which properly Sa Y 15
spirıtual ; usefulness, however, call diviıne provıdence. For IC
TCasON, althoug there AIC INany ısıble beautıles whiıich AT nNOL
properly called honourable, beauty tself. from whiıich a]] that 1S
beautiıful has 1ts beauty, 15 not isıble Liıkewise., much that 1S useful
1S visıble, but usefulness tself, Dy 1C whatever 15 of UuUs«c us 15
OUT advantage, and IC call dıvine provıdence, 15 noLt visıble
Note hat the WOord * visıble ” includes all corporeal beings. What
cshould be njoyed, therefore. aAT®C the invisıble beauties, that 1S, those
that aATeC honourable: but whether ql beauties cshould be enjoyed 15
another question, a  oug ıt 15 perhaps INOIC fitting call
honourable only those beautlies which dIC be enjoyed. As far AS

useful thıngs aIc concerned, however, they dIC all be sed
accordıng as ONMNC has eed of them It 1S rıg 1ın that anımals
en]Ooy food and all physıcal pleasure, but only the anımal ndowed
wıth ICAsSsOoN 1Ss able make usc of somethiıng. For KNOW what
each ıng 1S 18 be orjıentated 1S nNnot g1ven 18 beings deprived of
ICasSON, NOTI even oolısh rational beings. DCISON cCannot uUsec

ıng ıf he oe€es NnOTL NOW what it 15 be orlentated 8 and thıs Can

be known only Dy WIse PCISON. Therefore, 1t 1S usually sald, and
rıghtly, that those wh: do noTt UuUscCc things ell abuse them For what
1S sed 1S of advantage anyONC, and what 15 of benefit
15 evidently nOoTt useful“).

voluptatem ; utimur qUam referımus ad ıd nde capıenda voluptas est Omnıs ıtaque
humana pervers10 estL, quod et1am vitium VOCalur, fruendis ut1 Ve| utendis frul; el
[UTITSUS Omnı1s ordıinatlo, qua«Cl virtus et1iam nominatur, Truendiıs frul ei utendis ut1
Fruendum est autem honestis, utendum eIO utiılıbus  Cn

(CC 44A ‚,38-39 40,19-20):De Diversıs Quaestionibus 63
' Honestatem OCO intellegıbılem pulchrıtudiınem, q Uuam spirıtalem NOS proprıe dıcımus,
utılıtatem dıyınam provıdentiam. Quapropter UaMYUallı sınt multa pulchra
visıbılıa, quacC mMI1InNus proprie honesta appellantur, 1psa am pulchrıtudo, UUa pulchra
sunt UAaCECUMUC pulchra sun(t, nullo modo est vis1ıbilıs. Item multa utılıa visıbılıa, sed 1psa
utılıtas, qua nobıs prosunt UAaCCUMUC prosunt, QqUamM dıyınam provıdentiam diıcımus,
visıbilıs NO  >; est otum sıt SaJne visıbilıum nomiıne omn1a corporalıa continer!]. Öportet
CI£O fru1l pulchrıs invisıbılıbus, 1d est honestis; tirum autem omn1ıbus, lıa quaest10 esT,

fortasse honesta nonnısı quıbus fruendum est 1C1 deceat Utılıbus autem
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The sphere of frui 15 here urther desceribed AS that of spirıtual, intellıg1ble
beauty, ın other words., of beauty iıtself which 15 invısıble. but impartıng
beauty qal] that 1S visıbly beautıful In paralle MAaNNeCT, the sphere of
utl 1s consıdered be that of divıne provıdence which, 1E invısıble.
AdSSUTICS that whatever us«e ell 1l] be OUT advantage. However, ONC

has be WIse in order usec created thıngs properly iın such WaY that
they AT ruly useful AS ntended Dy dıvıne proviıdence; ONC has 18 NOW
hat the objects of use ATC LO be elated {O (r.s quidque referendum Sıf
GUO referenda Sı168  R. Canning  The sphere of frui is here further described as that of spiritual, intelligible  beauty, in other words, of beauty itself which is invisible, but imparting  beauty to all that is visibly beautiful. In a parallel manner, the sphere of  uti is considered to be that of divine providence which, while invisible,  assures that whatever we use well will be to our advantage. However, one  has to be wise in order to use created things properly in such a way that  they are truly useful as intended by divine providence; one has to know  what the objects of use are to be related to (‘quo quidque referendum sit ...  quo referenda sit ...’’). It is apparent that visible beauties are to be related  to the invisible, and ultimately to the source of all honourableness, that is,  to intelligible, spiritual beauty itself; while all that is useful is ultimately  to be related to the source of all usefulness, that is, to divine providence.  The distinction honestum/utile, with which frui/uti is here closely  related, can be traced back to Cicero. It is the Stoic distinction between  the moral good (virtue) and particular objects of choice (values)?). For  the Stoics, the soul has a natural instinct for seeking out objects in  conformity with its nature. But the object does not constitute the moral  value of an action. This comes about rather through the moral decision  which brings the action into relation with the moral law and chooses it  precisely because it is in agreement with the moral law. Thus, one and the  same action seeks its object in the sphere of the useful (‘“ufilia’”) but  receives its moral quality from the orientation of the spirit to the moral  good (*honestum”’)*). Ragnar Holte regards this Stoic pattern of  thought as underlying Augustine’s reflections on uti and frul.  Consequently, for Augustine, «Love characterised by u/i becomes moral  by being related (referri) to the love whose act is frui, 1.e. to the love  whose immediate object is precisely the moral good or spiritual beauty  utendum est omnibus, ut quoquo eorum opus est. Et frui quidem cibo et qualibet corporali  voluptate non adeo absurde existimantur et bestiae; uti autem aliqua re non potest nisi  animal quod rationis est particeps. Scire namque quo quidque referendum sit, non datum  est rationis expertibus neque ipsis rationalibus stultis. Nec uti quisque potest ea re quae quo  referenda sit nescit; nec quisquam potest scire nisi sapiens. Quare abuti rectius dici solent  qui non bene utuntur. Non enim cuiquam prodest id quo male utitur; et quod non prodest  non utique utile est ”’.  3) See R. Holte, Beatitude et Sagesse, p. 201-203; 263; 271 f., n. 2.  *) Ibid., p. 263: “ D’apr6es les stoiciens l’action morale vise certains objets conformes  ä la nature. L’äme recherche ces objets par un instinct naturel. Mais la valeur de l’action  morale n’est pas constituee par son objet, mais bien par la decision morale par laquelle  l’action est referee ä la 10i morale et choisie en raison de son accord avec celle-ci. C’est une  seule et meme action qui cherche son objet dans la sphere des ‘““choses utiles”” (utilia), mais  qui obtient sa qualite morale par l’orientation de l’esprit vers le bien moral (honestum)”.It 1S apparent that visıble beauties AL be elated
LO the invisıble. and ultımately the SOUTCEC ofal honourableness, that 1S,

intellıgıble, spirıtual beauty tsell;: whıiıle all that 1S useful 1S ultımately
be elated the SOUTCE of ql usefulness, that 1S, divıne provıdence.

The dıstinction honestum/utile, wıth 1Cc fruifuti 1S ere closely
elated., Can be traced back LO Cicero. It 15 the StO1C dıstıncetion between
the moral g00d (virtue and partıcular objects of choıice (values) *). FOTr
the StO1Cs, the soul has natural instinct for seekıng Out objects ıIn
conformıty ıth 1ts nature But the object oes not constitute the moral
value of actı1on. hıs about rather hrough the moral decision
which brings the actıon into relatıon wıth the moral law and chooses ıt
precisely because it 1s ın agreement wıth the moral l1aw Thus, ONMNC and the
SAadIc actiıon seeks ıts object In the sphere of the useful (ZULid. } but
recelves 1ts moral qualıty from the orlentation of the spırıt the moral
g00d (‘*“honestum ”)*). Ragnar regards thıs StO1C pattern of
hought A underlyıng Augustine’s reflect1ons utl and Ffrul
Consequently, for Augustine, «Love characterıised by utLı becomes moral
Dy being elated (referri) the ove whose act 1s Ffrul, 1.e€ the Oove
whose immediıate object 15 precıisely the moral g00d OT spiırıtual beauty

utendum est omn1ıbus, ut qQUOQUO ODUS est fru1 quıdem 1bo ei qualıbet corporalı
voluptate NON deo absurde existimantur el bestlae: ut1ı autem alıqua NO potest 1S1
anımal quod rat1on1ıs est partıceps. Scire Nammyquc qUO quidque referendum sıt, NO  3 atum
est rati1on1s expertibus 1pSI1s rationalıbus stultis. Nec ut1ı quisque potest qQquaCl qUO
referenda sıt nescıt ; NC quisquam potest scıre 1S1 sapılens. uare abut1ı rectius dıc1ı solent
quı NO  — ene utuntur. Non nım Culquam prodest ıd qUuUO male utiıtur; ei quod NO  ' prodest
LO utique utıle est  KG

See © Beatitude el Sagesse, 201-203; 263; 271 f&
Ibid., 263 ‘““D’apres les stoiclens actıon morale 1se certaıns objets conformes

la nature L’ame recherche CCS objets par u instinct naturel. Maıs la valeur de ”action
morale est Das constıtuee par SOM objet, ma1s J1en par la decision morale par laquelle
”’action est referee Ia 101 morale ei choisıe ralson de SO  - accord VOCC celle-c1. es uUuNe

seule el mMmeme Aactıon quı herche SO  — objet ans la sphere des “Cchoses utiles’”’ (utilia), ma1ıs
quı obtient qualıte morale par l’orientation de V’esprit eIs le 1en moral (honestum) .



The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction 169

(honestas, Spiritualis pulchritudo)” >). But Augustine ZOCS beyond the
StO1CSs In al least [WO Fırstly, under the influence of neo-Platonısm,
the moral g00d 1s transferred d transcendent plane; SUMUMNMO hono frul

longer the enjoyment of nes OW moral perfection, AS ıt dıd
for Cicero, but the enjoyment of the dıvıne, of God®) econdly, fOr the
StO1Cs, the sphere of utl 1s ultımately wıthout interest: Augustine, the
other hand, SCCS divine provıdence al WOTrk there offering INenNn g1
1C when used properly, aATe taken iın the orlentation of men’s
ole l1ves God ’)

Plotinus, however, who had influenced the transference of the
honestum the transcendent plane, consıdered that contemplatıon of the
divine requıred isolatıon from ordınary lıfe ıIn soclety. On thıs pomt
Augustine dıffers decısıvely irom neo-Platonıism. The deo frui®) 18, In the
first instance, contemplatıon of the dıviıne, but 1t 15 Iınked intimately
the actıve lıfe, the ViIrtuous ıfe Contemplatıon of God 1s Oove for God,
and all the other virtues AIC but dıfferent forms of thıs OVe Since
command 1S OVe hım wıth all the of the soul, not Just wıth the
hıghest part,; moral effort becomes iıdentical wıth Ove G0Od., even when
ıt 15 matter of Uft). Deo frul designates unreserved aCT of OVEe for
(G0d and fOor hıs law ıdentical]l ıth himself, 1ICc embraces all the levels
of human existence; it 1S$ the act of abandonment Dy which INan g1ves
hımself and all that he has received in sacrıfice of thanksgıvıng the
(G0od who creates all thıngs tO man’s advantage*°). . the other
hand, denotes “ eSEIVed ‘“ referred ” aCt of OVve 1C provıdes

Ibid., 202 ü&The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  169  (honestas, spiritualis pulchritudo)’’°). But Augustine goes beyond the  Stoics in at least two ways. Firstly, under the influence of neo-Platonism,  the moral good is transferred to a transcendent plane; summo bono frui  no longer means the enjoyment of one’s own moral perfection, as it did  for Cicero, but the enjoyment of the divine, of God®). Secondly, for the  Stoics, the sphere of uf/ is ultimately without interest; Augustine, on the  other hand, sees divine providence at work there offering men gifts  which, when used properly, are taken up in the orientation of men’s  whole lives to God”).  Plotinus, however, who had influenced the transference of the  honestum to the transcendent plane, considered that contemplation of the  divine required isolation from ordinary life in society. On this point  Augustine differs decisively from neo-Platonism. The deo frui®) is, in the  first instance, contemplation of the divine, but it is linked intimately to  the active life, the virtuous life. Contemplation of God is love for God,  and all the other virtues are but different forms of this love. Since God’s  command is to love him with all the parts of the soul, not just with the  highest part, moral effort becomes identical with love to God, even when  it is a matter of uf/?). Deo frui designates an unreserved act of love for  God and for his law identical with himself, which embraces all the levels  of human existence; it is the act of abandonment by which man gives  himself and all that he has received in a sacrifice of thanksgiving to the  God who creates all things to man’s advantage!°). Uti, on the other  hand, denotes a ‘“‘reserved”’, i.e. ‘“ referred” act of love which provides  >) Ibid., p. 202: ‘ ... ’amour caracterise par 1’ufi devient moral par reference (referri)  ä l’amour dont l’acte est un frui, amour dont l’objet immediat est precisement le bien  moral ou la beaute spirituelle (honestas, spiritualis pulchritudo)”.  ©) Ibid.  7) Ibid., p. 264.  ®) Regarding the antecedents of this formula, Holte states, op. cit., p. 203: ‘ Lorenz  pense cependant que la formule Deo frui est apparentee au summo bono frui de Ciceron et de  Varron et remonte par ce dernier ä la formule du moyen-platonisme (i.e, Öuoimo1G 0E6).  Augustin emploie bien l’expression de ressemblance divine — c’est m&me une formule  frequente dans ses E&crits — mais sa formule teleologique preferee reste Deo frui  n‚  Augustine has modified Middle Platonism on this point. His emphasis is on the receptive  attitude which consists in being filled with the goodness of God. ‘‘Deo frui” is “ fructus  bonitatis eius”. As we shall see, no goodness less than that of Godıwarrants placing all our  hope in it for the fruitfulness of our lives. [The article of R. Lorenz referred to by Holte is  “Die Herkunft des augustinischen FRur Deo”, in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 64  (1952/53) 34-60].  ?) See R. Holte, op. cit., p. 251-261, where the first part of the double commandment  is analysed in relation to the doctrine of the different parts of the soul.  10) Jbid., p. 264 : ‘ Neanmoins les divers objets de l’amour d’“‘usage” ne relevent pas,|’amour caracterise Dar |’uf7 devient moral Dar reference (referri)
|’amour dont l’acte est Ffrul, dont "objet immediat est precısement le J1en

moral la beaute spirıtuelle (honestas, spiritualis pulchritudo)”.
Ihid.
Ibid., 264
Regardıng the antecedents of thıs formula, states, Q 203 °“ Lorenz

cependant qu«c la formule Deo frul est apparentee bono frui de i1ceron el de
Varron ei remonte Dar dernıer la formule du moyen-platoniısme (1e ÖUOLWWTLC 08@)
Augustin emploıe len l’expression de ressemblance dıvine est meme une formule
frequente ans SCS ecrnts mals formule teleologıque preiferee reste Deo frui 4
Augustine has modiıfied 1ddle Platonısm thıs point. Hıs emphasıs 1s the receptive
attitude which CONSISLS IN being filled WwIth the goodness of Go0d. ‘“ Deo {rul  27 * fructus
bonitatis 1uUs  »” As shall SCC, goodness less than that of Godiwarrants placıng all OUT

hope In ıt for the fruıtfulness of OUT l1ves. [The artıcle of Lorenz referred by 1s
"*DDıie Herkunft des augustinischen FRUI DEO”, in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte
(1952/53) 34-60

NSee e 7 1 B 251-261, where the fırst part of the double commandment
1S analysed ın relatıon the doectrine of the dıfferent of the soul.

10) Ibid., 264 ‘ Neanmoins les dıvers objets de | amour dm uSage” relevent PaS,
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the ınk between the actıve and the contemplatıve l1ves that had een
missıng ın Plotinus. The word “ referre” 1S de FIQUEUF CXPDPTICSS the
meanıng of ut! olte, ın explaınıng ıt, summarıses hıs VIEW of the
relatıon of frul/uti honestum/utile.

It 1E referre) translates the aCct DYy which external actıon (LE the uUusec
of utilia) 15 elated the moral NOIM, the honestum. hıs NO
colincıdes wıth God We belıeve thıs be the central pomlt of
Augustinian moralıty: the moralıty of the OoOVve of ..  use  A 1s not
defined Dy the object OVEe': but Dy the choice made for 1t account
of 1fs conformıity ıth the moral JaW, that 1S SaVY, Dy reference LO
the OVe of God All legıtiımate Oove of ..  use  D therefore, includes
element of OVvVe fOr God And 1t 1S ın thıs element that ıts moralıty
consısts

The “propter aliud” that characterıises all OVvVe of ..  use  27 WOU therefore
INCanN when the WIse INan properly orjıentates hıs lıfe, he chooses
partıcular COUISCS of actıon because they aTeC iın conformity wıth the
honestum, wıth the law that 1S (G0d hımself. lıttle urther 111 SCn

how thıs schema Can also be applıed OVve for neighbour d referred
ove for God

For the present let us return the eadıng of quaesSt10 In the
concludıng paragraph Augustine concretises the matter and brings his
INOIC general speculatıons Car points close OUT theme The
DAsSsSagc [UNS d ollows

Therefore, perfect I1CasSson In IMNan, IC 1S called viırtue, first of all
SCS itself understand God, d en]Ooy Hım Dy whom In fact 1t

est facılement le CAds che7z les stoiclens, une sphere fond Samns nteret es qucC
derriere la sphere de l’“llSage” (utilitas) Augustın o1lt la Provıdence dıvine quı donne AdU X

hommes des ons excellents Les objets auxquels s’adresse |’amour d’“u53.ge” SONLT, hez
Augustıin, entraines ans le mOouvemen d’ensemble de ’ amour de Dieu, ils SONT inclus ans
|’acte d’abandon par lequel ”’homme donne so1l-meme ei tout qu'’ıl ICCU, sacrıfiıce
d’actıon de graces Dıeu  > 1S ere drawıng hıs readıng of from De Doectrina
Christiana, especılally „‚42-43 9  9: SS 521618 34,26-27), in
1C he emphasıses the totalıty of self-giving requiıred by the double commandment.

ll) Ibid., 203 b& ı] (referre) traduıt l’acte par lequel ”action exterleure est
rapportee Ia morale: l’honestum; coincıde VeEC Dıeu: partant cel
cfie est dejä ctie d’amour de Dıiıeu. es la, CIOYONS-NOUS, le poımint entral de la morale
augustinıenne: la moralıte de | amour d’usage definıt Das par "objet aıme,ma1s par le
cho1x quı est faıt DOUTL conformıiıte VEC la 101 morale. cC’est-a-dıre par reference
|’amour de Diıieu cho1x constıitue deja un Ccie d’amour de Dieu. out d’“usage”
jegıtıme comprend ONC element d’amour.de Diıeu Et est cet Jement qucC consıste

moralıte”.
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Was created. uUscs other ratıional anımals form communlıty, and
ıt uUscs those that aATeC irrational stand Out above them Moreover,
it orlentates 1ts lıfe the enjoyment of God, fOor hus it 1S appY
Therefore., perfect [CASONMN in INan uUscsS ıtself LOO; and 1t woul
certamly sei In traın unhappıness through prıde ıf 1t WEIC be
orlıentated iıtself and nOL God uUsSCcSs certaın mater1a] thıngs
IC ıt has g1ve lıfe. LO cshow beneficence for example, In thıs
Wdy 1t SCS 1ts OW DOdy; f SCS other thıngs which 1t has adop
OT reject for the sake of health: others agaın have be borne wıth
for the sake of patıence. Furthermore., SOINC have be set In order
for the sake Of Justice. and others tudıied In order learn lesson
In truth ven those from which perfect [CASON abstaılns, it SCS fOor
the sake of temperance. TIhus it uUsSseCcs everythıng, both what 1S
perceived hrough the SCI1SCS5 and what 1s noTt there 15 mıddle
WaY NOW perfect ICasSsOoN in INan Judges all that 1t USCS, only about
God o€es ıt make udgment, because ıt 1S In relatıon (G0d that
ıt Judges al the TesSt: ıt oes nOoTL Usc Hım but enN]JOoys Hım FoOor G0od 1s
nOT be orlıentated anythıng else. fOor all that has be orlientated

another 1S inferio0r hat which 1t 1S be orlıentated, and there
1S nothıing hıgher than God thıs 1s noTt spatıally, but
aCCOUuNT of the excellence of Hıs nature Therefore. q]] hat has een
created has een created for man’s USC, SsInce FrCason, which has een
g]1ven INall, SCS all thıngs in Judging them We add that, before
the fall, INan made use of those thıngs that ave be borne wıth
fOor the sake of patience, and he oes after the fall only ıf he has
een converted and has become., CVEOIMN before the ea of the body,
and the extfent that it 1S possıble here, frıiend of God, because he

hım cheerfully

12) De Diversis Quaestionibu 83, CGE 39-40 c  Perfecta igıtur
homi1nıs rat1o, qUaC virtus VOCalur, utitur prımo 1psa ad intellegendum deum, t eo
Tuatur qUO et1am facta e“n utiıtur et1am ceter1ıs rationalıbus anımantıbus ad socletatem,
inratıonalıbus ad emınentlam. ı1tam et1am SUuaIll ad ıd refert, ut ruatur deo; iıta enım eata
est Ergo Ipsa utıitur. Quae profecto nchoat m1iserl1am pCI superbiam, S1 ad 1psam,
NO ad eum referatur. Utitur et1am corporıbus quıbusdam vivıficandıs ad beneficıientiam

SIC enım utiıtur SUÜ!  ® COTDOTC quıbusdam ssumendis ve]l respuendi1s ad valıtudınem,
quıbusdam tolerandıs ad patıent1am, quıbusdam ordiınandıs ad lustıt1am. quıbusdam
consiıderandıs ad alıquod verıtatıs ocumentum ; utıtur et1am hıs quıbus abstinet ad
temperantıam. Ita omnıbus el SensIis el NO sensIis utitur; NC alıquıd ertium est ludıicat
au de omnıbus quıbus utıtur: de solo deo NO ludıcat, qula secundum eum de ceterI1s
ludıcat. Nec utıtur, sed frultur; enim ad alıquıd alıud eus referendus estL,
quon1am INNEC quod ad alıud referendum est inferı1us est QqUa 1ıd ad quod referendum SE
NC est alıquıd deo superI1us, NO  — 10C0 sed excellentıa SUuac naturae Omnıa CISO quacC actia
sun(t, In sSum hominıs facta sunt, qula omnıbus utiıtur iudıcando rat1o, quaCl homıinı data
est Et nte lapsum quıdem NO utebatur tolerandıs, He DOSL lapsum utitur 1S1 CONVEISUS,

nte mortem COTpOTIS, 1lam amen quantum potest de1 amıcus, qul1a ıbenter
Servus .



FE Canning

number of addıtional reflections AdIC evoked by thıs development ın the
presentatıon of uti/frul.

The 1€, of utl
Fırstly, learn of ut!i that 1ts domaın 1S that of all created realıty,

both visıble and invıisıble. In other words. of all that 15 noTt God It
COU be saı1d hat the term characterıses the rg relatıon of the human
DECISON, iın provıdence, all that 1S nOoTt God The ratıiıonal being, al
hıs best, Judges everything in relatıon (0d (“ secundum Deum ); thıs 1S
the DIODCI attıtude of human being created ealıty comprehend
created beauty d stemmiıng from and orjıentated Oowards beauty tself, {O
dıscern in all beings ONe 1ın thıs WOTr. indıcator of dıvine
provıdence al work fOor the 200d of INa  - Of COUISC, in dıvıne provıdence,
there 1s hiıerarchy of created realıties, and thereby hierarchy of ng
human action, wıth its OW determıned finıte ends, ın relatıon all
possıble beings in the realm of ut! Augustine illustrates thıs In the
DASSaRc Just quoted Dy sketching the varlety of imıted ends that MaYy be
served Dy the mater1a] creation: “ad beneficientiam172  R. Canning  A number of additional reflections are evoked by this development in the  presentation of ufi/frul.  1. The field of uti  Firstly, we learn of u// that its domain is that of all created reality,  both visible and invisible, in other words, of all that is not God. It  could be said that the term characterises the right relation of the human  person, in God’s providence, to all that is not God. The rational being, at  his best, judges everything in relation to God (*secundum Deum’””); this is  the proper attitude of human being to created reality: to comprehend  created beauty as stemming from and orientated towards beauty itself, to  discern in all beings one meets in this world an indicator of divine  providence at work for the good of man. Of course, in divine providence,  there is a hierarchy of created realities, and thereby a hierarchy of right  human action, with its own determined finite ends, in relation to all  possible beings in the realm of urfi. Augustine illustrates this in the  passage just quoted by sketching the variety of limited ends that may be  served by the material creation: ‘‘ad beneficientiam ... ad valitudinem ...  ad patientiam  ad iustitiam ... ad aliquod veritatis documentum  ad  temperantiam  ”_ Furthermore, in relation to irrational creation, the  intention of divine providence is that the human person should shine out  above it: ‘““ad eminentiam” ; and, as far as fellow rational beings are  concerned, the appropriate attitude is to join them in building com-  munity: ‘‘ad societatem”‘*). Acting in this manner, human reason  perfectly performs its function of judging everything in relation to God.  By so doing, it makes that use of itself which divine providence intended  for its benefit: not only does it orientate creatures in their various ways  to God, but it comes to an understanding of God himself, it enters the  territory of frui. This is at the same time beata vita with God, the frui of  13) J.-A. Beckaert in Oeuvres de Saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 10),  Paris, 1952, translates the corresponding sentence of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83 as  follows: ‘“Et elle (c’est-ä-dire, la raison parfaite de l’homme) se sert des autres animaux  raisonnables comme d’une societe” (my emphasis). The impression given by this rendering  is that one uses other human beings for company’s sake and for the benefits of living in  society. But no violence is done to the grammar if the ‘“ad”’ is given a more active sense and  if the sentence is thus interpreted in context in this way: the most fitting attitude of perfect  human reason towards fellow creatures also endowed with reason is to strive to build a  community with them; they are, after all, created beings, not God, and therefore do not  belong where ‘“ frui” has its home. As we shall see, however, Augustine will later allow even  a kind of ‘“ frui”” of other people.ad valiıtudinem172  R. Canning  A number of additional reflections are evoked by this development in the  presentation of ufi/frul.  1. The field of uti  Firstly, we learn of u// that its domain is that of all created reality,  both visible and invisible, in other words, of all that is not God. It  could be said that the term characterises the right relation of the human  person, in God’s providence, to all that is not God. The rational being, at  his best, judges everything in relation to God (*secundum Deum’””); this is  the proper attitude of human being to created reality: to comprehend  created beauty as stemming from and orientated towards beauty itself, to  discern in all beings one meets in this world an indicator of divine  providence at work for the good of man. Of course, in divine providence,  there is a hierarchy of created realities, and thereby a hierarchy of right  human action, with its own determined finite ends, in relation to all  possible beings in the realm of urfi. Augustine illustrates this in the  passage just quoted by sketching the variety of limited ends that may be  served by the material creation: ‘‘ad beneficientiam ... ad valitudinem ...  ad patientiam  ad iustitiam ... ad aliquod veritatis documentum  ad  temperantiam  ”_ Furthermore, in relation to irrational creation, the  intention of divine providence is that the human person should shine out  above it: ‘““ad eminentiam” ; and, as far as fellow rational beings are  concerned, the appropriate attitude is to join them in building com-  munity: ‘‘ad societatem”‘*). Acting in this manner, human reason  perfectly performs its function of judging everything in relation to God.  By so doing, it makes that use of itself which divine providence intended  for its benefit: not only does it orientate creatures in their various ways  to God, but it comes to an understanding of God himself, it enters the  territory of frui. This is at the same time beata vita with God, the frui of  13) J.-A. Beckaert in Oeuvres de Saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 10),  Paris, 1952, translates the corresponding sentence of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83 as  follows: ‘“Et elle (c’est-ä-dire, la raison parfaite de l’homme) se sert des autres animaux  raisonnables comme d’une societe” (my emphasis). The impression given by this rendering  is that one uses other human beings for company’s sake and for the benefits of living in  society. But no violence is done to the grammar if the ‘“ad”’ is given a more active sense and  if the sentence is thus interpreted in context in this way: the most fitting attitude of perfect  human reason towards fellow creatures also endowed with reason is to strive to build a  community with them; they are, after all, created beings, not God, and therefore do not  belong where ‘“ frui” has its home. As we shall see, however, Augustine will later allow even  a kind of ‘“ frui”” of other people.ad patıentiam ad Iustitiam172  R. Canning  A number of additional reflections are evoked by this development in the  presentation of ufi/frul.  1. The field of uti  Firstly, we learn of u// that its domain is that of all created reality,  both visible and invisible, in other words, of all that is not God. It  could be said that the term characterises the right relation of the human  person, in God’s providence, to all that is not God. The rational being, at  his best, judges everything in relation to God (*secundum Deum’””); this is  the proper attitude of human being to created reality: to comprehend  created beauty as stemming from and orientated towards beauty itself, to  discern in all beings one meets in this world an indicator of divine  providence at work for the good of man. Of course, in divine providence,  there is a hierarchy of created realities, and thereby a hierarchy of right  human action, with its own determined finite ends, in relation to all  possible beings in the realm of urfi. Augustine illustrates this in the  passage just quoted by sketching the variety of limited ends that may be  served by the material creation: ‘‘ad beneficientiam ... ad valitudinem ...  ad patientiam  ad iustitiam ... ad aliquod veritatis documentum  ad  temperantiam  ”_ Furthermore, in relation to irrational creation, the  intention of divine providence is that the human person should shine out  above it: ‘““ad eminentiam” ; and, as far as fellow rational beings are  concerned, the appropriate attitude is to join them in building com-  munity: ‘‘ad societatem”‘*). Acting in this manner, human reason  perfectly performs its function of judging everything in relation to God.  By so doing, it makes that use of itself which divine providence intended  for its benefit: not only does it orientate creatures in their various ways  to God, but it comes to an understanding of God himself, it enters the  territory of frui. This is at the same time beata vita with God, the frui of  13) J.-A. Beckaert in Oeuvres de Saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 10),  Paris, 1952, translates the corresponding sentence of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83 as  follows: ‘“Et elle (c’est-ä-dire, la raison parfaite de l’homme) se sert des autres animaux  raisonnables comme d’une societe” (my emphasis). The impression given by this rendering  is that one uses other human beings for company’s sake and for the benefits of living in  society. But no violence is done to the grammar if the ‘“ad”’ is given a more active sense and  if the sentence is thus interpreted in context in this way: the most fitting attitude of perfect  human reason towards fellow creatures also endowed with reason is to strive to build a  community with them; they are, after all, created beings, not God, and therefore do not  belong where ‘“ frui” has its home. As we shall see, however, Augustine will later allow even  a kind of ‘“ frui”” of other people.ad aliquod verıitatis Oocumentum ad
temperantiıam 297 Furthermore, in relatıon iırrational creation, the
intention of dıvine provıdence 1S that the human PCISON cshould shıne Ouf
above ıt a eminentiam ; and, As far as fellow ratıonal beings ATC

concerned, the appropriate attıtude 15 Jom them ıIn ulldıng COIN-

munıty : “ad societatem  ”1 3)_ Actıng In thıs MANNCT, human [CAaASON

perfectly performs ıts function of judgıng everythıing ın relatıon God
By o1ng, it makes that UuUsCc of iıtself which divine provıdence intended
for ıts benefit not only o€s 1t Orlentate creatures ın theır Varıous WaYys

God, but it understandıng of God hımself, it enters the
terrıtory of frul. Thıs 1S al the SaJmne t1ime heata Vıta wıth God, the frui of

13) ' ecKkaer' In euVvres de Saint ugustin (Bıblıotheque Augustinienne, 10),
Parıs, 932 translates the correspondıing sentence of De Diversis Quaestionibus
ollows Y f elle (cC’est-a-dıre, la ralson parfaıte de I’homme) serTt des autres anımaux
raiısonnables d’une socıiete ” (my emphasıs). I he impression gıven by thıs rendering
IS hat OIlC SCS er human beings for cCcompany’s sake and for the benefits of lıyıng ıIn
soclety. But violence 1S one the ST aIIMNar ıf the “ad” gıven INOTEC actıve an
ıf the 18 thus interpreted In Ontext In thıs WaYy the mMoOost fitting attıtude of perfect
human TICAasSson Oowards fellow creatures Iso endowed ıth [CAason 18 Sstrıve build
communıty ıth them : they aIC, er all, reated beings, not God, and therefore do nOL
belong where fru1  37 has ıts ome As chall SCC, however, Augustine ıll ater allow VEn

kınd of “ fru1l  27 of er people
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God, whom alone ıt has dırected 1ts whole ıfe In relatıng frttingly
creation ull ın accordance wıth dıvine providence 14)

The meanıng of frul
econdly, a  oug find general assert1ons iın the COUISC of

quaest10 that the honourable and invısıble beauties constitute the
object ofJL, d the evelops it becomes clear that the
invısıble beauty of perfect human ICason, man’s spırıtual faculty, iıtself
stı1l] stands under the s1gn of utl, insofar d ıt has een created and bears
da orlentation ıts CreatÖör . >). Ultimately only (Gjod hımself stands
under the sıgn of frul; human ICason CannoTt Judge God, for in hıs 1g 1t
Judges ql he has created; there 15 11OMNC hıgher than God accordıng
s he Can be Judged OT tO whom he INaY be orıentated * ”’). The De
Diversis OQuaestionibus 853 o0€s nOoTt er An Y etiaıle' description of thıs
frul deo, Dut, in order ave broader plcture of what 15 it ıll
be useful note SOINEC of the conclusiıons of Rudolf Lorenz wh has
devoted specıal study the topı1c Lorenz dıstinguishes between frul
deo AS, the ONC hand, insertion nto the divine WOT order, and, the
other, clınging 8  $ «pOSSsess1Ing2», (God Thıs roughly corresponds
(Csunnar ultgren’s di$tinction presented above, in Chapter Iwo, be-

the ontological-ethical and psychological approaches tOo the
question of the role of the neıghbour ıIn the search for God: although, 4S

ıll be SCCI, there ATeC elements of each in both *?). As insertion 1Into the

14) De Diversis Quaestionibus 853, (GCE A‚ 39-40 ‘“ Vıtam et1am
SUuam ad 1d reie ut fruatur deo; ıta nNnım eata est Ergo el 1psa utıtur (perfecta homiınıs
rat10) 8

15) Ibid., (CC A’ ‘““Oportet CI RO fru]l pulchrıs invisıbilıbus, ıd est
honestisThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  178  God, to whom alone it has directed its whole life in relating fittingly to  creation (ufi) in accordance with divine providence!+).  2. The meaning of frui  Secondly, although we find general assertions in the course of  quaestio 30 that the honourable and invisible beauties constitute the  object of frui!°), as the argument develops it becomes clear that the  invisible beauty of perfect human reason, man’s spiritual faculty, itself  still stands under the sign of ufi, insofar as it has been created and bears  an orientation to its creator!°®). Ultimately only God himself stands  under the sign of frui; human reason cannot judge God, for in his light it  judges all he has created; there is none higher than God according to  which he can be judged or to whom he may be orientated!”’). The De  Diversis Quaestionibus 83 does not offer any detailed description of this  frui deo, but, in order to have a broader picture of what is meant, it will  be useful to note some of the conclusions of Rudolf Lorenz who has  devoted a special study to the topic!®). Lorenz distinguishes between frui  deo as, on the one hand, insertion into the divine world order, and, on the  other, clinging to, «possessing», God. This roughly corresponds to  Gunnar Hultgren’s distinction presented above, in Chapter Two, be-  tween the ontological-ethical and psychological approaches to the  question of the role of the neighbour in the search for God; although, as  will be seen, there are elements of each in both!*). As insertion into the  1*) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,39-40. ML 40,20): ‘‘ Vitam etiam  suam ad id refert, ut fruatur deo; ita enim beata est. Ergo et se ipsa utitur (perfecta hominis  ratio)!!.  15) Zbid., (CC 44A,39. ML 40,19): ‘“Oportet ergo frui pulchris invisibilibus, id est  honestisi... ”  1) Ibid., (CC 44A, 39. ML 40,20): ‘“Perfecta igitur hominis ratio, quae virtus  vocatur, ufifur primo se ipsa ad intellegendum deum, ut eo fruatur a quo etiam facta est  ”  17) Ibid., (CC 44A ,40. ML 40,20): ‘*... de solo deo non iudicat, quia secundum deum  de ceteris iudicat. Nec eo (deo) utitur, sed fruitur; neque enim ad aliquid aliud deus  referendus est, quoniam omne quod ad aliud referendum est inferius est quam id ad quod  referendum est, nec est aliquid deo superius ... ”  *8) R. Lorenz, “FRUITIO DEı bei Augustin”  ‚ in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte  63 (1950-1951) 75-132.  19) R. Lorenz, art. cit., bases this distinction on the two levels or the two-sidedness  he detects in the concept of frui (p. 84-87). On the one hand, the ‘I” and its longing are  stressed, and, while this form of frui carries traces of the physical senses, it is a matter of  ‘“unsinnliche Sinnlichkeit”” (p. 121-126): ‘Frui deo als Gotterfassen ist Funktion einer7

16) Ibid., CC ‘* Perfecta igıtur homıiınıs rat1o, quac vıirtus
VOCalur, ulıtur prımo 1psa ad intellegendum deum, ut Tuatur QUO et1am facta est

>

Ibid., (GE de solo deo NO  — ludicat, quıa secundum eum
de ceter1ıs iudicat. Nec co utıtur, sed fruitur; ul nım ad aliquid alıud eus
referendus 6st; quon1am INNe quod ad alıud referendum est infer1us est Q Ua ıd ad quod
referendum est, est alıquıd deo superl1usThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  178  God, to whom alone it has directed its whole life in relating fittingly to  creation (ufi) in accordance with divine providence!+).  2. The meaning of frui  Secondly, although we find general assertions in the course of  quaestio 30 that the honourable and invisible beauties constitute the  object of frui!°), as the argument develops it becomes clear that the  invisible beauty of perfect human reason, man’s spiritual faculty, itself  still stands under the sign of ufi, insofar as it has been created and bears  an orientation to its creator!°®). Ultimately only God himself stands  under the sign of frui; human reason cannot judge God, for in his light it  judges all he has created; there is none higher than God according to  which he can be judged or to whom he may be orientated!”’). The De  Diversis Quaestionibus 83 does not offer any detailed description of this  frui deo, but, in order to have a broader picture of what is meant, it will  be useful to note some of the conclusions of Rudolf Lorenz who has  devoted a special study to the topic!®). Lorenz distinguishes between frui  deo as, on the one hand, insertion into the divine world order, and, on the  other, clinging to, «possessing», God. This roughly corresponds to  Gunnar Hultgren’s distinction presented above, in Chapter Two, be-  tween the ontological-ethical and psychological approaches to the  question of the role of the neighbour in the search for God; although, as  will be seen, there are elements of each in both!*). As insertion into the  1*) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,39-40. ML 40,20): ‘‘ Vitam etiam  suam ad id refert, ut fruatur deo; ita enim beata est. Ergo et se ipsa utitur (perfecta hominis  ratio)!!.  15) Zbid., (CC 44A,39. ML 40,19): ‘“Oportet ergo frui pulchris invisibilibus, id est  honestisi... ”  1) Ibid., (CC 44A, 39. ML 40,20): ‘“Perfecta igitur hominis ratio, quae virtus  vocatur, ufifur primo se ipsa ad intellegendum deum, ut eo fruatur a quo etiam facta est  ”  17) Ibid., (CC 44A ,40. ML 40,20): ‘*... de solo deo non iudicat, quia secundum deum  de ceteris iudicat. Nec eo (deo) utitur, sed fruitur; neque enim ad aliquid aliud deus  referendus est, quoniam omne quod ad aliud referendum est inferius est quam id ad quod  referendum est, nec est aliquid deo superius ... ”  *8) R. Lorenz, “FRUITIO DEı bei Augustin”  ‚ in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte  63 (1950-1951) 75-132.  19) R. Lorenz, art. cit., bases this distinction on the two levels or the two-sidedness  he detects in the concept of frui (p. 84-87). On the one hand, the ‘I” and its longing are  stressed, and, while this form of frui carries traces of the physical senses, it is a matter of  ‘“unsinnliche Sinnlichkeit”” (p. 121-126): ‘Frui deo als Gotterfassen ist Funktion einer18) Lorenz, “* FRUITIO DEI be1 Augustin” in Zeitschrift für K irchengeschichte63 (1950-1951) /5-13

19) Lorenz, arlt eiti bases thıs dıstınction the [WO levels the two-sıdedness
he detects In the Concept of frul 54-8 7 On the ONC hand, the and ıts longıng AIC

stressed. and, whıiıle thıs form of frul cCarrıes {TaCes of the physıcal SCNSCS, it 1S matter of
“unsinnliche Sinnlichkeit” (p 121-126): ‘Frul deo als Gotterfassen ist un  10N einer
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divıne WOT order., Ffrui deo INa Yy be deser1ibed iın al least the followıng
four WaYyY>S

As obedience the eterna|l law 20)
As virtue in the hıghest degree: uncondıtıional praise and Oove of

God**) AIl thıcal actıon 1S be dırected towards the g0a|l of enjJoyıng
God;: ıt and thıs enjoyment. oral purıfiıcatiıon and
strıving fOor perfection AIC the path the enjoyment of the ru
$ SaYyS Lorenz, the realısatıon of fruiti0. . Thıs WaY of thinkıng

AIC famılıar wıth from OUT presentatıon of the theme of observance of
the praeceplia vitae which OVve fOr ne1ghbour has d place of
honour ASs purıfyıng and cleansıng the heart fOr the contemplatıon of
God However, d Lorenz pomts Outl, there also be 1n
4 ıfe ın conformıty wıth the praeceplia vitae and ıth the
world-order e®Rtablıshed Dy Godpr  S certaın knowledge of (J0d
and al least the beginnıngs Ol /: In such ıfe ut! oe€es nol In
the territory OL /Ü NOT vicer and ıll 1S carrıed Out 1ın the
realm of creatıon. Thus, for Lorenz, ıt INdAdYy be saı1d that both the CO
of ascent and descent AI operatıve In the dıalectic of virtue and frul deo.,

geistigen Sınnliıchkeit'  174  R. Canning  divine world order, frui deo may be described in at least the following  four ways:  /. As obedience to the eternal law*°).  2. As virtue in the highest degree: unconditional praise and love of  God?‘). All ethical action is to be directed towards the goal of enjoying  God; it prepares and promotes this enjoyment. Moral purification and  striving for perfection are the path to the enjoyment of the Truth; a  means, says Lorenz, to the realisation of fruitio*?). This way of thinking  we are familiar with from our presentation of the theme of observance of  the praecepta vitae — among which love for neighbour has a place of  honour — as purifying and cleansing the heart for the contemplation of  God. However, as Lorenz points out, there seems also to be a sense in  which a life in conformity with the praecepta vitae and with the  world-order eStablished by God presupposes a certain knowledge of God  and at least the beginnings of frui??). In such a life ufi does not trespass in  the territory of frui, nor vice versa, and God’s will is carried out in the  realm of creation. Thus, for Lorenz, it may be said that both the contexts  of ascent and descent are operative in the dialectic of virtue and frui deo,  geistigen Sinnlichkeit ... Die unsinnliche Sinnlichkeit ist Ausdruck der Gewissheit des  Erkennens. Eine Verstärkung der ‘sinnliche’ Züge tritt dadurch ein, dass frui auch Liebe zu  Gott ist”: p. 126; on the other hand, the res (ordo) and its being accepted and observed is  emphasised, with the result that ‘“frui darf nicht als Sublimierung einer Sinnestätigkeit  betrachtet werden ” (p. 86)..Lorenz characterises the former frui as active and the latter as  passive; in his own words: ‘“ Frui ist sowohl von der res aus, wie vom Ich her bestimmt. In  ihm vereinen sich Hinnehmen des Dargebotenen und Ergreifen des Ersehnten, Passivität  und Aktivität” (p. 86; cf. p. 99). However, under the aspect of frui as insertion into the  divine world order (more passive, according to Lorenz), he includes the features, obedience  to the divine law, serving God, and virtue, which at the very least have active implications.  20) J/bid., p. 88-89: ‘ Das Ziel und die Fülle des aus dem ewigen Gesetz geflossenen  biblischen Gesetzes ist die fruitio dei ... Gott zur Frucht haben (this is the translation of  “frui deo”’ which Lorenz, see p. 87, n. 16, has taken over from Przywara), ihm dienen, gern  unter ihm sein, nennt Augustin in einem Atem ... Frui deo ist Rückkehr zum ursprüng-  lichen Gehorsam’”.  21) Jbid., p. 89-91.  22) Jbid., p. 89-91: ‘Das ethische Handeln wird jedoch auch von der fruitio dei als  Zielgut bestimmt. Alles Tun soll darauf abgezweckt sein, das Geniessen Gottes vorzu-  bereiten und zu fördern. Sittliche Reinigung und Vervollkommnungsstreben sind Weg zum  ‘“Genuss’ der Wahrheit. Es gibt eine bestimmte Ordnung im Leben, die uns zu Gott führt ...  die oben entwickelte Anschauung, dass uti Mittel zur Realisierung der fruitio ist”.  23) Ibid., p. 90; “Das von der göttlichen Weltordnung geforderte uti ist jedenfalls  erst möglich, wenn man Erkenntnis Gottes besitzt. Es hat den Anschein, dass uti seinerseits  schon ein Gotthaben (frui deo) voraussetzt; dass die von Augustin mit uti bezeichnete  Lebenshaltung nicht denkbar ist, ohne dass frui schon anfängt, sich zu verwirklichen ”.Die unsınnlıche Sinnliıchkeıit ıst USATUC der Gewissheıt des
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he Augustinian uti/frul Distinction S

of virtuous actıon and contemplatıon. An example of the descent context,
of the impossı1bılıt y of PTODCI uftl ıf frul deo has NOl egun be realısed
1s already hınted al In the fina]l of the long quotatıiıon irom
quaest 10The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  175  of virtuous action and contemplation. An example of the descent context,  of the impossibility of a proper utfi if frui deo has not begun to be realised  is already hinted at in the final sentence of the long quotation from  quaestio 30: ‘“ ... after the fall man makes use of those things which have  to be borne for the sake of patience, only if he has been converted and  has become, even before the death of the body, and to the extent that it is  possible here, a friend of God, because he serves him cheerfully”’2*).  Conversion, friendship with God and willing service of him may be  understood as the form of fruitio dei in this life; outside this state of being  with God, the ‘uti ad patientiam’ cannot attain its purpose.  3. As beatitude*>): in this are centered the expectations that longing will  be quietened, that peace with God and peace of soul will be attained, that  we will be filled with the unshakeable certainty that we are saved?®).  Beatitude is grounded ontologically in preserving the order established  by God and in sharing in God’s being; this is how the expression,  “having God”, is to be understood : sharing in God through holding to  his order which is offered to us, and through living according to the level  of being one occupies in God’s creation?’), and as being deified  (deificari), in the sense that the image of God has been perfectly restored  in us and we have been adopted as God’s sons?®).  24) De Diversis Qüaes!ionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,40. ML 40,20): *... (tolerandis) nec  post lapsum utitur nisi conversus, et quamquam ante mortem corporis, jiam tamen  quantum potest dei amicus, quia libenter servus”. Cf. In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 8,11 (ML  35,2043) where the enemy who beats us and brings about our ruin is seen as God’s  instrument of care for us: ‘Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo saneris, ipse inimicus  tuus. Si novit Deus w/ile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si novit tibi ufile esse ut  vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille sanetur”’. Such persecution  cannot be accepted in a manner that is ‘“ utile”” unless, trusting in divine providence, we are  already intent upon God, living frui deo to the extent possible in this world.  23) R. Lorenz; . art: eit..p:92:95.  26) Jbid., p. 94.  27) JIbid., p. 92: “ So liegt der Grund der Beseligung darin, dass wir in der fruitio dei  die uns gebotene Ordnung innehalten und so der in Gott beschlossenen Güter teilhaftig  werden. Das Erfassen Gottes ist ein Seinszustand. Sehr aufschlussreich dafür ist, dass das  ‘Haben’ Gottes der fruitio letzlich ein Teilhaben (platonisch methexis) an Gott ist, also das  Stehen auf einer bestimmten Stufe im Kosmos”’. Cf. p. 92, n. 5: “frui deo ist teilhaben an  Gott: dei solius participatione beatus homo fieri potest, und im nächsten Satze: deo solo  fruens beatus fit cultor eius. C. Faust. XX 5 CSEL 25, p. 539”.  28) Jbid., p. 95: ‘ Der Terminus deificari unterstreicht noch einmal, dass die Seligkeit  der fruitio dei einem bestimmten Seinszustand angehört, dem der Weisheit — in der  dem der volkommenen Wiederherstellung des  Sprache des gereiften Augustin:  Gottesbildes, der Annahme zur Sohnschaft ”’. See G. Folliet, ‘‘“Deificari in otio’. Augustin,  Epistola 10,2”, in Recherches Augustiniennes, IL, (Paris, 1962), 225-236, who shows that  Augustine owes this expression to Porphyry and that in Epistola 10 to Nebridius, datingafter the fall INan makes Usc of those thıngs 1C have
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24) De Diversis Qüaes!ionibus 853, ( “The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  175  of virtuous action and contemplation. An example of the descent context,  of the impossibility of a proper utfi if frui deo has not begun to be realised  is already hinted at in the final sentence of the long quotation from  quaestio 30: ‘“ ... after the fall man makes use of those things which have  to be borne for the sake of patience, only if he has been converted and  has become, even before the death of the body, and to the extent that it is  possible here, a friend of God, because he serves him cheerfully”’2*).  Conversion, friendship with God and willing service of him may be  understood as the form of fruitio dei in this life; outside this state of being  with God, the ‘uti ad patientiam’ cannot attain its purpose.  3. As beatitude*>): in this are centered the expectations that longing will  be quietened, that peace with God and peace of soul will be attained, that  we will be filled with the unshakeable certainty that we are saved?®).  Beatitude is grounded ontologically in preserving the order established  by God and in sharing in God’s being; this is how the expression,  “having God”, is to be understood : sharing in God through holding to  his order which is offered to us, and through living according to the level  of being one occupies in God’s creation?’), and as being deified  (deificari), in the sense that the image of God has been perfectly restored  in us and we have been adopted as God’s sons?®).  24) De Diversis Qüaes!ionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,40. ML 40,20): *... (tolerandis) nec  post lapsum utitur nisi conversus, et quamquam ante mortem corporis, jiam tamen  quantum potest dei amicus, quia libenter servus”. Cf. In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 8,11 (ML  35,2043) where the enemy who beats us and brings about our ruin is seen as God’s  instrument of care for us: ‘Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo saneris, ipse inimicus  tuus. Si novit Deus w/ile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si novit tibi ufile esse ut  vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille sanetur”’. Such persecution  cannot be accepted in a manner that is ‘“ utile”” unless, trusting in divine providence, we are  already intent upon God, living frui deo to the extent possible in this world.  23) R. Lorenz; . art: eit..p:92:95.  26) Jbid., p. 94.  27) JIbid., p. 92: “ So liegt der Grund der Beseligung darin, dass wir in der fruitio dei  die uns gebotene Ordnung innehalten und so der in Gott beschlossenen Güter teilhaftig  werden. Das Erfassen Gottes ist ein Seinszustand. Sehr aufschlussreich dafür ist, dass das  ‘Haben’ Gottes der fruitio letzlich ein Teilhaben (platonisch methexis) an Gott ist, also das  Stehen auf einer bestimmten Stufe im Kosmos”’. Cf. p. 92, n. 5: “frui deo ist teilhaben an  Gott: dei solius participatione beatus homo fieri potest, und im nächsten Satze: deo solo  fruens beatus fit cultor eius. C. Faust. XX 5 CSEL 25, p. 539”.  28) Jbid., p. 95: ‘ Der Terminus deificari unterstreicht noch einmal, dass die Seligkeit  der fruitio dei einem bestimmten Seinszustand angehört, dem der Weisheit — in der  dem der volkommenen Wiederherstellung des  Sprache des gereiften Augustin:  Gottesbildes, der Annahme zur Sohnschaft ”’. See G. Folliet, ‘‘“Deificari in otio’. Augustin,  Epistola 10,2”, in Recherches Augustiniennes, IL, (Paris, 1962), 225-236, who shows that  Augustine owes this expression to Porphyry and that in Epistola 10 to Nebridius, dating(tolerandıs) L1CC
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28) Ibid., 95 “* er Terminus deıificarı unterstreıicht och einmal, ass dıe Selıgkeıt
der Tult10 de1 einem bestimmten Seinszustand angehört, dem der eıshe1l In der

dem der volkommenen Wiıederherstellung desSprache des gereiften Augustin:
Gottesbildes, der Annahme ZUr Sohnschaft ” See Follıet, ...  Deıiıficarı ıIn t10 Augustin,
Epistola In Recherches Augustiniennes, I1, (Parıs, 225-236, who ShOws hat
Augustine WeSs thıs expression OTrph3AYyTY and hat In Epistola Nebrıidius, datıng
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As CIVIEAS dei?) Ffrul deo 1s d communıty CONCEPL; 1t has soc1a|l
Chatracter?“): SNnr iıtself wıthout dıstinetion all souls
capable of enjoyıng 16 In the herıtage recelve from God, that 1S,
God hımself, who has SCCMH fıt er hımself LO OUTr enjoyment, ıll
not suffer anYy restrict1ons AaCCOUNLTL of havıng the COMPAaANY of the
saınts. 1S not ASs ıf God whom OVe WEeIC OUT OW prıvate
pOossession ’’ **). The God njoyed DYy Ffruli 1S the bonum COMMUNe

According LOorenz, Ffrul deo ASs clınging and ‘“ nossessing ” (G0d
INdAYy be realısed in the followıng forms :

VISLO dei**) AS such Ffrul 1s ınked wıth knowledge and understand-
ing of God**) Indeed, thıs 1s important aspectL of frul deo referred
In OUI tex{i from quaest10 Therefore., perfect [CasSson in Man, IC 1S
called virtue, first of all SCS ıtself understand God, A4s enN]OYy hım
Dy whom ın fact ıt Was created ” *®>. But thıs 18 only OINC aSspecClL; Ffrul deo 1s
wıder than the mınd’s VLSLO dei?®)

MOr deis‘) such Ove desıires the moOost intiımate communı10n wıth
God, and May be expressed Dy the verbs “ inhaerere”), ““ cohaerere’),
‘“ adhaerere’). “TO en]JOYy the wısdom of God 1S nothıng other than be
unıted Hım ın ove  27 38) ven though thıs ea the DCISON certaın

Ifrom 389, he stıll SCS ıt In the Porphyryan of deifyıng oneself through virtuous
works.

29) Ibid.. 95-98
30) Ibid., 905 “ Das CGenliessen (jottes vollzıeht sıch In der Gemeinnschaft  LAd

omnıbus anımıs frul31) Epistola 18,4,25 34/2,689. 33,444)
valentibus verıtas communıiıter praesto est  AA}

32) En In DS. (L 40,1565-1566 S ‘In CU1US hereditate, quod ıpse
nobıs GRi: CUu ad iruendum praebere dıgnatur, nullas patıemur Cu sanctıs socıjetatıs
angustlas, dılectione rel nOstirae quası privatae .

33) Lorenz. art CH
34) Ibid., 100 JNn stellt uch dıe Tult10 de!1 als au eın volkommen deutliches

FEFrkennen und Eiınsehen (Jottes dar
35) De Diversis Quaestionibus 853, (CC 44A ‚.39 ..  Perfecta igıtur

hominıs rat1o, quacl virtus VOCalur, utitur prımo 1psa ad intellegendum deum, ut fruatur
quO et1am acta est176  R. Canning  4. As civitas dei??): frui deo is a community concept; it has a social  character*°). ‘‘Truth presents itself without distinction to all souls  capable of enjoying it ”’*!). ‘‘In the heritage we receive from God, that is,  God himself, who has seen fit to offer himself to our enjoyment, we will  not suffer any restrictions on account of having the company of the  saints. It is not as if God whom we love were our own private  possession ”’*?). The God enjoyed by frui is the bonum commune.  According to Lorenz, frui deo as clinging to and * possessing” God  may be realised in the following forms :  I. Visio dei®®): as such frui is linked with a knowledge and understand-  ing of God**). Indeed, this is an important aspect of frui deo referred to  in our text from quaestio 30: ‘ Therefore, perfect reason in man, which is  called virtue, first of all uses itself z0 understand God, so as to enjoy him  by whom in fact it was created ”*>°, But this is only one aspect ; frui deo is  wider than the mind’s visio dei?°®).  2. Amor dei?’): such love desires the most intimate communion with  God, and may be expressed by the verbs “ inhaerere”, ‘‘ cohaerere”,  “adhaerere” . “To enjoy the wisdom of God is nothing other than to be  united to Him in love”’*®). Even though this leads the person to a certain  from 389, he still uses it in the Porphyryan sense of deifying oneself through virtuous  works.  29) Ibid., p. 95-98.  30) J/bid., p. 95: *“ Das Geniessen Gottes vollzieht sich in der Gemeinschaft”.  omnibus animis se frui  31). Epistola 118,4,25 (CSEL 34/2,689. ML 33,444): *  valentibus veritas communiter praesto est ”.  32) En. in ps. 105,34 (CC 40,1565-1566:. ML 37,1415): ‘‘In cuius hereditate, quod ipse  nobis est, cum ad fruendum se praebere dignatur, nullas patiemur cum sanctis societatis  angustias, dilectione rei nostrae quasi privatae”.  3°) R Lörenz; artıcit., p. 99:101.  34) Ibid., p. 100: *‘So stellt auch die fruitio dei als Schau ein volkommen deutliches  Erkennen und Einsehen Gottes dar”’.  35) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,39. ML 40,20): ‘“Perfecta igitur  hominis ratio, quae virtus vocatur, utitur primo se ipsa ad intellegendum deum, ut eo fruatur  a quo etiam facta est ... ”.  3°) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 101: ‘‘ Visio und contemplatio dei beschreiben aber nur ein  Teilmoment der fruitio. Frui ist weiter als contempları — non hoc est cogitatione  conspicere quod appetere vel etiam perfrui voluntate. Neben dem schauenden Erkennen hat  frui noch Raum für andere Verhaltensweise””. The Latin quotation is from De Trinitate  15;27,50.(CC 50A;533. ML 42;1097).  37) Ibid., p. 101-103.  38) De Fide et Symbolo 9,19 (CSEL 41,24. ML 40,192): * Frui autem sapientia dei  nihil est aliud quam ei dilectione cohaerere”.9

36) Lorenz, art CIt., 101 “ Vis10 und contemplatıo de1 beschreiben ber NUuUr eın
Teillmoment der Trult10. Frul ist weıter als contempları NO hOoc est cogitatıone
conspicere quod ve]l et1am perfrul voluntate endem schauenden Erkennen hat
frul och Raum für andere Verhaltensweise ”. The Latın quotatıion 18 from De TI'rinitate
52790 (L 0A,533 42,1097).

37) Ibid., 101-103
38) De ide el Symbolo 9,19 41,24 40,192) “ Frul au sapıentia de1

nıhıl est alıud quamı el dılectione cohaerere ”.
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rest, the ıll remaıns actıve and continues ACCOMPDAN delıght. Frul deo
m1g hen be called paradoxıcally resting will 2):

Habere deum*°): hıs terminology, which 18 present ın Augustine from
the beginning“**), gradually changes In meanıng. Inıtially it 1S elated
the intellectua know God**) Later ıt 15 connected wıth
promise be ..  mY 6d. - ) Such WdYy of speakıng reflects certaın
VEeISCS of the psalms, C ahweh, IN Yy herıtage, IN Y (Ps
"Happy the people whose God 1s Yahweh., the people he has chosen for
hıs herıtage ” (Ps 32(33) 12) .. have old Yahweh., “ aTe IN Y G d979
(Ps 139(140).6) Happy the natıon whose (J0d 1S ahwen>» (Ps

TIhe expression DOSSidere deum LOO, eviıdently springs from
siımılar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting attempt
get God, the cCreator and Lord, nto OUTI W  9 possidere deum, Just ASs

habere deum, 1s the formulatıon of lovıng ongıng and fond hope which

39) Lorenz, art CH.. 102-103 ‘Daran, ass rult10 sıch unter 1e vollzıeht,
wırd deutlıch, ass der (jottes ““genuß” eın wıllentliches Iun ist, Aktıvıtät Zwar omm ın
der Tu1lt10 der strebende Wiılle ZUT uheThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.doch ıst N1IC: ausgeschaltet. Wılle begleıtet
das CGeniessenThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.Be1 Augustıin ist nıcht ass das CGJenlessen em ıllen un: allem
Streben vollkommen fern ste.The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.se1ın * Geniessen ” ist N1IC. wiıllensfrel. Wır mussen dıe
paradoxe Formulıerung Frul deo ist ein ruhender As indıcations of wıll s
continulng accompanyıng role, reference 1s made De Iriınıtate 5127150 (CC 0A,533

42,1097): ‘““perfrul voluntate ”’; De Vera Religione CSEL 13,26 (CC:
34,133) “*sed voluntate qua magıs eum Q Ua dılıgunt (angel)), firm1ı

stabıles manent ın 1lo ei Tuuntur maitestate 1DSIUS, el unı lıbentissıme subdıt1ı”. ote that
the eature of cheerful obedience 1s Iso present ere along ıth CONstancy ın love; together
they constitute fruz deo See Iso De Doctrina C'hristiana 1.40 9  76 (C
AA 34,26-27): !  &. melıor est 414 haeret constringıtur incommutabıliı
bono, q Uam CUu inde vel ad Ipsum relaxatur . Agaın the CONsStanNCYy of ıntent uUDONM God
1$ stressed.

40) Lorenz, art CLE 104-108
41) See De eala 1ta 4,34 B 32,976) ““ Quisquıis igıtur ad

SUIMMNINUmM modum DCI verıtatem venerıt, beatus est Hoc est anımıs eum habere, ıd est deo
perfrulThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.Ö De Ordine Z 24 32,1004): ‘“Cum deo ıtem NO  — dico, qula
IpS1 NO  — habent eum Sıquidem eum habereThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.placuıt nıhıl alıud SS5C QqUamı deo perfru1 .
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proprie estL, quı fruuntur, quı el serviıunt, quı lıbenter sub 1DSO SuntThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  177  rest, the will remains active and continues to accompany delight. Frui deo  might then be called paradoxically ‘‘a resting will””*°).  3. Habere deum*°): this terminology, which is present in Augustine from  the beginning*'), gradually changes in meaning. Initially it is related to  the intellectual quest to know God*?*). Later it is connected with God’s  promise to be ‘‘my God”’*%). Such a way of speaking reflects certain  verses of the psalms, e.g. ‘ Yahweh, my heritage, my cup» (Ps. 15(16).5);  “Happy the people whose God is Yahweh, the people he has chosen for  his heritage”” (Ps. 32(33).12) ; ‘‘I have told Yahweh, ‘You are my God’”  (Ps. 139(140).6); ‘Happy the nation whose God is Yahweh» (Ps.  143(144).15b). The expression possidere deum too, evidently springs from  similar reminiscences from the psalms. Far from reflecting an attempt to  get God, the creator and Lord, into our power, possidere deum; just as  habere deum, is the formulation of a loving longing and fond hope which  39) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 102-103: ‘‘Daran, dass fruitio sich unter Liebe vollzieht,  wird deutlich, dass der Gottes ‘‘genuß ” ein willentliches Tun ist, Aktivität. Zwar kommt in  der fruitio der strebende Wille zur Ruhe ... doch ist er nicht ausgeschaltet. Wille begleitet  das Geniessen ... Bei Augustin ist es nicht so, dass das Geniessen allem Willen und allem  Streben vollkommen fern stehe ... sein ‘‘ Geniessen ” ist nicht willensfrei. Wir müssen so die  paradoxe Formulierung wagen: Frui deo ist ein ruhender Wille”. As indications of will’s  continuing accompanying role, reference is made to: De Trinitate 15,27,50 (CC 50A,533.  ML 42,1097): ‘“perfrui voluntate”; De Vera Religione 70 (CSEL 77,19) = 13,26 (CC  32,203. ML 34,133): ‘“‘sed ea voluntate qua magis deum quam se diligunt (angeli), firmi et  stabiles manent in illo et fruuntur maiestate ipsius, ei uni libentissime subditi’””. Note that  the feature of cheerful obedience is also present here along with constancy in love; together  they constitute frui deo. See also De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22,21 (CC  32,17. ML 34,26-27): *... melior est cum totüs haeret atque constringitur incommutabili  bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur””. Again the constancy of intent upon God  is stressed.  40) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 104-108.  +1) See De Beata Vita 4,34 (CSEL 63,114-115. ML 32,976): “Quisquis igitur ad  summum modum per veritatem venerit, beatus est. Hoc est animis deum habere, id est deo  perfrui ... ””; De Ordine 2,7,21 (CSEL 63,160. ML 32,1004): ‘‘Cum deo item non dico, quia  ipsi non habent deum. Siquidem deum habere ... placuit nihil aliud esse quam deo perfrui”.  *2) R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 107: ‘ Deum habere und deo frui besagen somit im Munde  des Philosophen Augustin die Zugehörigkeit zur intelligiblen Welt”.  *43) En. in ps. 139,10 (CC 40,2018. ML 37,1808-1809): ‘ Dixi domino, deus meus es tu  (Ps. 139.7). Illi homines sunt, et non mei; tu et deus, et meus es. Dixi domino, deus meus es  tu. Magna vox orationis; movet fiduciam. Numquid illorum non est deus? ... Sed tamen  proprie eorum est, qui eo fruuntur, qui ei serviunt, qui libenter sub ipso sunt ... ”’. Note that  the idea of having God as ‘‘mine ” goes hand in hand with serving him and being cheerfully  subject to him.ote that
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44) En IN ZZ 224 (L 36,294-295): * Beata gENS CULIUS es!1
dominus deus COTUM (Ps178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.Ipse sıt heredıitas noOstra, pOSSESSIO nOostira An forte
temere dicımus facıendo nobıs eum pOossess1ıonNem, Cu sıt domiıinus, C sıt creator? Non
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Deus INCUS iu, quı dıcıt anımae nOsSiIrae Salus [UGA ECSO AY// (Ps 34.3)178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.Dıc CISO SCCUTUS,
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CI ei 1pse rıt DOSSESSIO (uUa, ut colas C}178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.Ergo erıt 1pse pOSSESSIO nOostra, ut NOS pascal;
el erImus pOSSESS10 e1lus, ut NOS regat””. O DOSSCSS God then 1$ be ruled Dy hım,
worshiıp hım

4'7) See references In LOTeNZ; art CH:: 105, where the author states “* Sıe (Le the
of ‘“deum habere” terminology) zeigt, ass Gotthaben uch Gehabtwerden VOIN

;ott ist un VOI allem, ass das en CGjottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mıt
der Eınwohnung CGjottes In der eele178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.48) Ibid., 106-107 ‘“ Be1 er andlung des inhabıtatıo Begriffs bleıibt siıch
Augustinus darın gleich, ass ZU en CGjottes 1mM ınn neben seiıner
Einwohnung uch ıne gewI1sse Tätıgkeıt des Menschen gehört deshalb ist eıne
Eıgentätigkeıt der eele erforderlıch, amı dıe Eınwohnung fruchtbar wird, dıe
Erleuchtung eintriıtt178  R. Canning  is founded on God’s promise**). What is possessed is received in  confidence and hope  45)'  Furthermore, not only do we possess God, but we are also possessed  by him, as in the saying from Isaiah: ‘‘ Lord, possess us ” (Is. 26.13: Lxx).  Our being possessed by him is the condition of possessing him“*°). We  can be called God’s estate, his house, his temple. To have God is at the  same time to be had by him, to be of God, to be close to him, to be with  him. God dwells in us making us his own, filling us with himself.  Inhabitatio dei is the necessary corollary of deum habere*7). But God’s  indwelling in the soul does not make human activity in search of him  superfluous*®). For the early Augustine this activity consisted in intel-  lectual knowledge; later, such knowledge was understood to flow from  faith and love*°). The God whom we “have” is already there in  possession of us, waiting to be our God®°).  *4) En. 2 in ps. 32, sermo 2,27 (CC 38,267. ML 36,294-295): ‘‘ Beata gens cuius est  dominus deus eorum (Ps. 32.12) ... Ipse sit hereditas nostra, possessio nostra. An forte  temere dicimus faciendo nobis deum possessionem, cum sit dominus, cum sit creator? Non  est ista temeritas; affectus est desiderii, et dulcedo spei. Dicat anima, omnino secura dicat :  Deus meus es tu, qui dicit animae nostrae: Salus tua ego sum (Ps. 34.3) ... Dic ergo securus,  possessio tua est; possidentibus eam (cf. Prov. 3.18) scriptura dixit, implevit fiducia  dubitationem tuam; dic securus, ama securus, spera securus. Tua etiam illa verba sint in  psalmo: Dominus pars hereditatis meae (Ps. 15.5)”.  4?): R: Lorenzz art. eit sp  104: ‘““Es (d.h. possidere deum) ist empfangendes  Besitzen ”.  46) Cf. En in ps. 145,11 (CC 40,2113. ML-37,1891-1892): * Eris tupossessio, 'et  possidebis; possessio dei eris, et possessio tua erit deus; tu eris possessio eius, ut colaris ab  eo, et ipse erit possessio tua, ut colas eum ... Ergo erit ipse possessio nostra, ut nos pascat;  et erimus possessio eius, ut nos kegat””. To possess God then is to be ruled by him, to  worship him.  +7) See references in R. Lorenz, art. cit., p. 105, where the author states: ‘*Sie (i.e. the  survey of ‘‘deum habere” terminology) zeigt, dass Gotthaben auch Gehabtwerden von  Gott ist und vor allem, dass das Haben Gottes für Augustinus untrennbar verknüpft ist mit  der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele ... ”.  +8) Ibid., p. 106-107: ‘“Bei aller Wandlung des inhabitatio Begriffs bleibt sich  Augustinus darin gleich, dass zum ‘Haben’ Gottes im strengen Sinn neben seiner  Einwohnung auch eine gewisse Tätigkeit des Menschen gehört  deshalb ist eine  Eigentätigkeit der Seele erforderlich, damit die Einwohnung fruchtbar wird, die  Erleuchtung eintritt ... ”.  49) Ibid., p. 108.  50) Ibid.: ‘“ Was trägt nun die Untersuchung über habere deum zur Erhellung des  Phänomens der fruitio dei bei? Sie zeigt zunächst, dass die fruitio sich vollzieht in der  Wendung der Seele nach innen, zu dem in ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott. Es ist nicht visio  extraria, sondern interna. Frui deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besitzen und ihm  gehören, ihn gefunden haben und halten, Nähe zu ihm und Gewissheit über ihn, liebend in  ihm bleiben. Mit einem Wort — frui deo heisst: tu et deus et meus es. Den jungen Augustin  ist es Erkennen, dem alten — für das irdische Leben — fiducia.4

49) Ibid., 108
50) Ihbid. ““Was rag u  — dıe Untersuchung ber habere eum ZUur Erhellung des

Phänomens der fru1ti1o0 de1 bei? Sıe zeıigt zunächst. ass dıe frult1io sıch vollzıeht In der
Wendung der eele ach innen, dem In ihren Tiefen wohnenden Gott Es ist N1IC VIS10
extrarla, sondern interna. Frul deo selbst als Gotthaben bedeutet Gott besıtzen und ıhm
gehören, ıh gefunden en un! halten, ähe ıhm und Gewissheıiıt ber ıhn, 1ebend In
ıhm bleiben Mıt einem Wort frul deo heisst : ei eus el INCUS Den jJungen Augustın
ist Erkennen, dem en für das iırdische en fiducı1a.



he Augustinian uti/frul Distinction | /9

The remaınıng forms of frul deo d S “ Erfassen Gottes ” INaAY be en
wıth briefly:

Amplexus spirituales 51) for Augustine the phılosopher, the WISse INan

already knew the embrace of (30d present; the bıshop contented hımself
wıth the expectation of the spiırıtual nuptıals In heaven?).

Manducare and hibere deum”®): thıs IMNaVY be understood ASs Occurrıng
ın meditatıon, ın lıstening CIIMONS and in readıng the ser1ıptures ;: in the
Eucharist Chriıst 1S eaten and Trun Through the Incarnatıon of Chriıst
OUT human weakness 15 made capable of enJoyıng (30d 54)

Delectari IN domino ” >): both the heart’'s desıre for God and OUT

sharıng ın God, wh 1s delıght tself, hrough the of the Holy Spirıt,
aATC involved : the psychological diımension 1S agaın brought nto relatıon
wıth the metaphysıcal ?°).

The correspondıng traıts in God that make hım OPCH frul ATC

deseribed varıously ASs dulcedo del, bonus odor del, melodia del, Iumen
dei?') But G0od Can be known and enjoyed only Dy OTNIC wh has been
converted hım such that hıs image in the PCISON 1s renewed. Yet agaıln

51) Ibid., 108-109
52) K f Lorenz’s concludıng sect10n : u& Gegenwärtigkeıit und Zukünftigkeıt der Tu1lt10

de1””, 28951 : where frul deo ın time 1S$ consıdered be possıble humble faıth ıIn such
WaY that ıt both enables DIODCI ut1 of the WOT'| and ASSUuICS hat the eschatological

Tu1lt10 ıll NnOtL be ost See especılally 131 LA duürfen WIT den Schluss zıehen, ass mıt
der zunehmenden Eıinsicht Augustins ın dıe Unfähigkeıt der menschlıchen atur das
dıesseltige fru1 deo dıe Züge des unter ott sıch demütigenden credere annımmt selbst-
verständlıch dıejenıgen des augustinischen ‘Glaube-zur-Einsicht). Diıese Beobachtung findet
ıne starke Stutze darın, ass der Bıschof dıe irdiısche Tru1lt10 de1 eın frul pCI speculum ve] ın
aenıgmate nenn Dıe Annäherung das credere mac das dıesseltige fru1 deo gee1gnet
ZuUu1 Maxıme der christlichen ora Dıiıe zeıtliche fruıltio de1l ermöglıcht das ‘Gebrauchen‘’
der Welt und dieses ‘Gebrauchen‘’ ist eıne Stufe auf dem Weg ZUuU endzeıtlıchen
Gottesgenuss ”'. hıs 1$ the framework wıthın which Lorenz interprets De Doctrina
Christiana 1,66 CSEL z GL 2,23-24 34,30-31): *Orıtur au HOC
10C0O de angelıs nonnulla quaestI1o. Illo nNnım fruentes et1am 1pS1 beatı Ssun(t, qUO eft NOS frul
desıderamus: el quantum in hac ıta fruiımur vel DCI speculum vel In aenıgmate (cf. Cor

Ca peregrinationem tolerabılıus sustinemus el ardentius finıre cupımus ”.
53) Lorenz, Aart G, 109-113
54) Confessionesi(Skutella 146 SEL 38341163 323743} °° Kt quaerebam

1am conparandı roboriıs, quod esse iıdoneum ad fruendum (O, 0{& inven1ebam, donec
amplecterer mediatorem dei el hominum, hominem Christum lesum (cf. Tım 2:5)  SA

55) Lorenz, art CI 114
56) € Ibid., 12/7-128, 1.e the section headed: ‘“ Dıe Metaphysık der Tult10 de1”

where the role of the Holy Spiırıt iın unıtıng people God 1S emphasısed. Therefore, "°da
dıe Verbundenheıt mıiıt Gott, das nhangen ıhn, fru1 ist, hegt der Schluss nahe, das für
ugustın das perfrul verıtate 1er sıch kraft des Geilstes vollzıeht Die Metaphysık der
frultio de1 ist Iso VOIN Anfang be1 Augustin vorhanden .

57) Ibid., LT



1 SO Canning

the psychological sıde frul 15 OUnNn: wıth the ontological sıde which
Lorenz has called * ınsertion into the dıvine order of the world‘?°):

Thus, fOr the present, sufficıent has been saıd g1ve SOTINC

indıcatıon of the background and Tang of frul deo in the development of
Augustine’s hought, and forewarn agalnst LOO simplıstıic under-
standıng of frul d A subjective, indıvidualıstic, prıvate form of enjoyment
IC would be ultımately ego1lst1ic. What Ragnar Sa YyS of m1S-
taken understandıng of Augustinian dilectio ordinata, accordıng which
all beings WOU be assıgned value relatıve LO theır capacıty LO satısf y de-
sıre —— q desıre which rest only in the Summum Bonum — IMaYy
also be applıed LO misconcel1ved notion of Ffrul deo which WOU
represent ıt subliımated selfish enjoyment. ıdea of basıc,
primıtıvely sensual human desıre, which COU. Dy sublımatıon be ırecte'
towards spirıtual values, belongs modern popularıse: psychology, it
1S unknown Augustine””??). Frul 15 not then sublıiımated uti; they
belong rather dıstinct spheres LO that of spiırıtual beauty ıtself and

that of created beauties and they AIC assoclated ıth dıfferent
of the soul. When the functions of the other of the soul (1.e

COr the actıve lıfe. and anımd, the ıfe of the senses) dIC in aCccord ıth
the hıghest function, MEHS, the contemplatıve ıfe that 1S, when utı 1S
In accord ıth ‚frul deo nes whole lıfe, ecart: soul and mınd, 1S
g]ven VeT God®°°)

Frul and utl INn disorder

Understandıng the relatıon between these Can be a1ded Dy
ookıng al SOTINC of distortion. Already ın De Diversıs Quaestionibus
85, quaestio 30, Augustine had asserted: . ERusS. all human perversion
(which 1S also called ViIce) consısts in wiıshıng LO usc what 15 be enjoyed

58) Ibid., 179126 ““ Wenn das Erkennen (Jottes auf das Bıld (jottes 1m Menschen
zurückgeht und 1m Erkennen das (Gottesbild sıch erneuert, ıst damıt schon ausgesproch-
C  ‚9 ass uch Irul deo auf der imago de1 beruht. [Da TUl eıne vollkommene Erkenntnis
darstellt, INUSss$s ıhm dıe Intaktheıt des Gottesbildes gleichzeıtig se1n. Frultio de1 ist NUur

möglıch, wenn der ensch Gott umgekehrt ist Hıer meldet sıch dıe eıte des Begrıffs
frul, dıe WITr als Einfügung in dıe göttlıche Weltordnung bezeichneten ” (p 126)

59) (0)  @; Beatitude el Sagesse, p. 269 * L’iıdee d’un desır humaın de base,
primıtıvement sensuel, quı par sublımatıon pulsse tre dırıge eIs des valeurs spirıtuelles,
appartıent la psychologıe moderne de vulgarısatıon; elle est etrangere Augustın ”.
256 259 Love appetitus in Augustine 15 not sımple, undıfferentiated desıre capable of
being dırected owards objects of all categorIies.

60) Ibid., 254-261
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and enJoYy what 1s be used: the other hand., all order 1s
vırtue) 18 ase‘ the wısh en]JOoYy hat 1S be enjoyed and UsSsCc

hat 15 be used ”” °*). Iwenty-two INOTE later, iın the fifteenth
book of the City of God, find SOINC of the implıcatiıons of thıs kınd of
human perversion drawn Oout Augustine 18 speakıng of those 1ıke Caln
whose gıift 1s nOot acceptable (J0d because they give somethiıng
belonging them but faıl gıve themselves. He continues:

hıs 15 what 1s one Dy all wh follow theır OW will, and nOoL the
ıll of God; that 1S, those wh lıve wıth perverted instead of
upright heart, and yel er gıift God They SUDDOSC that wıth
thıs gift God 18 eing bought OVeI help them, not 1ın curıng theır
eprave desıres, but ın fulfiıllıng them And thıs 15 charaecterıstıic of
the ca cCıty worshıp god OI gods that ıth theır
assıstance ıt MaYy reign In the enjoyment of Vvictories and earthly
9 nOTL ıth lovıng CONCEITIN fOr others, but ıth ust for
dominatıon Ver them For the good make IN of thıs world in order

en]JOoYy God, whereas the evıl want make IN of God 1in order
en]Ooy the WOT.181  The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  and to enjoy what is to be used; on the other hand, all order (that is  virtue) is based on the wish to enjoy what is to be enjoyed and to use  what is to be used”’°!). Twenty-two or more years later, in the fifteenth  book of the City of God, we find some of.the implications of this kind of  human perversion drawn out. Augustine is speaking of those like Cain  whose gift is not acceptable to God because they give something  belonging to them but fail to give themselves. He continues:  This is what is done by all who follow their own will, and not the  will of God; that is, those who live with a perverted instead of an  upright heart, and yet offer a gift to God. They suppose that with  this gift God is being bought over to help them, not in curing their  depraved desires, but in fulfilling them. And this is characteristic of  the earthly city — to worship a god or gods so that with their  assistance it may reign in the enjoyment of victories and an earthly  peace, not with a loving concern for others, but with lust for  domination over them. For the good make use of this world in order  to enjoy God, whereas the evil want to make use of God in order to  6  enjoy the world ...  62)  God is full of delight for us in himself (‘‘per se’”’); temporal things are  rightly sought not as absolute ends in themselves, but ‘““on account of  something else” (‘“propter aliud’’)®*). There is a link here with the  terminology employed in quaestio 30 for which the honestum is to be  sought for its own sake (‘“propter se ipsum”) and the utile is to be  orientated to something other than itself (““utile autem quod ad  aliud aliquid referendum est””). Those whose frui is not rightly ordered,  ©1) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,38. ML 40,19): ‘“Omnis itaque  humana perversio est, quod etiam vitium vocatur, fruendis uti velle atque utendis frui; et  rursus omnis ordinatio, quae virtus etiam nominatur, fruendis frui et utendis uti”.  62) De Civitate Dei 15,7 (CC 48,460-461. ML 41,444. CSEL 40/2,69) : *‘ Quod omnes  faciunt, qui non Dei, sed suam sectantes voluntatem, id est non recto, sed perverso corde  viventes, offerunt tamen Deo munus, quo putant eum redimi, ut eorum non opituletur  sanandis pravis cupiditatibus, sed explendis. Et hoc est terrenae proprium civitatis, Deum  vel deos colere, quibus adiuvantibus regnet in victoriis et pace terrena, non caritate  consulendi, sed dominandi cupiditate. Boni quippe ad hoc utuntur mundo, ut fruantur  Deo; mali autem contra, ut fruantur mundo, uti volunt Deo  ”; (English translation:  Henry Bettenson), Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1972, p. 604.  63) De Civitate Dei 11,25 (CC 48,344:345. ML 41,339. CSEL 40/1,549): “Nec  ignoro, quod proprie fructus fruentis, usus utentis sit, atque hoc interesse videatur, quod ea  re frui dicimur, quae nos non ad aliud referenda per se ipsa delectat ; uti vero ea re, quam  propter aliud quaerimus (unde temporalibus magis utendum est, quam fruendum, ut frui  mereamur aeternis; non sicut perversi, qui frui volunt nummo, uti autem Deo; quoniam  non nummum propter Deum impendunt, sed Deum propter nummum colunt) ... ”.62)

God 18 full of delıght fOr uüs ın hımself (u S€”), empora things AaATe

rightly sought not A4s absolute ends in themselves, but ..  on aCcCCcount of
something else  27 (“propter  .. aliud”)°*). ere 15 ınk ere ıth the
termıinology employe in quaest1o for which the honestum 1s be
sought for ıts OW sake (“ propter  .. IDSUM ”) and the utile 1s be
orıentated somethıng other than iıtself (““utile quod ad
aliud aliquid referendum est‘”) oOse whose Ffrul 1$ not rıghtly ordered,

61) De Diversis Quaestionibus 55, (GCE 44A ‚38 ‘*Omnıs ıtaque
humana pervers10 esL, quod et1am vitium vocatur, fruendis ut1 velle utendis frul;

Omnı1s ordinatıo, quacC virtus et1am nomiınatur, fruendiıs frul ei utendis ut1  S
62) De ( ivitate Deı 137 88 9l  w 41,444 SEL 40/2,69) : ** Quod

facıunt, quı NOoOnN Del, sed SUamı sectantes voluntatem, ıd est 918)]  — eCIO, sed PETVEISO corde
viventes, Oifferun amen Deo UNUus, qUO putant CUu redim1, ut 110  —_ opıtuletur
sanandıs Dravıs cupıdıtatıbus, sed explendis. Et hoc est proprium Cıvıtatıis, Deum
vel eos colere, quıbus adıuvantıbus regnetl ın ViIcCtor1l1s el DaCC terrena, 9(0)  — carıtate
consulend1, sed domiınandı cupıdıtate. Bon1 qu1ıppe ad hoc utuntur mundo, ut Tuantur
Deo: malı autem con(ira, ut ruantur mundo, ut1 volunt Deo 9 (Englısh translatıon:
enry Bettenson), Penguıin, Harmondsworth, 1972, 604

63) De (’ivitate Dei 11,25 (CC 48,344-345. SEL’ * Nec
12NO0TO, quod proprıe fructus fruentis, S UuS utentis sıt, hOoc interesse videatur, quod

TUl diıcımur, qua«c NOS NO  - ad alıud referenda pCI 1psa electat ; ut1! CIO I' quUamı
propter alıud quaerımus (unde temporalıbus magıs utendum eSsL, quam firuendum, ut frul

aeternI1s: NO siıcut pervers]ı, quı frul voluntu utı au Deo; quon1am
1ON MNUTMMNMUIN propter Deum impendunt, sed Deum propter NUumMmmMumM colunt)181  The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  and to enjoy what is to be used; on the other hand, all order (that is  virtue) is based on the wish to enjoy what is to be enjoyed and to use  what is to be used”’°!). Twenty-two or more years later, in the fifteenth  book of the City of God, we find some of.the implications of this kind of  human perversion drawn out. Augustine is speaking of those like Cain  whose gift is not acceptable to God because they give something  belonging to them but fail to give themselves. He continues:  This is what is done by all who follow their own will, and not the  will of God; that is, those who live with a perverted instead of an  upright heart, and yet offer a gift to God. They suppose that with  this gift God is being bought over to help them, not in curing their  depraved desires, but in fulfilling them. And this is characteristic of  the earthly city — to worship a god or gods so that with their  assistance it may reign in the enjoyment of victories and an earthly  peace, not with a loving concern for others, but with lust for  domination over them. For the good make use of this world in order  to enjoy God, whereas the evil want to make use of God in order to  6  enjoy the world ...  62)  God is full of delight for us in himself (‘‘per se’”’); temporal things are  rightly sought not as absolute ends in themselves, but ‘““on account of  something else” (‘“propter aliud’’)®*). There is a link here with the  terminology employed in quaestio 30 for which the honestum is to be  sought for its own sake (‘“propter se ipsum”) and the utile is to be  orientated to something other than itself (““utile autem quod ad  aliud aliquid referendum est””). Those whose frui is not rightly ordered,  ©1) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,38. ML 40,19): ‘“Omnis itaque  humana perversio est, quod etiam vitium vocatur, fruendis uti velle atque utendis frui; et  rursus omnis ordinatio, quae virtus etiam nominatur, fruendis frui et utendis uti”.  62) De Civitate Dei 15,7 (CC 48,460-461. ML 41,444. CSEL 40/2,69) : *‘ Quod omnes  faciunt, qui non Dei, sed suam sectantes voluntatem, id est non recto, sed perverso corde  viventes, offerunt tamen Deo munus, quo putant eum redimi, ut eorum non opituletur  sanandis pravis cupiditatibus, sed explendis. Et hoc est terrenae proprium civitatis, Deum  vel deos colere, quibus adiuvantibus regnet in victoriis et pace terrena, non caritate  consulendi, sed dominandi cupiditate. Boni quippe ad hoc utuntur mundo, ut fruantur  Deo; mali autem contra, ut fruantur mundo, uti volunt Deo  ”; (English translation:  Henry Bettenson), Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1972, p. 604.  63) De Civitate Dei 11,25 (CC 48,344:345. ML 41,339. CSEL 40/1,549): “Nec  ignoro, quod proprie fructus fruentis, usus utentis sit, atque hoc interesse videatur, quod ea  re frui dicimur, quae nos non ad aliud referenda per se ipsa delectat ; uti vero ea re, quam  propter aliud quaerimus (unde temporalibus magis utendum est, quam fruendum, ut frui  mereamur aeternis; non sicut perversi, qui frui volunt nummo, uti autem Deo; quoniam  non nummum propter Deum impendunt, sed Deum propter nummum colunt) ... ”.
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however, that 1S, those who do nofl g1ve themselves iın obedience
God but follow theır OW wılls wreak havoc Dy absolutisıng relatıve
created ends, such Ads wealth, W!  9 and reedom from ANNOYANCC, and
Dy desiırıng cajole heaven into fulfillıng them God 15 made tO dance
the tune of self-will, ıth the tragıc result that the ne1ghbour LOO 15 robbed
of respect and lovıng attention. When anythıng ess than God becomes
the object of fra towards which all else 1S orlıentated, other people aTiec

educed INEIE grist for the ıll as ell eır lot 1s be enslaved
the unbrıdled ust for W of CO that 1S runnıng ıld wıthout due
ITG VEeTIeEHNGE fOor God., whom ıt wıshes incorporate comfortingly into 1ts
OW schemes, and wıthout consıderation for the order of realıty CS -

tablıshed Dy hım
Obvıously Ffrul 15 ere eing employe in VETY technical

which cannot sımply be read off what human beings NOW d

„enjoyment... has the function of remindıng us that (J0d 1S the only
absolute that ıll beware of the temptatıon fabricate and
worshıiıp lesser gods But Augustine realıses that in COININON Ffrul
has ess restricted meanıng: Can ‘make use of frulnts’ and en]Joy the
use of things®*). Perhaps ıt 1S the broader given to frul iın ordınary
Janguage that allows Augustine wriıte {O Licentius ın 394 of ookıngz
orward the day when he m1g eN]OY h1s talents ..  1ın the kLOrd®2) tO
Jerome 1ın 402 of hıs desıre en]OoYy havıng hım Cal ..  ın the L d” and
conversing ıth hım°). But, 1f Augustine had only the COININON meanıngz
ıIn miınd, why 1S he areful add .  ın the 1Gra in both instances? 1g
ıt noTl be hıs CONSCIOUSNESS that, strictly speakıng, human talents and
human COMDAaNY fOoul AIC C  D in the realm of Irue früt?
roperly speakıng, other human beings oug be c  used’ ull form
community © ’). But thıs “* sOClietas ” Call, under certaın CIrcumstances,

64) Ibid., (CC 48, 345 SEL "verum loquendı
mOodo, QUCIN plus obtinuıt consuetudo, e fructibus utimur e usıbus fruımur; 9828 el
Tructus 1am proprıe dicuntur dgTOTUM, quıbus ut1que temporalıter utıimur .

65) Epistola 26,4 34/1,87 33,106) ‘“ Quası quıdquam mıhı dıerum gratius
ıllucescat, Q Ua ut ingen10 L[UO fruar in domıno182  R. Canning  however, — that is, those who do not give themselves in obedience to  God but follow their own wills — wreak havoc by absolutising relative  created ends, such as wealth, power, and freedom from annoyance, and  by desiring to cajole heaven into fulfilling them. God is made to dance to  the tune ofself-will, with the tragic result that the neighbour too is robbed  of respect and loving attention. When anything less than God becomes  the object of frui, towards which all else is orientated, other people are  reduced to mere grist for the mill as well. Their lot is to be enslaved to  the unbridled lust for power of an ego that is running wild without due  reverence for God, whom it wishes to incorporate comfortingly into its  own schemes, and without consideration for the order of reality es-  tablished by him.  Obviously frui is here being employed in a very technical sense  which cannot simply be read off what we human beings know as  “enjoyment ”. It has the function of reminding us that God is the only  absolute so that we will beware of the temptation to fabricate and  worship lesser gods. But Augustine realises that in common usage frui  has a less restricted meaning: we can ‘make use’ of ‘fruits’ and ‘enjoy’ the  ‘use’ of things°*). Perhaps it is the broader sense given to frui in ordinary  language that allows Augustine to write to Licentius in 394 of looking  forward to the day when he might enjoy his talents ‘‘in the Lord”’®5), or to  Jerome in 402 of his desire to enjoy having him near ‘‘in the Lord” and  conversing with him®°®). But, if Augustine had only the common meaning  in mind, why is he careful to add ‘‘in the Lord”’ in both instances? Might  it not be his consciousness that, strictly speaking, human talents and  human company fout court are trespassers in the realm of true frui?  Properly speaking, other human beings ought to be ‘used’ (ufi) to form  community®”). But this ‘“societas’”” can, under certain circumstances,  $4) Ibid., (CC 48, 345. ML 41,339. CSEL 40/1,549): ‘‘verum tamen eo loquendi  modo, quem plus obtinuit consuetudo, et fructibus utimur et usibus fruimur; nam et  fructus iam proprie dicuntur agrorum, quibus utique omnes temporaliter utimur””.  65) Epistola 26,4 (CSEL 34/1,87. ML 33,106): ‘‘ Quasi quidquam mihi dierum gratius  illucescat, quam ut ingenio tuo fruar in domino ... ”.  66) Epistola 67,3 (CSEL 34/2,239. ML 33,237): ‘O si licuisset, etsi non cohabitante,  saltem vicino te in domino perfrui ad crebrum et dulce colloquium!”. J. Brechtken,  Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, Meisenheim am Glan, 1975, p. 103-104, interprets frui in both  these cases as meaning ‘‘to draw advantage from”” (*Nutzen ziehen”’) and as having  nothing to do with love.  °7) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,39. ML 40,20): “ utitur etiam ceteris  „  rationalibus animantibus ad societatem66) Epistola D3 34/2,239. 33237} S1 lıculsset, ets] NONMN cohabıtante,
saltem VICINO te In domıno perfrul ad crebrum ei ulce colloquium !  LB Brechtken,
Augustinus Doctor Carıtatis, Meısenheim A Glan, 197/5, 103-104, interprets frui ın both
these meanıng Ag Taw advantage from  27 utzen zıehen ) and havıng
nothing do ıth love.

67) De Diversis OQuaestionibus 83, @® ""utıtur etiam ceterI1s
ratiıonalıbus anımantıbus ad soclıetatem
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rghtly g1ve us delight°®); Can eNJOY, In the ordınary of the
word, thıs relatiıonshıp between human beings 16 technically 1S
classıfıed d utı However.,. such enjoyment 1S noTL that of the Journey’'s
end: ıt 1S INOTIEC 1ıke refreshment along the Wdy, ın en]joyıng IC
remaın intent on frul deo As such, the formula frul IN domino , the locus
classıcus ofwhiıch 15 De Doctrina Christiana ‚ /9-80, retaıns utı charac-
ter precıisely Dy orlentatıng GCVCH the highest forms of human enjoyment
and of human intercourse God ere 1S then Ffrul of other human
PECTISONS that 1Ss noTt disordered NOT dıstorted. The CU: meanıng of
the word 15 retaiıned, but, al the Samlec time, the techniıcal which
ESCIVCS it for (Gj0d 1 not overlooked, for human happıness 15 viewed in
God-perspective, ..  In domino The background and implications of
thıs lıne of ınkıng Can be urther clarıfıed Dy ookıng LO Augustine s
mMOst systematıc treatment of utı and frul ın De Doctrina Christiana.

De Doctrina Christiana

We INa Y begıin Dy quoting Passagc from early 1ın Book

ome thıngs AIC be nJoyed, others ATeC be used, yel others both
en]OoYy and uSe ose IC AT be enjoyed make us appYy By
those which aIiIc be sed dIC al ın OUT strıving for beatıtude
and aIcC, A it WEIC, propped by them d be able reach
what makes us appY and be constantly intent upDON ıt NOwWwW,
wh both en]JOY and usc ave een placed between the [WO If
wısh LO eN]OYy hat 1S LO be used, OUT 15 1ındere and
sometımes AaATe EVen turned asıde from OUTI path, such that either

ATIC delayed In obtaınıng hat 15 be enjoyed OT, shackle: Dy
OUTI love for lower things, ATC CVCN drawn AaWdY from it”)

Human beings, therefore, ATeC in thıs DasSsSagc pıctured 4S standıng
between frul, beatıtude, and utl, the realm of lower things, IC d

ave SCCI, they properly relate “ad eminentiam . Wıth theır relatıon-

68) Epistola 30,6,13 44 .55 33,499) Sed 11 1105 multum lusteque
delectant, quıbus VIC1SSIM sancte Casteque dılıgımur. sta C habentur, ut tenean({ur, 31

au 1N1O  - abentur, ut habeantur, orandum est  C AA
69) De Doctrina Christiana L: 0,9-10) (CC 32,85 '“ Res

CI RO alıae sunt quıbus ruendum est, alıae quıbus utendum, alıae quaC fruuntur el utuntiur
[llae quıbus {ruendum est 105 beatos facıunt : 1st1s quıbus utendum est tendentes ad
beatıtudiınem adıuvamur ei quası admınıculamur, ut ad as quaC NOS beatos facıunt.
pervenıre hıs inherere DOSSIMUS. Nos (HO quı fruımur ei utimur inter utrasque
constitutl, S1 e1ls quıbus utendum est frul voluerımus, impeditur CUTSUS noOoster ei alıquando
et1am deflectitur, ut ab hıs rebus quıbus fruendum est optinendi1s vel retardemur ve]l et1am
CVOCCINU inferiıorum praepeditı ””
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shı1p ONMNC another 1C Augustine Ca uUllz ad
SOCIelalilem he 15 noTt concerned ere NOT the reflections that follow
Whether hat IT CalegoOrYy (VIZ those who and use) 0J8 uUusSsc

ONC another 11] JO1N hım dıscussıng under another headıng In thıs
first ection of De Doctrina Christiana however Ul designates the infra-
human corporeal and temporal thıngs and the CXDTESSION of 1fs

Ffrui beatıtude 15 be understood that 1g
10 return Augustine hımself then

Frul fact be constantliy intent uDON somethıng for 1fs
OW sake ı1le UTl 15 Orjıentate (referre) what ONC makes uUusc of
dCY UlTINS hat ONC loves provıde 1{ 15 somethıng hat oug 18 be
OVve For ıllegıtımate Uusc 15 rather to be termed
abuse. Suppose, then, WeTIC travellers foreıgn land., who
COU. not lıve happıly eXcept OUTI OW natıve COUNLTY. Unhappy ı
OUT SOJOUIN abroad and desırıng SCC end OUT unhappıness,

WOU. plan return ome We WOUu therefore need use
cCertaıiın of LTansport order {O be able eıther Dy and Dy
SCa reach the COUNLTIY where eN)Joyment awalted us But ıf the
pleasantness of the JOUINECY and the V of the vehiıcles
wWeTiIe delıght us and LO turn uüs asıde these thıngs instead
of them d OUug tO ave one WOU nOotL wısh rıng
OUT JOUINECY speedy end In the of dıistorted pleasure
WOU be estranged from OUT naltlıve and whose pleasantness alone
WOU make us appY Now 1{ the SadJInec wıth the JOUINCY that
wanderers from the Lord make hrough thıs mortal ıfe (2 (‚Or.
1If wısh reach OUT OW COUNLTY where 1ll] be appYy,
should usec thıs WOT not Il that the invısıble realıty of
God INaYy be clearly SCCI1 eing understood through the thıngs that
aATeC made (Rom 20) that 15 that hrough what corporeal and
temporal INa Yy comprehend the eternal and spiritual ’°)

'FTul est CT11111 4INO70) Ibid., 1,8 9 (CSEL 10) 3° 21)
inherere alıcul il propter ul quod SUT venerıt ad 1d quod Al

optiınendum referre 51 amandum est Nam SUuS inlıcıtus abusus pOt1uUs vel abus1ıo
nomınanda est Quomodo CT O 51 CSSCINUS PDECICSTI1INI Q Ul eate V1VOEIC 151 patrıa NO  —;

peregrinatione utl1que ei 1SCT1amMm finıre cupıjentes patrıam redire
vellemus ODUS vel terrestribus vel arnınıs vehıiculıs quıbus utendum SS| ut ad
patrıam quUa fruendum erat DETVENITE valeremu quod S51 amo!\|  ates iinerıs el 1DSa

vehiculorum NOS delectaret ad fruendum h1is quıbus ut1ı debulimus
nollemus 1f0O 1a11l finıre ei PECTVEISAa Suavıtlate implıcatı alıenaremur SUAaVvVItAas
aceret beatos SIC hulus mortalıtatıs ıta peregrinantes domıno x redıire patrıam
volumus ubı beatı CSSC utendum est HOC mundo NO fruendum Invisıbilia dei
DEr quae facta Suntfl intellecta CONSPICIANTLUT hOocC est ut de corporalıbus temporalıbusque
rebus aeterna el spiırıtalıa
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Dıvıne provıdence has ordered empora realıty that, f ıt 15 sed d ıt 1s
ntended for OUTI ultımate well-being, if the vehicles AT employe not fOr
theır OW sakes but CaITlYy us OUI ome-land, then ıll know and
become capable of realısıng the ulness and end of the Law and of all the
divine Scriptures, 16 love for (j0d and for the neighbour /*). ven
though the Irıty 15 the DITODCI object of frul, the ne1ghbour eN]JOys the
Triune God wıth us:4<) OVve for God and ove for ne1ıghbour both AdIC

consequent uDON ordered use of temporal things in accordance ıth
divine provıdence. The neıghbour, then, 18 not vehicle 0)8 instrument fOr
ringing us to frul deo in the Samne WaY that other created realıties SMa He
constitutes Ve specıal Case 1C cannot wıthout urther ado be
inserted into the uti/frul framework d ave far encountered
Augustine’s presentatiıon of ıt in De Doctrina Christiana. As ıll become
clear: it WOU noOoTt be appIy the ne1ighbour the prıma facie
definıtion of ut! gıven in the Just quoted, ds ıf Augustine’s
thought the matter COu be summed ıke thıs the neighbour 1s
be made uUusc of, 16 he 1s be elated OUT gaınıng possession of God
whom alone rıghtly love for hıs OW sake ?). ven the use wıth the
end of buildıng communıty ('utl ad societatem) of quaest10 cshows the
inadequacy of thıs representatıion. But, how then oe€es Augustine deal
wıth love of ne1ıghbour ın the context of the uti/frul discussıon In De
Doctrina Christiana?

I1 UTI/FRUI AN  b LOVE FOR NEIGHBOU

Preliminary remarks

If Ragnar 1S ng in interpreting frui/uti ın Augustine agaınst

7l) Ibid., 1,85 A( 32,29 °° HOC e legıs ef
omn1ıum dıyınarum scrıpturarum plenıtudo finıs CSSC dılecti10 rel QuUa fruendum est el rel
UJUaC nobıscum frul potest) CIZO ul UuS, facta est LOLAa PTO nostira
salute DpeCI dıyınam provıdentiam dıspensatıo temporalıs QJUa debemus utl, NO quası
ansorla quadam dılectione el delectatione, sed transıtorla potıus (amquam vlae, Lam-
(QUalll vehiculorum ve]l alıorum uorumlıbet instrumentorum, aut S1 quıd congruentius 1C1
pOotestT, ut quıbus ferımur propiter ıllud ad quod fterımur dılıgamus””. C De Vera
Religione 65-66 pT. 18) 12,24 (CC 32.202 34,132)

72) De Doctrina Christiana 1,10 K U 32,9 ‘“ Res
igitur quıbus Iiruendum eST, ei fiılıus ST spırıtus Sanc(tus, eademque trinıtas una

quaedam [CS communisque omnıbus fruentibus 35

73) De Doctrina Christiana 1,8 80, 10) 1,4 (CU 3278 .. Frul
est nNnım inherere alıcul rel propiter 1psam, ut] autem, quod ın SUM venerıt ad ıd
quod INas optinendum referre, S1 am amandum est  R
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the background of the StOo1C dıstinction honestum/utile and the charac-
‚ terıst1ic feature of StO1C ethıcs that the moralıty of act 1s determıiıned
not by 1ts object but Dy 1ts eing chosen because ıt 1S in accordance wıth
the honestum., 12 God, the moral 1awW, then utı oug nNnOL be
understood d Ffrul, the en of INan conceli1ved eudaımonıisti-
cally ASs have SCCI, there 18 another WdY of understandıng HS
relatıon Ffrul and the terms which desıgnate it: referre and propter Aalıu:
hıs ıll also be the Case wıth the ut!i that 1s OVve for neıghbour. In
attrıbuting the neighbour the realm of ut!i Augustine 1s nOoTt sayıng the
opposıite of Kant for whom the ne1ıghbour oug always be regarde ASs

end. ds be sed 15 confuse the 1ssue VIEW
Augustine’s assert1ons uti/frul In relatıon the neighbour ıIn the
cContext of antıan sStatement of the problem. Thıs warnıng ıll have
be kept In mınd ın approachıing the that aIic presented ın thıs
section. Otherwiıse, superficıal readıng MaYy make us inclıiıned accept
hat Augustine has placed ove for ne1ıghbour under the SIgn of egolsm
and that oll Was COTTEeCT ın callıng hım “the Corrupiter of Christian
moralıty ” ). On the basıs of the underlyıng StoOo1cC dıstinction, however,

Can spea of ove for ne1ghbour d uti In thıs WaY

Consıdered ın relatıon ıts dırect object it (1.e love of ne1ghbour) 1S
love of use : consıdered 1ın relatıon ıts moral qualıty it 15 OVe of

God Its moral qualıty therefore 1S not constıtuted by 1ts dırect
object, but by the decısıon Dy which the actıon 1S referred God
The actıon 1S chosen because it 1s in aCccord wıth the eternal law lex
aeterna) which 1$ identical wıth moral 200d (honestum) wıth
intellıg1ıble, spiırıtual beauty (spiritualis pulchritudo) identica]l
God ’>)

But agaın, 1ın dıstincetion the StO1C VIEW, provıdence ( utiltas )
1S operatıve In thıs field of actıon allowıng people work ıth Hım al
theır neıghbour’s and theır OW iımprovement, and intending that all
VirtuOuUs actıon, al] human partıcıpatiıon ın the advancement of goodness
and beauty, should be embraced ın the gıft of the ole self God,

Holl, * Der Neubau der Sıttlıchkeıt ””, In Gesammelte Aufsätze
Kirchengeschichte I Tübıingen, 1921, 139 See (0)  M Beatitude el Sagesse, GE

75) B U: 263-264 “* SOUS le rapport de sS()  — objet dırect est
d’“uSage” a SOUS le rapport de qualıte morale c’est de IDieu. Sa qualıte morale
est ONC Das constituee Dar l’objet dırect mals par la decısıon par laquelle ”action est
referee Dıeu, C’est-a-dıre choıisıe qu’elle concorde dr G Ia 101 eternelle (lex aeterna),
laquelle est iıdentique len moral (honestum) Ia beaute intellıgıble spirıtuelle
(spiritualis pulchritudo) ei ıdentique Dieu  LA
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heart, soul and mınd. The CONTLEXTIS both of descent and ascent ATC called
into play

el Augustine’s choiıice of the word utl for the neighbour MaY
appCar ıf nOT shockıng, then al least unfortunate. In Ciceronı1an Latın,
however. utı 1S ONC of the normal terms LO desıgnate rıendly human 1N-
terchange, somewhat sımılar the French, ..  en USser hien AVEeC

quelqu un . need nOot ear pejoratıve, ımpersonal meanıng ın the
of makıng uUsc of thıngs for the accompliıshment of OUT OW

ends * ’). 15 surely In thıs that the utiıtur ceteris rationalibus
animantibus ad societam of quaest10 18 be translated: AdIC

assoclate wıth other rational lıyıng beings, OUTI OW equals, buiıld
communıty. We ıll ave SGr f utl Can credıbly be understood as

havıng simılar meanıng In other ın which ıt 1S encountered ın
conjunction wıth the neı1ghbour.

In what ollows ıt ıll be OUT contention that uti-love fOr rational
creatures has specıal status, dıstinct from other of ut! Although
Ragnar S a love fOor ne1ıghbour along wıth Jegıtımate self-love as

the hıghest form of g00d and beautiful actıon that people Caln accomplısh
in the context of creatıon, love for ne1ghbour remaılns fOor hım
relatıve end, utile ®: He oes nOTL DaYy grea attention frui-love fOr
ne1ighbour ın Augustine which WOU rıng the ne1ghbour, albeıt wıth
g caut1on, into the realm of the honestum '”). And SeVCN though he

76) When the neighbour 18 loved ın obedience od’s law, INa  > 18 Iso workıng
h1s OW perfection In accordance ıth the creative 111 of God (: olte, CLE 180
*“ Maıs C’est Justement exercant Ia QUC I’homme remplıt la fın que Dieu o’est
proposee DOUT lul1, l’abandon total Dieu SOUS la forme de |’amour de V’esprit, du COUT de
K  ame inferleure., mMoOot la fruitio Dei En realısant les 1Ns relatıves ”’homme realıse QuUssı
la fın supreme .

77) Ibid., 279 According Lewı1s and ort, Latın Dictionary, Oxford,
879 (reprinted 194 7, AS ell the IMOTEC famılıar SCNSCS, ..  ut!  7 Can also I1CAall SA
en]Joy the friendshıp of anyone , O be famılıar intımate Er MC assoclate ıth
person . For example, Cicero in Oratıo DVO ('Iuentio 16,46 has °“ hıs Fabrıcius SCIMPCI est

SUuS Opplanıcus famılıarıssıme .
78) olte, CHlex 279-280
79) Such love for ne1ıghbour D: unden1ably for the first time In De Doctrina

Christiana. oug. hıs work Wds egun in 396, 1t Wds NOTL completed untıl! after 4720
Hence, © In explıcıtly lımıtiıng himself the wrıtings of the 386-399, INa Yy ave
felt Justifıed ın considering ıt ater idea, and therefore going beyond hıs brief. °° Les
recherches presentes s’appulent SUurT les tOutes premieres (PUVTIECS augustinıennes, les ecrtIts des
annees 38R6-399The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  187  heart, soul and mind. The contexts both of descent and ascent are called  into play”°).  Yet, Augustine’s choice of the word urfi for the neighbour may  appear if not shocking, then at least unfortunate. In Ciceronian Latin,  however, ufi is one of the normal terms to designate friendly human in-  terchange, somewhat similar to the French, ‘“en user bien avec  quelqu’un””. It need not bear a pejorative, impersonal meaning in the  sense of making use of things for the accomplishment of our own  ends7”). It is surely in this sense that the ‘“ ufirur autem ceteris rationalibus  animantibus ad societam” of quaestio 30 is to be translated: we are to  associate with other rational living beings, our own equals, to build  community. We will have to see if ufi can credibly be understood as  having a similar meaning in other texts in which it is encountered in  conjunction with the neighbour.  In what follows it will be our contention that ufi-love for rational  creatures has special status, distinct from other types of ufi. Although  Ragnar Holte sees love for neighbour along with legitimate self-love as  the highest form of good and beautiful action that people can accomplish  in the context of God’s creation, love for neighbour remains for him a  relative end, an utile78). He does not pay great attention to frui-love for  neighbour in Augustine which would bring the neighbour, albeit with  great caution, into the realm of the honestum”?). And even though he  76) When the neighbour is loved in obedience to God’s law, man is also working at  his own perfection in accordance with the creative will of God. Cf. R. Holte, op. cit., p. 180:  “Mais c’est justement en exercant la vertu que l’homme remplit la fin que Dieu s’est  proposee pour lui, l’abandon total ä Dieu sous la forme de l’amour de l’esprit, du ceur et de  l’Ame inferieure, en un mot la fruitio Dei. En realisant les fins relatives I’homme realise aussi  la fin supreme”.  77) Ibid., p. 279. According to C.T. Lewis and C. Short, A Latin Dictionary, Oxford,  1879 (reprinted 1975), p. 1947, as well as the more familiar senses, ‘“uti”” can also mean ‘‘to  enjoy the. friendship of anyone”, ‘“to be familiar or intimate with”, ‘“to associate with a  person”. For example, Cicero in Oratio pro Cluentio 16,46 has: ‘“his Fabriciis semper est  usus Oppianicus familiarissime ”.  78) R. Holte, op. cit., p. 279-280.  79) Such love for neighbour crops up undeniably for the first time in De Doctrina  Christiana. Although this work was begun in 396, it was not completed until after 420.  Hence, Holte, in explicitly limiting himself to the writings of the years 386-399, may have  felt justified in considering it as a later idea, and therefore as going beyond his brief, ‘“Les  recherches presentes s’appuient sur les toutes premieres @uvres augustiniennes, les Ecrits des  annees 386-399 ... Nous avons mis l’accent sur les premieres c@uvres parce qu’on peut y  percevoir plus nettement Augustin aux prises avec les problemes philosophiques. Par contre  dans les &crits ol la pensee d’Augustin a pris sa forme definitive, il n’est pas toujours facile  de decouvrir immediatement d’oü proviennent les differentes pierres avec lesquelles estNous mM1Ss ”accent SUuT les premıieres (PEPUVICS qu'on peut
percevolmr plus netitement Augustin AUX prises VOC les problemes phılosoph1iques. Par Contre
ans les ecrtIts OUu la pensee d’Augustın DT1S forme definıtıve, 11 est DaS touJours facıle
de decouvriır immediatement d’ou proviıennent les dıfferentes plerres VEC lesquelles est
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agaınst Kantıan-ınfluenced misınterpretation In terms of
and ends of De Doctrina Christiana 1,8 (LE ..  ut! 1s orlentate what OI

makes usec of acquırıng what ON loves’’: ..  ull quod IN USUM

venerıt ad id quod aAMAaS optinendum referre’”), he oes noTt pomt Out that
in cContext thıs definıtion of ul 15 nOot ırectly elated ove for
ne1ghbour al al18°) Nonetheless, despıite hıs neglect of frul in OVEe fOr
neighbour, Holte’s analysıs 15 iınvaluable in that ıt chows hOow utl Cal be
applıed the ne1ghbour wıthout absurd confusıon of and
wıthout necessarıly dısparagıng the human PCEISON. Furthermore, the
discovery he attrıbutes (jOsta Hök of Augustinian Carıtas love for
the law allows hım dıscern unıty between the serıptural motivatiıon
of love fOor ne1ghbour, Le SUADE, and the phılosophıcal motIiv-
atıon, fruitio Dei Frul, In fact: entaıls total submıissıon {O the law of God
which includes love fOr neighbour ©*).

The presentation of Holte’s understandıng of the dıstıncetion be-
OoVve for ne1ighbour and love for God 4S elated the doetrine of

the dıfferent of the soul and the hierarchy them oug be
re-read in thıs connection ®*). Only the MENS, man’s hıghest faculty, has
(GG0d 1ts dırect object. Thus it alone 15 capable ofcontemplatıon, of frui
deo Man’s actıve lıfe, the realm of ove fOor ne1ghbour, oug be
ubject it and tO be ın conformıity wıth ıt hıs hiıerarchy 1s clear in the
texti ave already SCCTH from Contra Faustum Manichaeum:

Therefore, d the soul 1S super10r the DOdy, In the soul itself
[CasSson 15 super10r Dy the law of nature LO the other 14 AT
OUuUn also in beasts: and in I1Cason tself, which 15 partly Contemp-
latıon and pa  Y actiıon, contemplatıon 1s unquestionably the
super10r part For ın it 1s the image of God by 1C AaIc renewed
through al VISION. Ratıonal actıon oug therefore be
subject ratiıonal contemplatıon, which 15 be exercised In faıth
ıle AIc absent from the Lord, d> it ıll be hereafter by VIS1ON,
when be ıke hım, fOr SCC hım AaSs he 15 TIhen ın
spiırıtual body by hıs be made equa angels188  R. Canning  warns against a Kantian-influenced misinterpretation in terms of means  and ends of De Doctrina Christiana 1,8 (i.e. ‘‘ ufi is to orientate what one  makes use of to acquiring what one loves”: ‘uti autem quod in usum  venerit ad id quod amas optinendum referre’”), he does not point out that  in context this definition of ufi is not directly related to love for  neighbour at all®°). Nonetheless, despite his neglect of frui in love for  neighbour, Holte’s analysis is invaluable in that it shows how ufi can be  applied to the neighbour without an absurd confusion of concepts and  without necessarily disparaging the human person. Furthermore, the  discovery he attributes to Gösta Hök of Augustinian caritas as love for  the law allows him to discern a unity between the scriptural motivation  of love for neighbour, i.e. God’s agape, and the philosophical motiv-  ation, fruitio Dei. Frui, in fact, entails total submission to the law of God  which includes love for neighbour®*).  The presentation of Holte’s understanding of the distinction be-  tween love for neighbour and love for God as related to the doctrine of  the different parts of the soul and the hierarchy among them ought to be  re-read in this connection ®?). Only the mens, man’s highest faculty, has  God asits direct object. Thus it alone is capable of contemplation, of frui  deo. Man’s active life, the realm of love for neighbour, ought to be  subject to it and to be in conformity with it. This hierarchy is clear in the  text we have already seen from Contra Faustum Manichaeum:  Therefore, as the soul is superior to the body, so in the soul itself  reason is superior by the law of nature to the other parts which are  found also in beasts; and in reason itself, which is partly contemp-  lation and partly action, contemplation is unquestionably the  superior part. For in it is the image of God by which we are renewed  through faith to vision. Rational action ought therefore to be  subject to rational contemplation, which is to be exercised in faith  while we are absent from the Lord, as it will be hereafter by vision,  when we shall be like him, for we shall see him as he is. Then in a  spiritual body we shall by his grace be made equal to angels ...  A man, therefore, who acts in obedience to the faith which obeys  construite sa synthese. Dans les toutes premieres ceuvres, les elements empruntes ici et lä ne  sont pas encore aussi systematiquement fondus dans l’ensemble de la pensee augustinienne.  En retournant aux origines de sa pensee, on a une vue plus nette de la problematique  qu’Augustin vise ä resoudre» : p. 68. Still, in the whole of Augustine’s work, ‘“frui proximo”  forms an important element of this question that Holte fails do deal with.  30y R: Hölte, öp. Cit., D 273  8\) Tbid:; p. 276277  82) Ibid., p. 251-261.Man, therefore, who aCTs ın obedience 18 the faıth which obeys

construilte synthese. Dans les LOUTLES premieres (XUVICS, les elements empruntes 1C1 1a
SOoONnt pas EeNCOTEC Qaussı]ı systematıquement fondus ans l’ensemble de la pensee augustinıenne.
En retournant AdUX orıgınes de pensee, uUN«C Vue plus de la problematıque
qu’Augustin 1SE resoudre» Still, In the whole of Augustine’s work, RE Drox1mo ”
forms important Jement of thıs question that Holte faıls do deal] ıth

80) Holte, Cil., 275
Sl) Ibid., 276777
82) Ibid., 251261
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God, restraıns all mortal affections, and eeps them wıthın the
natural lımıit, g1ving precedence tO what 15 better VeT what 15
infer10r accordıing ordered 16vVe:).

The intellıgıble realıty INnan seeks contemplate 15 regarde the TIn
of actlon. He who contemplates the truth DOSSCSSCS wısdom, but, he who
DOSSCSSCS wısdom has re-establıshe: order In himself, and, Dy domlng,
has subordinated hıs actıve ıfe the truth Thıs OCCUTIS 19(0) in the
obedience of faıth One adheres LO truth ıth a unreserved AäCT of love,
Ffrui properly evoked only Dy G0d Constancy ın submitting oneself the
truth frees OonNne from SIN and ea «the truth wıll] set yYOou free», SaVYS
John 84) Consequently, the nıhılısm of the passıons 15 weakened and
human actıvıty, utl, 15 Tree for the go0od ®>). If, however, there 1s full
commıtment of the Mens God, all fruıntful actıvıty CCdadSCS ..  qul AL
approbat, NL agit 9 Frulitio Del, then, 1S noTt be understood a4as
orjıentation towards H648 OW com(fort and pleasure Ads ıIn perverted frui
IC desırıng tO dominate others, make USC of God ıIn order

83) Contra austum Manichaeum Z 28 25/1,621-622. 42,418-419):
‘““Proinde sicut anıma COTDOTI, ıta 1DS1US anımae ratıo ceterI1ıs 1US partıbus, qUuUas habent ei
bestliae, naturae lege praeponitur: inque 1psa ratıone, qQuUaC partım contemplatıva eSL,
partım actıva,. procul dubıo0 contemplatıo praecellıt. In hac enım el imago Del SL, qua DCI
em ad specıem reformamur. Actıo ıtaque rationalıs contemplatıonı rationalı
oboedire S1Vve pCT fiıdem operantı, sicutı est, quamdıu peregrinamur domino, S1Ve DCI
specıem, quod erit, CUu simıles el erımus, quon1am videbimus CU: sıcutı est, ffect] etiam
in spirıtalı COTDOTC gratia e1us aequales angelıs 1USThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  189  God, restrains all mortal affections, and keeps them within the  natural limit, giving precedence to what is better over what is  inferior according to an ordered love®*).  The intelligible reality man seeks to contemplate is regarded as the norm  of action. He who contemplates the truth possesses wisdom, but, he who  possesses wisdom has re-established order in himself, and, by so doing,  has subordinated his active life to the truth. This occurs now in the  obedience of faith. One adheres to truth with an unreserved act of love, a  frui properly evoked only by God. Constancy in submitting oneself to the  truth frees one from sin and death; «the truth will set you free», says St.  John®*). Consequently, the nihilism of the passions is weakened and  human activity, ufi, is freed for the good®>). If, however, there is no full  commitment of the mens to God, all fruitful activity ceases: ‘qui nihil  approbat, nihil agit”®°). Fruitio Dei, then, is not to be understood as an  orientation towards one’s own comfort and pleasure as in perverted frui  which, desiring to dominate others, wants to make use of God in order to  83) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,27 & 28 (CSEL 25/1,621-622. ML 42,418-419):  “Proinde sicut anima corpori, ita ipsius animae ratio ceteris eius partibus, quas habent et  bestiae, naturae lege praeponitur: inque ipsa ratione, quae partim contemplativa est,  partim activa, procul dubio contemplatio praecellit. In hac enim et imago Dei est, qua per  fidem ad speciem reformamur. Actio itaque rationalis contemplationi rationali debet  oboedire sive per fidem operanti, sicuti est, quamdiu peregrinamur a domino, sive per  speciem, quod erit, cum similes ei erimus, quoniam videbimus eum, sicuti est, effecti etiam  in spiritali corpore ex gratia eius aequales angelis eius ... Quapropter hominis actio serviens  fidei servienti deo refrenat omnes mortales delectationes et eas cohercet ad naturalem  modum meliora inferioribus ordinata dilectione praeponens”. Cf. Tractatus in Evangelium  Joannis 101,5 (CC 36,593. ML 35,1895) where the terminology associated with uti’s relation  to frui is employed of action’s relation to contemplation: ‘‘... quoniam ad istum fructum  contemplationis cuncta officia referuntur actionis. Solus est enim liber; quia propter se  appetitur, et non refertur ad aliud. Huic servit actio: ad hunc enim refertur quidquid bene  agitur, quia propter hunc agitur; ipse autem non propter aliud, sed propter semetipsum  tenetur et habetur. Ibi ergo finis qui sufficit nobis. Aeternus igitur erit; neque enim nobis  sufficit finis, nisi cuius nullus est finis”.  Even though contemplation is here through a glass darkly (cf. 1 Cor. 13.12-13), it  keeps our action evenly balanced such that Christ’s promise to us may be realised: ‘“He  who loves me will be loved by my Father; and I shall love him and show myself to him” (Jn.  14.21); ‘‘and your joy no one will take from you”’ (Jn. 16.22).  84) De Libero Arbitrio 2,13,37,143 (CSEL 74,73. CC 29,262. ML 32,1261) : ‘‘ Haec est  libertas nostra, cum isti subdimur veritati; et ipse est deus noster qui nos liberat a morte, id  est a condicione peccati. Ipsa enim veritas etiam homo cum hominibus loquens ait  credentibus sibi : Si manseritis in verbo meo, vere discipuli mei estis et cognoscetis veritatem et  veritas liberabit vos (Jn. 8.31-32). Nulla enim re fruitur anima cum libertate nisi qua fruitur  cum securitate ”.  83) RC Höltelopleit p 276;  86) Contra Academicos 3,15,33 (CSEL 63/3,72. CC 29,54. ML 32,951).Quapropter homıinıs act10o serviens
i1ıdel servienti1 deo refrenat mortales delectationes el N cohercet ad naturalem
modum melı0ra inferiorıbus ordınata dılectione praeponens’. C TIractatus IN Evangelium
Toannıs 101,5 (CC 35,1895) where the terminology assoclated ıth ut1’s relatıon

fru1l 15 employed of actıon’s relatıon contemplatıon:The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  189  God, restrains all mortal affections, and keeps them within the  natural limit, giving precedence to what is better over what is  inferior according to an ordered love®*).  The intelligible reality man seeks to contemplate is regarded as the norm  of action. He who contemplates the truth possesses wisdom, but, he who  possesses wisdom has re-established order in himself, and, by so doing,  has subordinated his active life to the truth. This occurs now in the  obedience of faith. One adheres to truth with an unreserved act of love, a  frui properly evoked only by God. Constancy in submitting oneself to the  truth frees one from sin and death; «the truth will set you free», says St.  John®*). Consequently, the nihilism of the passions is weakened and  human activity, ufi, is freed for the good®>). If, however, there is no full  commitment of the mens to God, all fruitful activity ceases: ‘qui nihil  approbat, nihil agit”®°). Fruitio Dei, then, is not to be understood as an  orientation towards one’s own comfort and pleasure as in perverted frui  which, desiring to dominate others, wants to make use of God in order to  83) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,27 & 28 (CSEL 25/1,621-622. ML 42,418-419):  “Proinde sicut anima corpori, ita ipsius animae ratio ceteris eius partibus, quas habent et  bestiae, naturae lege praeponitur: inque ipsa ratione, quae partim contemplativa est,  partim activa, procul dubio contemplatio praecellit. In hac enim et imago Dei est, qua per  fidem ad speciem reformamur. Actio itaque rationalis contemplationi rationali debet  oboedire sive per fidem operanti, sicuti est, quamdiu peregrinamur a domino, sive per  speciem, quod erit, cum similes ei erimus, quoniam videbimus eum, sicuti est, effecti etiam  in spiritali corpore ex gratia eius aequales angelis eius ... Quapropter hominis actio serviens  fidei servienti deo refrenat omnes mortales delectationes et eas cohercet ad naturalem  modum meliora inferioribus ordinata dilectione praeponens”. Cf. Tractatus in Evangelium  Joannis 101,5 (CC 36,593. ML 35,1895) where the terminology associated with uti’s relation  to frui is employed of action’s relation to contemplation: ‘‘... quoniam ad istum fructum  contemplationis cuncta officia referuntur actionis. Solus est enim liber; quia propter se  appetitur, et non refertur ad aliud. Huic servit actio: ad hunc enim refertur quidquid bene  agitur, quia propter hunc agitur; ipse autem non propter aliud, sed propter semetipsum  tenetur et habetur. Ibi ergo finis qui sufficit nobis. Aeternus igitur erit; neque enim nobis  sufficit finis, nisi cuius nullus est finis”.  Even though contemplation is here through a glass darkly (cf. 1 Cor. 13.12-13), it  keeps our action evenly balanced such that Christ’s promise to us may be realised: ‘“He  who loves me will be loved by my Father; and I shall love him and show myself to him” (Jn.  14.21); ‘‘and your joy no one will take from you”’ (Jn. 16.22).  84) De Libero Arbitrio 2,13,37,143 (CSEL 74,73. CC 29,262. ML 32,1261) : ‘‘ Haec est  libertas nostra, cum isti subdimur veritati; et ipse est deus noster qui nos liberat a morte, id  est a condicione peccati. Ipsa enim veritas etiam homo cum hominibus loquens ait  credentibus sibi : Si manseritis in verbo meo, vere discipuli mei estis et cognoscetis veritatem et  veritas liberabit vos (Jn. 8.31-32). Nulla enim re fruitur anima cum libertate nisi qua fruitur  cum securitate ”.  83) RC Höltelopleit p 276;  86) Contra Academicos 3,15,33 (CSEL 63/3,72. CC 29,54. ML 32,951).quon1am ad iıstum Tuctum
contemplatıon1s Cunctia offıcıa referuntur act1on1s. OIlus est nım lıber ; qulia propter
appetitur, ei NONMN refertur ad aliud. Huic servıt act10 : ad Uunc enım refertur quı1dquıd ene
agıtur, quı1a propter unc agıtur; 1pse au NO propter aliud, sed propter semetipsum
enetiur ei habetur. Ibı CIgO finıs quı sufficıt nobiıs. Aeternus igıtur er1it ; nNnım nobıs
sufficıt finıs, 1S1 CU1US nullus est finıs”.

Even though contemplatıon 1s ere through glass darkly (cf. Cor. 13.412:13) ıt
eeps OUTI actıon evenly balanced such that Christ’s promıse MaYy be realısed : He
who loves 11l be OVe: by Father: and chall love hım and sShow myself hım  w (Jn

..  and yOUr JOY ON 111 take from A}  you (Jn
84) De Libero Arbitrio g  w 71473 32,1261): ° Haec est

ıbertas noOstra, CU ist1 subdımur veritatl ; ef 1pse est eus nOster quı 1105 ıberat mO:  9 ıd
est condıcıone peccatı 1psa nım verıtas etiam OMO C111 homınıbus oquens alt
credentibus sıbı : S51 manser1ıtis INn verbo MEO, VerE discipuli Mel PSELS el cognoscetis veritatem
verıtas liberabit VOS (Jn 8.31-32). enım ruıltur anıma C lıbertate 181 JUa Tuıltur
CU securıtate ”.

85) S CIt., 276
86) Contra Academicosx 03/3:72 29,54 32,951)
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en]JOYy the world ® ”). Nor 15 1t be interpreted In LOO passıve quietist
Rather., ringıng wıth ıt the ulness of eing and of virtue and the

maxımum evel of reedom of actıon, 1t lıberates human actıvıty, makıng
people capable of submiıtting themselves the ıll of God and of
accomplıshıing hıs law IC 1S summarısed in the of love for
God and OVEe for neighbour. concludes:

In thıs WaY ove fOor the ne1ghbour 1S oun be ncluded ıIn OVEe for
God: 1t 15 indıssolubly united and subordinated ıt OVve of
ne1ıghbour 1S the actıve ıfe the OVve of USE, which OWS from the
virtue wıth which G0od lothes the soul and from the dıvine ıfe
which o]VveESs the soul ıts form when the latter an iıtself OVCT
God iın OVe of unreserved contemplatıve ..  JOY  I7 Augustine Q
thıs “°“the al 1C aCtTts hrough Oove  79 (GL. Gal

The reference In the ast 1S the quotation from Contra
Faustum Manichaeum above., ın 1C context Gal 5.6 1S cıted and
adapted al gives AdCCcC°c5S> that contemplatıon which teaches and
nables PTOpCI OVe of use In the actıve ıfe

Ihus, have well-reasoned frame of reference wıthın 1C
sıtuate the uti/frul discussıion d 1t affects Oove for ne1ghbour. 10 be SUIC,

overlooks the elements of ne1ıghbours’ enjoyıng G0od wıth (
another and enjoyıng ONC another ın God, but, AS far d utl and the
ne1ıghbour ATe concerned, hıs eOTY provıde acceptable
alternatıve the wıdespread VIEeW that the ne1ghbour 1S really of mınımal
importance for what 15 taken 4S Augustinian eudaımonIısm. Let us

urther test hıs ın ookıng LO the eXis themselves.

The of the question DFIOr 396

As far AS frul 1s concerned, from the time of the early philosophiıcal
dıalogues Augustine insısted that only w1ısdom, the hıghest and irue

g00d, (J0d himself, Was be OVEe! hıs OW aACCOunNntTL (“propter  .. se  27
All else and all others, including nes frıends, WeEeIC desirable only insofar
as’they promoted thıs love of wısdom and beauty But the aım Wäas not

87) See De 1Vvitate Del 15 (0-4 SEL 40/2,69)
88) Holte., C Au F: “*De anıere | amour du prochaın trouve inclus

ans | amour de Dıeu., el lu1 est indıssolublement unı ef subordonne: |'amour du prochaın,
est la vie actıve, |’amour dm.— \lsage”, quı decoule de la dont IDieu revet z  ame., ei de la
vie dıvıne quı donne |’ame forme, lorsqu’elle lıvre I Dieu ans de
‘Jou1ssance‘ contemplatıve Samnls reserve. Augustin appelle Gei etat la fo1l quı agıt Dal

; 59|’amour
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indıvıdualıstic, jealously-guarded enjoyment of Ww1sdom, but OVve that
sought others {O chare In ıts enjoyment (“perfruantur). ;Ihen, all eıng
eagerly intent the ONEC beloved, hey WOU become INOTIEC deeply
riıends of ON«C another  89). (Csunnar ultgren agaınst attachıng LOO
much importance these iıdeas oun in DAaAsSsSapgc of the Soliloquia,
because, he 5>dYy>, hey infrequently and AL© not basıc Augustine’s
conceptlion of love for neighbour?®). We ıll have then be OUT

guar in approaching later SCC whether thıs 1S faır appraisal.
Ose Brechtken also seeks lımıt the sıgnıficance of the DassSagc d S

example of disınterested love for others In OUT OoOVve for God, the COMMMON

89) Soliloquia s  9i (ML 2,881) lam ostendı nıhıl alıud AMaTre,
sıquıdem quod 10 propter amatur NO  —_ amatur. EgO autem solam propter AIl

sapıenti1am, ceiera CecTIO vel adesse mıhı volo, ve]l desse t1imeo propter 1psam : vitam., quietem,
aMI1COS. Quem modum potest habere ıllıus pulchrıtudinıs 19 ın JUa NONMN solum
[10O invıdeo ceterI1s, sed et1am plurımos qUaCTO quı ant, INECCU inhiıent.

teneantT, C perfruantur; mıhı amıclores uturı, quan(to er1ıt nobıs
amata cCommunlor .

( De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae C (ML 35 1331) * Siquidem Tle Ssatıs
dılıgıt, quı sedulo agıt, ul SUPUIMNO O[ VEr perfruatur ONO191  The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  individualistic, jealously-guarded enjoyment of wisdom, but a love that  sought others to share in its enjoyment (““perfruantur’”). Then, all being  eagerly intent on the one beloved, they would become more deeply  friends of one another®?). Gunnar Hultgren warns against attaching too  much importance to these ideas found in a passage of the Soliloquia,  because, he says, they occur infrequently and are not basic to Augustine’s  conception of love for neighbour?°). We will have then to be on our  guard in approaching later texts to see whether this is a fair appraisal.  Josef Brechtken also seeks to limit the significance of the passage as an  example of disinterested love for others in our love for God, the common  89) Soliloquia 1,13,22 (ML 32,881): ‘““Iam certe ostendi nihil aliud me amare,  siquidem quod non propter se amatur non amatur. Ego autem solam propter se amo  sapientiam, cetera vero vel adesse mihi volo, vel desse timeo propter ipsam:: vitam, quietem,  amicos. Quem modum autem potest habere illius pulchritudinis amor, in qua non solum  non invideo ceteris, sed etiam plurimos quaero qui mecum appetant, mecum inhient,  mecum teneant, mecumque perfruantur; tanto mihi amiciores futuri, quanto erit nobis  amata communior”.  Cf. De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae \,26,48 (ML 32‚1331):°“Siquidem ille se satis  diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur bono ...”. If the presumption that this  enjoyment of the Supreme and True Good in De Moribus should be interpreted  individualistically is to be tenable, we would have to accept that only a year or two after the  Soliloquia Augustine had quite forgotten the communitarian dimension he had there given  to the enjoyment of Beauty.  Regarding the first sentence of the quotation from the Soliloquia, Augustine will not  long hold to the position that only what is loved ‘*propter se” is really loved. See De  Doctirina..Christiand : 1:45 (CSEL 80,19) =:1,23:22 (CC 32.18: ML.34,27): 1Cum ergo  quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum quod nos sumus, tertium quod  juxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est, de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda  erant”. Or, to approach the matter from another angle, there are later texts in which  Augustine holds that friendship is to be sought for its own sake, along with wisdom and  health (‘propter se ipsam’). See De Bono Coniugali 9,9 (CSEL 41,199. ML 40,380) and  Epistola 130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54. ML 33,499). These texts will be presented in more detail  shortly, witnessing to a development on the position of the Soliloquia for which friends are  desired ‘‘propter ipsam (sapientiam)””.  °°) G. Hultgren, Le commandement d’amour chez Augustin, p. 59: “ La seconde partie  du commandement d’amour se presente, elle aussi, sous un jour nouveau du fait que Dieu  est concu comme un commune bonum qui reunit les hommes dans l’amour de lui-meme et  dans celui de leurs prochains, et cela sans aucune jalousie. Il faut toutefois, se garder  d’attribuer une trop grande importance ä ces raisonnements. En re&alite on les rencontre  isoles, et ils ne font pas partie des pensees essentielles qui forment la base de la conception  d’Augustin ”. It is a little.difficult to reconcile this with the first statement Hultgren makes  with regard to our passage : ‘ Le morceau que nöous venons de citer constitue le point central  et culminant dans l’exposition d’Augustin . It is true that this study is limited to those  works written before 400 A.D. However, ‘“il nous semble, en effet, qu’ä cette date la  conception d’Augustin de l’amour etait relativement achevee dans ses grandes lignes”  (p. 1x), ie. for Hultgren, without neighbours sharing together in the bonun commune being  fundamental.Ir the presumption that hıs
enjJoyment of the Supreme and I rue 00d ın De Moribus should be interpreted
indıvidualıstically 1$ be enable, WOU ave accept that only [WO after the
Soliloquia Augustine had quıte forgotten the communlıitarıan dımensıon he had ere g1ven

the enjJoyment of Beauty.
Regardıng the 1rs of the quotatıion from the Soliloquia, Augustine 111 nOTL

long hold the posıtıon that only hat 15 OVve: „ PFropter se  3 1S really Oove See De
Doctrina Christiana 1,45 S CC 32,18 ““Cum CISO

sınt dılıgenda, quod SUDT A 1NOS SSE: alterum quod NOS ertium quod
luxta 910 SSE: quartum quod infra 1105 est, de secundo ei quarito nulla praecepta an
erant. Or, approac the maliter from another angle, ere dIC ater In 1
Augustine olds that friendship 15 be sought for 1ts OW. sake, along ıth wısdom and
health (“propter 1psam'’) See De Bono Coniugalı 9,9 40,380) and
Epistola 30,6,13 44,54 33,499) ese 11] be presented In INOIC deta1ı]l
shortly, wıtnessing development the posıtıon of the Soliloquia fOor IC riends ATIC

desıred propter Ipsam (sapıent1am) .
90) ultgren, Le "ommandement d’amour chez Augustin, La seconde partıe

du commandement d’amour presente, elle aussı, SOUS Jour [1O0UVCAaU du faıt qUC [Dieu
est COMMUNE bonum quı reunıt les hommes ans l amour de ul-meme el
ans celu! de leurs prochaıns, ei cela Salmls AUCUMNC jalousıe. faut toutefo1s, garder
V’attriıbuer uUNCc LTOp grande iImportance CCS raısonnements. En ealıte les rencontre
1soles, el ıls font pas partıe des pensees essentıelles quı Orment la ase de la conception
d’Augustıin . It 15 ıttle.dıfficult reconsıle thıs ıth the first statement ultgren makes
ıth regard OUTI DAsSsSsarc.

© Le OICCaAaU qJUC OUuUSs VeENONS de cıter constitue le pomt entral
eit culmınant ans l’exposıtion d’Augustıin . 18 ITrue hat hıs study 1S 1mıted those
works wrıtten before 400 However, S OUS semble. er qu’ a date la
conception d’Augustın de |’amour relatıvement achevee ans SCS grandes lıgnes ”
(p IX), 1.e for ultgren, wıthout neıghbours sharıng together In the bonun being
fundamental.
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g00d, DY stressing hat ıt 1$ only the solıdarıty of da relatıonshıp between
friends that Cal yıeld such COMNCETN for other people in the face of OUTr

OW enjoyment of the hıghest g00d?*). ıll have. therefore, be
investigated ıf thıs restriction applıes ın all Augustinian that xclude
jealousy In ne s  7 enjJoyment of wısdom and beauty, s 1S also the
COININON g00d As regards the present LEXT, however, 1t 1S clear that, ıf
Augustine 1s referring ‘“ friends ”” there ATC INa y of them (  Y
MOS  27 ° LOve of that beauty Can ave thıs er1ıterlion: not only do noTt

CIHV Y others, but seek that INanYy (plurimos) IMaVYy desıre 1t wıth192  R. Canning  good, by stressing that it is only the solidarity of a relationship between  friends that can yield such concern for other people in the face of our  own enjoyment of the highest good?*). It will have, therefore, to be  investigated if this restriction applies in all Augustinian texts that exclude  jealousy in one’s enjoyment of wisdom and beauty, which is also the  common good. As regards the present text, however, it is clear that, if  Augustine is referring to ‘friends’”, there are many of them (“ pluri-  mos’”). “ Love of that beauty can have this criterion: not only do I not  envy others, but I seek that many (p/urimos) may desire it with me ... that  they may enjoy it with me”. One may then rightly inquire how extensive  this ‘‘many ” is, or who, if anyone, is excluded from becoming a friend in  the longing for and the enjoyment of one and the same beloved. We may  note already that Augustine’s mature conception of friendship is wide  enough to embrace even enemies  92)'  With regard to ufi it is well to look to a text from De Vera  Religione, written around 390. It concerns the man who is truly  unconquerable because he is united to God and finds his good there  alone.  So long as he is in this life this man ‘uses’ his friends to return their  love, he ‘uses’ enemies for patience’s sake, as many as he can he  ‘uses’ in such a way as to do them good, he ‘uses’ all people in the  91) J. Brechtken, Augustine Doctor Caritatis, p. 95-96, who sees the “* fruitio-Genuss ””  in this case as ‘‘eine Sache von solidarisch-freundschaftlicher Aktion mit gemeinsamen  Erfolg, also offensichtlich ganz ernst gemeint im Sinne des gleichrangigen Interesses der  anderen, wohl ohne Hintergedanken an den zusätzlichen Nutzen für den eigenen Weisheits-  Genuss”. Brechtken bases this restriction to ‘“friends”” on his reading of Soliloquia 1,2,7  (ML 32,873). Friends, however, are loved because they are ‘““aliquid Deo simile”, i.e.  because they have rational souls. Thus, a thief too is a potential friend, even though one  may hate the way he abuses the rational soul one loves. ““Et homines sunt, et cos amo, non  eo quod animalia, sed eo quod homines sunt; id est, ex eo quod rationales animas habent,  quas amo etiam in latronibus. Licet enim mihi in quovis amare rationem, cum illum iure  oderim qui male utitur eo quod amo. Itaque tanto magis amo amicos meos, quanto magis  bene utuntur anima rationali, vel certe quantum desiderant ea bene uti”.  92) See De Doctrina Christiana 1,65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): ‘ Ad quem (i.e. the good we love) si conversi fuerint (inimici), et illum tamquam  beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni’necesse est ut diligant”. Cf. Epistola  130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54-55. ML 33,499) : ‘‘itemque amicitia non angustis finibus terminanda  est ... pervenit usque ad inimicos, pro quibus etiam orare praecipimur””. Also En. in ps. 39,4  (CC 38,248. ML 36,436): ‘ Inimicus tuus, quia malus est, inimicus est ; fit bonus, et amicus  erit, et socius erit; ut simul velis possidere quod amabas, iam frater erit””. An early  indication of the openness of friendship for Augustine is found in De Diversis Quaestionibus  83, q.71,6 (CC 44A,205. ML 40,82): “Nullius itaque repudianda est amicitia sese  ingerentis ad amicitiam copulandam ...”.that
they INa Y en]oy 1t wıth me  97 One MaYy then rightly inquıre how extensive
thıs "MmMäany.- IS who, f an yONC, 1S excliude': from becoming friend In
the ongıng for and the enjJoyment ofone and the Samnec beloved We INa Y
otfe J]ready that Augustine’s mature conception of friendshıp 15 wıde
enough embrace CVOMN enemtles 92)

Wıth regard ut! it 15 ell 0o0k text firom De Vera
Religione, wriıtten around 390 the INa wh 15 ruly
unconquerable because he 15 unıted God and 1n hıs g00d there
alone.

So ong ASs he 1$ ın thıs ıfe thıs INan “uses’ hıs friends retiurn theır
love, he “uses’ enemıtles fOor patıence’s sake, d INallıy as he Can he
°uses’ 1ın such WdYy A4s do them g00d, he “uses’ all people in the

91) Brechtken, Augustine Doctor Carıtatis, 95-96, who SCCS the “fruıti10-Genuss ”
In thıs Case d ‘““eıne aCc VO solidarısch-freundschaftliıcher Aktıon mıt gemeinsamen
Erfolg, Iso offensıichtliıch ganz erns gemeınt 1mM Siınne des gleichrangıgen Interesses der
anderen, ohl hne Hıntergedanken den zusätzlıchen Nutzen für den eigenen Weısheıits-
(Jenuss . Brechtken bases thıs restriction “frends” hıs readıng of Soliloquia I2
(ML 32,873) Friends, however, AIC loved because they ATC ““alıquıd \DISS simıle ””, 1.e
because they ave ratıional souls. TIhus, 16 LOO 18 potentıal ren CVCI) though ON

MaYy hate the WaYy he abuses the ratiıonal soul ONMNC loves. “°Ht homıiınes sunt, ei COS aAMl NO  j

quod anımalıa, sed quod homıiınes Sun(L; ıd est, quod rationales anımas habent,
qUuUa>s anl et1am In latronıbus Licet enım mıhı in qUOVIS ratıonem., Cu um iure
oderım quı male utıtur quod am Itaque magıs am amI1COs INCOS, quan{it{o magıs
ene utunftiur anıma rationalı, vel quantum desıderant DE ene ut1  77

92) See De Doctrina Christiana 1,65 80,24-25) 9 (CC 3223
qUCIN (1e the g00d ove 61 Conversı fuerint (inımı01), el ıllum (amquam

beatıfıcum bonum ei [105S5 (amquam SOC1OS tantı ONnı NECOCSSC est ut dılıgant . C. Epistola
30,6,13 „54- 33,499) ‘““ıtemque amıcıtla NON angustIis finıbus termınanda
est192  R. Canning  good, by stressing that it is only the solidarity of a relationship between  friends that can yield such concern for other people in the face of our  own enjoyment of the highest good?*). It will have, therefore, to be  investigated if this restriction applies in all Augustinian texts that exclude  jealousy in one’s enjoyment of wisdom and beauty, which is also the  common good. As regards the present text, however, it is clear that, if  Augustine is referring to ‘friends’”, there are many of them (“ pluri-  mos’”). “ Love of that beauty can have this criterion: not only do I not  envy others, but I seek that many (p/urimos) may desire it with me ... that  they may enjoy it with me”. One may then rightly inquire how extensive  this ‘‘many ” is, or who, if anyone, is excluded from becoming a friend in  the longing for and the enjoyment of one and the same beloved. We may  note already that Augustine’s mature conception of friendship is wide  enough to embrace even enemies  92)'  With regard to ufi it is well to look to a text from De Vera  Religione, written around 390. It concerns the man who is truly  unconquerable because he is united to God and finds his good there  alone.  So long as he is in this life this man ‘uses’ his friends to return their  love, he ‘uses’ enemies for patience’s sake, as many as he can he  ‘uses’ in such a way as to do them good, he ‘uses’ all people in the  91) J. Brechtken, Augustine Doctor Caritatis, p. 95-96, who sees the “* fruitio-Genuss ””  in this case as ‘‘eine Sache von solidarisch-freundschaftlicher Aktion mit gemeinsamen  Erfolg, also offensichtlich ganz ernst gemeint im Sinne des gleichrangigen Interesses der  anderen, wohl ohne Hintergedanken an den zusätzlichen Nutzen für den eigenen Weisheits-  Genuss”. Brechtken bases this restriction to ‘“friends”” on his reading of Soliloquia 1,2,7  (ML 32,873). Friends, however, are loved because they are ‘““aliquid Deo simile”, i.e.  because they have rational souls. Thus, a thief too is a potential friend, even though one  may hate the way he abuses the rational soul one loves. ““Et homines sunt, et cos amo, non  eo quod animalia, sed eo quod homines sunt; id est, ex eo quod rationales animas habent,  quas amo etiam in latronibus. Licet enim mihi in quovis amare rationem, cum illum iure  oderim qui male utitur eo quod amo. Itaque tanto magis amo amicos meos, quanto magis  bene utuntur anima rationali, vel certe quantum desiderant ea bene uti”.  92) See De Doctrina Christiana 1,65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): ‘ Ad quem (i.e. the good we love) si conversi fuerint (inimici), et illum tamquam  beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni’necesse est ut diligant”. Cf. Epistola  130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54-55. ML 33,499) : ‘‘itemque amicitia non angustis finibus terminanda  est ... pervenit usque ad inimicos, pro quibus etiam orare praecipimur””. Also En. in ps. 39,4  (CC 38,248. ML 36,436): ‘ Inimicus tuus, quia malus est, inimicus est ; fit bonus, et amicus  erit, et socius erit; ut simul velis possidere quod amabas, iam frater erit””. An early  indication of the openness of friendship for Augustine is found in De Diversis Quaestionibus  83, q.71,6 (CC 44A,205. ML 40,82): “Nullius itaque repudianda est amicitia sese  ingerentis ad amicitiam copulandam ...”.pervenıt ad InN1m1COS, PTO quıbus et1am praecıpımur ”” Iso En IN 39,4
(CC 36,436) ü& Inımiıcus [UUS, qula malus est, INImMICUS est; fıit bonus, el amMI1CUs
er1t, ei SOCIUS er1t ; uL simul velıs possidere quod amabas, 1am frater erıt  BAl An early
indıcatıon of the of friendship for Augustine 18 found ın De Diversis Quaestionibus
85, q. /1,6 ( *Nullıus ıtaque repudıanda est amıcıtıa SCSC

ingerent1s ad amıcıt1am copulandam192  R. Canning  good, by stressing that it is only the solidarity of a relationship between  friends that can yield such concern for other people in the face of our  own enjoyment of the highest good?*). It will have, therefore, to be  investigated if this restriction applies in all Augustinian texts that exclude  jealousy in one’s enjoyment of wisdom and beauty, which is also the  common good. As regards the present text, however, it is clear that, if  Augustine is referring to ‘friends’”, there are many of them (“ pluri-  mos’”). “ Love of that beauty can have this criterion: not only do I not  envy others, but I seek that many (p/urimos) may desire it with me ... that  they may enjoy it with me”. One may then rightly inquire how extensive  this ‘‘many ” is, or who, if anyone, is excluded from becoming a friend in  the longing for and the enjoyment of one and the same beloved. We may  note already that Augustine’s mature conception of friendship is wide  enough to embrace even enemies  92)'  With regard to ufi it is well to look to a text from De Vera  Religione, written around 390. It concerns the man who is truly  unconquerable because he is united to God and finds his good there  alone.  So long as he is in this life this man ‘uses’ his friends to return their  love, he ‘uses’ enemies for patience’s sake, as many as he can he  ‘uses’ in such a way as to do them good, he ‘uses’ all people in the  91) J. Brechtken, Augustine Doctor Caritatis, p. 95-96, who sees the “* fruitio-Genuss ””  in this case as ‘‘eine Sache von solidarisch-freundschaftlicher Aktion mit gemeinsamen  Erfolg, also offensichtlich ganz ernst gemeint im Sinne des gleichrangigen Interesses der  anderen, wohl ohne Hintergedanken an den zusätzlichen Nutzen für den eigenen Weisheits-  Genuss”. Brechtken bases this restriction to ‘“friends”” on his reading of Soliloquia 1,2,7  (ML 32,873). Friends, however, are loved because they are ‘““aliquid Deo simile”, i.e.  because they have rational souls. Thus, a thief too is a potential friend, even though one  may hate the way he abuses the rational soul one loves. ““Et homines sunt, et cos amo, non  eo quod animalia, sed eo quod homines sunt; id est, ex eo quod rationales animas habent,  quas amo etiam in latronibus. Licet enim mihi in quovis amare rationem, cum illum iure  oderim qui male utitur eo quod amo. Itaque tanto magis amo amicos meos, quanto magis  bene utuntur anima rationali, vel certe quantum desiderant ea bene uti”.  92) See De Doctrina Christiana 1,65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): ‘ Ad quem (i.e. the good we love) si conversi fuerint (inimici), et illum tamquam  beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni’necesse est ut diligant”. Cf. Epistola  130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54-55. ML 33,499) : ‘‘itemque amicitia non angustis finibus terminanda  est ... pervenit usque ad inimicos, pro quibus etiam orare praecipimur””. Also En. in ps. 39,4  (CC 38,248. ML 36,436): ‘ Inimicus tuus, quia malus est, inimicus est ; fit bonus, et amicus  erit, et socius erit; ut simul velis possidere quod amabas, iam frater erit””. An early  indication of the openness of friendship for Augustine is found in De Diversis Quaestionibus  83, q.71,6 (CC 44A,205. ML 40,82): “Nullius itaque repudianda est amicitia sese  ingerentis ad amicitiam copulandam ...”.192  R. Canning  good, by stressing that it is only the solidarity of a relationship between  friends that can yield such concern for other people in the face of our  own enjoyment of the highest good?*). It will have, therefore, to be  investigated if this restriction applies in all Augustinian texts that exclude  jealousy in one’s enjoyment of wisdom and beauty, which is also the  common good. As regards the present text, however, it is clear that, if  Augustine is referring to ‘friends’”, there are many of them (“ pluri-  mos’”). “ Love of that beauty can have this criterion: not only do I not  envy others, but I seek that many (p/urimos) may desire it with me ... that  they may enjoy it with me”. One may then rightly inquire how extensive  this ‘‘many ” is, or who, if anyone, is excluded from becoming a friend in  the longing for and the enjoyment of one and the same beloved. We may  note already that Augustine’s mature conception of friendship is wide  enough to embrace even enemies  92)'  With regard to ufi it is well to look to a text from De Vera  Religione, written around 390. It concerns the man who is truly  unconquerable because he is united to God and finds his good there  alone.  So long as he is in this life this man ‘uses’ his friends to return their  love, he ‘uses’ enemies for patience’s sake, as many as he can he  ‘uses’ in such a way as to do them good, he ‘uses’ all people in the  91) J. Brechtken, Augustine Doctor Caritatis, p. 95-96, who sees the “* fruitio-Genuss ””  in this case as ‘‘eine Sache von solidarisch-freundschaftlicher Aktion mit gemeinsamen  Erfolg, also offensichtlich ganz ernst gemeint im Sinne des gleichrangigen Interesses der  anderen, wohl ohne Hintergedanken an den zusätzlichen Nutzen für den eigenen Weisheits-  Genuss”. Brechtken bases this restriction to ‘“friends”” on his reading of Soliloquia 1,2,7  (ML 32,873). Friends, however, are loved because they are ‘““aliquid Deo simile”, i.e.  because they have rational souls. Thus, a thief too is a potential friend, even though one  may hate the way he abuses the rational soul one loves. ““Et homines sunt, et cos amo, non  eo quod animalia, sed eo quod homines sunt; id est, ex eo quod rationales animas habent,  quas amo etiam in latronibus. Licet enim mihi in quovis amare rationem, cum illum iure  oderim qui male utitur eo quod amo. Itaque tanto magis amo amicos meos, quanto magis  bene utuntur anima rationali, vel certe quantum desiderant ea bene uti”.  92) See De Doctrina Christiana 1,65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): ‘ Ad quem (i.e. the good we love) si conversi fuerint (inimici), et illum tamquam  beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni’necesse est ut diligant”. Cf. Epistola  130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54-55. ML 33,499) : ‘‘itemque amicitia non angustis finibus terminanda  est ... pervenit usque ad inimicos, pro quibus etiam orare praecipimur””. Also En. in ps. 39,4  (CC 38,248. ML 36,436): ‘ Inimicus tuus, quia malus est, inimicus est ; fit bonus, et amicus  erit, et socius erit; ut simul velis possidere quod amabas, iam frater erit””. An early  indication of the openness of friendship for Augustine is found in De Diversis Quaestionibus  83, q.71,6 (CC 44A,205. ML 40,82): “Nullius itaque repudianda est amicitia sese  ingerentis ad amicitiam copulandam ...”.
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that he 15 benevolent towards all And although he oes noTt
OVEe empora thıngs, he uUscs them rıghtly and he takes Caiec of
people accordıng theır condıtions of lıfe, VEn ıf he 18 unable be
equally miıindful of all people?°).

Perhaps ıt WOU. make for less tılted translatıon if utı WeTieC be
rendered ere Aas “* relates to  27 OT ““ assoclates wıth ” 0)8 “conducts hımself
in such WaY towards’”. hıs 1S in lıne wıth the Ciceronıian meanıng
consıdered earlıer. As INanYy dıfferent translatıons INaY be needed d there
aATe SIOUDS of people whom ul applıes, such that, for example,
m1g paraphrase the first quoted above: ..  So long d he 1s In
thıs ıfe thıs INan relates hıs riends in returnıng theır love, hıs attıtude
towards hıs enemtles 1S ear wıth them for patıence’s sake, dSs INany
ds he Cal he o€es Z00d, he wıishes ell all 297 In the second NC it 15
4S ir the nıg uUusc of temporal thıngs (YreCcte utıtur temporalibus””) WeTiC

paralleled in 1ts OW order by CaIie for other people (** hominibus
consulit ”'). Care for other people 1C Can take the forms of recıprocal
love, patıently bearıng wıth enmity, beneficence and benevolence, 1$ the
PIODCI work of ut! in relatıon human beings. Only the PDCISON otally
intent uDON God, hat 1S, the DCISON wh has not miısplaced hıs frul, 1s
capabile of utl of thıs kind“?). Hıs utl of others 18 ın accordance wıth
dıvıine provıdence and wıth the order of the WOT estaDblıshe' Dy God
Before De Doctrina Christiana, therefore, Augustine knows utl of the
neighbour 1C 1S unselfishly directed tO hıs benefit ose Tec  en
claıms that thıs 1S the only place In ] [ 6A selfinterest has een in
Augustinian OVve of neighbour. The Dassarc from De era Religione 1s
for hım absolute exception wıthout an Yy bearıng the maın object of
Augustine’s ethic; perhaps Augustine 1S TE merely noting WaY of

93) De Vera Religione 256 47,91 (Ge 6-2 34,163) * Hıc
VIT quamdıu est In hac vita, utitur amıco ad rependendam gratiam, utıtur IN1mM1CO ad
patıentlam, utıtur quıbus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnıbus ad benevolentiam. Et

temporalıa NO  — dılıgat, 1pse recte utıtur temporalıbus, el DIO sorte
hominıbus consulıt, S1 aequalıter NO potest omnıbus . Regardıng the ‘““temporalıa NO

dılıgat ””,  27 find Augustine in De Doctrina Christiana 1,45 9 (89
32,18 statıng hat CVEOIN quod ınfra NOS est  B be loved, but then, of COUTSC,
'propter alıud’.

94) The sentence preceding the quotation above 185 {lle CIgO verissıme
certissıme invictus OMO est quı cohaeret deo, 9(8)  — ut ab alıquıd Onl merea(tur, sed
CUul nıhıl alıud quam 1ıpsum haerere deo bonum est  3F and shortly er OUI quotation:
* I] ractat enım temporI dedıtos mehus quanto ıpse m1nus oblıgatus tempore : De
Vera Religione 255-256 77,65-66) 47,90-91 (CC- 4,163)
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speakıng he had COMMEC ACTOSS In the phılosophıcal tradition ?°). In an y
CasSC, Brechtken disqualifies thıs utı of elfless CONCEITIN for others from
havıng al y decısıve influence the uti applıed human beings ıIn De
Doctrina Christiana. The latter he Judges LO be otally caught in the
qU!' for ıts OW beatitude?®). However, the ut!i of De Vera Religione 1S
undoubtedly be compared ıth that of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83,

30, ın which conduct towards other human beings 1s deser1bed d > ut!
ad societatem’ ?'), and frul 1S reserved strictly for God In both Aas

95) Brechtken CIl 143, £ 147 °° Das ber wuürde heıissen194  R. Canning  speaking he had come across in the philosophical tradition*°). In any  case, Brechtken disqualifies this u/i of selfless concern for others from  having any decisive influence on the ufi applied to human beings in De  Doctrina Christiana. The latter he judges to be totally caught up in the  quest for its own beatitude*°). However, the uti of De Vera Religione is  undoubtedly to be compared with that of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83,  q. 30, in which conduct towards other human beings is described as ‘ufi  ad societatem’?”), and frui is reserved strictly for God. In both cases, as  95) J. Brechtken, op. cit., p. 143, n. 72; p. 147: ‘“ Das aber würde heissen ... dass es  sich auch hier in De vera religione mit dem neuen uti in der Nächstenliebe (i.e. for  Brechtken, in comparison to De Doctrina Christiana) überhaupt nur um einen kurzfristigen  Gedankenflug handelt, um eine absolute Ausnahmebestimmung, ohne jede weitere  Wirkung auf den Hauptgegenstand seiner Ethik, vielleicht überhaupt nur ein kurzes  Notiznehmen von einem Stück Überlieferung”. We are directed to the Diatribai 111,20,9f.  of the Stoic, Epictetus (50-138 A.D.), which contain ‘““etwas Ähnliches”. In fact, Diatribai  111,20 deals with the question: whether it is possible to derive advantage from all exterior  things (ötı AnO TAvtÖV TÖV EKTOG Eotıv GgeisL00aı). This puts us more in mind of  Augustine’s quaestio 30, i.e. ‘ Utrum omnia in utilitatem hominis creata sunt””, than of the  passage from De Vera Religione with which we are concerned. In Diatribai IIT, 20,9-12 (see  text in J. Souilhe and A. Jagu, Epictete, Entretiens, III, Collections des Universites de  France, Paris, 1963, p. 64), Epictetus explains how it is even possible to derive advantage  from other people’s insults. Those insulting us are like trainers exercising our patience, calm  and docility by having us lift heavy burdens for our own good. A bad neighbour, a bad  father, or indeed sickness, death, penury, harm, condemnation, can all be to our advantage  in this way, as if we were applying to them the rod of Hermes: ‘ Touch what you wish and it  will turn to gold”,  E  Itis clear that this comparison with Epictetus is valid for only one of the usages of uti  we have met in De Vera Religione 256, namely, the ‘“ utitur inimico ad patientiam”. It may  also be seen as having similarities with the ‘utitur tolerandis ad patientiam’ of De Diversis  Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,40. ML 40,20). But it can hardly be said to bolster very  strongly the suggestion that the ‘uti ad societatem’ of quaestio 30 and the ‘“ utitur amico ad  rependendam gratiam  utitur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnibus ad  benevolentiam”” of De Vera Religione 256 are merely a nod on Augustine’s part in the  direction of the Stoic philosophical tradition and that the selflessness implied by them is  therefore not integrated into his ethical thought.  96) Jbid., p. 147: “ ... (there are grounds for the suspicion that Augustine) hier in De  doctrina christiana doch mehr oder weniger stark immer auf den appetitus rekurriert, also  in der Nächstenliebe den appetitus mitberücksichtigt, oder besser: die Nächstenliebe im  appetitus untergebracht wissen will. Es scheint also, dass hier in De doctrina christiana von  allem Anfang an ein appetitus-transzendentes uti/frui gar nicht zur Debatte stand, auch  nicht als etwas, das, vorher schon bekannt, nun zu widerlegen oder zurückzunehmen  gewesen wäre”.  97) In the light of Soliloquia 1,13,22 (ML 32,881): ‘“tanto‘mihi amiciores futuri,  quanto erit nobis amata communior”, this “societas’”” may be understood not just of the  relationships of human beings amongst themselves but also of their common desire for and  enjoyment of the one God. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana \,64 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC  32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“ quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate  viverevest' ...ass
sich uch 1er ıIn De ( relıg1one mıt dem ut! In der Nächstenlıebe (Ke for
Brechtken. iın comparıson De Doctrina Christiana) überhaupt 11UI eınen kurzfristigen
Gedankenflug handelt ıne absolute Ausnahmebestimmung, hne jede weıtere
Wırkung auf den Hauptgegenstand seıner Ethık, vielleicht überhaupt L1UT eın kurzes
Notiznehmen VO  - einem Stück Überlieferung”. We AICc dırected the Diatribai 11.20,9{f.
of the StOI1C, Epictetus (50-138 AD which contaın “"etwas Ahnliches”. In fact, Diatribai

deals ıth the question : whether ıt 1s possıble derıve advantage from all exterl1o0r
thıngs (OT1 r  T NO VTOÖV TOV EKTOC GTLV OOEAELTÖAN). hıs DULtSs INOTC In mınd of
Augustine’s quaestio 530, 1 e “ Utrum omn1a ın utılıtatem homiınıs creata sunt  MS than of the
Dassagc firom De Vera Religione ıth which A1C concerned. In Diatribai 1L, (see
texti In Souijulhe and Jagu, Epictete, Entretiens, VÜB Collections des Universıtes de
France, Parıs, 963 64), Epictetus explaıns HhOW ıt 18 CVECIN possıble derıve advantage
Irom er people’s nsults Those insultıng A1C 1ıke traıners exerci1sing OUT patiıence, calm
and docılıty by havıng ıft heavy burdens for OUT OW g00d bad ne1ghbour, bad
father, indeed siıckness, death, NUTrY, harm., condemnatıon, Can all be OQOUT advantage
In thıs WAdY, ıf WEIC applyıng them the rod of Hermes Touch hat yYOoUu wısh and ıt
ıll {u  3 170 OEa

It 18 clear that thıs Comparıson ıth Epictetus 15 valıd for only OMNNC of the USagcs of ut1
ave mel In De Vera Religione 256, namely, the “ utıtur IN1mM1CO qad patıentiam ” IMNaYy

Iso be SCECI] AS havıng simılarıties ıth the utıtur tolerandıs ad patiıentiam' of De Diıversis
Quaestionibus 85, LGG 44A ‚40 But it Can hardly be sa1d bolster V
strongly the suggestion that the .  ut! ad socletatem' of quaestio and the ‘““utitur aM1CO ad
rependendam gratiam utıtur quıbus potest ad beneficentiam, utıtur omnıbus ad
benevolentiam ; of De Vera Religione 256 ATC merely NO Augustine’s part ın the
dırection of the StOo1C phılosophıcal tradıtiıon and that the selflessness iımplıed Dy them 15
therefore nOL integrated into hıs thıcal thought.

96) Ibid., 147 e&194  R. Canning  speaking he had come across in the philosophical tradition*°). In any  case, Brechtken disqualifies this u/i of selfless concern for others from  having any decisive influence on the ufi applied to human beings in De  Doctrina Christiana. The latter he judges to be totally caught up in the  quest for its own beatitude*°). However, the uti of De Vera Religione is  undoubtedly to be compared with that of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83,  q. 30, in which conduct towards other human beings is described as ‘ufi  ad societatem’?”), and frui is reserved strictly for God. In both cases, as  95) J. Brechtken, op. cit., p. 143, n. 72; p. 147: ‘“ Das aber würde heissen ... dass es  sich auch hier in De vera religione mit dem neuen uti in der Nächstenliebe (i.e. for  Brechtken, in comparison to De Doctrina Christiana) überhaupt nur um einen kurzfristigen  Gedankenflug handelt, um eine absolute Ausnahmebestimmung, ohne jede weitere  Wirkung auf den Hauptgegenstand seiner Ethik, vielleicht überhaupt nur ein kurzes  Notiznehmen von einem Stück Überlieferung”. We are directed to the Diatribai 111,20,9f.  of the Stoic, Epictetus (50-138 A.D.), which contain ‘““etwas Ähnliches”. In fact, Diatribai  111,20 deals with the question: whether it is possible to derive advantage from all exterior  things (ötı AnO TAvtÖV TÖV EKTOG Eotıv GgeisL00aı). This puts us more in mind of  Augustine’s quaestio 30, i.e. ‘ Utrum omnia in utilitatem hominis creata sunt””, than of the  passage from De Vera Religione with which we are concerned. In Diatribai IIT, 20,9-12 (see  text in J. Souilhe and A. Jagu, Epictete, Entretiens, III, Collections des Universites de  France, Paris, 1963, p. 64), Epictetus explains how it is even possible to derive advantage  from other people’s insults. Those insulting us are like trainers exercising our patience, calm  and docility by having us lift heavy burdens for our own good. A bad neighbour, a bad  father, or indeed sickness, death, penury, harm, condemnation, can all be to our advantage  in this way, as if we were applying to them the rod of Hermes: ‘ Touch what you wish and it  will turn to gold”,  E  Itis clear that this comparison with Epictetus is valid for only one of the usages of uti  we have met in De Vera Religione 256, namely, the ‘“ utitur inimico ad patientiam”. It may  also be seen as having similarities with the ‘utitur tolerandis ad patientiam’ of De Diversis  Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,40. ML 40,20). But it can hardly be said to bolster very  strongly the suggestion that the ‘uti ad societatem’ of quaestio 30 and the ‘“ utitur amico ad  rependendam gratiam  utitur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnibus ad  benevolentiam”” of De Vera Religione 256 are merely a nod on Augustine’s part in the  direction of the Stoic philosophical tradition and that the selflessness implied by them is  therefore not integrated into his ethical thought.  96) Jbid., p. 147: “ ... (there are grounds for the suspicion that Augustine) hier in De  doctrina christiana doch mehr oder weniger stark immer auf den appetitus rekurriert, also  in der Nächstenliebe den appetitus mitberücksichtigt, oder besser: die Nächstenliebe im  appetitus untergebracht wissen will. Es scheint also, dass hier in De doctrina christiana von  allem Anfang an ein appetitus-transzendentes uti/frui gar nicht zur Debatte stand, auch  nicht als etwas, das, vorher schon bekannt, nun zu widerlegen oder zurückzunehmen  gewesen wäre”.  97) In the light of Soliloquia 1,13,22 (ML 32,881): ‘“tanto‘mihi amiciores futuri,  quanto erit nobis amata communior”, this “societas’”” may be understood not just of the  relationships of human beings amongst themselves but also of their common desire for and  enjoyment of the one God. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana \,64 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC  32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“ quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate  viverevest' ...(there ATIC grounds for the suspicl1on that Augustine) hıer in De
doctrina chrıstiana doch mehr der weniger star. immer auf den appetıtus rekurrIıert, Iso
In der Nächstenliıebe den appetıtus mıtberücksıichtigt, der besser : dıe Nächstenliebe 1mM
appetitus untergebracht wıissen ıll ESs scheıint also, ass 1er ın De doctrina chrıstiana VO

em Anfang eın appetıtus-transzendentes uti/frul Sarl nıcht ZUI Debatte stan uch
nıcht als etwas, das, vorher schon bekannt. DU  z wıderlegen der zurückzunehmen
BCWESCH ware 8

97) In the 1g of Soliloquia e (ML 32,881) 5:  tanto mıhı amıclores futur1,
quanto erıt nobıs amata cCommun10or ”, thıs * socljetas ” INdYy be understood nOL Just of the
relatiıonshıps of human beings amongst themselves but Iso of theır COINIMNON desıre for and
enjoyment of the ONC (J0d CT De Doctrina Christiana 1,64 P8 (EC
32.23 ‘“ quıd 105 ın societate dılection1s de1 convenıt, qJUO perfrul eate
Vvivere est194  R. Canning  speaking he had come across in the philosophical tradition*°). In any  case, Brechtken disqualifies this u/i of selfless concern for others from  having any decisive influence on the ufi applied to human beings in De  Doctrina Christiana. The latter he judges to be totally caught up in the  quest for its own beatitude*°). However, the uti of De Vera Religione is  undoubtedly to be compared with that of De Diversis Quaestionibus 83,  q. 30, in which conduct towards other human beings is described as ‘ufi  ad societatem’?”), and frui is reserved strictly for God. In both cases, as  95) J. Brechtken, op. cit., p. 143, n. 72; p. 147: ‘“ Das aber würde heissen ... dass es  sich auch hier in De vera religione mit dem neuen uti in der Nächstenliebe (i.e. for  Brechtken, in comparison to De Doctrina Christiana) überhaupt nur um einen kurzfristigen  Gedankenflug handelt, um eine absolute Ausnahmebestimmung, ohne jede weitere  Wirkung auf den Hauptgegenstand seiner Ethik, vielleicht überhaupt nur ein kurzes  Notiznehmen von einem Stück Überlieferung”. We are directed to the Diatribai 111,20,9f.  of the Stoic, Epictetus (50-138 A.D.), which contain ‘““etwas Ähnliches”. In fact, Diatribai  111,20 deals with the question: whether it is possible to derive advantage from all exterior  things (ötı AnO TAvtÖV TÖV EKTOG Eotıv GgeisL00aı). This puts us more in mind of  Augustine’s quaestio 30, i.e. ‘ Utrum omnia in utilitatem hominis creata sunt””, than of the  passage from De Vera Religione with which we are concerned. In Diatribai IIT, 20,9-12 (see  text in J. Souilhe and A. Jagu, Epictete, Entretiens, III, Collections des Universites de  France, Paris, 1963, p. 64), Epictetus explains how it is even possible to derive advantage  from other people’s insults. Those insulting us are like trainers exercising our patience, calm  and docility by having us lift heavy burdens for our own good. A bad neighbour, a bad  father, or indeed sickness, death, penury, harm, condemnation, can all be to our advantage  in this way, as if we were applying to them the rod of Hermes: ‘ Touch what you wish and it  will turn to gold”,  E  Itis clear that this comparison with Epictetus is valid for only one of the usages of uti  we have met in De Vera Religione 256, namely, the ‘“ utitur inimico ad patientiam”. It may  also be seen as having similarities with the ‘utitur tolerandis ad patientiam’ of De Diversis  Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,40. ML 40,20). But it can hardly be said to bolster very  strongly the suggestion that the ‘uti ad societatem’ of quaestio 30 and the ‘“ utitur amico ad  rependendam gratiam  utitur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnibus ad  benevolentiam”” of De Vera Religione 256 are merely a nod on Augustine’s part in the  direction of the Stoic philosophical tradition and that the selflessness implied by them is  therefore not integrated into his ethical thought.  96) Jbid., p. 147: “ ... (there are grounds for the suspicion that Augustine) hier in De  doctrina christiana doch mehr oder weniger stark immer auf den appetitus rekurriert, also  in der Nächstenliebe den appetitus mitberücksichtigt, oder besser: die Nächstenliebe im  appetitus untergebracht wissen will. Es scheint also, dass hier in De doctrina christiana von  allem Anfang an ein appetitus-transzendentes uti/frui gar nicht zur Debatte stand, auch  nicht als etwas, das, vorher schon bekannt, nun zu widerlegen oder zurückzunehmen  gewesen wäre”.  97) In the light of Soliloquia 1,13,22 (ML 32,881): ‘“tanto‘mihi amiciores futuri,  quanto erit nobis amata communior”, this “societas’”” may be understood not just of the  relationships of human beings amongst themselves but also of their common desire for and  enjoyment of the one God. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana \,64 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC  32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“ quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate  viverevest' ...9
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later In De ( ivitate Del, the G0od-dıirection of frui DICSCIVCS utı from
dıstortion and debilıtatiıon Is 1t noTt possıble LO understand the utı of De
Doctrina Christiana In thıs WdY t00? If ONC does noTt ake sufficıent note
of the dıstinction made Dy Augustine between the thıngs that AT be
njoyed, the thıngs hat aTe be used, and those who en]JOoYy and use?),
the result INAY be that the definıtion of u17 ıth regard (O inira-human,
temporal realıty””) 11] be LOO readıly transferred the partıcular utı
which 1s involved wıth other human beings. Is there anythıng ruly
distinctive about OVe fOor ne1ghbour In De Doctrina Christiana that m1g
reflect the spiırıt of De Vera Religione and quaesti0 30. ÖOI 15 Augustine
rapped into absorbing the ne1ıghbour In arge part into utl that
ultımately treats the personal and infra-personal alıke?

De Doctrina Christiana

Somewhat urther in Book than the yresented above d

general formulatıons of the dıstinction, Augustine rehearses the relatıon
he has already establıshe between frul and utı nly the eternal and
unchangeable dAdIc {tO be njoyed; other thıngs aTe be sed In such WaY
that Ar able attaın the full enJoyment of the eternal]l and
unchangeable 100).

But who en]Joy and IN other thıngs aTe ourselves thıngs of
certaın kınd For INan 1s no eing created in the image and
lıkeness of God, nOoTt insofar d he 1S confined by the mortal body,
but ıIn that the dıgnity of hıs ratıonal soul makes hım super10r
brute beasts. Hence, the question 1s whether INenNn should uUusc

en]JOY themselves, both For ave een ommanded OVEe
ONC another, but the question 1s whether ONC human eing 1s be
OVe Dy another for hıs OW sake OT whether love for hım ıs LO be
orlıentated somethıng else. If indeed he 1sS be OVEe! fOor hıs OW
sake, eN]JOYy hım ; ıf OVve for hım 1s be Oorlentated somethıng
else, uUuse hım IN} however, that OoOve for another

98) De Doctrina Christiana K 80,9) 133 (CE 32,8 .. Res CISO
alıae Ssunt quıbus fruendum SSL. alıae quıbus utendum, alıae QUaC fruuntur el utuntur .

99) Ibid., L: L4 (CC 32,8 ut! autem, quod INn
SUm venerıit ad ıd quod 11as optinendum referre, S] amen amandum est  K

100) Ibid., 1,39 B  e CC 3216 A fn hıs igiıtur
omnıbus rebus ıllae tantum sunt quıbus fruendum SL: qUuas as incommutabiles
COomMmmeEMOTAaVIMUS ; ceter1s autem utendum est ut ad ıllarum perfructionem pervenıre
DOossımus ”. Remember, however, that the eterna|l and unchangeable 1S the Irıune God wh
1S the COINMMON g00d of all who en]JOoy hım See Ibid., 1,10 3D3 (CE 32:9
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DCTSON 1S LO be orıentated O somethıing other than the DETSON. For ıf
something 1S be OVEe: for 1ts OW sake, oun OUT lıfe’s
happıness it oug. thıs happıness 1s not yel d realıty IOr uS,
SÜ1 hope for ıt consoles uSs in thıs present time. But, ““cursed 1S he
wh places hıs hope in man  7 (cf. Jer

Augustıine HCO IMNOTEC reveals that he 1$ acutely CONSCIOUS of the specıal
STatus of human beings, ndowed wıth ratiıonal souls, created in the
image and ıkeness of God How OonNne relates oneself and others
properly 1s the question of grea importance. What 1S the fiıtting form of
self-love and what the form of love for ne1ghbour envisaged by the
Lord’s commandment? Does ıt uffice oun lıfe’s happıness
myself another human eIng, place hope In myself 0)8 In
another human being? Am myself the eritierion In the 1g of5all
else 1S Jjudged”? Are other rational creatures thıs erıterion for me ? If S!
and only TS! Call OT others sımply be sa1d be the object of frul. But
what hıs would involve 1s the effective denı1al that there 1s an Yy eing
super10r the self others;: it WOU pDutLl the self and others ın the place
of God 102)' Sınce Augustine has already defined fruli ın such WdY that it
Can only properly be applıed OUT love for the irue God wıth all the
heart, all the soul and all the mınd, he has then only ut! al hıs 1sposa
when 1t the question of OVve for self and love for
ne1ghbour. f We. en]Ooy nes OW W WOU be perversely prou

103)imiıtatiıon of God leadıng ne s  K diminution d human being
whiıle {O en]JoYy others would be orlentate nec s whole ıfe them 1n the

101) De Doctrina Christiana ä CC 2,16-17
“*“ Nos ıtaque quı fruımur el utimur alııs rebus., [CS alıquae agna enım

quaedam TCS est homo, factus ad imagınem el simılıtudınem de1, NO  b In quantum mortalı
COTDOIC includıtur, sed In quantum bestias rationalıs anımae honore praecedit. ltaque

quaest10 OSt: irum fru1l homines debeant A ut1ı u  u:  q Praeceptum est
nım nobıs ut dılıgamus Invicem, sed quaerıtur, irum propiter OMO ab homiıne
dılıgendus sıt propter alıud S1 nım propter 5C, fruımur Cl S1 propter alıud, utımur
Vıdetur au mıhı propter alıud dılıgendus. Quod nım propter dılıgendum est, iın
constitultur eata vita, CU1US et1amsı nondum ICS, am! SPCS e1us NOS hoc tempore
consolatur. Maledictus qul SDEM SUUM pont In homine .

102) C: De Diversıs Quaestionibus 83, (Ge 44A ‚40 ‘*“Iudıiıcat au

de omnıbus quıbus utıtur ; de solo deo NO  —; ludıcat, quıa secundum eum de ceter1s iıudıcat.
Nec utıtur, sed frultur ;q nım ad alıquıid alıud eus referendus eSL; quon1am INNC

quod ad alıud referendum est infer1us est qUamı ıd ad quod referendum est, NEC est alıquıd
deo super1us196  R. Canning  person is to be orientated to something other than the person. For if  something is to be loved for its own sake, we found our life’s  happiness on it. Although this happiness is not yet a reality for us,  still hope for it consoles us in this present time. But, ‘“cursed is he  who places hıs Kope in man . (cf. Jer. 17.5) J:  Augustine once more reveals that he is acutely conscious of the special  status of human beings, endowed with rational souls, created in the  image and likeness of God. How one relates to oneself and others  properly is the question of great importance. What is the fitting form of  self-love and what the form of love for neighbour envisaged by the  Lord’s commandment? Does it suffice to found my life’s happiness on  myself or on another human being, to place my hope in myself or in  another human being? Am I myself the critierion in the light of which all  else is judged? Are other rational creatures this criterion for me? If so,  and only ifso, can I or others simply be said to be the object of frui. But  what this would involve is the effective denial that there is any being  superior to the self or others; it would put the self and others in the place  of God!°2). Since Augustine has already defined frui in such a way that it  can only properly be applied to our love for the true God with all the  heart, all the soul and all the mind, he has then only w/i at his disposal  when it comes to the great question of love for self and love for  neighbour. To enjoy one’s own power would be a perversely proud  103);  imitation of God leading to one’s diminution as a human being  while to enjoy others would be to orientate one’s whole life to them in the  101) De Doctrina Christiana 1,39-40 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,20 (CC 32,16-17. ML  34,26): “ Nos itaque qui fruimur et utimur aliis rebus, res aliquae sumus. Magna enim  quaedam res est homo, factus ad imaginem et similitudinem dei, non in quantum mortali  corpore includitur, sed in quantum bestias rationalis animae honore praecedit. Itaque  magna quaestio est, utrum frui se homines debeant an uti an utrumque. Praeceptum est  enim nobis ut diligamus invicem, sed quaeritur, utrum propter se homo ab homine  diligendus sit an propter aliud. Si enim propter se, fruimur eo; si propter aliud, utimur eo,  Videtur autem mihi propter aliud diligendus. Quod enim propter se diligendum est, in co  constituitur beata vita, cuius etiamsi nondum res, tamen spes eius nos hoc tempore  consolatur. Maledictus autem qui spem suam ponit in homine” .  102) Cf. De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A ,40. ML 40,20): ‘“ Iudicat autem  de omnibus quibus utitur ; de solo deo non iudicat, quia secundum deum de ceteris iudicat.  Nec eo utitur, sed fruitur; neque enim ad aliquid aliud deus referendus est, quoniam omne  quod ad aliud referendum est inferius est quam id ad quod referendum est, nec est aliquid  deo superius ... ”  103) De Libero Arbitrio 3,25,76,262-263 (CC 29,320. CSEL 74, 153. ML 32,1308):  “Si autem tamquam obvius sibi placet sibi ad perverse imitandum deum ut potestate sua  frui velit, tanto fit minor quanto se cupit esse maiorem. Et hoc est /nitium omnis peccati  superbia et Initium superbiae hominis apostatare a deo (Ecclus. 10.14)”.; *

103) De Libero Arbitrio $  „262-2653 (cE SEL 74, 153 32,1308):
*61 autem (amquam obvıus sıbı placet s1bı ad DECTVEISC imıtandum eum ut potestate 5Sud
fru1 velıt, {1t M1INOrTr quan{i{o cupıt SSC malorem. Et hoc est Inıtıum OMNLS peccatı
superbia ei Inıtıum superbiae hominis apostatare deo (Ecclus. 149
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of expecting them alone fulfil Oone’s deepest hope fOr happı-
ness  104). Thıs LOO0 WOUuU be dıstortion.

Augustine, therefore., 0€s offence the self and the
ne1ıghbour when he claıms hat hey AIC nNnOoTt be OVEe!l theır OW

aCCOUNLTL OT for theır OW sake (“propter S€”) What he 1s that hey
AIC nOoTLt ın themselves 4S created beings be made the goal of ıfe
towards which al else 1S be orlentated and in the lıght of which all else
15 be Judged ven TI himself, insofar d> he 1$ OUT WaY the
Father, O€es not wısh hold and detaın but diırect N (G0d 105)_
ere 15 then in which Can, ıth the NECCSSATY CITrCUMSpEC-
tion, Sa Yy of T1sS that he wıshes be OVEe: not for h1s OW sake but AS

pominting us the g0a] of iru reedom In God, 1.e “propter aliud TIo
translate “"propter Tiu 4S c.  for the sake of somethıng else  277 0)8 ‘ for
another reason ” Can g1ve the misleadıng impression hat Augustinıian
love for neighbour amounts violatıon of another'’'s dıgnity,
den1igration of hıs personal unıqueness, CVcCcn insult. There{fore.,
have preferred paraphrase thıs expression such that love for neighbour
1S presented A4Ss havıng g0oa]l beyond the other indıvıdual’s present
iımıted existence (which o€es nOoTt that the sıtuation of the
ne1ıghbour 15 overlooked) !*°). That g0al, that “ AUUd ı, INa Yy be the
formatıon of communıty (*uti ad societatem ) in quaest10 30, OT it IMaYy
d here be God hımself ın whom there 1s Irue ıfe In lovıng UTr

ne1ighbour, therefore, relate hım and OUT OVve fOor hım God, who 15
OUT COINMMON g00d Such ove 15 in accordance wıth the order of creation
establıshed by dıvine provıdence. hıs interpretation 1S, beliıeve, closer

104) Certaıin proud creatures ll be ell pleased ave such hope placed in them
C: De Doctrina Christiana A (CC 2,26-27 ' Nam
61 In nobıs ıd facımus (1 ıf en]Joy ON another nNnOoTt ın God, but ın ourselves), TeEIMNMAaNECINUS

In vıa ei SPCIN beatıtudıinıs nostirae in homıne aut ın angelo conlocamus. Quod ei OmMOoO
superbus ei angelus superbus arrogant sıb1 in alıorum SPCIM gaudent constıitul .

105) De Doctrina Christiana ’  C 80,29-30) : ( 32,28
34,33-34): *°Sıc nNnım alt E20 SUM VIGAG el verıtas el vıta (Jn 14.6), hoc est, DCI venıtur, ad

pervenitur, ıIn permaneturThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  197  sense of expecting them alone to fulfil one’s deepest hope for happi-  ness!°4), This too would be a distortion.  Augustine, therefore, does no offence to the self and to the  neighbour when he claims that they are not to be loved on their own  account or for their own sake (“ propter se”’). What he means is that they  are not in themselves as created beings to be made the goal of life  towards which all else is to be orientated and in the light of which all else  is to be judged. Even Christ himself, insofar as he is our way to the  Father, does not wish to hold and detain us but to direct us to God!°5).  There is a sense then in which we can, with the necessary circumspec-  tion, say of Christ that he wishes to be loved not for his own sake but as  pointing us to the goal of true freedom in God, i.e. “propter aliud”. To  translate ‘propter aliud” as ‘“for the sake of something else” or ‘‘for  another reason” can give the misleading impression that Augustinian  love for neighbour amounts to a violation of another’s dignity, a  denigration of his personal uniqueness, even an insult. Therefore, we  have preferred to paraphrase this expression such that love for neighbour  is presented as having a goal beyond the other individual’s present  limited existence (which does not imply that the concrete situation of the  neighbour is overlooked)!°°). That goal, that ‘“aliud’””, may be the  formation of community (‘uti ad societatem’) as in quaestio 30, or it may  as here be God himself in whom there is true life. In loving gur  neighbour, therefore, we relate him and our love for him to God, who is  our common good. Such love is in accordance with the order of creation  established by divine providence. This interpretation is, I believe, closer  104) Certain proud creatures will be well pleased to have such hope placed in them.  Cf. De Doctrina Christiana 1,77 (CSEL 80,28) = 1,33,36 (CC 32,26-27. ML 34,32): *“ Nam  si in nobis id facimus (i.e. if we enjoy one another not in God, but in ourselves), remanemus  in via et spem beatitudinis nostrae in homine aut in angelo conlocamus. Quod et homo  superbus et angelus superbus arrogant sibi atque in se aliorum spem gaudent constitui”.  105) De Doctrina Christiana 1,82-83 (CSEL 80,29-30) = 1,34,38 (CC 32,28. ML  34,33-34) : * Sic enim ait : Ego sum via et veritas et vita (Jn. 14.6), hoc est, per me venitur, ad  me pervenitur, in me permanetur ... Ex quo intellegitur quam nulla res in via tenere nos  debeat, quando nec ipse dominus, in quantum via nostra esse dignatus est, tenere nos  voluerit, sed transire, ne rebus temporalibus, quamvis ab illo pro salute nostra susceptis et  gestis, haereamus infirmiter, sed per eas potius curramus alacriter, ut ad eum ipsum, qui  nostram naturam a temporalibus liberavit et conlocavit ad dexteram patris, provehi atque  pervehi mereamur”.  106) See e.g. De Vera Religione 258 (CSEL 77,66) = 47,91 (CC 32,247. ML 34,163):  “Et si quando forte alicuius periculo vel errore vel dolore commovetur, usque ad illius  auxilium aut correctionem aut consolationem, non usque ad suam subversionem valere  patitur”.E X qUO intellegıtur qUamı nu ICS In vıa tenere NOS

debeat, quando NC 1pse dominus, ın quantum vıa nOsira SSC dıgnatus eST. tenere 1105

volueriıt, sed transıre, rebus temporalıbus, quamVIıs ab o DIO salute nOstira suscept1s el

gest1s, aereamus infirmıter, sed DCI CAdS potıus alacrıter, ut ad 4A70 1pSsum, quı
nOostram naturam temporalıbus lıberaviıt ei conlocavıt ad dexteram patrıs, proveh!
pervehl mereamur .

106) See C De Vera Religione 258 47,91 (CE 34,163)
Ya S1 quando orte alıcuılus periculo vel CITOTITC vel dolore COMMOVEeLUT, ad ıllıus
auxılıum aut correctionem aut consolatıonem, NO u ad SUamı subversionem valere
patıtur  79
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the truth of the matter than readıng that WOU VIEW the neıghbour
4S only grudgıingly admıtted OUT ove ‘ for another reason , OT indeed
ASs actually slıghte Dy OUT skıpping beyond hım “ Or the sake of
somethıng else  E 1S, ultımately, for the sake.of our OW happıness In
the enjoyment of od) Of COUISC, thıs has yel be shown In greater
detaıl; but 1t should Jlready be emergıing wıth SOINC clarıty why
Augustine Was not al lıberty, wıthın the admıttedly straıtenıng terms of
uti/frul dS he hımself defined them., maıntaın that the ne1ıghbour Was

be OVEe: sımply for h1s OW sake (“propter sev9) Thıs WOU do violence
both the ONC lovıng and the OoONnNe OVEe:| ıdolatry and prıde WOU stifle
human growth. At the SdIMec tiıme, thınk that there 1s adequately
arguable Case for asserting that, ın Augustine’s conception, ove
another DETISON “propter alıud 15 noTt necessarıly conjure the crude
image of the neıghbour serving only 4S Dy whiıich Call OVe
God and thereby achleve happıness for ourselves wıth hım What then 1S
the nature of thıs orlentatiıon of Ove for neıghbour God? As
SCC; Augustine, after inıtially and tentatıvely opting for ul In De Doctrina
Christiana L: eventually 1n thıs CategorYy, wıthout urther NUANCE,
LOO restrictive for the human ne1ghbour.

The neighbour OUT enjoyment of God?

Firstly, then, let us ddress the question of the ne1ıghbour A4AS

areful reader of the first book of De Doctrina Christiana 11] faıl
discover anı y statement the effect that the neighbour 1S be sed wıth

VIEW attamnıng OUTI OW indıvıdual happıness 1n the enjoyment of
God Certamly there aTeC assertions that ook dS ıf thıs 1S theır meanıng,
but closer examınatıon of them iın theır cContex(t reveals that they ATIC

general definıtions of utl, elated temporal d contrasted wıth and
orlentated towards eterna|l thıngs. hat 1S, they do noTt wıthout urther
ado the Casec of human beings created ın the image and 1ıkeness of
God Thus, f the affırmatıon : °*“other thıngs (which AIC not eternal and
unchangeable) ATC be sed 11 such WdYy that AIC able attaın the
fuıll enjJoyment of the eternal and unchangeable ” 107) COU also sımply

10'7) De Doctrina Christiana 1,39 L' (L AA
ceterI1s utendum 6St ul ad ıllarum e aeternarum el Iıncommutabılıum)

perfructionem pervenıre pOossımus ””. Brechtken., Augustinus Doctor \Carıitatis, D,
translates Das übrıge ber musse gebraucht werden (utendum), damıt WIT ZU

Vollgenuss (perfrult10) VO jenem also dem Erstgenannten) gelangen . Sımıilarly, the
French translatıon offered Dy Combes and Farges In (Euvres de Saint Augustin,
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be referred ratıiıonal creatures why does Augustine Proceed
dıstinguıish them fromer beings LO declare that 1l 15 of
ımportance NOW whether they AT be enjJoyed OT sed OT both and

Les autres Sont GCEUX dont OUSs(Bıblıotheque Augustinıenne 3 Parıs 949 203 15

devons N{ ejß DOUT la pleine Jou1ssance des premıiers ' INAdYy be noted that neıther
of these ([WO renderings translates hereby makıng dırect JUump from UsSC of
empora thıngs the en)Joyment of the ternal wıthout takıng an y explıcıt ACCOUNT of Al

ıdea hat INAaYy ell be lurkıng the hadows namely, hat only DIODCI relatıon
temporal thıngs accordance ıth dıvıne order only DIrODCI uı makes the ulness of
fTrull perfruct10 pnOoSSibility for (Qur translatıon of De Doectrina Christiana has
een made the 1g. of thıs FOr indeed urther Book of De Dorctrina Christiana
Augustine specıfically nngs ul 1Into cCoNNeCiLION ıth dıvıne provıdence Ssee 85

30) z AB 28 34) Hoc that the fulness and end of the LAaw
and the Scriptures 15 Ove for G0d and neıghbour) CIBO uL „facta
eStT tota DTO nOostira salute DCI dıyınam provıdentiam dıspensatıo temporalıs qUa debemus
uı ut quıbus ferımur propter Ilud ad quod ferımur dılıgamus . In relatıng
properly temporal realıties, ull, not hem ends themselves but
accepung dıvıiıne provıdence be aıded DYy hem propped and borne along DYy them
eır Orlentatıon God ATC made capable of perfect love of (God and
neighbour For however 1l 4S yel the enjJoyment of the ternal and the unchangeable

AIC made capable f ( DOSSIMUS ) Dy PTrODCI ul Agaınst the background of the iıdea
found XN then the INCaMNlNS of De Doctrina Christiana would be ıf we relate
empora thıngs accordance ıth the order establıshed Dy dıvıne provıdence and
sanctıoned Dy dıvıne |aw ere 111 be hındrance OUT the ternal

Now CVEN though the ul of nOTL Just ASs 1{ applıed the human ne1ghbours
1l 15 ell be AWATC hat the CXDICSSION whıich 1 OCCUTS Can be understood agaınst the
background of (J0d h1s provıdence ordering all creation for the g00d of INan AS ell AsSs

agaılınst that of the human for happıness PDOSSCSS1ON of the Supreme o0d For the
no of the French and German translatıons quoted COUuU easıly ead the unsuspecling
reader overlook the dımension of dıvine provıdence dısposing empora realıty for the
usefulness the g00d and the salvatıon of human beings 1C ave mel the uf1ı of

an: of De Doctrina Christiana 8 TIThe danger then hat the iıdea of desıre
achleving satısfactıon the DOSSCSSION of the Hıghest 00d 11l be unwarrantedly allowed

predomıiınate d the standard iınterpretation thereby KIVINS far-reaching 14Ss the
understandıng of the relatıon between ul and frul hıs 1aSs MaYy ell iımpossıble

off when do fiınd Augustine applyıng ufl specıfically the ne1ıghbour Therefore
ıl 15 iımperaltıve COunter 1{ 1fs rOOLIS and all 1fs manıfestatıions Otherwise when
Augustine chall SCC broadens the of ut1ı include the love of (G0d for (De
Doctrina Christiana 73 34-1 35) 1l 111 be impossıble follow hım and he
111 stan!: accused of startlıng INCONSISLENCY When utı/frul read exclusıvely the 1g of
undıfferentiated desıre seekıng fulfilment ul A description of od’s love for would be
absurd and ull characterısıng OUT love for ne1ıghbour would be horriıfic

But 151 the ZTamMmMar of agaınst OUT translatıon other thıngs (whıch ATC not
ternal an unchangeable) ATC be sed such hat A able attaın the full
enjoyment of the ternal and unchangeable? ” Surely the ut should be rendered order
that ” introducıng clause of purpose ? hıs the Obvıous road en by the French an
German translatıons and admıttedly, 1{ 0€s SCOCINMN accord better ıth the definıtion of

ut De Doctrina Christiana utl autem quod SUIll venerıt ad ıd quod
1I1las optiınendum referre s 1 amandum est where the iıdea of PDUrDOSC ONe uUsc 15

unquestionably than ote however that VEn | oes not exclude
understandıng of uft1 lıne ıth dıvıne order and provıdence In accordance ıth G0od
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wrestle al length wıth the implicatıons of thıs question ? Ihe Samme

question INa Y be as apDropO> of other general eXpress1ons of utı ıIn De
Doctrina Christiana not dırectly involved ın the presentatiıon of Oove for
neıghbour.

ÖfER however, does In form fOr which what have scCCcCNMh

far INd y appCar have eft us unprepared. Augustine begıns Dy
admıiıtting that there AIC SOMINEC AatTtiers which cCannot comfortably be
catalogued under ON«C CategoOTrYy OT the other, ut! Or frul 108)_ All 1S not yeLl
quıte clear. Thıs admıssıon follows these considerations:

The precept by which ATIC Ove G0d 15 dıstinct from Oove for
ne1ghbour because the dıvine 6SSCETIGE 15 super10r to'and above OUT

nature For He (1.e od) cshows us compassıon because of Hıs OW

goodness; however SsShow Compassıon ONC another because of
Hıs goodness. That 1s 5SdY, He has compassıon us that
INa Y UlLY eN]JOY Hım: but ındeed ave cCompassıon OIlC
another that INa Y UlLYy eN]JOYy Hım 109).

We ave lready adverted {O the St  n  SS of thıs COmMMentT ın that
0d’s love for and OUT love for ne1ghbour ATC constrasted where
miıght ave expected the terms be OUTI love for neıghbour and OUFr love
for God Furthermore., the cCompassıon sShow ON another 15
dırected towards OUT full enjoyment of God Is thıs notLt really INOTEC OI

ess the Same d sayıng that others, even in OUT service of them, OUT ul ad
beneficentiam , AIC sed d S OUT OW en]Joyment of God? We
laımed earlhıer that there Was statement of thıs nature 1ın De Doctrina
Christiana. And indeed, even iın thıs contex(t, it 1s ultımately
goodness towards and compassıon fOr us that nables us en]JOYy hım

wiıll, the human eing orlıentates (TE hat he SCS frul deo descecribed ın of
acquırıng hat ONC loves| However, accordıng Lewis and ort, Latin
Dictionary, 1943, .6  ut  9R Call [NCAaAN ın such WaYy hat ” clauses of INanNnnNCeI CVECNMN wıthout
antecedents An example 18 gıven iIrom 1cero s De Amuicitia 24,90 ““CUuJus AUT'! clausae
verıtatis Ssunt ut ab amıco audıre Nnequeal, hujus salus desperanda est  Ka It 1S,
therefore. nOoTt grammatıcally Out of the question that versi1on, whiıich 1S less susceptible

the dıstortions of one-sided readıng of utı/frul In the ontextL of indıvıdualıstic desıre
and enjoyment, INa Yy COMMNC closer the truth of the matter

108) De Doctrina Christiana 173 P( 32:25
“Quapropter adhuc ambıguum videtur CSSC, CUu dıcımus NOS perfrul qUam dılıgımus
propier 1pSsam, C nobis fruendum CSSC tantum, qua efficımur beatı, ceterI1s CcIO
utendum200  R. Canning  to wrestle at length with the implications of this question? The same  question may be asked apropos of other general expressions of uti in De  Doctrina Christiana not directly involved in the presentation of love for  neighbour.  Uti, however, does occur in a form for which what we have seen so  far may appear to have left us unprepared. Augustine begins by  admitting that there are some matters which cannot comfortably be  catalogued under one category or the other, ufi or frui!°®). All is not yet  quite clear. This admission follows these considerations:  The precept by which we are to love God is distinct from love for  neighbour because the divine essence is superior to’and above our  nature. For He (i.e. God) shows us compassion because of His own  goodness; we however show compassion to one another because of  His goodness. That is to say, He has compassion on us so that we  may fully enjoy Him; but indeed we have compassion on one  another so that we may fully enjoy Him  109).  We have already adverted to the strangeness of this comment in that  God’s love for us and our love for neighbour are constrasted where we  might have expected the terms to be our love for neighbour and our love  for God. Furthermore, the compassion we show to one another is  directed towards our full enjoyment of God. Is this not really more or  less the same as saying that others, even in our service of them, our ‘uti ad  beneficentiam’, are used as a means to our own enjoyment of God? We  claimed earlier that there was no statement of this nature in De Doctrina  Christiana. And indeed, even in this context, it is ultimately God’s  goodness towards and compassion for us that enables us to enjoy him  will, the human being orientates (‘ referre””) what he uses to frui deo described in terms of  acquiring what one loves]. However, according to C.T. Lewis and C. Short, 4 Latin  Dictionary, p. 1943, ‘‘ ut”” can mean *‘in such a way that ” in clauses of manner even without  antecedents. An example is given from Cicero’s De Amicitia 24,90: ‘“cujus aures clausae  veritatis sunt ut ab amico verum audire nequeat, hujus salus desperanda est”. It is,  therefore, not grammatically out of the question that my version, which is less susceptible  to the distortions of a one-sided reading of uti/frui in the context of individualistic desire  and enjoyment, may come closer to the truth of the matter.  108) De Doctrinä Christiana 173 (CSEL 80.27) = 141;31334.(CC 32,25: ML 34,32):  “Quapropter adhuc ambiguum videtur esse, cum dicimus ea re nos perfrui quam diligimus  propter se ipsam, et ea re nobis fruendum esse tarnltum, qua efficimur beati, ceteris vero  utendum ”.  109) /bid., 1,72 (CSEL 80,26-27) = 1,30,33 (CC 32,25. ML 34,31-32): * Sed quoniam  excellentior ac supra nostram naturam est divina substantia, praeceptum quo diligamus  deum, a proximi dilectione distinctum est. Ille enim nobis praebet misericordiam propter  suam bonitatem, nos autem nobis invicem propter illius, id est, ille nostri miseretur ut se  perfruamur: nos vero invicem nostri miseremur ut illo perfruamur”.109) Ibid., 72 80,26-27/) , (CC 32.:25 34,31-32): “* Sed quon1am
excellentior u NnOostiram naturam est dıvyvına substantıa, praeceptum QUO dılızgamus
deum, prox1im1] dılectione dıstınctum est Ille enım nobıs praebet misericordıiam propter
SUaTll bonıtatem, 1105 au nobıs invicem propiter ıllıus, ıd est, Ile nostrIı miseretur ut

perfruamur: 11055 610 Invicem nostrIı m1seremur ut 1lo perfruamur .
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hrough OUT Oove for ONC another. But, before giving fuller aCCOount of
ourselves thıs point, let us O0k in SOMNC detaıl al what for Augustine 15
not yel clear in the mapping of relatıons between (Gj0d and IMall, between
InNan and Man, accordıng ut! and frul

For G0d loves us and Holy crıpture often mentlions hıs ove fOor
(CT. Rom 5.8) How then o€es he ove in such WaYy d usc
OT en]JOy us? If he en]oys U, he needs g00d that 15 uTIrs No SAadllc

PDCISON ıll 5Sd y thıs because OUT CVECIY g00d 1S either he hımself OT ıt
from hım (cf. James 11 /) 10 whom 1S 1t obscure 0)8 ou

that 1g has need of the brightness of those thıngs ıt has
ıllumınated? The prophet SaYys VEIY clearly : have sa1d the
Lord, YOU ATC IN Y Lord, fOor yOUu have need of M Y g00ds  I7 (Ps
152) (GGod therefore oes nOoL en]JOoYy us but SCS us For ıf he neıther

110)‚en]oys NOT SCS UuS, cCannot discover NOwWw he loves
Just A4ASs in the Casc of OUTI relatıonshıp fellow human-beings, Augustine
has here make choice between frul and ut! Agaın, because INan 1$ noTt

God, frul 18 obviously exclude otherwise WOUuU ave the absurd
sıtuation of the eing dependent and hoping iın hıs CIC-

atıon Thus, only ut! remaılns al Augustine’s 1sposa characterise
the ove of God for us Evıdently, ut! 4S ıt stands, unmodıfıed, 1S
incapable of serving thıs PUIDOSC utı 18 noTt the SaJImIne d OUIS; “ Or

orlentate the thıngs uUSC, (LE thıngs in general; therefore, noOoTt

specıfically other human beings), OUT full enjoyment of the goodness
of God. whıle (G0d orlentates hı1s relatıon us hıs OW goodness. FOTr,
because he 15 Z00d, aAIC‘, and insofar d aTc, AIC g00d ” 12) TIhe
dıfference, then, between ut!ı and human ut!i 15 that G 0od orlentates

ll()) Ibid., „73-74 g( 2,25-26 ‘ Dılıgıt enım
1OS deus, ei multum nobıs dılectionem 1US CT ga [105 dıvına scrıptura commendat.
Quomodo CIgO dılıgit ? ut nobıs utatur ut fruatur? Sed S1 frultur, egel ONO nOSLTO, quod
CINO dıixerıt (Omne nım NOsSITum bonum vel ıpse vel ab 1DSO est Cul au
obscurum ve]l dubıium esL, NO  — lucem harum nıtore qUas 1psa inlustraverıt?
Dıcıt apertissıme et1am propheta : Dixı domino, dominus MEeus [ quoniam bonorum
Ne0orum on CZES (Ps 2 Non CI SO ruıtur nobıs, sed utıtur. Nam S1 rultur ul
utıtur, NO  — Inven10 qUCIMN ad modum dıl  ;

lll) In another contex(t, however, Augustine oe€es SCC T1S dependent hıs
creatures. See C Sermo A  15 (ML 38,1 130) Ille dıves (1.e rıstus estq In
finem saeculı. We ıll develop thıs in tacklıng Augustine’s interpretation of Matthew
25.31-46

112) De Doctrina Christiana KD 8 (CC 3226
bThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  201  through our love for one another. But, before giving a fuller account of  ourselves on this point, let us look in some detail at what for Augustine is  not yet clear in the mapping of relations between God and man, between  man and man, according to uti and frul.  For God loves us and Holy Scripture often mentions his love for us  (cf. Rom. 5.8). How then does he love us: in such a way as to use us  or to enjoy us? If he enjoys us, he needs a good that is ours. No sane  person will say this because our every good is either he himself or it  comes from him (cf. James 1.17). To whom is it obscure or doubtful  that light has no need of the brightness of those things it has  illuminated? The prophet says very clearly: ‘‘I have said to the  Lord, you are my Lord, for you have no need of my goods” (Ps.  15.2). God therefore does not enjoy us but uses us. For if he neither  110)‘  enjoys nor uses us, I cannot discover how he loves us  Just as in the case of our relationship to fellow human-beings, Augustine  has here to make a choice between frui and uti. Again, because man is not  God, frui is obviously excluded; otherwise we would have the absurd  situation of the creator being dependent on and hoping in his cre-  ation!!!). Thus, only uti remains at Augustine’s disposal to characterise  the love of God for us. Evidently, u/i as it stands, unmodified, is  incapable of serving this purpose. God’s ufi is not the same as ours; ‘‘ for  we orientate the things we use, (i.e. things in general; therefore, not  specifically other human beings), to our full enjoyment of the goodness  of God, while God orientates his relation to us to his own goodness. For,  because he is good, we are; and insofar as we are, we are good”’!!?), The  difference, then, between God’s uti and human w{ is that God orientates  110) J7bid., 1,73-74 (CSEL 80,27) = 1,31,34 (CC 32,25-26. ML 34,32): ‘‘ Diligit enim  nos deus, et multum nobis dilectionem eius erga nos divina scriptura commendat.  Quomodo ergo diligit? ut nobis utatur an ut fruatur? Sed si fruitur, eget bono nostro, quod  nemo sanus dixerit. Omne enim nostrum bonum vel ipse vel ab ipso est. Cui autem  obscurum vel dubium est, non egere lucem rerum harum nitore quas ipsa inlustraverit?  Dicit apertissime etiam propheta: Dixi domino, dominus meus es tu, quoniam bonorum  meorum non eges (Ps. 15.2). Non ergo fruitur nobis, sed utitur. Nam si neque fruitur neque  utitur, non invenio quem ad modum diligat ”.  111) In another context, however, Augustine does see Christ as dependent on his  Creatures. See e.g. Sermo 239,6,7 (ML 38,1130): ““ Ille dives (i.e. Christus) egens est usque in  finem saeculi’. We will develop this in tackling Augustine’s interpretation of Matthew  25.31-46.  112) ‘De'Doctrina 'Christiang 175 (CSEL 80.,27)  = 1,32,35 (CC 32,26. ML 34:32):  ‘“ ... nam nos res quibus utimur ad id referimus ut dei bonitate perfruamur, deus vero ad  suam bonitatem usum nostrum refert. Quia enim bonus est, sumus; et in quantum sumus,  boni sumus”.19008 1NOS ICS quıbus utımur ad ıd referımus ut de1ı bonitate perfruamur, eus CIO ad
sUualll bonıtatem SUT NOsStrum refert. Quia enım bonus OStE:e el ın quantium %
Onl SUMUS ?
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hıs relatıon human beings hımself, 12 (GJ00dness iıtself and the
SOUTCE of all g00d All hıs ealıngs wıth people, hıs Oove for them, eg1in
{rom, AIC dırected Dy, and reach fulfilment ın hım wh 1Ss o0d As far AS

human being’s dealıngs wıth the WOT ATC concerned, however, the
objects of ut! he 1ın there he properly orlentates not hıs OW being
and goodness but (G0od wh o1ves both ıfe and goodness.

Thıs dıistinction 1s urther developed in the followıng paragraph,
176 and here for the first time In De Doctrina Christiana human ut! of
ne:Ss fellow-men 1S g]ven INOTE detaıled specıfic meanıng  113). At the
Same time thıs PaASsSagc Call throw SOTINC 1g the problematıc

encountered lıttle earlıer: ..  we ave Compassıon ONC another
that MaYy ully en]JOoy Hım)

Therefore, God orlentates the UuUsS«ec he 1S sa1ld make of noTt hıs
OW but OUT advantage; 1t 15 noL hıs advantage but only hıs
goodness that he orlentates 1t When show |compassıon
PCTISON and AdIC mındful of hıs interests, do hıs advantage
and it 1s thıs ook Oout for But Onı  z NOW hOow such
actıon benefits ourselves also. For God o€s nOot leave unrewarded
the cCompassıon sShow the needy Now, OUTI reward 1s
that INaYy en]OYy Hım perfectly and that all of us wh en]JOoYy Hım
MaYy perfectly en]JOY ONC another iın Hım 114)'

Uti 1s ere brought into relatıon wıth utilitas, d ın quaestio 30, where the
latter 1s assoclated wıth dıvine providence **?): Of COUISC, ıt 1S strictly

113) hıs Oo€es nOT Sa y that Augustine has nOot specıfically ea ıth love for
ne1ghbour thıs He has one S and leng See - 59-72, whiıch,
because they do not employ the terms uti/frul, 11l be LLOIC approprıiately dealt ıth under
other headıngs. However, from reassurıng that the ne1ighbour belongs amongst
ose objects of ul which ATIC Iso be OVEel on omnı1a quıbus utendum est

dılıgenda sun(, sed sola qJUaC Aaut nobıscum socletate quadam referuntur In deum, sicut
est OMO ve] angelus, aut qad 1105 relata benefic10 de1 DCI N OS indıgent, sicut est COTDUS. Nam
utique martyres NO  — dıilexerunt scelus persequentium Sı YJUO en usı SUnt ad C-
rendum eum  D e . (CC 32168 34,27)), he has not clearly
formalısed love for neighbour ın terms of ut! He o€es thıs ere ıIn showıng hOow ıt dıffers
from 0d’s utl of human beings.

114) De Doctrina Christiana 1,76 830,2/-28) $ 8 ® 32526
igıtur SUuSs quı dıcıtur de1 qQUO nobıs utitur. NO  —_ ad e1us sed ad NnOstram utilıtatem

refertur, ad e1us autem tantummodo bonıtatem. Cu1us autem 1105 m1seremur ei CUl
consulımus, ad 1US quıdem utilıtatem ıd facımus CaMquU«C intuemur, sed nesCIO qUO modo
et1am nOstira fit CONSCYUCHS, (} C4 mısericordıiam qUam impendimus egent!, sıne
mercede NON relinquıit eus Haec autem INETICECS INa est ut 1DSO perfruamur, eit
quı fruımur, nobıs et1am 1Invicem In 1DSO perfruamur ”.

115) De Diversiıs Quaestionibus 83, (& 6 ‘“ Fruendum est
honestis, utendum CTIO utiılıbus. Honestatem OCO intellegıbılem pulchrıtudinem,

QUamIn spirıtalem N OS proprie dıcımus, utiılıtatem autem dıyınam provıdentiam ”.
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speakıng impossıI1ble identify utilitas in thıs DASsSagc wıth dıvıine
provıdence. But there 1s ou that the iıdea of divine provıdence 15 the
guldıng ıdea of that of advantage, A4AS have tentatıvely translated
utilitas. God obviously oes NnOT fall wıthın hıs OW provıdence. Hıs USÜUS

of others then cCannot possıbly be hıs OW advantage, but only
theırs, insofar A he relates them In such WAdY AS make them INOTE

fully ıIn hıs sOoOdNeESS . But human beings when hey ook
ONC another’s interests AIC destined In provıdence en]Oy Hım
perfectly and en]JOoYy ON«C another perfectly In Hım Thıs adds

116) Brechtken Augustinus Doctor Carıitatis, 9 remarks of Augustine’s PITESCHN-
tatıon of 0od’s ut1 °°Hr nımmt den ut1-Begriff, modifiziert ıh otal und verwendet das
Wort INa  —_ könnte als reine Begriffshülse für den appetitus-sprengenden
Sachverhalt, wonach ott In seliner 1e€ L1UT darum gehe, den Nutzen des anderen, des
Gelıebten, bewirken, wörtlıich : den anderen dessen eigenen Vorteıl ‘““gebrauchen ”

Iso gerade umgekehrt egenüber dem ursprünglıchen ut1-Sınn 1mM etzten eın absurder
Begriffsgebrauch VO  — ut] selbs

Brechtken DT'  S that rea]l interest In anythıng an yONC other han the
indıvıdual self 15 essentially exclude: from the iıdea of ut1 AMS; however, 1gnores the
Augustine has gıven ut1 In De Vera Religione and In quaestio He Call speak ere of
&.  utl ad beneficentiam'’ and utl ad socletatem)'. In provıdence all reated thıngs ave
een reated man’s advantage (‘“utilıtas”). But hıs oes nol In ıtself xclude that the OTMNC

ıth whom OUT relatıonshıp 1S that of ut] MaY hımself be advantaged, In other words, that
OUT ut] be hıs utilıtas, e beneficentiam ”, AsSs ell OUT OW Ihe poin ın thıs
DaAasSsSagc 18 that 0d’s ut1 of 1S dıfferent agaın in that ıt 1S only the advantage of the
recelver, because God As God stands ın eed of advantage from hımself. hıs 1S absurd
only ıf ut] 1s arbıtrarıly restricted d ASCENHT Ontexti accordıng which all hat 1$ nOoTt God
would be sed In order attaın God But, CVCIl In the Passagc AT dealıng wıth, the
reward of enjoyment of (GJ0d 18 evidently nOTL A automatıc COMNSCYUCMNCEC of compassıonate
actıon behalf of others, but the myster10us gıft of G10d We do NnOTLt en]OoYy God result
of others havıng proved useful for hıs DUrDOSC, but Decause G0od wılls and has
dısposed creation that through relatıng OMNEC nother compassıonately should (0)901°

Hım
16 be SUIC, ın De Doctrina Christiana 3,38 N  A (EGT 2,87-88

“ utilıtas’”’ OCCUIS specıfically In the of the advantage hat ACCIUCS

DECISONM wh: loves hımself properly, and 18 dıstınguished from the °“beneficentia ” hat
advantages others ‘“ Et aecC sunt duo gCNCIA omnıum DeCCatorum, sed flagıtıa prıora SUNTL

(** Flagıtıum ” 15 the corruption of ne’s  C4 OW soul] and body hat esults from unbrıidled
“cupıdıtas )). Quae CUu exinanıverınt anımum el ad quandam egestatem perduxerınt, In
facınora prosılıtur, quıbus remOoveantur impedimenta fagıt1ıorum aut adıumenta quaCTanN-
iur Item quod agıt carıtas qUO S18)| prosıit, utılıtas esLt; quod au agıt ut prosıt prox1mo,
beneficentia nomınatur. Et hıc praecedit utilıtas, qula CeINO pOotest quod NO habet
prodesse alter1 Quanto autem magıs ICSNUM) cupıdıtatıs destruıltur, carıtatıs dU£C-

etur  e ° Facınus 15 the arm self-seekıng ““cupidıtas ” CaUuUscs others hıs utilıtas””,
therefore, 1.€ rıght love of self, 1S NnOL Out of kılter ıth the ren ave already observed
in Augustine s thought. .4 neglect OW ““utıilıtas , 1.e the God-orilentation of lıfe.

CannoTL deal ıth ne1ghbour In such WdYy be of benefit hım o€es nOT INCcAan

hat selfishly pDut O W interests first
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ıimportant element the expression Sa above: ..  we have COMDAS-
S10n ONEC another that INAaY fully enJOoYy Hım) The perfect
enjoyment of ONC another iın G0d 1s NC  S and rather surprisıng In VIEW of
Augustine’s earlıer attrıbution of the neighbour the realm of ut!ı But
CVECN then hıs question had een whether INnen aTe be enjoyed be
used, ÖN both, and hıs first option for utl. ove propter abIU had een
provisional !! ”). Thıs NO becomes clearer still Augustine dıd NnOL
consıder that he had g1ven definıtiıve., completely nuanced ANSWET the
question ın that earlıer statement The propter alıud ın ıtselfcould ead ONMNC

1ın that people OVEel In thıs WaY WEIC of VC lıttle interest In
comparıson God But it 1S Augustine’s convıction that dICc destined
LO cshare the enjJoyment of (0d ıth them, YCS, CVCNMN LO eN]JOYy ONEC another
in enJoyıng (GJ0d The MO 1s not hat of individual but of COIMNMON

for God people of OMNC mınd and ONC heart the WaYy God 18)
The substance of the propter aliud retaıns 1ts force in that others AIC noTt
made the sole object of OUT deepest opes for happiness  119)5 but hat
seemed be 1ts CONSCQHUCNCCS be vastly ess dısagreeable than
mıg have een thought.

Frul IN the neighbour and frul of the neighbour
JTowards the end of Book of De Doctrina Christiana Augustine

SUTNS 1ts maın

Therefore of all that has een sa1d ere SInCce egan OUT
treatment of things the 1Ce pomnt 15 that understand that the
ulness and end of all Holy Scripture 1S ove (cf. Rom for hat
eing who 15 be enjoyed and for the eing wh 15 able en]Ooy
Hım wıth u>S, fOr there 1s need command people love
themselves. In order that m1g know thıs OVve and be capable of
it. dıvine proviıdence has created for OUT salvatıon the ole
temporal CCONOMY (dispensatio) IC should uUse ul We
oug NnOTLt uUusc ıt wıth ove and JOY that, dS it WETIC, Stay Dut, but

ll7) De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 918& 2,16-17
Itaque INagNa quaest10 est, utirum frul homiınes debeant ut1ı ‘  ue s 1

propter alıud (dılıgendus), utıimur Vıdetur au mıhı propter alıud dılıgendus ”.
118) Praeceptum K (edıtor Luc VerheyuJen, egle de Saint Augustin, Tradition

Manuscrite, Etudes Augustiniennes, Parıs, 196 /, 41 7/)204  R. Canning  important element to the expression we saw above: ‘““we have compas-  sion on one another so that we may fully enjoy Him”. The perfect  enjoyment of one another in God is new and rather surprising in view of  Augustine’s earlier attribution of the neighbour to the realm of ufi. But  even then his question had been whether men are to be enjoyed or to be  used, or both, and his first option for uti, love propter aliud, had been  provisional!!”). This now becomes clearer still. Augustine did not  consider that he had given a definitive, completely nuanced answer to the  question in that earlier statement. The propter aliud in itself could lead one  to think that people loved in this way were of very little interest in  comparison to God. But it is Augustine’s conviction that we are destined  to share the enjoyment of God with them, yes, even to enjoy one another  in enjoying God. The model is not that of an individual but of a common  quest for God: people of one mind and one heart on the way to God!!8).  The substance of the propter aliud retains its force in that others are not  made the sole object of our deepest hopes for happiness!!?), but what  seemed to be its consequences prove to be vastly less disagreeable than  might have been thought.  2. Frui with the neighbour and frui of the neighbour  Towards the end of Book I of De Doctrina Christiana Augustine  sums up its main argument :  Therefore of all that has been said here since we began our  treatment of _hings the chief point is that we understand that the  fulness and end of all Holy Scripture is love (cf. Rom. 13.10) for that  being who is to be enjoyed and for the being who is able to enjoy  Him with us; for there is no need to command people to love  themselves. In order that we might know this love and be capable of  it, divine providence has created for our salvation the whole  temporal economy (dispensatio) which we should use (uti)” We  ought not use it with a love and a joy that, as it were, stay put, but  117) De Doctrina Christiana 1,40 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,20 (CC 32,16-17. ML 34,26):  “Itaque magna quaestio est, utrum frui se homines debeant an uti an utrumque  sı  propter aliud (diligendus), utimur eo. Videtur autem mihi propter aliud diligendus”.  118) Praeceptum 1,2 (editor: Luc Verheijen, La Regle de Saint Augustin, I. Tradition  Manuscrite, Etudes Augustiniennes, Paris, 1967, p. 417): *... et sit vobis anima una et cor  unum in deum”.  119) De Doctrina Christiana 1,80 (CSEL 80,29) = 1,33,37 (CC 32,27. ML 34,33): “ Si  vero inhaeseris atque permanseris, finem in ea (i.e. delight in the presence of the loved one)  ponens laetitiae tuae, tunc vere et proprie frui dicendus es. Quod non faciendum est nisi in  illa trinitate, id est summo et incommutabili bono”.ei sıt vobıs anıma una ei ÜOX
11U111 ın eum A

119) De Doctrina Christiana 1,80 5(CC 322# 481
CIO inhaeserIıs permanserI1s, finem in (1e delıght In the of the OVEel one)
DONCHNS laetıtlae LUae, {unc CIC ei proprie frul dıcendus Quod NO  3 facıendum est 1S1 In
1la trinıtate, 1d est Al IncommutabılIı ONO  z
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rather wıth OoOve that 15 passıng, d m1g delıght ın the road
travel, 0)8 in OUT of CONVECYANCC, OT in anythıng else that 1s of
assıstance Or it INaY be possıble CXÄDICSS INOIC fittingly thıs
OVve AT have for the thıngs Dy which AIC carrıed along for
the sake of the g0a] towards 47 @ MR ar CAfIed  ).

Augustine concludes Dy acknowledging hat hıs formulatıon of OVEe {Or
temporal thıngs MaYy leave somethıng be desıred Nonetheless, ıt 1S
clear that, insofar d> the neıghbour 15 be understood A fallıng under
the temporal CCONOMY and d eing of assıstance us in reaching OUTI

g0al, he O€es In conformity wıth the dısposıtions of dıvine provıdence
fOr OUT salvatıon, and indeed sımılarly Christ the Way wh wıshes not

detaın us In the temporal thıngs he has taken and borne for OUT
sake but dırect us God 21) Moreover, Just d$S 115 1s NOL alone the
Way but also the Tu and the Lıife {O whiıich ıt ea ( ad CUÜU. IDSUM ),

it 15 the callıng of human beings not only be of help and cheer ONC
another 1ın the transıtory atters of thıs lıfe, but Ove each other d

beings destined chare In the enjoyment of God H OMNC discerns
DUIDOSC In h1s empora creation, OonNne ll learn and become

capable of such OVEe for others. Judging all thıngs ıth honesty and
wıthout prejJudıce and orderıng OVve accordingly ***), ONC ıll SCC the
SUDICMC iımportance of ‘“ love for that eıng who 1s be enjoyed and for
the being wh 1s able enN]JOYy Hım wıth us  27 Thıs 1s the g0a] of Od’s
plan for humanıty. Therefore, «1t should be OUT 11l that all iInen and

(even those whom ATIC not otherwise able assıst) OVve God
wıth us (nobiscum diligant), and all the help S1IVE them ÖOI recelve from

120) Ibid., ‚84-95 ’ IC 2,28-29 ‘Omnıum
ıgıtur QUaC dicta sunt, qUO de rebus tTractamus, aeC eSLT, uL intellegatur eg1s
OomnNıum dıyiınarum scerıpturarum plenıtudo el finıs CSSC ılect10 reli QUa fruendum est ei rel
QUaC nobiscum frul pDOtTeSLT, quıa ut qu1Sque dılıgat praecepto 980)8! ODUS est Hoc CI SO

INUS, facta est tota DIO nostra salute DECT dıyınam provıdentiam
dıspensatıo temporalıs qUa debemus utl, 9(8)  —_ quası ansorla quadam dılectione ei
delectatione, sed transıtorla potius (amquam vlae, tamquam vehiculorum vel alıorum
uorumlıbet instrumentorum, aut S1 quıd congruentius 1C1 potest, ut quıbus ferımur
propter ıllud ad quod ferımur dılıgamus ”.

121) Ibid., ‚82-83 , (GC 2,27-28 34,33-34): u& NEC

1pse domiınus, ın quantum V1a nostra CSSC ı1gnatus est, tenere 105 voluerıt, sed transıreThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  205  rather with a love that is passing, as we might delight in the road we  travel, or in our means of conveyance, or in anything else that is of  assistance to us. Or it may be possible to express more fittingly this  love we are to have for the things by which we are carried along for  the sake of the goal towards which we are carried!?°).  Augustine concludes by acknowledging that his formulation of love for  temporal things may leave something to be desired. Nonetheless, it is  clear that, insofar as the neighbour is to be understood as falling under  the temporal economy and as being of assistance to us in reaching our  goal, he does so in conformity with the dispositions of divine providence  for our salvation, and indeed similarly to Christ the Way who wishes not  to detain us in the temporal things he has taken on and borne for our  sake but to direct us to God!?!). Moreover, just as Christ is not alone the  Way but also the Truth and the Life to which it leads (*‘ad eum ipsum””),  so it is the calling of human beings not only to be of help and cheer to one  another in the transitory matters of this life, but to love each other as  beings destined to share in the enjoyment of God. If one discerns  God’s purpose in his temporal creation, one will learn and become  capable of such love for others. Judging all things with honesty and  without prejudice and ordering love accordingly!??), one will see the  supreme importance of “ love for that being who is to be enjoyed and for  the being who is able to enjoy Him with us”. This is.the goal of God’s  plan for humanity. Therefore, «it should be our will that all men and  women (even those whom we are not otherwise able to assist) love God  with us (nobiscum diligant), and all the help we give them or receive from  120) J7bid., 1,84-95 (CSEL 80,30) = 1,35,39 (CC 32,28-29. ML 34,34): ‘Omnium  igitur quae dicta sunt, ex quo de rebus tractamus, haec summa est, ut intellegatur legis et  omnium divinarum scripturarum plenitudo et finis esse dilectio rei qua fruendum est et rei  quae nobiscum ea re frui potest, quia ut se quisque diligat praecepto non opus est. Hoc ergo  ut nossemus atque possemus, facta est tota pro nostra salute per divinam providentiam  dispensatio temporalis qua debemus uti, non quasi mansoria quadam dilectione et  delectatione, sed transitoria potius tamquam viae, tamquam vehiculorum vel aliorum  quorumlibet instrumentorum, aut si quid congruentius dici potest, ut ea quibus ferimur  propter illud ad quod ferimur diligamus”.  121) Zbid., 1,82-83 (CSEL 80,29) = 1,34,38 (CC 32,27-28. ML 34,33-34): **  nec  ipse dominus, in quantum via nostra esse dignatus est, tenere nos voluerit, sed transire ...”.  122) Ibid. 199 (CSEL 80;23) = 112728 (CC 32,22. ME 3429): “ Ille/autem 1uste et  sancte vivit qui rerum integer aestimator est. Ipse est autem qui ordinatam habet  dilectionem, ne aut diligat quod non est diligendum, aut non diligat quod diligendum est,  aut amplius diligat quod minus diligendum est, aut aeque diligat quod vel minus vel  amplius diligendum est. Omnis peccator in quantum peccator est, non est diligendus, et  omnis homo in quantum homo est, diligendus est propter deum, deus vero propter se  ipsum ”.2
122) Ibid., 1,59 Ü7 GE 32.22 luste ei

sancte Vivıt quı nteger agestimator est Ipse est au quı ordınatam
dılectionem, aut dılıgat quod 1O  — est dılıgendum, auft 1910} dılıgat quod dılıgendum est;
aut amplıus dılıgat quod m1Inus dılıgendum eSt: aut q dılıgat quod vel MINuUs ve]
amplıus dılıgendum est Omnıs peCcCCcatlo in quantium peccator est, NO est dılıgendus, ei
Omnıs OMO in quantum OMO est, dılıgendus est propter deum, deus (a propter
1psum ”.
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them oug be orl]ıentated that ON«C end (1 that they Ove God wıth
us)  27 23) Thus, because human beings ASs ndowed ıth ratıiıonal souls aATC

capable of enjJoyıng God (“€I potest nobiscum alius homo deo DeT-
frui”) 124), COMEC together nto communıty of Oove for CGj0d the
perfect enjJoyment of whom 15 beatitude ! *>). Sınce al INEeN and
ATIC commended OUI love ıIn thıs WAaY, the communıty of unselfish Ove
1s obvıously embrace INOTEC than Just friends ın the NaIrITOW

of that WwWOord.
For Augustine, furthermore. enjoyment of G0od wıth ONe another 1S

complemented Dy enjJoyment of ONC another ın God We ave diıscovered
thıs expression for the first time ın De Doctrina Christiana 16 ..  el
OMNEN qul fruilmur, nobis etiam InvICEmM IN 1DSO perfruamur ” 1f WeIC

take thıs full enjoyment In ourselves (“ll’l HODIS- ; WOU misplace
OUT hope of beatıtude. Thıs WOU INCan wantıng make OUT ınal
In what Wäas intended AS resting place along the WaY and clinging
absolutely created beings who ave themselves rece1ved the where-
wıthal be of benefit O us irom God The other rıghtly dırects us LO
continue OUT Journey (G0d in whom he hımself places hıs hope and
who alone 1S be worshipped sovere1gn Lörd)

However, when yYOUu en]JOYy MNan in God, YOU en]oy God rather than
the INa  - For yYOU en]JOoYy Hım wh makes YOU appyY and yOUu ıll
rejJo1ce when yOUu have COHIE Hım ın whom YVOU place yYOUIT hope
of comiıng. Thus, Paul sa1d 1lemon 5 weS. brother, INdYy en]oy
yOUu iın the L d” (Phılemon 20) If he had nOoTt ..  ın the L d”
and had saı1d only ..  may en]Ooy 97  you Paul WOU ave placed hope
for hıs happıness ıIn ı1lemon Yet “t0 en]o  27 15 VC close sayıng
“tO use wıth Ove  md OQuanquam etiam VICINLSSIME diecitur Ffrui CUÜU.
dilectione ut1) FOor the of the beloved inevıtably MNgS
delıght. you beyond thıs and orlıentate ıf the Journey’s end
where YOU ATC f1x yYOUuUr ode, yOUu aIc usıng it and 1t WOU not be
COTrrect OT DITODCI 5Sd y that yOUu en]Ooy ıt If yOU clıing 1t and make

123) Ibid., 163 A (GC 3223 * Velle Lame

debemus nobıscum dılıgant deum, eTt quod COS ve]l adıuvamus vel
adıuvamur ab e1s ad NUMm um finem referendum est  ja

124) Ibid., 1,60 9 CC SO
125) Ibid., 1,64 A (GCC 3273206  R. Canning  them ought to be orientated to that one end (i.e. that they love God with  us)’’1?3). Thus, because human beings as endowed with rational souls are  capable of enjoying God (‘“et potest nobiscum alius homo deo per-  frui”)!?*), we come together into a community of love for God the  perfect enjoyment of whom is beatitude!?°). Since all men and women  are commended to our love in this way, the community of unselfish love  is obviously meant to embrace more than just friends in the narrow sense  of that word.  For Augustine, furthermore, enjoyment of God with one another is  complemented by enjoyment of one another in God. We have discovered  this expression for the first time in De Doctrina Christiana 1,76: ““et  omnes qui eo fruimur, nobis etiam invicem in ipso perfruamur” . I£ we were  to take this full enjoyment in ourselves (‘‘ in nobis’”), we would misplace  our hope of beatitude. This would mean wanting to make our final abode  in what was intended as a resting place along the way and clinging  absolutely to created beings who have themselves received the where-  withal to be of benefit to us from God. The other rightly directs us to  continue our journey to God in whom he himself places his hope and  who alone is to be worshipped as sovereign Lord!?°).  However, when you enjoy a man in God, you enjoy God rather than  the man. For you enjoy Him who makes you happy and you will  rejoice when you have come to Him in whom you place your hope  of coming. Thus, Paul said to Philemon: ‘‘ Yes, brother, may I enjoy  you in the Lord ” (Philemon 20). If he had not added *‘in the Lord”  and had said only ‘‘may I enjoy you”’, Paul would have placed hope  for his happiness in Philemon. Yet ‘‘to enjoy” is very close to saying  ‘“to use with love”. (Quanquam etiam vicinissime dicitur frui cum  dilectione uti). For the presence of the beloved inevitably brings  delight. If you pass beyond this and orientate it to the journey’s end  where you are to fix your abode, you are using it and it would not be  correct or proper to say that you enjoy it. If you cling to it and make  123) /bid., 1,63 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): * Velle tamen  debemus ut omnes nobiscum diligant deum, et totum quod eos vel adiuvamus vel  adiuvamur ab eis ad unum illum finem referendum est”.  124)  Ibid., 160 (ESEL 80.23) = 42728 (CC 3222 ML 34:30):  125). /bid:'1,64 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29;30' (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): *... quid nos in  societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate vivere est, et a quo habent omnes  qui eum diligunt et quod sunt et quod eum diligunt ... ”  126) Cf: Ibid. 1,77:78 (@SEL 80,28) = 1;3336 (CC 32,27. ML34;33): “ Atque (nos)  ita refectos in illum (deum) compellunt, quo fruentes pariter beati sumus  . Et angelus  hominem se adorantem monet ut illum potius adoret, sub quo ei domino etiam ipse  conservus est”.quıd 105 In

socletate dılection1ıs de] AagCICc convenıt, qUO perfrul eate vivere SSsL: ei QJUO habent
quı Ccu ılıgunt el quod sunt el quod CUu dılıgunt

126) C: Ibid., s (CC S2227 ‘"Atque
ıta refectos ın um (deum) compellunt, qQUO fruentes parıter beatı Et angelus
homınem adorantem mMOn ıllum potıus adoret, sub qUO e1 domıno et1am 1pse
CONMNSCIVUS est  9
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it the g0a] of OuUr JOYy 4S rmdwellıng-place, YOU IMNaYy ruly
and rıghtly be sa1d en]Ooy 1t But thıs JOY should be sought only ın
the Irmity, the SUDICHMEC and unchangeable good 1 27)

TE 1s certaın ambiıgulty ın thıs IEXT, d glance al the varıants
indicates. Wıllıam (Cireen’s edıtion ıIn the SEL has, AS here, CUÜ:

dilectione d  utı  $ whıle the other edıtions read ..  CUM delectatione utı  27
Makıng d choice in thıs atter 15 Dy CaS Y TOmM the pomt of
VIEW of internal crıterl1a it 15 virtually ımpossıble opt for OHE OI the
other, a  oug ..  um dilectione utı  27 1s the ess obvıo0us readıng In the
context of the In whiıich 1t OGCHIS We WOU be ess surprised
hear that “t0 en]o  I9 15 VEIY close sayıng USC wıth delıght ””. Indeed,
ın De Trinitate 10,1 Ka Z there 1S phrase 1C quıte close thıs

est ut! CUÜU. Zaudio AON adhuc spel sed IAM rel  27 128)' However.,
because the terminology 15 sed there In relatıon theme rather
dıfferent from OUTI OW wiıt, the UsSCc of the ıll wıth regard

and intellıgence the comparıson 1S not iımmediately, and
certamly noTt definıtıvely, ıllumınatıng. ıthın De Doctrina Christiana
ıtself both readıngs, ..  CUM delectatione utı  27 and -  CUM dilectione I7  utı  r ATC

possıbiılıties. In 1,85, for instance, find ..  ut!  D7 wıth both ‘“ dilectione‘
and ‘“ delectatione  Ma 129)‚ but nothing 1s sa1d there of an Y closeness

ruL” Indy aDpCal that, when ıIn 1,44 Augustine States that nOoL
everythıng 1C 1S used 15 be ove ..  NoON OMNILAGA QqUIODUS utendum

127) Ibid., ‚ 79-80 30,28-29) 9 (GE 32027 Cum
homıne In deo fruerI1s, deo pot1ıus qUamı homiıne fruerI1s. Jlo enım fruer1is qUO efficerı1s
beatus, el ad GE te perven1sse laetaberıs, In qUO SpCIM pOonIs uL venlas. nde ad Fılemonem
Paulus Ita, frater, Inquıt, CDO fruar IN domino. Quod S1 110  — addıdisset INn domino ei

fruar tantum dıxisset, In constıitulsset SDCIMN beatıtudinıs SUaC uamquam et1am
Vicınıssıme dicıtur frul CUu dılectione ut1ı (Cum enım es quod dılıgıtur, et1am de-
lectatıonem NECCECSSC est Per QUamn S1 transılerıs CaMyqu«cC ad iıllud ubı DCI-
manendum est rettulerı1s, uterI1s el abusıve, 910)8! proprıie dicerIıs fru1l S1 eCIO inhaeserI1s

permanserI1Ss, finem In DONCHNS laetıtl1ae (Uae, tunc ( ei proprıe frul dıcendus
Quod NO facıendum est 1S1 ın ]la trinıtate, ıd est incommutabiılı ONO  OE

128) De I rinitate 0}117 (CE 42,982-983): ..  lam ( SUuS ertius In
voluntate est pertractante Ila QUaC memorIl1a el intellıgentia continentur, S1Ve ad alıquıd
eferat S1Vve ıne delectata Conqulescat. Utı est nım alıquıd In facultatem
voluntatıs; frul est autem utl CUÜU: Zaudlo NO uCcC speı sed lam re1i Proinde Omnı1s quı
rultur utiıtur: assumıt enım alıquıd In facultatem voluntatıs CM ıne delectationıs. Non
au Omnı1s quı utıtur Tultur 61 ıd quod In facultatem voluntatıs assumıt NO  —_ propier ıllud
1psum sed propter alıud appetivıt ””

129) De Doectrina Christiana 1,85 N (GE 32,29
.&The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  207  it the goal of your joy as a permanent dwelling-place, you may truly  and rightly be said to enjoy it. But this joy should be sought only in  the Trinity, the supreme and unchangeable good!?”).  There is a certain ambiguity in this text, as a glance at the variants  .  indicates. William Green’s edition in the CSEL has, as here,  CUum  dilectione uti”, while the other editions read ‘‘cum delectatione uti”  Making a choice in this matter is by no means easy. From the point of  view of internal criteria it is virtually impossible to opt for one or the  other, although ‘‘cum dilectione uti” is the less obvious reading in the  context of the sentence in which it occurs. We would be less surprised to  hear that ‘‘to enjoy ” is very close to saying ‘‘to use with delight”’. Indeed,  in De Trinitate 10,11,17, there is a phrase which comes quite close to this:  “ frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei” ‘?®), However,  because the terminology is used there in relation to a theme rather  different from our own — to wit, the use of the will with regard to  memory and intelligence — the comparison is not immediately, and  certainly not definitively, illuminating. Within De Doctrina Christiana  itself both readings, ‘‘ cum delectatione uti”” and ‘‘ cum dilectione uti””, are  possibilities. In 1,85, for instance, we find ‘‘uti”” with both ‘“ dilectione”  and ‘“ delectatione””‘?°), but nothing is said there of any closeness to  ‘“ frui”. It may appear that, when in 1,44 Augustine states that not  everything which is used is to be loved (** non autem omnia quibus utendum  127) - Zbid: 4,79-:80:(CSEL 80:28-29) = 1:33,37. (C©€ 32:27. ML 34:33): “Cum autem  homine in deo frueris, deo potius quam homine frueris. Illo enim frueris quo efficeris  beatus, et ad eum te pervenisse laetaberis, in quo spem ponis ut venias. Inde ad Filemonem  Paulus: /ta, frater, inquit, ego te fruar in domino. Quod si non addidisset in domino et te  fruar tantum dixisset, in eo constituisset spem beatitudinis suae. Quamquam etiam  vicinissime dicitur frui cum dilectione uti. Cum enim adest quod diligitur, etiam de-  lectationem secum necesse est gerat. Per quam si transieris eamque ad illud ubi per-  manendum est rettuleris, uteris ea et abusive, non proprie diceris frui. Si vero inhaeseris  atque permanseris, finem in ea ponens laetitiae tuae, tunc vere et proprie frui dicendus es.  Quod non faciendum est nisi in illa trinitate, id est summo et incommutabili bono”.  128) De Trinitate 10,11,17 (CC 50,330. ML 42,982-983): ‘‘Iam vero usus tertius in  voluntate est pertractante illa quae memoria et intelligentia continentur, sive ad aliquid ea  referat sive eorum fine delectata conquiescat. Uti est enim assumere aliquid in facultatem  voluntatis; frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei. Proinde omnis qui  fruitur utitur; assumit enim aliquid in facultatem voluntatis cum fine delectationis. Non  autem omnis qui utitur fruitur si id quod in facultatem voluntatis assumit non propter illud  ipsum sed propter aliud appetivit ”.  129) De Doctrina Christiana 1,85 (CSEL 80,30) = 1,35,39 (CC 32,29. ML 34,34):  ‘“ ... facta est tota pro nostra salute per divinam providentiam dispensatio temporalis qua  debemus uti, non quasi mansoria quadam dilectione et delectatione, sed transitoria  POoHUS LELfacta est tota DTIO nOstira salute DCI dıyınam provıdentiam dıspensatıo temporalıs qua
debemus utl, 9803  — quası ansorla quadam dılectione eit delectatione, sed transıtorla
potıusThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  207  it the goal of your joy as a permanent dwelling-place, you may truly  and rightly be said to enjoy it. But this joy should be sought only in  the Trinity, the supreme and unchangeable good!?”).  There is a certain ambiguity in this text, as a glance at the variants  .  indicates. William Green’s edition in the CSEL has, as here,  CUum  dilectione uti”, while the other editions read ‘‘cum delectatione uti”  Making a choice in this matter is by no means easy. From the point of  view of internal criteria it is virtually impossible to opt for one or the  other, although ‘‘cum dilectione uti” is the less obvious reading in the  context of the sentence in which it occurs. We would be less surprised to  hear that ‘‘to enjoy ” is very close to saying ‘‘to use with delight”’. Indeed,  in De Trinitate 10,11,17, there is a phrase which comes quite close to this:  “ frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei” ‘?®), However,  because the terminology is used there in relation to a theme rather  different from our own — to wit, the use of the will with regard to  memory and intelligence — the comparison is not immediately, and  certainly not definitively, illuminating. Within De Doctrina Christiana  itself both readings, ‘‘ cum delectatione uti”” and ‘‘ cum dilectione uti””, are  possibilities. In 1,85, for instance, we find ‘‘uti”” with both ‘“ dilectione”  and ‘“ delectatione””‘?°), but nothing is said there of any closeness to  ‘“ frui”. It may appear that, when in 1,44 Augustine states that not  everything which is used is to be loved (** non autem omnia quibus utendum  127) - Zbid: 4,79-:80:(CSEL 80:28-29) = 1:33,37. (C©€ 32:27. ML 34:33): “Cum autem  homine in deo frueris, deo potius quam homine frueris. Illo enim frueris quo efficeris  beatus, et ad eum te pervenisse laetaberis, in quo spem ponis ut venias. Inde ad Filemonem  Paulus: /ta, frater, inquit, ego te fruar in domino. Quod si non addidisset in domino et te  fruar tantum dixisset, in eo constituisset spem beatitudinis suae. Quamquam etiam  vicinissime dicitur frui cum dilectione uti. Cum enim adest quod diligitur, etiam de-  lectationem secum necesse est gerat. Per quam si transieris eamque ad illud ubi per-  manendum est rettuleris, uteris ea et abusive, non proprie diceris frui. Si vero inhaeseris  atque permanseris, finem in ea ponens laetitiae tuae, tunc vere et proprie frui dicendus es.  Quod non faciendum est nisi in illa trinitate, id est summo et incommutabili bono”.  128) De Trinitate 10,11,17 (CC 50,330. ML 42,982-983): ‘‘Iam vero usus tertius in  voluntate est pertractante illa quae memoria et intelligentia continentur, sive ad aliquid ea  referat sive eorum fine delectata conquiescat. Uti est enim assumere aliquid in facultatem  voluntatis; frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei. Proinde omnis qui  fruitur utitur; assumit enim aliquid in facultatem voluntatis cum fine delectationis. Non  autem omnis qui utitur fruitur si id quod in facultatem voluntatis assumit non propter illud  ipsum sed propter aliud appetivit ”.  129) De Doctrina Christiana 1,85 (CSEL 80,30) = 1,35,39 (CC 32,29. ML 34,34):  ‘“ ... facta est tota pro nostra salute per divinam providentiam dispensatio temporalis qua  debemus uti, non quasi mansoria quadam dilectione et delectatione, sed transitoria  POoHUS LELThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  207  it the goal of your joy as a permanent dwelling-place, you may truly  and rightly be said to enjoy it. But this joy should be sought only in  the Trinity, the supreme and unchangeable good!?”).  There is a certain ambiguity in this text, as a glance at the variants  .  indicates. William Green’s edition in the CSEL has, as here,  CUum  dilectione uti”, while the other editions read ‘‘cum delectatione uti”  Making a choice in this matter is by no means easy. From the point of  view of internal criteria it is virtually impossible to opt for one or the  other, although ‘‘cum dilectione uti” is the less obvious reading in the  context of the sentence in which it occurs. We would be less surprised to  hear that ‘‘to enjoy ” is very close to saying ‘‘to use with delight”’. Indeed,  in De Trinitate 10,11,17, there is a phrase which comes quite close to this:  “ frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei” ‘?®), However,  because the terminology is used there in relation to a theme rather  different from our own — to wit, the use of the will with regard to  memory and intelligence — the comparison is not immediately, and  certainly not definitively, illuminating. Within De Doctrina Christiana  itself both readings, ‘‘ cum delectatione uti”” and ‘‘ cum dilectione uti””, are  possibilities. In 1,85, for instance, we find ‘‘uti”” with both ‘“ dilectione”  and ‘“ delectatione””‘?°), but nothing is said there of any closeness to  ‘“ frui”. It may appear that, when in 1,44 Augustine states that not  everything which is used is to be loved (** non autem omnia quibus utendum  127) - Zbid: 4,79-:80:(CSEL 80:28-29) = 1:33,37. (C©€ 32:27. ML 34:33): “Cum autem  homine in deo frueris, deo potius quam homine frueris. Illo enim frueris quo efficeris  beatus, et ad eum te pervenisse laetaberis, in quo spem ponis ut venias. Inde ad Filemonem  Paulus: /ta, frater, inquit, ego te fruar in domino. Quod si non addidisset in domino et te  fruar tantum dixisset, in eo constituisset spem beatitudinis suae. Quamquam etiam  vicinissime dicitur frui cum dilectione uti. Cum enim adest quod diligitur, etiam de-  lectationem secum necesse est gerat. Per quam si transieris eamque ad illud ubi per-  manendum est rettuleris, uteris ea et abusive, non proprie diceris frui. Si vero inhaeseris  atque permanseris, finem in ea ponens laetitiae tuae, tunc vere et proprie frui dicendus es.  Quod non faciendum est nisi in illa trinitate, id est summo et incommutabili bono”.  128) De Trinitate 10,11,17 (CC 50,330. ML 42,982-983): ‘‘Iam vero usus tertius in  voluntate est pertractante illa quae memoria et intelligentia continentur, sive ad aliquid ea  referat sive eorum fine delectata conquiescat. Uti est enim assumere aliquid in facultatem  voluntatis; frui est autem uti cum gaudio non adhuc spei sed iam rei. Proinde omnis qui  fruitur utitur; assumit enim aliquid in facultatem voluntatis cum fine delectationis. Non  autem omnis qui utitur fruitur si id quod in facultatem voluntatis assumit non propter illud  ipsum sed propter aliud appetivit ”.  129) De Doctrina Christiana 1,85 (CSEL 80,30) = 1,35,39 (CC 32,29. ML 34,34):  ‘“ ... facta est tota pro nostra salute per divinam providentiam dispensatio temporalis qua  debemus uti, non quasi mansoria quadam dilectione et delectatione, sed transitoria  POoHUS LEL
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est diligenda SL: he 111 24 lımıt ..  CUM dilectione uti  27 the
personal. Hıs intention, however, 18 rather lımıt ıt the 200d the
martyrs dıd NnOT love the crıme of theırDbut they sed 1t In such
d WadYy A COMNNC God 130). The infra-human creation, therefore, INdAYy
also be SCCTI A4s belonging the sphere of ..  CUM dilectione ut!  77 Ihus

have conclude hat thıs expression 1S noTt already stock-1ı1n-trade of
Augustine’s for desıgnating Oove of human beings specıfically, even

though, ıf 1t be the genulne readıng ın the texti ave quoted from 1,/79-
80O, ..  um Adilectione ut!  77 WOU refer there In the first instance inter-
personal Ove Because of ıts less evident approprlateness in the actual
cContext of 1ts OW9 however, dn  CUM dilectione ut!i  77 1S perhaps
slıghtly be preferred ' quamquam etiam VICINLSSIME dicitur Ffrul CUM

delectatione utı  .8 It makes quıte go0od In VIEW of the forgoing and
the followıng. Indeed since the DasSsSagc SOCS SOr the of the
beloved (quod diligitur) inevıtably Drings delıght”, SOTI1IC mention of
“dilectio‘ in the orgoing WOU. nolt be ımprobable; thıs 1s lackıng ıf
read ‘ delectatione’. FOr resolution of the quest1on, however, have

appeal external evıdence, and thıs, A presented Dy Wıllıam
Green !**), permıits us work confidently wıth the readıng ..  CUM
dilectione ut!

When Augustine states then ın De Doctrina Christiana ‚ 79-8 that
“flui” 1s VvVeC close ..  CUM dilectione 27  ut1i  9 he appCars INCcCAan that
assoclatıng wıth those OoOve properly nngs delıght inevıtabily. But,
whıle the delıght lovıng ne1ıghbours find In ONe another 1S VeErYy nearly

77  Frul  9 strictly speakıng Ful  79 1S reserved fOor OUT relationshıp of
endurıing ove for the Irmıity 1ın whom alone hope for final blessedness

l30) De Doctrina Christiana E: .  g (GC 32,18
131) Ibid., 1,45 9 (CU 3218 * Cum CISO

sınt dılıgenda, 11UI1 quod 1105 eSL, alterum quod 1105 ertium quod luxta 1105

eSL, quartum quod infra 1105 est208  R. Canning  est diligenda sunt””), he will go on to limit ‘*“cum dilectione uti” to the  personal. His intention, however, is rather to limit it to the good; the  martyrs did not love the crime of their persecutors but they used it in such  a way as to come to God!*°). The infra-human creation, therefore, may  also be seen as belonging to the sphere of *‘cum dilectione uti” **‘). Thus,  we have to conclude that this expression is not already a stock-in-trade of  Augustine’s for designating love of human beings specifically, even  though, if it be the genuine reading in the text we have quoted from 1,79-  80, ‘ cum dilectione uti”” would refer there in the first instance to inter-  personal love. Because of its less evident appropriateness in the actual  context of its own sentence, however, ‘“cum dilectione uti”” is perhaps  slightly to be preferred to ‘*quamquam etiam vicinissime dicitur frui cum  delectatione uti””. It makes quite good sense in view of the forgoing and  the following. Indeed since the passage goes on: ‘“for the presence of the  beloved (quod diligitur) inevitably brings delight””, some mention of  ‘dilectio’ in the forgoing would not be improbable; this is lacking if we  read ‘‘ delectatione”. For a resolution of the question, however, we have  to appeal to external evidence, and this, as presented by William  Green!?2), permits us to work confidently with the reading ‘“cum  dilectione uti”  When Augustine states then in De Doctrina Christiana 1,79-80 that  “ frui”” is very close to ‘“cum dilectione uti”, he appears to mean that  associating with those we love properly brings delight inevitably. But,  while the delight loving neighbours find in one another is very nearly  “frui”, strictly speaking ‘““frui” is reserved for our relationship of  enduring love for the Trinity in whom alone hope for final blessedness  130) De Doctrina ‘Christidna‘1,44 (CSEL/80,19) = 1;23;22 (CC 32;18. ML’34;27).  431). Jbid. 1,45 (CSEL 80:19) = 1,23,22 (CC 32,18-ME 34.27): ! Cum ergo quattuor  sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum quod nos sumus, tertium quod iuxta nos  est, quartum quod infra nos est ...”.  132) See Green’s ‘“Praefatio’”” in CSEL 80, especially II. De codicibus' (p. XII-  XXIV); and III. De cognatione codicum (p. XXIII-XXIV). Of the eleven extant  pre-900 A.D. codices to be found today in European libraries only two have the  reading ‘“cum delectatione uti”. E.A. Lowe informed Green that the oldest codex,  i.e. Corbie (C), now in Leningrad, dates from thg fifth century, and perhaps even  earlier ; therefore, it is not sheer speculation to consider it as stemming from the  scriptorium at Hippo Regius itself (p. VIII-IX, XV: ‘“ olim fortasse Hipponensem””). This  codex reads ‘‘cum dilectione uti””. The Maurini, in preparing their 1680 edition, used both  C and the second Corbie codex (D), dating from 796-810 and now found in Paris (p. XVI-  XVIID). Thus, the Maurini’s option for ‘‘cum delectatione uti”” is surprising. For, of the  pre-900 codices, only the Palatinus (P), in the Vatican Library, which contains many  mistakes, and the 2nd Palatinus (Q) witness to ‘*delectatione”. Not one of the fourteen  post-900 manuscripts used by Green to prepare his edition has this reading.132) See (ireen’s ‘“Praefatio” In SEL 80, especılally I1 De codicibus 1G
and I11 De cognatıone codıcum (p XXIIL-XXIV). Of the eleven extant

pre-900 codices be oun today in Luropean lıbrarıes only [WO ave the
readıng e  Cum delectatıone utı  B Lowe ınformed (ireen hat the oldest codexXx,
1.€ Corbie (C) NO INn Leningrad, ates from the fıfth cCen({urYy, and perhaps CVCNMN
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codex reads W  CcCum dilectione ut1  e The Maurın1, In preparıng theır 6X0 edıtiıon, sed both

and the second Corbıie codex (D). datıng from 796-810 and 1O' found ın Parıs X VI-
X VIIN). Ihus, the aurını’s option for -  cum delectation ut1  29 18 surprisiıng. FOr., of the
pre-900 codices, only the Palatınus (P). In the Vatıcan Library, which contaıns Man y
mistakes, and the 2nd Palatınus (Q) wıtness ‘*“delectatione ”. Not ONMNC of the fourteen
post-900 manuscr1pts sed Dy (Gjreen PICDAIC h1ıs dıtıon has thıs readıng.
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oug be placed. Because the neıghbour 15 197011 God, Oove for the
neighbour ST1 stands ai least partıally under the sıgn of ..  27  uti CeVen

though thıs ove has VETIY definıte c FÜl  27 characteristics. WOU In fact
be abuse of language {O rndge the SaD, however NaITOW it IMaY be al
thıs poımnt, and speak sımply of d Ful  77 of ONC another. In order
refer correctly enjJoyment of the ne1ghbour, the Frul  27 has be
qualıified d it 15 in thıs Casc Dy the formula Augustine quotes from the
letter ı1©lemon en]oy d INan in God OI In the Lord (** homine IN deo
Jrueris ..  1ta, frater, CKO fruar IN domino ). simılar qualıfication

in Book I11 of De Doctrina Christiana. ssI call Carıtas the
of the soul en]oy G0d for hıs OW sake and {O en]JOy the self

and nes  > ne1ghbour AS oriıentated God (*“ad fruendum
DFrOXIMO propter deum '); Cupiditas, the other hand, call the

of the soul en]oy oneself and the ne1iıghbour and an Yy body
from theır orlentation God ” 133)_ In De Irinitate find the

SdaIllc formula dS iın De Doctrina Christiana 1./9. ıth the addıtion that
the enJoyment of the self 15 also be ..  1ın GO Cr ‘ccEt nobis CHSO el

fratribus IN domino fruamur  äg 134). The intention of ..  IN deo  27 and

l33) De Doctrina Christiana 3.3% ’  5 (CC JA
Carıtatem OCO motum anımı ad fruendum deo propter 1psum ei DroxX1mo
propter deum : cupıdıtatem autem motum anımı ad firuendum ei DroX1mo quolıbet
COTDOITC NO propter eum  27 Agaın ave translated ” propter eum  P2 ıth ..  as
orlıentated (Or relate: God” because of the misleadıng nature of the Englısh expression
..  for the sake of Go! (as ıf the ne1ghbour precısely hımself WEeTIC NOl loved a all), and,
INOTEC importantly, because the formula propter eum  37 18 obvıously VETY closely elated
‘“referre ad ” an *“ referre ın C De Doctrina Christiana 1-4 g
LE 2,17-18 34,26-27): N propter dılıgıt, NOn refert ad deum, sed ad

1Ipsum COMNVOISUS NO  —_ ad incommutabiıle alıquıd convertitur. Et propierea 1lam CUu
defectu alıquo frultur, qula melıor est E3 haeret constringıtur INnCOm-
mutabiılı bono, QUam CH inde ve]l ad 1psum relaxatur. S] CIZO te 1psum NO  —; propter te
es dılıgere, sed propter ıllum ubı dılectionıs {[uae rect1ssımus finıs eSL, NO  — SUscCenNsea
alıus homo, S1 et1am 1psum propter deum dılıgısThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  209  ought to be placed. Because the neighbour is not God, love for the  neighbour still stands at least partially under the sign of ‘“uti”, even  though this love has very definite ‘‘ frui” characteristics. It would in fact  be an abuse of language to bridge the gap, however narrow it may be at  this point, and to speak simply of a ‘“ frui”” of one another. In order to  refer correctly to an enjoyment of the neighbour, the ‘‘ frui’”” has to be  qualified as it is in this case by the formula Augustine quotes from the  letter to Philemon:: to enjoy a man in God or in the Lord (“ homine in deo  frueris” ; ‘“ ita, frater, ego te fruar in domino”). A similar qualification  turns up in Book III of De Doctrina Christiana. ‘I call caritas the  movement of the soul to enjoy God for his own sake and to enjoy the self  and one’s neighbour as orientated to God (‘“ad fruendum  se atque  proximo propter deum’””’); cupiditas, on the other hand, I call the  movement of the soul to enjoy oneself and the neighbour and any body  apart from their orientation to God’”’!*°), In De Trinitate we find the  same formula as in De Doctrina Christiana 1,79, with the addition that  the enjoyment of the self is also to be ‘“‘in God”: “ Et nobis ergo et  fratribus in domino fruamur””‘**), The exact intention of ‘‘ in deo” and  133) De Doctrina Christiana 3,37 (CSEL 80,89) = 3,10,16 (CC 32,87. ML 34;72):  ‘“Caritatem voco motum animi ad fruendum deo propter ipsum et se atque proximo  propter deum; cupiditatem autem motum animi ad fruendum se et proximo et quolibet  corpore non propter deum”. Again we have translated ‘“propter deum” with ‘“as  orientated (or related) to God” because of the misleading nature of the English expression  ‘“for the sake of God” (as if the neighbour precisely as himself were not loved at all), and,  more importantly, because the formula ‘‘ propter deum ” is obviously very closely related to  “referre ad”” and ‘ referre in””, e.g. De Doctrina Christiana 1,41-43 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,21  (CC 32,17-18. ML 34,26-27) : “ Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad  se ipsum conversus non ad incommutabile aliquid convertitur. Et propterea iam cum  defectu aliquo se fruitur, quia melior est cum totus haeret atque constringitur incom-  mutabili bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur. Si ergo te ipsum non propter te  debes diligere, sed propter illum ubi dilectionis tuae rectissimus finis est, non suscenseat  alius homo, si etiam ipsum propter deum diligis ... Sic enim eum diligens tamquam se ipsum  totam dilectionem sui et illius refert in illam dilectionem dei quae nullum a se rivulum duci  extra patitur, cuius derivatione minuatur””.  Similarly 2,18 (CSEL 80,38) = 2,7,10 (CC 32,37. ML 34,39): “... diligendum esse  deum, et illum quidem ex toto corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente, proximum vero  tamquam se ipsum, id est, ut tota proximi sicut etiam nostri dilectio referatur in deum”. An  examination of these and other texts in which ‘ referre in (ad)”” occurs shows that it has the  important function of preventing love closing in on itself by making the self or the  neighbour the object of frui. The fact that it:is God who is the real object of frui is  accentuated, not the fruitio itself.  134) De Trinitate 9,8,13 (CC 50,304. ML 42,968): ‘Cum ergo aut par nobis, aut  inferior creatura sit, inferiore utendum est ad deum ; pari autem fruendum, sed in deo. Sicut  enim te ipso, non in te ipso frui debes, sed in eo qui fecit te; sic etiam illo quem diligis  tamquam te ipsum. Et nobis ergo et fratribus in domino fruamur, et inde nos nec adSI1IC nNnım CUu dılıgens (amquam 1psum

dılectionem SUl el ıllıus refert INn ıllam dılectionem de1 JUaC nullum rıyvulum uUuCI
patıtur, CU1uUSs derıvatıiıone mınuatur .
Sımıilarly 2,18 2140 CC BAThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  209  ought to be placed. Because the neighbour is not God, love for the  neighbour still stands at least partially under the sign of ‘“uti”, even  though this love has very definite ‘‘ frui” characteristics. It would in fact  be an abuse of language to bridge the gap, however narrow it may be at  this point, and to speak simply of a ‘“ frui”” of one another. In order to  refer correctly to an enjoyment of the neighbour, the ‘‘ frui’”” has to be  qualified as it is in this case by the formula Augustine quotes from the  letter to Philemon:: to enjoy a man in God or in the Lord (“ homine in deo  frueris” ; ‘“ ita, frater, ego te fruar in domino”). A similar qualification  turns up in Book III of De Doctrina Christiana. ‘I call caritas the  movement of the soul to enjoy God for his own sake and to enjoy the self  and one’s neighbour as orientated to God (‘“ad fruendum  se atque  proximo propter deum’””’); cupiditas, on the other hand, I call the  movement of the soul to enjoy oneself and the neighbour and any body  apart from their orientation to God’”’!*°), In De Trinitate we find the  same formula as in De Doctrina Christiana 1,79, with the addition that  the enjoyment of the self is also to be ‘“‘in God”: “ Et nobis ergo et  fratribus in domino fruamur””‘**), The exact intention of ‘‘ in deo” and  133) De Doctrina Christiana 3,37 (CSEL 80,89) = 3,10,16 (CC 32,87. ML 34;72):  ‘“Caritatem voco motum animi ad fruendum deo propter ipsum et se atque proximo  propter deum; cupiditatem autem motum animi ad fruendum se et proximo et quolibet  corpore non propter deum”. Again we have translated ‘“propter deum” with ‘“as  orientated (or related) to God” because of the misleading nature of the English expression  ‘“for the sake of God” (as if the neighbour precisely as himself were not loved at all), and,  more importantly, because the formula ‘‘ propter deum ” is obviously very closely related to  “referre ad”” and ‘ referre in””, e.g. De Doctrina Christiana 1,41-43 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,21  (CC 32,17-18. ML 34,26-27) : “ Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad  se ipsum conversus non ad incommutabile aliquid convertitur. Et propterea iam cum  defectu aliquo se fruitur, quia melior est cum totus haeret atque constringitur incom-  mutabili bono, quam cum inde vel ad se ipsum relaxatur. Si ergo te ipsum non propter te  debes diligere, sed propter illum ubi dilectionis tuae rectissimus finis est, non suscenseat  alius homo, si etiam ipsum propter deum diligis ... Sic enim eum diligens tamquam se ipsum  totam dilectionem sui et illius refert in illam dilectionem dei quae nullum a se rivulum duci  extra patitur, cuius derivatione minuatur””.  Similarly 2,18 (CSEL 80,38) = 2,7,10 (CC 32,37. ML 34,39): “... diligendum esse  deum, et illum quidem ex toto corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente, proximum vero  tamquam se ipsum, id est, ut tota proximi sicut etiam nostri dilectio referatur in deum”. An  examination of these and other texts in which ‘ referre in (ad)”” occurs shows that it has the  important function of preventing love closing in on itself by making the self or the  neighbour the object of frui. The fact that it:is God who is the real object of frui is  accentuated, not the fruitio itself.  134) De Trinitate 9,8,13 (CC 50,304. ML 42,968): ‘Cum ergo aut par nobis, aut  inferior creatura sit, inferiore utendum est ad deum ; pari autem fruendum, sed in deo. Sicut  enim te ipso, non in te ipso frui debes, sed in eo qui fecit te; sic etiam illo quem diligis  tamquam te ipsum. Et nobis ergo et fratribus in domino fruamur, et inde nos nec addılıgendum SSC

deum, el ıllum quıdem LOLO corde, tota anıma, tota q proximum CIO

Lamquam 1psum, ıd est. ul tota DroX1im1ı sıcut et1am nostrIı dılecti0 referatur INn eum  &- An
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important function of preventing love closiıng In ıtself Dy makıng the self the
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134) De T rinitate 9,8,13 (CE 42,968) ( IM CIZO aut Dar nobıs, aut
inferl10r atura Sıt, inferi0re utendum est ad deum ;: parı autem fruendum, sed in deo Sıcut
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a Canniıng

“propter eum  27 111 aNe be urther clarıfıed iın the ConieX they
OCCUT, for 1t 1S ımpossıble g1ve faır assessment of the hought of
INan the basıs of a collection of hıs ormulae alone. For the present,
however, let us lımıt OUT attention the quotation from 1lemon
that OCCUIS ın OUTI DasSsSagc and the tantalısıng suggestion that “t0
en]o  I7 1S VeErYy close sayıng YtTÖ UsSsCc wıth love  27

DIscussion with Josef Brechtken IN relation De Doctrina
Christiana R 79

According Josef Brechtken, famılıarıty wıth 1lemon blınded
Augustine the rea] problem of OVve for neighbour and perhaps made
hım incapable of subjecting the “ appetitus ” starting-point of hıs ethıc
(LE deprived eing seekıng fulfilment in beatıtude) examınatıion.
inclıned hım take OVeOT all LOO uncritically the total perspective of
ancıent ethıcs’ for beatıtude and ultımately made hım unable
free hımself from 1t135) Augustine COU nOL decıde whether OVve for
neıghbour Was be desıgnated AS ul of frul. Theref{fore, the discovery of
1@lemon would ave een God-send help hım Out of thıs
impasse. But ‘ homine INn deo frueris” Out be meanıngless
cCompromıse Tormula * ©). 1S, egin wıth, mistaken interpretation

nosmet1psos remittere, ei quası relaxare deorsum VEISUS audeamus . Lıkewise., De 1vıtate
Dei 19,13 40/2,395. 41 ,640) &e DaX caelestis C1vıtatıs OI -

diınatıssıma ei concordissıma socletas ruend1ı deo el InVvICEmM INn deo, DdXA omn1ıum
tranquıllıtas ordınıs210  R. Canning  “propter deum” will have to be further clarified in the contexts they  occur, for it is impossible to give a fair assessment of the thought of a  man on the basis of a collection of his formulae alone. For the present,  however, let us limit our attention to the quotation from Philemon 20  that occurs in our passage and to the tantalising suggestion that ““to  enjoy”’ is very close to saying ‘“to use with love”.  3. Discussion with Josef Brechtken  in relation  to De Doctrina  Christiana 1,79  According to Josef Brechtken, familiarity with Philemon 20 blinded  Augustine to the real problem of love for neighbour and perhaps made  him incapable of subjecting the ‘“ appetitus” starting-point of his ethic  (ie. deprived being seeking fulfilment in beatitude) to examination. It  inclined him to take over all too uncritically the total perspective of  ancient ethics’ quest for beatitude and ultimately made him unable to  free himself from it!?°). Augustine could not decide whether love for  neighbour was to be designated as uti of frui. Therefore, the discovery of  Philemon 20 would have been a God-send to help him out of this  impasse. But ‘“homine in deo frueris” turns out to be a meaningless  compromise formula!?°®). It is, to begin with, a mistaken interpretation  nosmetipsos remittere, et quasi relaxare deorsum versus audeamus”’. Likewise, De Civitate  Dei: 19,13 : (CSEL 40/2;395. CC 48;679: ML '41:640): *  pax caelestis civitatis Or-  dinatissima et concordissima societas fruendi deo et invicem in deo, pax omnium rerum  tranquillitas ordinis ...”. And, around the other way, Sermo 255,7,7 (ML 38,1189): ““ Ipso  solo sic delectabimur, et nihil aliud requiramus; quia et in uno ipso fruemur, et in nobis  invicem ipso fruemur  . Quid aliud in nobis quam Deum debemus diligere”.  135) J. Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, p. 135: ‘In dieser Diskrepanz von  Denkunabhängigkeit einerseits und unkritischer Fixierung auf die absolute Autorität der  hl. Schrift andererseits liegt hier wohl der eigentliche Grund für den folgenreichen Missgriff  in der Bestimmung der Nächstenliebe: folgenreich insofern, als das berühmt-berüchtigte  Schriftzitat mit seinem “frui in deo’”” Augustin geradezu blind gemacht hat für das  eigentliche Problem der Nächstenliebe, vielleicht aber insgesamt sogar unfähig zur  Überprüfung seines ethischen appetitus-Ansatzes; es hat ihn vielmehr eher geneigt  gemacht, allzu unkritisch die Total-Perspektive des|Glückseligkeitsstrebensaus der antiken  Ethik zu übernehmen oder besser : beizubehalten, so dass man sagen kann: Wenn es je eine  Möglichkeit für Augustin gegeben haben sollte, das appetitus-System überhaupt in Frage  zu stellen, nach seiner Bekanntschaft mit diesem ‘“Schriftbeweis”” war es damit ein für  allemal aus”.  16) Jbid.;p: 5: *Es wird sich zeigen  . dass Augustin in der theoretischen  Behandlung der Nächstenliebe keine überzeugende Lösung findet, dass er sich vielmehr  nach einer lange durchgehaltenen Unentschiedenheit — ob frui oder uti — schliesslich auf  die ebenso problematische wie äusserst unsinnige Kompromissformel ‘“den Nächsten in  Gott geniessen” (frui proximo in deo) festlegt, wozu er zum Unglück auch noch durch ein7 And, around the other WaY, Sermo -  - (ML 38,1 189) “ Ipso
solo SIC delectabımur,. ei nıhıl alıud requıramus; quı1a ei ın uln  - 1DSO {iruemur, ei In nobDis
InVICEmM 1DSO fruemur Quıid alıud In nobıs Deum debemus ılıgere ””

135) Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Carıtatis, 135 “n dıieser Dıskrepanz VO
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gemacht, Zu unkrıtisch dıe Total-Perspektive des|Glückseligkeitsstrebens Aaus der antıken

übernehmen der besser : beizubehalten, ass INan ann Wenn Je ıne
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of the scriptural 1t claıms AS authorıity; the ree of Phılemon
has the erb ÖOVLVOVOL whiıch, accordıng Brechtken, ° Freude
haben‘ in the of »®  to TaW uUsc Irom find help OT SUPDPOIT ;
and ın Brechtken’s VIEW, Augustine hımself employs Ffruli ın thıs WaY iın
the etters Licentius and Jerome already mentioned)**”). In De
Doctrina Christiana 1,79, however, Brechtken SCCS Augustine A wantıng

interpret 1t ın iıne wıth the ree verbs OANOAQDELV and TUYYQVELV,
correspondıng the 1ıddle Platoniıc doecetrine of the 200d and the final
g0a] of lıfe, that 15 SaY, in ““appetitus ” framework 138)_ Sınce the texti
of 1lemMmon g1ves warrant for thıs, Augustine’s appeal Scripture

Support d frui-love for neıghbour mMust be eclare nvalıd Indeed,
Ove that en]JOys the ne1ghbour, 1Cc had become dee fixe of
Augustine, has COINMON ground wıth the 1DI1Ca idea of Ove for
neighbour IC ounded unselfish Sservıice and self-sacrıfice, otally
excludes the frultive aspect 39) Furthermore. the idea that “t0 en]o  I7 15

missverstandenes Bıbelwort angeregt worden ist  RI Further, p. 104 * I )Jer Lateıiıner
Augustın, dessen SanzZC>S ethisches 5System Urc das spezıfısche Tul-ut1! der antıken
estimm 1st, findet als eologe be1 selner “schwierigen rag  I2 dıe ethısche
Systematisierung der Nächstenliebe ob frul der ut1ı homine zufällig 1mM ext des
Neuen Testaments eın "\8 te  Zn (fruı homine), nımmt D In seliner Ratlosigkeıt SCIN und
wiıllig auf, weıl arın ıne gottgewollte Lösung In einer für ıh unentscheıidbaren C Ved
iindet, ein A mT homine ”, das zudem mıt seiner Anfügung .0  ın domino ” (ın deo) uch och
einer K ompromıi1ss nthält, der Augustıin uch VO der Sache her als durchaus logisch
konsequent erscheinen Mag Dıes es ber zeıgt, ass Augustins Berufung auf dıe
genannte Paulus-Formel sinnlos 1st und sich nıchts nuützt  K

137) Epistola 26,4 34/1,87 3,106) Licentius: Epistola 67,3
34/2,239. 53/237) Jerome. See Brechtken, CHE:. 103-104

138) Brechtken, 0 CLE 103, In which he 15 quoting from Lorenz, Die
Herkunft des augustinıschen FRUI DEO . ın Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte
(1952/53) 34-60 Numbers ıIn brackets refer In Lorenz.

HT orenz welst 1mM einzelnen nach, Aass Augustın das fru] deo WIE das
Begriffspaar Tul-ut1 überhaupt durch dıe phılosophiısche Schriftstellereı des Marcus
Terentius Varro vermiıttelt bekommen hat (60), un VOT allem, WAdsSs schon dıe Sache selbst
unmıttelbar betrifft °Frul [Deo hat seinen rsprung in der philosophıschen Güuüterlehre und
Zielbestimmung des Lebens und leıtet sıch Aaus der mıttelplatonıschen OHO1LOTLC 0E® her‘
39) und dıe griechischen Orter und Begriffe, dıe ın diesem S5System erwendung finden,
lauten dementsprechend: ANOAÄQLELV, TDYYOVELV 48) Wır sehen : Das Wort OVLVAVAL,
Aktıv- der Mediumform, wI1ıe 1m Paulus-Brief A Phılemon gebraucht wird, omm 1er
gal N1IC VOT S

139) Brechtken, C:, 133 ‘ Augustıin hält 1mM aussersten immer och der
fixen Idee eıner letztliıch doch irgendwıe frultıven Nächstenlıebe fest, Augustıin ist uch als
T1S un Theologe och sehr durch dıe frultive Perspektive der antıken FEroslhebe
estimmt, ass dieser Aspekt immer wıeder durchschlägt. Und azu 111USS INan U  —

Darın läge Ja eigentlıch uch das letzte Stückchen og1 für eın echtes frul In der
Nächstenlıebe, für den Theologen Augustın freilıch gebremst Urc das ,  1ın deo  23 propter
eum), WE 1es NIC. in fundamentalem Gegensatz neutestamentlichen Liebesidee
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VeETY close sayıng sst0 us«ec wıth delıg “ Cum delectatione utk } ın fact
amounts the reduction of fruli tO ut1l, but ut! in whiıch the aspect of
takıng pleasure iın the ne1ıghbour 15 retaıned 140)'

oug Brechtken that GV the Ser10us cholar of
Augustine IMaYy be gravely tempted ownplay the sıgnıfıcance of the
appeal ı1lemon 20 ın De Doctrina Christiana 1/ 141) consıder that
he has al least overestimated it and wrongly assocılated it exclusıvely ıth
what he SCCS d the underlyıng Augustinian SySstem, the ““ appetitus” ethıc
We ave een al paıns LO show that Augustine s reflections love for
ne1ighbour need be read agalınst the background of the order of
creation rule'‘ by provıdence and law AdS ell d agalnst that of
desire’s search fOr beatıtude ; and that they ave objective COIl-

muniıtarıan dimensıion. We ave noted Ragnar Holte’s presentatiıon of
the complex history of the uti/frul distinction In 1ts assoclatiıon wıth the
StO1C utile/honestum and of ıts relatıon the subordination of the actıve

the contemplatıve ıfe Furthermore, there ATIC in Augustine other
eXpress1ons of the relatıon of love for ne1ghbour G0d which certainly
cannot be understood in Context of elfish desıre in ques of 1ts OW

beatıtude 142). ese AIC general More partıcularly,
stünde. wenn dıe echt bıblısche Nächstenliebe den frulntiven Aspekt nıcht estlos
ausschliessen würde212  R. Canning  very close to saying ‘‘to use with delight”” (* cum delectatione uti”) in fact  amounts to the reduction of frui to uti, but to an ufi in which the aspect of  taking pleasure in the neighbour is retained !*°).  Although Brechtken warns that even the serious scholar of  Augustine may be gravely tempted to downplay the significance of the  appeal to Philemon 20 in De Doctrina Christiana \,79‘**), 1 consider that  he has at least overestimated it and wrongly associated it exclusively with  what he sees as the underlying Augustinian system, the “* appetitus” ethic.  We have been at pains to show that Augustine’s reflections on love for  neighbour need to be read against the background of the order of  creation ruled by God’s providence and law as well as against that of  desire’s search for beatitude; and that they have an objective com-  munitarian dimension. We have noted Ragnar Holte’s presentation of  the complex history of the uwfi/frui distinction in its association with the  Stoic utile/honestum and of its relation to the subordination of the active  to the contemplative life. Furthermore, there are in Augustine other  expressions of the relation of love for neighbour to God which certainly  cannot be understood in a context of selfish desire in quest of its own  beatitude !*?).  These are general  comments.  More particularly,  stünde, wenn die echt biblische Nächstenliebe  .. den fruitiven Aspekt nicht restlos  ausschliessen würde”.  140) Jbid., p. 101: ‘ Die erste Überraschung über das plötzliche Auftauchen eines frui  homine (den Menschen geniessen) wird dadurch schon gemildert, ja sogar fast wieder  aufgehoben, dass Augustin hier eine vom ursprünglichen frui-Begriff abweichende frui-  Definition beiläufig mitliefert, nämlich frui als ‘‘mit Freude gebrauchen” (cum delectatione  uti). Es scheint gerade das Paulus-Zitat zu sein, was ihn hier zu dieser Bemerkung  veranlasst, wo frui fast auf uti reduziert scheint ...’”’. Note that Brechtken is not working  with the reading ‘“uti cum dilectione” given in Green’s edition in CSEL.  141) Jbid., p. 106 : ‘So wäre es denn für jeden Augustin-Verehrer, aber wohl auch für  den sachlich motivierten, seriösen Augustin-Forscher eine grosse Versuchung, die  Bedeutung seiner Berufung auf das Neue Testament in bezug auf dieses Zitat aus dem  Paulus-Brief herunterzuspielen, wo doch alles auf so unglaublich simple Weise verkehrt  ist  aad 92  142) E.g. In Epistolam IToannis, tr. 6,2 (ML 35,2020); “ Filioli, non diligamus verbo  tantum et lingua, sed opere et veritate (1 Jn, 3.18). Quaerimus, In quo opere, in qua veritate?  Potest esse manifestius opus, quam tribuere pauperibus? Multi hoc jactantia faciunt, non  dilectione. Potest esse majus opus, quam mori pro fratribus? Et hoc multi volunt putari se  facere, jactantia nominis comparandi, non visceribus dilectionis. Restat ut ille diligat  fratrem, qui ante Deum ubi solus videt, cordi suo persuadet, et interrogat cor suum an vere  propter fratrum dilectionem hoc faciat ...”  Ibid., tr. 6,4 (ML 35,2021): ‘“ Quisquis ergo habuerit charitatem fraternam, et coram  Deo habuerit, ubi Deus videt, corque eius interrogatum sub justo examine, non ei aliud  responderit, quam germanam ibi esse radicem charitatis, unde boni fructus existant ; habet  fiduciam apud Deum, et quidquid postulaverit, ab eo accipiet, quia mandata eius servat ”.  Ibid., tr. 5,3 (ML 35,2013-2014): ‘‘ Qui facit contra charitatem et contra dilectionem140) Ibid., 101 . . Die Überraschung ber das plötzlıche Auftauchen eınes frul
homiıne (den Menschen genliessen) wırd dadurch schon gemildert, Ja fast wıeder
aufgehoben, ass ugustın ıer ıne VO ursprünglıchen fruı-Begriff abweıchende frul-
Definition beiläufig mıtlıefert, nämlıch fru] als ...  mıt Freude gebrauchen ” (cum delectatione
ut1) ESs cheınt gerade das Paulus-Zıtat se1n, Wds$s ıh 1er dıeser Bemerkung
veranlasst, frul fast auf ut] reduzlert cheınt * ote that Brechtken 1$ NnOTt workıng
ıth the readıng ..  ut] CUM dılectione ” gıven in (jreen’'s edıtıon ın SEL

141) Ibid., 106 ““So waäre enn für jeden Augustin- Verehrer, ber ohl uch für
den sachlıch motivıerten, ser1ösen Augustin-Forscher eiıne BTOSSC Versuchung, dıe
Bedeutung seiner Berufung auf das Neue lTestament ın ezug auf dieses Zıtat AaUus dem
Paulus-Brief herunterzuspielen, doch es auf unglaublıch sımple Weise verkehrt
1SstS Z Dr

142) E.g. In Epistolam Ioannıs, ır 6, (ML 35.2020)}; ““ Filioli, AON diligamus verbo
anium el lingua, sedD: el verıtate Jn, 3.18) Quaerimus, In qUO D'  P in qUa verıtate?
Potest SSC manıfestius ODUS, (QUaIn trıbuere pauperıbus? hoc Jactantıa facıunt, NON

dılectione. Potest SS5C maJus ODUS, QUamn MoOTI DIO fratrıbus? Et hoc multı volunt putarı
facere, Jactantıa nOomı1nıs comparandı, NO visceribus dılection1s. Restat ut lle dılıgat
fratrem, quı ntie Deum ubı solus videt, cordı SUu:  ® persuadet, ei interrogat COI SU UTl (

propter fratrum dilectionem hoc facıat
Ibid., UT 6, (ML 35,2021): ““ Qu1squıis CIBO habueriıt charıtatem fraternam, ei

Deo habuent, ubı Deus videt, COTqUuUC e1us interrogatum Su Justo examıne, 1O  — el alıud
responderıt, QUamn gCIMAaNaM ıbı SSC radıcem charıtatis, nde ONnl fructus existant ;
fiducı1am apud Deum, el quıidquıid postulaverıt, ab accıpılet, qula mandata elus servat .

Ibid., R 5.3 (ML 35,  - ‘““Quı ACT Contra charıtatem ei Confira dılectionem
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Brechtken, ın commentıing De Doctrina Christiana .79 consıistently
works wıth the readıng ..  CUM delectatione ut!  37 for that whiıich INa Y be sa1d

be VEILY close “flui” As result, ıt hım that Aul IN deo  37
d applıed LO the ne1ghbour amounts almost 1{8 the Samne ıng ds ..  CUmM

.delectatione ul IN deo  va Because it 15 scarcely adequate the New
Testament notion of love A self-g1ving, Brechtken VIEeWS ıth great
suspıcıon the expression CUM delectatione uti  27 d description of Oove
for neighbour. Although it INaYy be ODCN benign interpretation, he
se1zZes uDON it eagerly ASs urther evidence of Augustine’s appetitus
ethıc Then, the addıtion of ..  IN deo  I7 ..  CUM delectatione utı  27 d S giving
urther NUAaNCC ove for neıghbour, far from reassurıng Brechtken that

IMNOIC acceptable Christian statement of the Cadsc has een reached, only
heightens hıs conviction that basıc eros-appetitus framework 1s Operat-
1ve For God, the Supreme Go0d, COUuU be SCCI1 4S emıinently INOTIC

capable of slakıng the thırst of desire’s for happıness than AaATC

human beings, for all the delıght they MaYy g1ve.
As ave SCCIL, however, Wıllıam Green, basırig hımself the

evidence of the manuscrıpt tradıtiıon, prefers the other readıng, ..  CUmM
dilectione BA  utl  $ in hıs edıtion publiıshed in the SEL Following hıs
version hrough, Cal arrıve al interpretation of ul IN deo  27 as

..  CUmM dilectione ut!  I9 ..  IN deo  27 1C 1s consıderabily ess al varlıance ıth
the New Testament doectrine Oove for ne1ghbour than ose
Brechtken’s heavıly ‘ appetitus’””-coloured ..  um delectatione ul

deo  297 On Green’s readıng, what most losely approachesThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  213  Brechtken, in commenting on De Doctrina Christiana 1,79, consistently  works with the reading ‘ cum delectatione uti” for that which may be said  to be very close to ‘“ frui””. As a result, it seems to him that ‘“ frui in deo”  as applied to the neighbour amounts almost to the same thing as ‘“cum  .99 66  delectatione ut  I  in deo”. Because it is scarcely adequate to the New  Testament notion of love as self-giving, Brechtken views with great  suspicion the expression ‘‘cum delectatione uti” as a description of love  for neighbour. Although it may be open to a benign interpretation, he  &“  seizes upon it eagerly as further evidence of Augustine’s  “appetitus”  ethic. Then, the addition of ‘ in deo” to ‘ cum delectatione uti” as giving a  further nuance to love for neighbour, far from reassuring Brechtken that  a more acceptable Christian statement of the case has been reached, only  heightens his conviction that a basic eros-appetitus framework is operat-  ive. For God, the Supreme Good, could be seen as eminently more  capable of slaking the thirst of desire’s quest for happiness than are  human beings, for all the delight they may give.  As we have seen, however, William Green, basirng himself on the  evidence of the manuscript tradition, prefers the other reading, ‘“cum  dilectione uti”, in his edition published in the CSEL. Following this  version through, we can arrive at an interpretation of ““ frui in deo” as  ‘“ cum dilectione uti”” ‘‘ in deo” , which is considerably less at variance with  the New Testament doctrine on love for neighbour than _Josef  8 6N  1  ın  Brechtken’s heavily ‘appetitus”-coloured ‘‘cum delectatione ut  deo”. On Green’s reading, what most closely approaches ““frui””, which  as such is still the preserve of the sovereign Lord, is ““cum dilectione uti””,  ie. to relate to reality with the love God wishes us to have for it, and  here, a fortiori, to relate with love to other human beings. Is it not  precisely in this ‘““ufi”” that human beings come closest to loving God, to  “ frui””? To be sure, this ‘‘cum dilectione uti” of human beings does bring  delight. But does delight a priori exclude self-giving? Does love have to  be stripped of all joy in order to be Christian in the New Testament  sense? Is pleasure so suspect that the delight that comes when we  genuinely love one another (*“sancte casteque””) must be declared selfish-  ness!*3)? Augustine is well aware that this enjoyment of others that  fraternam, non audeat gloriari, et dicere natumll se esse ex Deo: qui autem in dilectione  fraterna constitutus est, certa sunt peccata quae non potest admittere, et hoc maxime ne  oderit fratrem”’.  143) For Augustine, to receive the love of those whom we love is quite rightly a cause  of great delight. See Epistola 130,6,13 (CSEL 44,55. ML 33,499): ““Sed ii nos multum  ijusteque delectant, a quibus vicissim sancte casteque diligimur”.27  rul which
ASs such 15 ST1 the of the sovereıgn Lord: 15 ..  CUM dilectione 27  utı
1.e relate realıty ıth the love God wıshes us ave for ıt, and
here, fortiori, tO relate wıth ove other human beings. Is it not

precıisely ıIn thıs ..  utl  27 that human beings COINC closest lovıng God, 18

PE 1Io be SUIC, thıs ..  Cum dilectione ut!  27 of human beings oes rıng
delıght. But oes delıght prior! xclude self-giving? Does Oove ave
be strıppe of all JOY in order be Christian ıIn the New JTestament
sense? Is pleasure suspect hat the delıght that when
genuinely love ONe another (“ sancte casteque ) must be eclare elfish-
ness *7)? Augustine 1s ell hat thıs enjoyment of others hat

fraternam, NO audeat gloriarı, el dicere Na tumll CSSC Deo quı autem ın dilectione
raterna constıtutus est, certa sunt peccata qua«C 11OI potest admıttere, ei hoc maxıme
oderıt fratrem .

143) For Augustine, recelve the love of those whom love 1S quıte rghtly
of delıght See Epistola 130,6,13 44,55 3,499) 11 1NOS multum
lusteque delectant, quıbus VIC1SSIM sancte Casteque dılıgımur .
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accompanıes ..  CUM dilectione uti  79 m1g mp us bandon ourselves
it absolutely; therefore, he eeps this love ODCN (Gj0d by addıng ..  IN

S  deo for aTeC ommanded love only (G0d otally and unreservedly
wıth heart and soul and mınd. Irue enjJoyment 1S COoOnNnsequent total
self-g1ving God 10 put nes ına hope In another human eing
WOU be make god of hım ; thıs WOU be eıther destroy hım wıth

burden he 1S unable bear OT hım exploıtatiıon of
OUT nalıve trustfulness. In an Yy CasC, the delıght properly find In others
1S O1Ng; 1t 1S (G0d hımself. For ‘“ when VOU enJo V INAaN IN God, VOU
enJoYV God rather than the MMANa Thıs, however, oes notl INcan 5Sd y
that, ın enJoyıng (God rather than others, others aATeC not really OVEe: OT

enjoyed al all o€es not INCall 5Sd y that (GJ0d shoulders others Out of
theır rightful place because he 15 ultımately INOTE enjoyable. On the
CONLTFAaTY, the DPDUIDOSC of the ““rather than ” 1S noTt urge us greater
OVe for God than fOor OUT ne1ghbour, d ıf the text had read ‘“when yOoUu
love INan in God, YOU love God rather than the man  A 15 esigne
rather indıcate that Ffrul ıIn the absolute of self-g1ving 1C
embraces all the dımens1ions of nes eing 1s properly spoken of wıth
regard God The appliıcatiıon of frul terminology tO the ne1ıghbour 1s
strange twıst 1C embodies possı1bılıties both Ad4WESOITIIC and wonderful
The former Augustine seeks xclude d disastrous dıstortions. The
latter he 1S not reluctant ENCOUTALC. FOr it 1S In relatıng LO others wıth
love that 15 ODCH God ..  CUum dilectione ul ”) and iın enjJoyıng
them wıth delıght that closes off neıther theır NOTI OUTI orlentation
God (** homine IN deo früeris”), that COMMEC closest enjJoyıng foul

(Ffrui deo), eing gıven VOI heart, mınd and soul God hımself.
ven ıf Augustine’s understandıng of ©®lemon oes notL xactly

correspond the intention of Paul but, indeed, ıt INaY not be far

Vergote, Dette E1 desir. Deux X€s chretiens e1 Ia derive pathologique, Parıs, 1978,
178-179, confirms the soundness of Augustinian psychology In thıs matter “Pour no

part, OUS estimons qUu«C l’opposıtion en desır el releve d’un faux spirıtualısme qul,
Dar culpabiılıte, meconnaıIit desır touJours present n exıiste DaS d’amour quı sO1t Das
Qussı desır d  etre 1me el de DrOomOUVOIT, ans l’echange du don, l’elargıssemen la
confirmatıon de so1-meme de autre Nous refusons l’opposıtion dualıste en TOS

agape, amour-desır el amour-oblatıf .
144) De Doctrina Christiana 1: 79 i  g x(CC 32,26-

34,32-33) “ sed nesCIO qUO modo et1am nOostira {1t CONSCqGUCNS, CUu 6C d]

mıserıcordıiam q Uahmı impendımus egent1, sıne mercede NO  —; relınquıt eus Haec autem
INEICCS est ut 1DSO perfruamur, quı fruımur, nobıs et1am invicem iın 1PSO
perfruamur214  R. Canning  accompanies ‘‘cum dilectione uti” might tempt us to abandon ourselves  to it absolutely ; therefore, he keeps this love open to God by adding ‘‘ in  deo”, for we are commanded to love only God totally and unreservedly  with heart and soul and mind. True enjoyment is consequent on total  self-giving to God. To put one’s final hope in another human being  would be to make a god of him; this would be either to destroy him with  a burden he is unable to bear or to tempt him to arrogant exploitation of  our naive trustfulness. In any case, the delight we properly find in others  is God’s doing; it is God himself. For ‘‘when you enjoy a man in God, you  enjoy God rather than the man ’’\+*), This, however, does not mean to say  that, in enjoying God rather than others, others are not really loved or  enjoyed at all. It does not mean to say that God shoulders others out of  their rightful place because he is ultimately more enjoyable. On the  contrary, the purpose of the ‘“rather than”” is not to urge us to greater  love for God than for our neighbour, as if the text had read: ‘‘when you  love a man in God, you /ove God rather than the man””. It is designed  rather to indicate that frui in the absolute sense of' a self-giving which  embraces all the dimensions of one’s being is properly spoken of with  regard to God. The application of frui terminology to the neighbour is a  strange twist which embodies possibilities both awesome and wonderful.  The former Augustine seeks to exclude as disastrous distortions. The  latter he is not reluctant to encourage. For it is in relating to others with a  996  en  love that is open to God (*“cum dilectione ut  1  ‘in deo””) and in enjoying  them with a delight that closes off neither their nor our orientation to  God (‘*homine in deo frueris’””), that we come closest to enjoying fout  court (frui deo), being given over heart, mind and soul to God himself.  Even if Augustine’s understanding of Philemon 20 does not exactly  correspond to the intention of Paul — but, indeed, it may not be so far  A. Vergote, Dette et desir. Deux axes chretiens et la derive pathologique, Paris, 1978,  p- 178-179, confirms the soundness of Augustinian psychology in this matter: ‘““Pour notre  part, nous estimons que l’opposition entre desir et amour releve d’un faux spiritualisme qui,  par culpabilite, meconnait un desir toujours present. Il n’existe pas d’amour qui ne soit pas  aussi desir d’&tre aime et de promouvoir, dans l’echange du don, l’Elargissement et la  confirmation de soi-me&me comme de l’autre. Nous refusons l’opposition dualiste entre &ros  et agape, entre amour-desir et amour-oblatif””.  144) «De Doctrina Christiana 176 & 79 (CSEL 80,28) = 1,32;35 & 1}3337 (CC 32,26-  27.. ME 3432%33):  sed nescio quo modo etiam nostra fit consequens, cum ecam  misericordiam quam impendimus egenti, sine mercede non relinquit deus. Haec autem  merces summa est ut ipso perfruamur, et omnes qui eo fruimur, nobis etiam invicem in ipso  perfruamur ... Cum autem homine in deo frueris, deo potius quam homine frueris ”.(um autem homiıne In deo fruerI1s, deo potius qUamı homine fruer1s .
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wıde of the mark d Brechtken thınks**?) thıs 1S a(01i disqualify
Augustine otally from havıng Al Yy valı the New Testament
fOor hıs doctrine of OVve for neighbour  146)' Hıs Christian credıbilıty
thıs point oes not stand OI fall whether the ormula ° homine IN deo
frueris ” Can be shown tO have scrıptural backıng iın precisely the SdlI1llc

as he adopts it The Augustine enCounter ın De Doctrina
Christiana 15 the theologıan al work, testing ideas, ryıng Out WaVYS of
expressing the relatıonshıp between God and INla  - He Oug noTl then
be pictured as scatterbraın wh cannot make hıs mınd whether OoOVve
for ne1ıghbour should be utl OI Ffrul, and, whatever he chooses, doomed

145) Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, 03-104, 5>dy>S of Phılemon that
R DL frul 1er ber kann, wIie AdUus$s dem ganzecnh Zusammenhang hervorgeht, Bahnz und Dal
nıcht eiwa 1mM Sınne VO  —_ lhıeben verstanden werden, vielmehr: Augustın mochte A seinem
Freund ‘“ Freude haben , AUS seınen geistigen Anlagen un AUS seinem Lebenswandel
““Nutzen zıehen-, und das ann NUT, WEeNnN den artner für se1ne, Iso für dıe gule
aC gewıinnt . FOrTr Brechtken the SaJmne applıes ST and “ permu In the etters
Licentius an Jerome: Epistolae 26,4 an 073 But has the “frui" of Philemon nothıng

q]] do ıth Paul’s love for Phılemon? In Paul ca Phılemon OUY heloved an OUTFT

helper : “Bi  TO AYANnNTO Kal GULVEPYO® SA  NUÖV ; he Iso Sa yS of Ones1imus, the slave, hat he ll
become hılemon''s, h1Is master’'s. heloved hrother IN the Lord ““ QOÖEAMOV AYANNTOVThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  215  wide of the mark as Brechtken thinks!*°) — this is not to disqualify  Augustine totally from having any valid recourse to the New Testament  for his doctrine of love for neighbour!*°). His Christian credibility on  this point does not stand or fall on whether the formula ‘“ homine in deo  frueris’”” can be shown to have scriptural backing in precisely the same  sense as he adopts it. The Augustine we encounter in De Doctrina  Christiana is the theologian at work, testing ideas, trying out ways of  expressing the relationship between God and man. He ought not then to  be pictured as a scatterbrain who cannot make up his mind whether love  for neighbour should be ufi or frui, and, whatever he chooses, doomed  145) J. Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, p. 103-104, says of Philemon 20 that  “Das frui hier aber kann, wie aus dem ganzen Zusammenhang hervorgeht, ganz und gar  nicht etwa im Sinne von lieben verstanden werden, vielmehr: Augustin möchte an seinem  Freund ‘“Freude haben”, aus seinen geistigen Anlagen und aus seinem Lebenswandel  “Nutzen ziehen””, und das kann er nur, wenn er den Partner für seine, also für die gute  Sache gewinnt . For Brechtken, the same applies to ‘frui”” and ‘*perfrui”” in the letters to  Licentius and Jerome: Epistolae 26,4 and 67,3. But has the ““ frui” of Philemon 20 nothing  at all to do with Paul’s love for Philemon? In v. 1 Paul calls Philemon our beloved and our  helper : *“ t® Üyannı® Kai GcvLvEpY@ HULÖOV”; he alsa says of Onesimus, the slave, that he will  become Philemon’s, his master’s, beloved brother in the Lord: ““ 4Se\QOV AyaRNTOV ... EV  Kupi@” (v. 16). Paul wants Philemon to deal with Onesimus and with himself according to  the love he is renowned for: v. 5,7 (** I had great joy and comfort in your love ...” :“ yxapäv  yaüp mohhhıv °E6X0Vv Kal tapüklınoıv Eri ın Ayann G0v”), 9 (““I am appealing to your  love”), 20b (‘*“put new heart into me in Christ”: “ üvünavoOV LOvL TÜ OTÄCUYyXVA EV  —95  Xpıc07@”).  In other words, what Paul is pleading with Philemon for in v. 20: ““ego te fruar in  domino”, is a work of love on the basis of love, not just a helping hand or a delightful  favour: As Paul had great joy and comfort in hearing of the love of Philemon that had put  new heart into the saints (v. 7), now he appeals to that same love to put new heart into  himself “‘in Christ”” (v.9 & 20b). It is then not just to a helper who will bring some  advantage to him but to a Christian full of love that Paul addresses himself. Paul calls him  “beloved” (v. 1) and hopes that ‘ in the Lord” the delight of seeing the work of love he asks  for performed will not be withheld. In this light is ‘ uti cum dilectione ”” which brings delight  very wrong in describing the relationship between Paul and Philemon? Of course, it would  have been impossible to deduce this from the use of övaiunv in v. 20 alone.  146) J. Brechtken, in his treatment of love for neighbour in the second part of  Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, p. 85-155, limits himself in large measure to the theoretical  discussion in De Doctrina Christiana. See e.g. p. 120: ‘ Wir können uns dabei weitgehend  auf die Schrift De doctrina christiana beschränken, weil die referre ad-Formel dort in jeder  denkbaren Verwendungsmöglichkeit vorkommt, von daher also hinreichend zu erkennen  ist, ganz abgesehen davon, dass hier ja unser Hauptproblem zu lokalisieren ist”’. Further,  p- 126-130, where five of the eight “ für die Nächstenliebe irgendwie relevant erscheinenden  Stellen” quoted are from De Doctrina Christiana. Of the 78 references to Augustine in Part  I1 of Brechtken’s monograph forty-three are to this work. Although De Doctrina Christiana  is of great importance, particularly regarding the theme of the present chapter, Augustine’s  whole understanding of love of neighbour cannot be sought there alone, and certainly not  just in the passages that have to do with-uti and frui.KDPLIO (V 16) Paul Phılemon LO deal ıth Onesimus and ıth hımself accordıing
the love he 1$ renowned for 5} GE had grealt Joy and com{fort In VOUT loveThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  215  wide of the mark as Brechtken thinks!*°) — this is not to disqualify  Augustine totally from having any valid recourse to the New Testament  for his doctrine of love for neighbour!*°). His Christian credibility on  this point does not stand or fall on whether the formula ‘“ homine in deo  frueris’”” can be shown to have scriptural backing in precisely the same  sense as he adopts it. The Augustine we encounter in De Doctrina  Christiana is the theologian at work, testing ideas, trying out ways of  expressing the relationship between God and man. He ought not then to  be pictured as a scatterbrain who cannot make up his mind whether love  for neighbour should be ufi or frui, and, whatever he chooses, doomed  145) J. Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, p. 103-104, says of Philemon 20 that  “Das frui hier aber kann, wie aus dem ganzen Zusammenhang hervorgeht, ganz und gar  nicht etwa im Sinne von lieben verstanden werden, vielmehr: Augustin möchte an seinem  Freund ‘“Freude haben”, aus seinen geistigen Anlagen und aus seinem Lebenswandel  “Nutzen ziehen””, und das kann er nur, wenn er den Partner für seine, also für die gute  Sache gewinnt . For Brechtken, the same applies to ‘frui”” and ‘*perfrui”” in the letters to  Licentius and Jerome: Epistolae 26,4 and 67,3. But has the ““ frui” of Philemon 20 nothing  at all to do with Paul’s love for Philemon? In v. 1 Paul calls Philemon our beloved and our  helper : *“ t® Üyannı® Kai GcvLvEpY@ HULÖOV”; he alsa says of Onesimus, the slave, that he will  become Philemon’s, his master’s, beloved brother in the Lord: ““ 4Se\QOV AyaRNTOV ... EV  Kupi@” (v. 16). Paul wants Philemon to deal with Onesimus and with himself according to  the love he is renowned for: v. 5,7 (** I had great joy and comfort in your love ...” :“ yxapäv  yaüp mohhhıv °E6X0Vv Kal tapüklınoıv Eri ın Ayann G0v”), 9 (““I am appealing to your  love”), 20b (‘*“put new heart into me in Christ”: “ üvünavoOV LOvL TÜ OTÄCUYyXVA EV  —95  Xpıc07@”).  In other words, what Paul is pleading with Philemon for in v. 20: ““ego te fruar in  domino”, is a work of love on the basis of love, not just a helping hand or a delightful  favour: As Paul had great joy and comfort in hearing of the love of Philemon that had put  new heart into the saints (v. 7), now he appeals to that same love to put new heart into  himself “‘in Christ”” (v.9 & 20b). It is then not just to a helper who will bring some  advantage to him but to a Christian full of love that Paul addresses himself. Paul calls him  “beloved” (v. 1) and hopes that ‘ in the Lord” the delight of seeing the work of love he asks  for performed will not be withheld. In this light is ‘ uti cum dilectione ”” which brings delight  very wrong in describing the relationship between Paul and Philemon? Of course, it would  have been impossible to deduce this from the use of övaiunv in v. 20 alone.  146) J. Brechtken, in his treatment of love for neighbour in the second part of  Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, p. 85-155, limits himself in large measure to the theoretical  discussion in De Doctrina Christiana. See e.g. p. 120: ‘ Wir können uns dabei weitgehend  auf die Schrift De doctrina christiana beschränken, weil die referre ad-Formel dort in jeder  denkbaren Verwendungsmöglichkeit vorkommt, von daher also hinreichend zu erkennen  ist, ganz abgesehen davon, dass hier ja unser Hauptproblem zu lokalisieren ist”’. Further,  p- 126-130, where five of the eight “ für die Nächstenliebe irgendwie relevant erscheinenden  Stellen” quoted are from De Doctrina Christiana. Of the 78 references to Augustine in Part  I1 of Brechtken’s monograph forty-three are to this work. Although De Doctrina Christiana  is of great importance, particularly regarding the theme of the present chapter, Augustine’s  whole understanding of love of neighbour cannot be sought there alone, and certainly not  just in the passages that have to do with-uti and frui.XOAPAV
yap MOAANV EOYOV Kal NMAPAKANOLV ETML T1 AyYATN (: appealıng yOUL
1Ove 3: 20b C put 1NCW eaqar'‘ into IN Christ” ““ QVANADLOOV LOU Ta OTACUYY VO EV
A PLOTÖ

In er words, hat Paul 1S pleadıng ıth Phılemon for ın A  ego fruar ın
domino , 1S work of love the basıs of love, noLt Just helping hand delıghtful
favour. As Paul had JOY and Oomfort ın hearıng of the love of Phılemon that had DutL
NCW heart into the salnts (V NO he appeals that Sarmne Oove DuL DNCW heart iInto
hımself 6,  ın Christ: (Vv 20b) It 15 hen NnOTL Just helper wh 111 brıing SOIMNC

advantage LO hım but Chrıistian full of love hat Pau]l addresses hımself. Pau!]l ca hım
beloved ” (v l and opes that .  1ın the LOTG: the delıght of see1ng the work of love he asks
for performed ıll 1a(0)! be wıthheld In thıs lıght 1s ..  utı GL dılectione ” which brings delıght
VerYy In describing the relatıonshıp between Paul and ı1lemon Of COUTSC, ıt WOU
ave een impossıble deduce thıs from the UsSsCcC of OVALLUN V ın alone.

146) Brechtken, In hıs treatment of love for neıghbour ın the second part of
Augustinus Doctor Caritatis, lımıts hımself ıIn arge CASUTE the theoretical
discussion ın De Doctrina Christiana. See C 120 “ Wır können uUu1ls dabe! weıtgehend
auf dıe Schrift De doectrina chrıisti1ana beschränken, weıl dıe referre ad-Frorme dort n jeder
enkbaren Verwendungsmöglichkeıit vorkommt, VOoO  $ er Iso hınreichend erkennen
ist, ganz abgesehen davon, ass 1er Ja Hauptproblem lokalısıeren ist  F Further,

126-130, where 1ve of the e1g ET dıe Nächstenlıebe irgendwıe relevant erscheinenden
Stellen  29 quoted AdIC from De Doctrina Christiana. Of the 78 references Augustine in Part

of Brechtken’s monograph forty-three aIic thıs work. Although De Doctrina Christiana
1$ of ımportance, partıcularly regardıng the eme of the present chapter, Augustine’s
whole understandıng of love of neıghbour CannotL be sought ere alone, and certamly a(01!

Just ın the that ave do wıth-uti and fTrul.
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from the sta fall short of the New Jlestament. The fact that the
question 15 pose ıIn non-scriptual terms 1s nOTt In ıtself sufficıent DIC-
Judge the argumentatıon and thea fiınd answel A foreıgn
the true Christian conception of love. Augustine Sa that the ne1ıghbour
represented specı1al Case which ONe COU noTlt Just appIiy sımple ut!
Or frul. Hıs search for mıddle WdY, then, 1S not sıgn of indec1isiveness
provoke Dy the cClas of Christian love for ne1ıghbour wıth opposed
and unylelding thıcal System, but acknowledgement that uti/frul, not

only ın 1ts COmM  1N-SCI] meanıng but also in 1ts normal technical
acceptance, has be transformed In order {O CODC UulLY wıth human
realıty 147). If the result of thıs attention the ne1ıghbour 1s rıng ut!
and Ffrui VeETY close together such that ' gquamquam etiam VICINLSSIME
dicitur Ffrul CU. dilectione utı  27 m1g thıs be indıcation nOoTt of
meanınglessness and confusıon but that ove for ne1ıghbour VC nearly
approaches love for God? ‘Approaches’, Augustine 1s careful 5SdYy, notLt

and takes the place of.
147) Brechtken. CIt., 133 appCals requıre of Augustine formal

recognıtion of thıs poımint, and. faılıng find 1t, feels Justified ın concludıing hat self-ınterest
(the use of the neiıghbour means) overlays al seemıng dısınteres In Augustinian love.

* Vor allem ber Man IMN UuSssS erklären können, Augustın In der VO

beneficentlia und misericordıia bestimmten Nächstenlıiebe, Wenn 1es schon der eigentliche
Gesichtspunkt sein soll, N1IC diıeselben Konsequenzen zieht wıe ın der göttlıchen Liebe und
irgendwann, irgendwo einmal ausdrücklıch eingesteht, ass sıch 1er nıcht das
normale frul der ut! handelt [Dass Augustıin dıes nıcht Lul, 1ese Parallele ZUT göttlıchen
Liebe Iso nıcht voll durchzieht, TSL reC| nıcht ausdrücklich, hat doch einen handfesten
Tun und 1e8s berechtigt uns, dıe Nächstenliebe 1m ben genannten ext 1mM
Wiıderspruch VO'! Eigennutz und selbstloser Güte, als Überlagerung des letzteren durch das
erstere deuten

take the extended diıscussıon iıtself of the '""magna quaest10 ” In De Doctrina
Christiana evidence that ..  ut1i  ‚Z cannot be applıed the ne1ghbour it 1$ applıed
infra-human realıty. Ihe fact that “ frul  97 18 Iso sed of the neighbour that ere 1S
A “honestum ; present In love for hım ell A “utile”. IThus, the .6.  ut1ı GCUu:

dılectione ” which 15 VEr y close “frui“ has essentıal dıimensıon which 15 ackıng
sımple .  ut!  77 of lower thıngs, and certamly A  ut1  7 Brechtken CONCEIVES ıt. See 1
115 of Augustinus Doctor Caritatis for the lJatter ..  Gebrauchen’ ass sıch doch NUT, wenn

ich etiwas haben, eiwas ın dıe and bekommen, ber eiwas verfügen will. anderes
erreichen, bewirken, machen. Das Gebrauchte der Zugebrauchende ist immer

ıttel, ıttel ZU weck, natürlıch für eiınen anderen Zweck, der nıcht mıt dem ıttel
selbst zusammenfallen ann Ich gebrauche eın Auto, fahren, eın 1e]
erreichen. I)Das Gebrauchte steht deshalb uch als Gebrauchtes immer ırgendwıe “unter‘
dem Zielwert, WOZU gebraucht wırd Das Gebrauchte ist immer Zeug Zu eiwas, 7z.B
Handwerkszeug dgl Von daher omMm ann Ja auch, ass z B 1mM zwıschenmensch-
lıchen Bereich das ‘“Gebrauchen‘’ eigentlıch völlıg unvorstellbar ist der wenigstens se1n
sollte, se1 enn 1mM Sınne VO Ausbeutung, Sklavereı, urz Unmenschlıichkeıt. (jJanz In
Übereinstimmung mıt diıesem alltägliıch-geläufigen ınn VON Gebrauchen ste Ja ann
uch das 'erste’, das eigentliche utı be1 Augustin, wıe WIT ben kennengelernt haben,
WE uch allzusehr eingeengt auf dıe reine appetitus-Perspektive .
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111 ÄNDERS NYGREN’S UNDERSTANDING UTI/FRUI AN  -

Brief presentation of Nygren s position
Anders Nygren’s characterisatiıon of New lTestament AS

spontaneous and unmotivated, indıfferent value, creative and COIN-

muniıty-buildıng, 1S accepte by ose Brechtken ıth full approval and it
18 sharply contrasted wıth the putatıve Augustinian VIEW fOor which
indıvıdual beatıtude WOU be central: ..  OUur reedom fOor OUTI OW

sake  77 148). ygren, however, continues {O talk of caritas-synthesıs In
Augustine, CVCNMN though he SCC the eros-mot1 AS dominatıng and Oove for
ne1ghbour specıal Casec eiıther of OVEe 18 God OT of self-love, both of
which adIc basıcally acquıisıtiıve desıre seekıng rest If 1$ made
suffer much, asks Brechtken, HNOW Can ıt STl In Aallıy be
considered compatıble wıth eros? Heu that Nygren has SsSCCN only
the domiınant motif of eTrOS in Augustine but has nNnOT adverted the fact
that thıs motıf 15 central already establıshed thıcal System,
individualistic self-seekıng eudaımon1ism, which SOVEINS the ole of
Augustine’s hought love for neighbour  149). Be thıs as ıt May, Nygren
1$ hardly ess erıtical adıcal erOS dımensıon than Brechtken 15 of the
all-pervasıve thıcal SyStem : 7). Furthermore, both authors ATC guıded
Dy the SaImnlle fundamental notion of love in Augustine : that of an in-
determinate acquıisıtıve desıre seekıng Test, indıfferent ongıng cravıng
fOr satisfactıon and fulfilment‘). Ragnar has ably shown that

14B) See Brechtken, CIt., 90-93 For the formula, "”"unsere Freıiheit unseTeT

selbst wiıllen ””, cf. p.9 Brechtken 1 ves reference Augustine for thıs, ere
elsewhere. Because of hıs emphasıs God, 1sdom, bonum Cven from the
time of the Soliloquia, consıder ıt hıghly unlıkely that Augustine WOU.: ver ave sed
such expression In the purported Dy Brechtken.

149) Ibid., 9-10
1 50) Whıle Brechtken lımıts himself argely the utı/frul discussiıon of love for

ne1ghbour in De Doctrina Christiana, ygren 18 somewhat INOTEC wıde-rangıng. The atter’s
eriticısm 15 Iso less Tras and, for all hat ıt 1n unsatısfactory In Augustine, refraıns
from TIES of exasperatıon and horror.

151) See Brechtken, CiH. D3 “ Wır können dıiese deshalb der
Grundstruktur nach, dıe 1Im Streben ach der ehebung VO  — Seinsmängel un in der
bewirkten Glückseligkeıt ıhr Spezıfikum hat, iIm folgenden kurz als appetitus-Ethık
bezeichnen 7

Nygren, gape and Lros, p. 482 (4) All love 15 acquisitive love. (2) hıs
acquisıtive love 18 the mMOoOst elementary and fundamental phenomenon in human lıfe ”:

494 FOr Augustine love 18 longing indifferent In tself, whose qualıity 1S determined by
the object which 1t 15 dırectedThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  217  III. ANDERS NYGREN’S UNDERSTANDING OF UTI/FRUI AND CRITIQUE  A. Brief presentation of Nygren’s position  Anders Nygren’s characterisation of New Testament agape as  spontaneous and unmotivated, indifferent to value, creative and com-  munity-building, is accepted by Josef Brechtken with full approval and it  is sharply contrasted with the putative Augustinian view for which  individual beatitude would be central: ‘‘our freedom for our own  sake””148), Nygren, however, continues to talk of a caritas-synthesis in  Augustine, even though he see the eros-motif as dominating and love for  neighbour as a special case either of love to God or of self-love, both of  which are basically acquisitive desire seeking rest. If agape is made to  suffer so much, asks Brechtken, how can it still in any sense be  considered compatible with eros? He suggests that Nygren has seen only  the dominant motif of eros in Augustine but has not adverted to the fact  that this motif is central to an already established ethical system,  individualistic self-seeking eudaimonism, which governs the whole of  Augustine’s thought on love for neighbour**?). Be this as it may, Nygren  is hardly less critical of the radical eros dimension than Brechtken is of the  all-pervasive ethical system‘°°). Furthermore, both authors are guided  by the same fundamental notion of love in Augustine: that of an in-  determinate acquisitive desire seeking rest, an indifferent longing craving  for satisfaction and fulfilment!°!). Ragnar Holte has ably shown that  148) See J. Brechtken, op. cit., p. 90-93. For the formula, ““unsere Freiheit um unserer  selbst ‚willen””, cf. p.90. Brechtken gives no reference to Augustine for this, here or  elsewhere. Because of his emphasis on God, Wisdom, as bonum commune even from the  time of the Soliloquia, I consider it highly unlikely that Augustine would ever have used  such an expression in the sense purported by Brechtken.  149) /bid., p. 9-10.  150) While Brechtken limits himself largely to the uti/frui discussion of love for  neighbour in De Doctrina Christiana, Nygren is somewhat more wide-ranging. The latter’s  criticism is also less brash and, for all that it finds unsatisfactory in Augustine, refrains  from cries of exasperation and horror.  151) See J. Brechtken, op. cit., p.3: ‘Wir können diese Ethik deshalb der  Grundstruktur nach, die im Streben nach der Behebung von Seinsmängel und in der so  bewirkten Glückseligkeit ihr Spezifikum hat, im folgenden kurz als appetitus-Ethik  bezeichnen ”.  A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, p.482: “(:1) All love is acquisitive love. (2) This  acquisitive love is the most elementary and fundamental phenomenon in human Ilife”;  p. 494 : “ For Augustine love is a longing indifferent in itself, whose quality is determined by  the object to which it is directed ... Love is the elementary motive power in all human  action, good and bad alike ... The idea that love is an ethically indifferent force which  becomes ethical or unethical according to the nature of the object it desires  * D, 495Love 18 the elementary motive In all human
actıon, g00d and bad alıkeThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  217  III. ANDERS NYGREN’S UNDERSTANDING OF UTI/FRUI AND CRITIQUE  A. Brief presentation of Nygren’s position  Anders Nygren’s characterisation of New Testament agape as  spontaneous and unmotivated, indifferent to value, creative and com-  munity-building, is accepted by Josef Brechtken with full approval and it  is sharply contrasted with the putative Augustinian view for which  individual beatitude would be central: ‘‘our freedom for our own  sake””148), Nygren, however, continues to talk of a caritas-synthesis in  Augustine, even though he see the eros-motif as dominating and love for  neighbour as a special case either of love to God or of self-love, both of  which are basically acquisitive desire seeking rest. If agape is made to  suffer so much, asks Brechtken, how can it still in any sense be  considered compatible with eros? He suggests that Nygren has seen only  the dominant motif of eros in Augustine but has not adverted to the fact  that this motif is central to an already established ethical system,  individualistic self-seeking eudaimonism, which governs the whole of  Augustine’s thought on love for neighbour**?). Be this as it may, Nygren  is hardly less critical of the radical eros dimension than Brechtken is of the  all-pervasive ethical system‘°°). Furthermore, both authors are guided  by the same fundamental notion of love in Augustine: that of an in-  determinate acquisitive desire seeking rest, an indifferent longing craving  for satisfaction and fulfilment!°!). Ragnar Holte has ably shown that  148) See J. Brechtken, op. cit., p. 90-93. For the formula, ““unsere Freiheit um unserer  selbst ‚willen””, cf. p.90. Brechtken gives no reference to Augustine for this, here or  elsewhere. Because of his emphasis on God, Wisdom, as bonum commune even from the  time of the Soliloquia, I consider it highly unlikely that Augustine would ever have used  such an expression in the sense purported by Brechtken.  149) /bid., p. 9-10.  150) While Brechtken limits himself largely to the uti/frui discussion of love for  neighbour in De Doctrina Christiana, Nygren is somewhat more wide-ranging. The latter’s  criticism is also less brash and, for all that it finds unsatisfactory in Augustine, refrains  from cries of exasperation and horror.  151) See J. Brechtken, op. cit., p.3: ‘Wir können diese Ethik deshalb der  Grundstruktur nach, die im Streben nach der Behebung von Seinsmängel und in der so  bewirkten Glückseligkeit ihr Spezifikum hat, im folgenden kurz als appetitus-Ethik  bezeichnen ”.  A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, p.482: “(:1) All love is acquisitive love. (2) This  acquisitive love is the most elementary and fundamental phenomenon in human Ilife”;  p. 494 : “ For Augustine love is a longing indifferent in itself, whose quality is determined by  the object to which it is directed ... Love is the elementary motive power in all human  action, good and bad alike ... The idea that love is an ethically indifferent force which  becomes ethical or unethical according to the nature of the object it desires  * D, 495Ihe iıdea that love 1S a ethically indifferent force which
becomes thıcal unethical accordıng the nature of the object ıt desıres „  D 495,
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thıs 1s er10us over-simplıfication that disregards the dıfferentiated and
complex Augustinlian psychology of 1ove >°*). Holte’s posıtiıon has een
presented earlıer in thıs work.

1s not surprising, however, that when love 1S sccnın as acqulısıtıve,
uti/frul Can be easıly accepte AS and en Nygren evidently 1S of
thıs opınıon. relatıon between TUl and Ut1 1S therefore that
between ends and218  R. Canning  this is a serious over-simplification that disregards the differentiated and  complex Augustinian psychology of love!°?). Holte’s position has been  presented earlier in this work.  It is not surprising, however, that when love is seen as acquisitive,  uti/frui can be easily accepted as means and end. Nygren evidently is of  this opinion. ‘ The relation between Frui and Uti is therefore that  between ends and means ... when I ‘use’ an object ... because in the last  resort I love something else, (I) regard the object I am using as a means  to obtain the enjoyment of this’’!°%). For Nygren’s Augustine the right  form of caritas is love for God and this excludes all other love. God, who  is alone the supreme and immutable good, cannot suffer anything to be  loved beside himself. But, Nygren puts the question: ‘Can we not  conceive of such a love for the creature as would simply be an expression  of our love for God, and which, so far from diverting from Him anything  of the stream of love, would actually, though by a detour, conduct it in its  completeness to Him’”’!54)? Uti enables us to do precisely this; it ““has  the important task of making love relative so that it can be directed to  the creature as well, without sin’’!°°). Frui, on the other hand, ‘“has the  important task of preventing God being made into a means to some  other end’’!>°), The relative, including the neighbour, are to be loved  relatively, the absolute, God, absolutely. In fact, only God, whom we  have a real right to love, can be loved absolutely freely — that is, without  our seeking to gain something else through loving him. Thus, according  to Nygren, there will always be an element of self-interest in uti, and  consequently in love for neighbour. The desire for rest in God will  properly predominate. Besides, ufi love for neighbour is actually only a  detour. Although  n.2: “ Augustine is the starting-point of the tradition according to which the meaning of  conversion is the transference of desire to a new object””.  152) R, Holte, Beatitude et Sagesse, p. 256, 259 & 269. For a critique of Nygrenian  and Brechtkenian presentations of Augustine’s eudaimonism from another angle, see A.  Becker, De [’instinct du bonheur ä l’extase de la beatitude. Theologie et pedagogie du bonheur  dans la predication de saint Augustin, Paris, 1967, p. 280-316.  153) A. Nygren, op. cit., p. 504. See further, p. 505; 507: ‘“ For Caritas ... ‘“uses” the  world, and loves it only as a means for ascending to God ... ” ; 510, 555: “ What sense could  there be in saying that God’s love to us means that He uses us, employ$ us as a means”. In  his section on uti/frui, p. 503-512, Nygren is not dealing explicitly with love for neighbour,  but the neighbour is obviously not an absolute, an end, an object of true frui, and must  therefore be seen as sharing in what Nygren says of things in the world.  154) J/bid., p. 504. The underlining is mine.  155) /bid., p. 509.  156) /bid., p. 508.when use object218  R. Canning  this is a serious over-simplification that disregards the differentiated and  complex Augustinian psychology of love!°?). Holte’s position has been  presented earlier in this work.  It is not surprising, however, that when love is seen as acquisitive,  uti/frui can be easily accepted as means and end. Nygren evidently is of  this opinion. ‘ The relation between Frui and Uti is therefore that  between ends and means ... when I ‘use’ an object ... because in the last  resort I love something else, (I) regard the object I am using as a means  to obtain the enjoyment of this’’!°%). For Nygren’s Augustine the right  form of caritas is love for God and this excludes all other love. God, who  is alone the supreme and immutable good, cannot suffer anything to be  loved beside himself. But, Nygren puts the question: ‘Can we not  conceive of such a love for the creature as would simply be an expression  of our love for God, and which, so far from diverting from Him anything  of the stream of love, would actually, though by a detour, conduct it in its  completeness to Him’”’!54)? Uti enables us to do precisely this; it ““has  the important task of making love relative so that it can be directed to  the creature as well, without sin’’!°°). Frui, on the other hand, ‘“has the  important task of preventing God being made into a means to some  other end’’!>°), The relative, including the neighbour, are to be loved  relatively, the absolute, God, absolutely. In fact, only God, whom we  have a real right to love, can be loved absolutely freely — that is, without  our seeking to gain something else through loving him. Thus, according  to Nygren, there will always be an element of self-interest in uti, and  consequently in love for neighbour. The desire for rest in God will  properly predominate. Besides, ufi love for neighbour is actually only a  detour. Although  n.2: “ Augustine is the starting-point of the tradition according to which the meaning of  conversion is the transference of desire to a new object””.  152) R, Holte, Beatitude et Sagesse, p. 256, 259 & 269. For a critique of Nygrenian  and Brechtkenian presentations of Augustine’s eudaimonism from another angle, see A.  Becker, De [’instinct du bonheur ä l’extase de la beatitude. Theologie et pedagogie du bonheur  dans la predication de saint Augustin, Paris, 1967, p. 280-316.  153) A. Nygren, op. cit., p. 504. See further, p. 505; 507: ‘“ For Caritas ... ‘“uses” the  world, and loves it only as a means for ascending to God ... ” ; 510, 555: “ What sense could  there be in saying that God’s love to us means that He uses us, employ$ us as a means”. In  his section on uti/frui, p. 503-512, Nygren is not dealing explicitly with love for neighbour,  but the neighbour is obviously not an absolute, an end, an object of true frui, and must  therefore be seen as sharing in what Nygren says of things in the world.  154) J/bid., p. 504. The underlining is mine.  155) /bid., p. 509.  156) /bid., p. 508.because ın the last
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l53) Nygren, CH. 504 See further, 505 : 507 ..  For Carıtas218  R. Canning  this is a serious over-simplification that disregards the differentiated and  complex Augustinian psychology of love!°?). Holte’s position has been  presented earlier in this work.  It is not surprising, however, that when love is seen as acquisitive,  uti/frui can be easily accepted as means and end. Nygren evidently is of  this opinion. ‘ The relation between Frui and Uti is therefore that  between ends and means ... when I ‘use’ an object ... because in the last  resort I love something else, (I) regard the object I am using as a means  to obtain the enjoyment of this’’!°%). For Nygren’s Augustine the right  form of caritas is love for God and this excludes all other love. God, who  is alone the supreme and immutable good, cannot suffer anything to be  loved beside himself. But, Nygren puts the question: ‘Can we not  conceive of such a love for the creature as would simply be an expression  of our love for God, and which, so far from diverting from Him anything  of the stream of love, would actually, though by a detour, conduct it in its  completeness to Him’”’!54)? Uti enables us to do precisely this; it ““has  the important task of making love relative so that it can be directed to  the creature as well, without sin’’!°°). Frui, on the other hand, ‘“has the  important task of preventing God being made into a means to some  other end’’!>°), The relative, including the neighbour, are to be loved  relatively, the absolute, God, absolutely. In fact, only God, whom we  have a real right to love, can be loved absolutely freely — that is, without  our seeking to gain something else through loving him. Thus, according  to Nygren, there will always be an element of self-interest in uti, and  consequently in love for neighbour. The desire for rest in God will  properly predominate. Besides, ufi love for neighbour is actually only a  detour. Although  n.2: “ Augustine is the starting-point of the tradition according to which the meaning of  conversion is the transference of desire to a new object””.  152) R, Holte, Beatitude et Sagesse, p. 256, 259 & 269. For a critique of Nygrenian  and Brechtkenian presentations of Augustine’s eudaimonism from another angle, see A.  Becker, De [’instinct du bonheur ä l’extase de la beatitude. Theologie et pedagogie du bonheur  dans la predication de saint Augustin, Paris, 1967, p. 280-316.  153) A. Nygren, op. cit., p. 504. See further, p. 505; 507: ‘“ For Caritas ... ‘“uses” the  world, and loves it only as a means for ascending to God ... ” ; 510, 555: “ What sense could  there be in saying that God’s love to us means that He uses us, employ$ us as a means”. In  his section on uti/frui, p. 503-512, Nygren is not dealing explicitly with love for neighbour,  but the neighbour is obviously not an absolute, an end, an object of true frui, and must  therefore be seen as sharing in what Nygren says of things in the world.  154) J/bid., p. 504. The underlining is mine.  155) /bid., p. 509.  156) /bid., p. 508.“USCS” the
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Can devote certaın relatıve ove thıngs ın the WOT. yel thıs 18
nonetheless evidence of the weakness of OUT OVve of God219  The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  we can devote a certain relative love to things in the world, yet this is  nonetheless evidence of the weakness of our love of God ... The  ideal would be to have no need to devote any time or thought to  temporal things. If we really loved God as we ought, we should not  love anything at all in the world — that is Augustine’s final word on  this question!>”).  In the long run, however, even love for God shares the fate of love of  neighbour by becoming relative, a means to my enjoyment in possessing  the highest good!58). Frui ultimately fails to fulfil its task, such that  Nygren can conclude:  Not even the ideas ‘‘ Uti” and ‘‘frui”’ were able to deliver Augustine  from the prevalent Hellenistic Eros theory. When he says we are to  use the world in order to attain the enjoyment of God, he has the  same idea as Plato had in urging us not to be captivated by the  beautiful things in this world, but to use them as a ladder on which  to ascend to the higher world*!>°).  B. Critique of Nygren on uti/frui  In the light of the texts we have examined in this chapter, the  following further comments can be made with regard to Nygren’s  position. They apply in great measure also to that of Brechtken.  1. Is there no more to uti/frui than their common-sense meanings ?  The constant pre-supposition of both authors is that uri/frui mean  simply — or in Brechtken’s case, ought to mean — ‘use’ and ‘enjoy”,  more.or less as we now understand the terms in everyday speech, with the  possible additional element that ‘use’ in Augustine is seen as the means of  procuring my enjoyment. This pre-supposition, however, is not justified.  Just as, in seeing love as acquisitive desire that is ethically determined by  157) Jbid., p. 510.  158) /bid., p. 510: “ Augustine defines ‘“Frui”” thus: ‘“amore alicui rei inhaerere  propter se ipsam”’. Love, amor, is here plainly a means to an end”’. I find the conclusion  that love for God is ‘“plainly”” a means to an end, which Nygren draws from the definition  of “frui” quoted, ‘plain’ only if one assumes that the emphasis in “ frui” should be on ‘my  enjoyment’ rather than on ‘enjoyment of God’. This indeed appears to be Nygren’s  assumption; see p. 505: ‘‘The purpose of our love to God must therefore be enjoyment of  God, ‘fruitio Dei’”. R. Holte, on the other hand, stresses that it is God who is to be enjoyed.  For him, total love for God is itself ‘“fruitio Dei’””; God alone can bear the fulness of our  hope and command our complete obedience.  159) Jbid., p. 512.The
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the value of the object which ıt In of qules, the
dıfferentiated Augustinian psychology that corresponds the dilectio
ordinata Wäas ignored, ere LOO uti/frul 1s nOTL adequately Judged In the
1g of 1ts antecedents and 1ts contemporarıIes. Ragnar (0)  e’ workıng
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he breaks the on that restrict Ffrui (0d and speaks surprisingly,
albeıt ıth reservatıons, of frul-love fOor ne1ıghbour, 1S thıs noL agaın
emphasıse the specı1al role OVe for ne1ghbour plays for hım? TIo
determine that role INOIC closely ıll have o0Ok other exXis that
aATIC less patent of mısunderstandings than those involving utı and
Ffrui

Such ıll be dduced iın abundance ıIn the COUISC of the
forthcoming chapters. However, ın order make ıt quıte clear from the
outset what Augustine o€es and oes nOoTL understand by uti-love of
ne1ghbour, and hOow frui-love for ne1ghbour play specıal role
for hım, INaYy antıcıpate Dy quoting few short classıc from
outsıde the explicıt uti/frul Regardıng the former, that 1S, utL-
Oove fOor neighbour, read In 8,5 of the commentar the first
letter of John

All love DT'  S certaın benevolence towards those loveThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  221  he breaks the bonds that restrict frui to God and speaks surprisingly,  albeit with reservations, of a frui-love for neighbour, is this not again to  emphasise the special role love for neighbour plays for him? To  determine that role more closely we will have to look to other texts that  are less patent of grave misunderstandings than those involving ufi and  fra  Such texts will be adduced in abundance in the course of the  forthcoming chapters. However, in order to make it quite clear from the  outset what Augustine does and does not understand by utfi-love of  neighbour, and how frui-love for neighbour comes to play a special role  for him, we may anticipate by quoting a few short classic passages from  outside the explicit uti/frui spectrum. Regarding the former, that is, ufi-  love for neighbour, we read in tract 8,5 of the commentary on the first  letter of John:  All love presupposes a certain benevolence towards those we love ...  For we may not and cannot love people in the same way that a  gourmet declares that he likes roast trush. For all that the  gourmet is interested in is killing and eating. If he says that he likes  roast thrush, then it is not really the thrush itself he likes, because he  doesn’t leave it live but destroys it. We only like food in order to  consume it and to build up our strength again. But we may never let  our love for people resemble our liking for consumer goods.  Friendship is a matter of benevolence; it is to be willing to»give  something to those whom we love. But what then if we have nothing  to give? That is not really important, for benevolence alone is  enough for those who love.  The passage goes on to eschew all domination of others, and draws our  attention to the danger of wanting to get those who are dependent on us  into our power. Augustine, therefore, shuns outright the ufi of exploi-  tation and with it any trace of spiritual consumerism. In love it is not my  enjoyment that counts most, but ““let it be your wish that every person be  your equal so that we might all equally be subject to the One to whom we  can give nothing”!°%°). Regarding the latter, that is, frui-love for  160) /n Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 (ML 35,2038-2039): *... tamen omnis dilectio,  fratres carissimi, utique benevolentiam quamdam habet erga eos qui diliguntur ... non sic  debemus amare homines, quomodo audimus gulosos dicere: Amo turdos. Quaeris quare?  Ut occidat, et consumat. Et amare se dicit, et ad hoc illos amat ut non sint, ad hoc amat ut  perimat. Et quidquid ad cibandum amamus, ad hoc emamus, ut illud consumatur, et nos  reficiamur. Numquid sic amandi sunt homines, tamquam consumendi? sed amicitia  quaedam benevolentiae est, ut aliquando praestemus eis quos amamus. Quid, si non sit  quod praestemus ? Sola benevolentia sufficit amanti ... Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uno  sitis cui nihil praestari potest ”.For MaYy nNOTL and cannot love people in the same WdYy that
gourmet declares that he es trush For all that the
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attention the danger of wantıng gel those wh: aIic dependent us

into OUT W Augustine, therefore, cshuns outrıght the ut!ı of explo1-
tatıon and ıth ıt an Yy of spirıtual consumerısm. In love it 1s not F
enjoyment hat Counts mOoOSsT, but ° Jet ıt be yYyOUIL wısh that CVETIV PETISON be
YOUr equa that m1g all equally be ubject the One whom
Can g1ive nothine‘ *° Regardıng the latter, hat 1S, frui-love for

160) In Epistolam Ioannıs, Ern 8,5 (ML 35  -The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  221  he breaks the bonds that restrict frui to God and speaks surprisingly,  albeit with reservations, of a frui-love for neighbour, is this not again to  emphasise the special role love for neighbour plays for him? To  determine that role more closely we will have to look to other texts that  are less patent of grave misunderstandings than those involving ufi and  fra  Such texts will be adduced in abundance in the course of the  forthcoming chapters. However, in order to make it quite clear from the  outset what Augustine does and does not understand by utfi-love of  neighbour, and how frui-love for neighbour comes to play a special role  for him, we may anticipate by quoting a few short classic passages from  outside the explicit uti/frui spectrum. Regarding the former, that is, ufi-  love for neighbour, we read in tract 8,5 of the commentary on the first  letter of John:  All love presupposes a certain benevolence towards those we love ...  For we may not and cannot love people in the same way that a  gourmet declares that he likes roast trush. For all that the  gourmet is interested in is killing and eating. If he says that he likes  roast thrush, then it is not really the thrush itself he likes, because he  doesn’t leave it live but destroys it. We only like food in order to  consume it and to build up our strength again. But we may never let  our love for people resemble our liking for consumer goods.  Friendship is a matter of benevolence; it is to be willing to»give  something to those whom we love. But what then if we have nothing  to give? That is not really important, for benevolence alone is  enough for those who love.  The passage goes on to eschew all domination of others, and draws our  attention to the danger of wanting to get those who are dependent on us  into our power. Augustine, therefore, shuns outright the ufi of exploi-  tation and with it any trace of spiritual consumerism. In love it is not my  enjoyment that counts most, but ““let it be your wish that every person be  your equal so that we might all equally be subject to the One to whom we  can give nothing”!°%°). Regarding the latter, that is, frui-love for  160) /n Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 (ML 35,2038-2039): *... tamen omnis dilectio,  fratres carissimi, utique benevolentiam quamdam habet erga eos qui diliguntur ... non sic  debemus amare homines, quomodo audimus gulosos dicere: Amo turdos. Quaeris quare?  Ut occidat, et consumat. Et amare se dicit, et ad hoc illos amat ut non sint, ad hoc amat ut  perimat. Et quidquid ad cibandum amamus, ad hoc emamus, ut illud consumatur, et nos  reficiamur. Numquid sic amandi sunt homines, tamquam consumendi? sed amicitia  quaedam benevolentiae est, ut aliquando praestemus eis quos amamus. Quid, si non sit  quod praestemus ? Sola benevolentia sufficit amanti ... Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uno  sitis cui nihil praestari potest ”.am: Omnıs dılecti0,
ratres Carlssıml, utique benevolentiam quamdam habet CIga COS quı dılıgunturThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  221  he breaks the bonds that restrict frui to God and speaks surprisingly,  albeit with reservations, of a frui-love for neighbour, is this not again to  emphasise the special role love for neighbour plays for him? To  determine that role more closely we will have to look to other texts that  are less patent of grave misunderstandings than those involving ufi and  fra  Such texts will be adduced in abundance in the course of the  forthcoming chapters. However, in order to make it quite clear from the  outset what Augustine does and does not understand by utfi-love of  neighbour, and how frui-love for neighbour comes to play a special role  for him, we may anticipate by quoting a few short classic passages from  outside the explicit uti/frui spectrum. Regarding the former, that is, ufi-  love for neighbour, we read in tract 8,5 of the commentary on the first  letter of John:  All love presupposes a certain benevolence towards those we love ...  For we may not and cannot love people in the same way that a  gourmet declares that he likes roast trush. For all that the  gourmet is interested in is killing and eating. If he says that he likes  roast thrush, then it is not really the thrush itself he likes, because he  doesn’t leave it live but destroys it. We only like food in order to  consume it and to build up our strength again. But we may never let  our love for people resemble our liking for consumer goods.  Friendship is a matter of benevolence; it is to be willing to»give  something to those whom we love. But what then if we have nothing  to give? That is not really important, for benevolence alone is  enough for those who love.  The passage goes on to eschew all domination of others, and draws our  attention to the danger of wanting to get those who are dependent on us  into our power. Augustine, therefore, shuns outright the ufi of exploi-  tation and with it any trace of spiritual consumerism. In love it is not my  enjoyment that counts most, but ““let it be your wish that every person be  your equal so that we might all equally be subject to the One to whom we  can give nothing”!°%°). Regarding the latter, that is, frui-love for  160) /n Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 (ML 35,2038-2039): *... tamen omnis dilectio,  fratres carissimi, utique benevolentiam quamdam habet erga eos qui diliguntur ... non sic  debemus amare homines, quomodo audimus gulosos dicere: Amo turdos. Quaeris quare?  Ut occidat, et consumat. Et amare se dicit, et ad hoc illos amat ut non sint, ad hoc amat ut  perimat. Et quidquid ad cibandum amamus, ad hoc emamus, ut illud consumatur, et nos  reficiamur. Numquid sic amandi sunt homines, tamquam consumendi? sed amicitia  quaedam benevolentiae est, ut aliquando praestemus eis quos amamus. Quid, si non sit  quod praestemus ? Sola benevolentia sufficit amanti ... Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uno  sitis cui nihil praestari potest ”.NO  — S1IC
debemus amn aic homines, quomodo audımus gulosos dicere : Amo turdos QuaerI1s quare ”

occıdat, ei CoOoNsuma Et dıcıt, el ad hoc iıllos mat 9183  — sınt, ad hOcC mat ut

perimat Et quidquıd ad cıbandum ad HOC ıllud COoONsumatur, ei N OS

reficl1amur. Numquıd SIC amandı sSsunt homines, amquam consumendı: ? sed amıcıtıa
quaedam benevolentiae est, ut alıquando praestemus 18 q UOS AIla us Quid, 81 NON sıt
quod praestemus ? Sola benevolentia sufficıt amantıThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  221  he breaks the bonds that restrict frui to God and speaks surprisingly,  albeit with reservations, of a frui-love for neighbour, is this not again to  emphasise the special role love for neighbour plays for him? To  determine that role more closely we will have to look to other texts that  are less patent of grave misunderstandings than those involving ufi and  fra  Such texts will be adduced in abundance in the course of the  forthcoming chapters. However, in order to make it quite clear from the  outset what Augustine does and does not understand by utfi-love of  neighbour, and how frui-love for neighbour comes to play a special role  for him, we may anticipate by quoting a few short classic passages from  outside the explicit uti/frui spectrum. Regarding the former, that is, ufi-  love for neighbour, we read in tract 8,5 of the commentary on the first  letter of John:  All love presupposes a certain benevolence towards those we love ...  For we may not and cannot love people in the same way that a  gourmet declares that he likes roast trush. For all that the  gourmet is interested in is killing and eating. If he says that he likes  roast thrush, then it is not really the thrush itself he likes, because he  doesn’t leave it live but destroys it. We only like food in order to  consume it and to build up our strength again. But we may never let  our love for people resemble our liking for consumer goods.  Friendship is a matter of benevolence; it is to be willing to»give  something to those whom we love. But what then if we have nothing  to give? That is not really important, for benevolence alone is  enough for those who love.  The passage goes on to eschew all domination of others, and draws our  attention to the danger of wanting to get those who are dependent on us  into our power. Augustine, therefore, shuns outright the ufi of exploi-  tation and with it any trace of spiritual consumerism. In love it is not my  enjoyment that counts most, but ““let it be your wish that every person be  your equal so that we might all equally be subject to the One to whom we  can give nothing”!°%°). Regarding the latter, that is, frui-love for  160) /n Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 (ML 35,2038-2039): *... tamen omnis dilectio,  fratres carissimi, utique benevolentiam quamdam habet erga eos qui diliguntur ... non sic  debemus amare homines, quomodo audimus gulosos dicere: Amo turdos. Quaeris quare?  Ut occidat, et consumat. Et amare se dicit, et ad hoc illos amat ut non sint, ad hoc amat ut  perimat. Et quidquid ad cibandum amamus, ad hoc emamus, ut illud consumatur, et nos  reficiamur. Numquid sic amandi sunt homines, tamquam consumendi? sed amicitia  quaedam benevolentiae est, ut aliquando praestemus eis quos amamus. Quid, si non sit  quod praestemus ? Sola benevolentia sufficit amanti ... Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uno  sitis cui nihil praestari potest ”.Opta aequalem, ut mbo subh uUNO

S1t1s CUul nıhıl praestarı potest ”.
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ne1ghbour, ave already noted A development in Augustine. In the
Soliloqguia 1, 3022 ale 3806-38/) TIienNds WeTe be sought nNnOL “ propter
‚  Se but propter 1DSAM (sapientiam) *. In al least [WO later X{IS,
however, meel of emphasıs which certaın extent parallels
the mMovemen aVve wıtnessed in De Doctrina Christiana from the
ull of fellow human beings ..  rul homine , albeıt ..  In A  deo where
. Ful  29 1S sa1d be VC close ..  ut! CUÜU. dilectione . In 401 find
Augustine maıntalnıng that nNnOTL only wısdom but also health and
friendshiıp aTe be sought fOor theır OW sakes (““propter 1DSa
expetenda sunt): other thıngs such AdSs doctrine. fo0d, rın sleep and
marıtal relatıons AdIC NECCCSSATY for the sake of the former (“propter
altud)22): ımılarly, ın ‚pistola 130, datıng from 41 1 A read:
*EAUS: of all that ex1sts, human wholeness and frıendshıp dICc desıred for
theır OW sakes (propter IDSA appetuntur) i er necessıties ATC

rıghtly sought As orl]ıentated towards wholeness and friendship 162).
Doesn’t friendshıp ere nOL spea of health and wholeness USUuID

rıghtfu priviılege of alone eing sought hıs OW account?
Presumably Augustine oes noTt INCcan that human beings in love IMaYy
19(0) place theır opes fOr 1na. salvatıon in ONC another, that 1S SaY,
that hey Jonger eed ODCNH Oorlentatiıon G0od and that they AIC

not an y INOIC In thıs ST1 OuUn relate ONMNC another "propter
aliud L.e eum) But the fact that thıs almost ineffable ormula 1s NO

applıed irıendshıp remaıns. What COU ave brought the wa
lımıtıng “ propter se  27 God Dy hımself um  ıng OoOWnN eXcept the
recognition that ıIn human friendship the VETY (J0d be ove “propter
se  27 15 concretely found*®*)?

161) De Bono Coniugali 9,9 ML 40,380) ‘“Sane videndum est alıa
ona nobıs eum dare., quaCl propiter 1psa expetenda Sun(, SiCut est sapılentla, salus,
amıcıtla. alıa., qUaC propter alıud Sunt necessarl1a, sıcut doctrina. cıbus, OLUS, SOMMNUS,
conı1ugl1um, concubitus

162) Epistola 30,6,13 44 .54 33,499) .  In hıs ıtaque omnıbus 1N-
columıtas hominıs ei amıcıtıa propter Ipsa appetuntur, sufficıentia CIO NECCCSS-

T1um NO propter 1psam sed propter duo superl1ora quaerI1 sole CUl decenter
quaerıtur ” (T Sermo Deniıs 16,1 (MA 1:75) w here friendship, together ıth lıfe, AIC sa1d
be the g00ds ’necessarl1a In hoc mundo’ a]] others AIC called ‘“superflua . *Fecıt eus
homınem, esse ei viveret : salus eSsLt; sed, solus esset, amıcıtla quaesıita est  A

163) Mausbach, Die Ethik des hl Augustinus, 7nd edition, reiburg, 1929, vol b
224, laımed hat the development from the Soliloquia De Bono Conimugali and Epistola

1 30 Z0OC5S Dy WaYy of De octrına Christiana’s ‘“frul homiıne ın deo Brechtken, Augustinus
Doctor Caritatis, 1 53-154, claıms that ausbach’s Asc for development 1s based
number of mi1isunderstandıngs. For (1) ausDacC has m1ıssed the appetitus-intent of uti/frul
In De Doctrina Christiana:; therefore 11) he Can paraphrase Epistola 30.6.:13222  R. Canning  neighbour, we have already noted a development in Augustine. In the  Soliloquia 1,13,22 (Date: 386-387) friends were to be sought not ‘“ propter  se”, but ‘“propter ipsam (sapientiam)”. In at least two later texts,  however, we meet a shift of emphasis which to a certain extent parallels  the movement we have witnessed in De Doctrina Christiana from the  uti of fellow human beings to ‘“ frui homine”, albeit ‘‘in deo’”, where  “ frui”” is said to be very close to ‘ uti cum dilectione”. In 401 A.D. we find  Augustine maintaining that not only wisdom but also health and  friendship are to be sought for their own sakes (‘“propter se ipsa  expetenda sunt”); other things such as doctrine, food, drink, sleep and  marital relations are necessary for the sake of the former (‘“propter  aliud’’)}°*). Similarly, in Epistola 130, dating from 411 A.D., we read:  “Thus, of all that exists, human wholeness and friendship are desired for  their own sakes (propter se ipsa appetuntur) ...’. Other necessities are  rightly sought as orientated towards wholeness and friendship  162).  Doesn’t friendship here — not to speak of health and wholeness — usurp  God’s rightful privilege of alone being sought on his own account?  Presumably Augustine does not mean that human beings in love may  now place their hopes for final salvation in one another, that is to say,  that they no longer need an open orientation to God and that they are  not any more in this sense still bound to relate to one another ‘propter  aliud (i.e. Deum)’. But the fact that this almost ineffable formula is now  applied to friendship remains. What could have brought the walls  limiting ‘“propter se” to God by himself tumbling down except the  recognition that in human friendship the very God to be loved ““propter  se” is concretely found!°%)?  161) De Bono Coniugali 9,9 (CSEL 41,199. ML 40,380): “Sane videndum est alia  bona nobis deum dare, quae propter se ipsa expetenda sunt, sicut est sapientia, salus,  amicitia, alia, quae propter aliud sunt necessaria, sicut doctrina, cibus, potus, somnus,  coniugium, concubitus ... .  162) Epistola 130,6,13 (CSEL 44,54. ML 33,499): ‘In his itaque omnibus in-  columitas hominis et amicitia propter se ipsa appetuntur, sufficientia vero rerum necess-  arium non propter se ipsam sed propter duo superiora quaeri solet cum decenter  quaeritur”. Cf. Sermo Denis 16,1 (MA 1,75) where friendship, together with life, are said to  be the goods ‘necessaria in hoc mundo’; all others are called ‘*superflua””. ‘“Fecit deus  hominem, ut esset et viveret : salus est; sed, ne solus esset, amicitia quaesita est”.  163) J. Mausbach, Die Ethik des hl. Augustinus, 2nd edition, Freiburg, 1929, vol. 1,  p. 224, claimed that the development from the Soliloquia to De Bono Coniugali and Epistola  130 goes by way of De Doctrina Christiana’s ‘frui homine in deo’. J. Brechtken, Augustinus  Doctor Caritatis, p. 153-154, claims that Mausbach’s case for a development is based on a  number of misunderstandings. For (i) Mausbach has missed the appetitus-intent of uti/frui  in De Doctrina Christiana; therefore‘ (ii) he can paraphrase Epistola 130,6,13: ‘... dasdas
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Does the emphasis IN frl deo  79 Iie ÖN SE ÖN “d€0”7

ven OVe fOor G0d 15 educed Dy Augustine 5 accordıng
Nygren The end 15 NnOTL OVve but pOossess1on of OUT hıghest g00d i 7B
quenches OUTI relentless desıre for rest Thus., “ petieCL fruntio Del
In princıple the cessatiıon of 16ve ° We DOSSCSS blessedness HON

amando sed fruendo ”, Nygren quotes from De ( ivitate Dei © °).
that, in speakıng of fruitio Deli, Nygren wıshes emphasıse the Ffrultio
INOTEC than the fact that 1t 1s “Of G0 And the Lype of frultio he
eNVIsSages 1s ranquı pOSSESSION, almost the inertja of the 0al achleved.,

eigene Leben wıe uch dıe Freunde echnet den Gütern, dıe INan ihrer selbst wıllen
liehen soll ” (p. 224) but, eiOrts Brechtken, ere 1S question of love here. only
appetitus-striving; and (111) Mausbach faıls SCC that it 1S frıendshıp (“*amıcıtıa ) that 18
sought 1n these ater .  um selner selbst willen”, nOoTt frends themselves whose g00d
woul be sought. Ihus, SdVyS Brechtken “ amıcıtia ” plays Nn OTL such dissımilar role ere
that of ‘““sapılent1a ” the Soliloquia n

Regardıng Brechtken’s pomINts (1) 11) and 111) agalınst Mausbach, sufficıent has een
saıd elsewhere unmask and throw iInto question the presupposıtions which they AIC
based Wıth regard point 111 In partıcular, however, m1g ask whether the fact that
frıendshıp 18 be sought for 1ts OW sake necessarıly excludes, A Brechtken ımplıes, hat
rıiends be OVEe: In eır OW)! rıght and ıth 1eW eIr advantage. Indeed, Canl

frıendshıp be sought for 1ts OW sake wıthout g1ving prionty the interests ofothers? Does
Augustine’s ule for monks nOoL counsel such love and make 1t the FC of spirıtual
growth? ‘““C’arıtas en1m, de QUa scrıptum est quod HO  > quaeralt GUAE SUd SUNILT, SIC intellıgitur,
quıla communla Droprus, 10  —; propria communıbus anteponıt. ideo, quanio amplıus F:
COINIM UNECIM UUa propria vestira curaverit1s, VOS amplıus profecısse noverıt1s .
Praeceptum 5 (ed Verheyen, 430) And doesn ’ t the [eXt ave quoted above from
In Epistolam loannıs, IT 29 spea of frıendshıp ın erms of DUIC benevolence and of desıre
for the other ultımate g00d ıth In God? pla aequalem, mbo SUu| un S1t1S CUul
nı praestarı potest x

Perhaps Augustine avO1ds the expression “rends fOr eIir OW sakes’ frıends
propter Se”) est be led place OUT hope of final salvatıon In thıs hat friend But
friendship, because it Can remaın eternally and because 1t 1S OPDCNM all (cl. hıs latter
point, Sermo Den. 16,1 (MA 1 7/5) “Incıpıt CIg O amıcıtla conluge fılıns, ei progredıitur

qad alıenos Inımicus est? f1at amıcus ’’), brings close the G 0d wh 1S the DIODCI
object of “fruı  97 and wh: 15 properly be OUT hope of salvatıon.

In lyrıcal DAssSdsc entitled ‘“ Amıtıies’”, Francoise Mallet-Jorıis ın her Dbook, Maison
de Papier, Grasset, 197/70, 175-176, cShOWwSs that the idea of friendship for 1ts OW sake.,
rather han rıiends for eır OW sake, INaY, even stil] ın 197/0, be understood CONgTruent
wıth benevolence Oowards and gratitude for havıng known “{riends’. The DASsarc reads:
e B amıs, Oul Nous AVOIlL quı OUSs SONLT tres chers, quı viennent ei quı reviennent diner
VE NOUS, les dımanches SOI1T., ei dont OUS partageons les espoOIlrs, les SOUCIS, les TavauX
Maıs peut-etre GE diners, quc OUuS Savons Jamaıs combıen OUus SCIONS, CCUX quı
passent ont-ıls plus importants CNCOTEC quU«C CX quı reviennent. Ou du mO1NS, le faıt qu'ıls  2
passentThe Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  223  2. Does-the emphasis in “ frui‘deo” lie on frui” ‚or-on “ deo”?  Even love for God is reduced by Augustine to a means, according to  Nygren. The end is not love but possession of our highest good which  quenches our relentless desire for rest. Thus, ‘“perfect fruitio Dei means  “  in principle the cessation of love’””!°+). We possess blessedness  nNoNn  amando sed fruendo”, Nygren quotes from De Civitate Dei*®>), It seems  that, in speaking of fruitio Dei, Nygren wishes to emphasise the fruitio  more than the fact that it is ‘““of God”. And the type of fruitio he  envisages is tranquil possession, almost the inertia of the goal achieved,  eigene Leben wie auch die Freunde rechnet er zu den Gütern, die man um ihrer selbst willen  lieben soll” (p.224); but, retorts Brechtken, there is no question of love here, only  appetitus-striving; and (iii) Mausbach fails to see that it is friendship (‘“amicitia’”) that is  sought in these later texts ‘um seiner selbst willen””, not friends themselves whose good  would be sought. Thus, says Brechtken, “ amicitia”’ plays not such a dissimilar role here to  that of ‘““sapientia ”” in the Soliloquia 1,13,22.  Regarding Brechtken’s points (i), (ii) and (iii) against Mausbach, sufficient has been  said elsewhere to unmask and to throw into question the presuppositions on which they are  based. With regard to point (iii) in particular, however, we might ask whether the fact that  friendship is to be sought for its own sake necessarily excludes, as Brechtken implies, that  friends be loved in their own right and with a view to their advantage. Indeed, can  friendship be sought for its own sake without giving priority to the interests of others? Does  Augustine’s Rule for monks not counsel such love and make it the measure of spiritual  growth? *‘Caritas enim, de qua scriptum est quod non quaerat quae sua sunt, sic intelligitur,  quia communia propriis, non propria communibus anteponit. Et ideo, quanto amplius rem  communem quam propria vestra curaveritis, tanto vos amplius profecisse noveritis””.  Praeceptum 5,2 (ed. L. Verheijen, p. 430). And doesn’t the text we have quoted above from  In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 speak of friendship in terms of pure benevolence and of desire  for the other’s ultimate good with us in God? ‘“ Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uno sitis cui  nihil praestari potest ”.  Perhaps Augustine avoids the expression ‘friends for their own sakes’ (friends  “propter se”) lest we be led to place our hope of final salvation in this or that friend. But  friendship, because it can remain eternally and because it is open to all (cf. on this latter  point, Sermo Denis 16,1 (MA 1,75): “Incipit ergo amicitia a coniuge et filiis, et progreditur  usque ad alienos  . Inimicus est? fiat amicus”), brings close the God who is the proper  object of “frui”” and who is properly to be our hope of salvation.  In a lyrical passage entitled ‘‘ Amities’’, Francoise Mallet-Joris in her book, Maison  de Papier, Grasset, 1970, p. 175-176, shows that the idea of friendship for its own sake,  rather than friends for their own sake, may, even still in 1970, be understood as congruent  with benevolence towards and gratitude for having known ‘friends’. The passage reads:  ‘“Les amis, oui. Nous en avons qui nous sont tres chers, qui viennent et qui reviennent diner  avec nous, les dimanches soir, et dont nous partageons les espoirs, les soucis, les travaux.  Mais peut-&tre ä ces diners, parce que nous ne savons jamais combien nous serons, ceux qui  passent sont-ils plus importants encore que ceux qui reviennent. Ou du moins, le fait qu’ils  passent ... Ceux qui passent. Parfois ils ne reviennent jamais. Je m’en suis affligee. Puis: ce  ne sont pas les amis qui importent, c’estl’amitie” .  16*) A Nygreni op: oit. p S11:  1°5)#Zbid., p:511; n. 2:The reference is to De Civitate Dei 88.Ceux quı passen . Parfois ıls reviennent Jamaıs. Je m en  2 Suls afflıgee. Puls '&

SONT Das les 'MLS qul importent, C est=Ll’amitie).
164) Nygren, CIt., JIr
165) Ibid., 1, TIhe reference 1S De (ivitate Deıl S,
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the satısfactıon of psychological release. Let us then ook al the CoNntext
of Nygren’'s proof-formula (**“non amando sed fruendo ”’) In order SCC

whether it really bears Out hıs contention that love fOor (j0od dısappears
when He 1S nJjoyed, such that the emphasıs rest enjoyment
conceived a4as indıvıdualıstic eavenly 155

But ıt remaıns irue that OC 1s appY wıthout the enjoyment of
what he loves. ven those who love things which oug notl be
OVEe! do noft SUDDOSC theır happıness consıst ın the lovıng, but ın
the enjJoyment (non heatos Dulant amando sed fruendo). ‚3 AaNVONC
then en]oys what he loves, and loves the tirue Supreme Go0od, only
the MOST miserable WOU deny hıs happıness. NOw thıs Sovereign
Go0d, accordıng ato, 1S God And that 18 why he ıll ave it
that the iTrue phılosopher 1s the lover of God., since the a1lm of
phılosophy 1s happiness, and he who loves God ıll be appyYy in the
enjoyment of Hım 166)_

Augustine 1S ere poıintıng Out the superlor1ty of Platonic moral
phılosophy other moral phılosophıes, because alo has ocated the
g00d IC CONVCYS blessedness In the ng place 15 not then
surprising that the question A the Sovereıgn 00d 1S framed in the
terms of ancıent phılosophy and the eXpressi1ons aIc Platonic-.
Nevertheless, the text oes not er certaın Droo that Oove CCascs when
enjoyment begıins. .. If aNnyONC then eN]JOYySs hat he loves, and loves the
ITUu: Supreme Good, only the MmMOst miserable WOUuU deny hıs appIl-
nessS’ *! ..  and he wh:' loves God ıll be appYy In the enjoyment of Hım ”
In the sentences Just quoted there 1s nothing indıcate that both ove
and enjoyment of the Irue Supreme Good, In ı a happıness 1s oun
cannot be present together. Now, ın the NoNn amando sed fruendo ”

ıt 1s be observed hat the CAdsSC pDutL forward 1S that of those
lovıng ‘“things which oug not be oved ’’ and thinking find theır
happıness ın enJoyıng such things. It INa Yy be that the hought of
enjoyment of such thıngs, because it 15 Case of dıistorted Ffrul and
therefore passıve orlıentatiıon towards nes OW pleasure !® ”), INdYy

166) De Ivılate Dei 8,8 40/1,368. CC AFZ28 41,233)224  R. Canning  the satisfaction of psychological release. Let us then look at the context  of Nygren’s proof-formula (‘‘non amando sed fruendo””) in order to see  whether it really bears out his contention that love for God disappears  when He is enjoyed, such that the emphasis comes to rest on enjoyment  conceived as individualistic heavenly bliss.  But it remains true that no one is happy without the enjoyment of  what he loves. Even those who love things which ought not to be  loved do not suppose their happiness to consist in the loving, but in  the enjoyment (non se beatos putant amando sed fruendo). I£ anyone  then enjoys what he loves, and loves the true Supreme Good, only  the most miserable would deny his happiness. Now this Sovereign  Good, according to Plato, is God. And that is why he will have it  that the true philosopher is the lover of God, since the aim of  philosophy is happiness, and he who loves God will be happy in the  enjoyment of Him  166)_  Augustine is here pointing out the superiority of  i’latonic moral  philosophy to other moral philosophies, because Plato has located the  good which conveys blessedness in the right place. It is not then  surprising that the question as to the Sovereign Good is framed in the  terms of ancient philosophy and the expressions are Platonic:  Nevertheless, the text does not offer certain proof that love ceases when  enjoyment begins. ‘“If anyone then enjoys what he loves, and loves the  true Supreme Good, only the most miserable would deny his happi-  ness”; ‘‘and he who loves God will be happy in the enjoyment of Him”.  In the sentences just quoted there is nothing to indicate that both love  and enjoyment of the true Supreme Good, in which happiness is found,  ‘  cannot be present together. Now, in the  ‘non amando sed fruendo”  sentence it is to be observed that the case put forward is that of those  loving ‘““things which ought not to be loved” and thinking to find their  happiness in enjoying such things. It may be that the thought of  enjoyment of such things, because it is a case of distorted frui and  therefore a passive orientation towards one’s own pleasure!°”’), may  166) De Civitate Dei 8,8 (CSEL 40/1,368. CC 47,225. ML 41,233): *‘... nemo tamen  beatus est, qui eo quod amat non fruitur, Nam et ipsi, qui res non amandas amant, non se  beatos putant amando, sed fruendo. Quisquis ergo fruitur eo, quod amat, verumque et  summum bonum amat, quis eum beatum nisi miserrimus negat? Ipsum autem verum ac  summum :bonum Plato dicit Deum, unde vult esse philosophum amatorem Dei, ut,  quoniam philosophia ad beatam vitam tendit, fruens Deo sit beatus qui Deum amaverit ”.  English translation: Henri Bettenson, Penguin, p. 311, with slight changes.  167) See De Civitate Dei 15,7 (CSEL 40/2,69. CC 48,460-461. ML 41,444).CINO
beatus S56 quı quod maft NON frulitur, Nam ei 1DS1, quı ICS NO  e amandas a  e NONMN
beatos putant amando, sed fruendo. Qui1squ1s CI O frultur C quod amaLlt, ei
SUTNINUIN bonum amat, quı1s SCu beatum 181 m1iserrımus negat”? psum au A

s UuIMINUIMM ONuUum afto dicıt Deum, nde vult SSC phılosophum amatorem Del, ul,
quon1am phılosophıa ad beatam vitam tendıit, fruens Deo sıt beatus quı Deum amaverıt”.
Englısh translatıon: Henrı1 Bettenson, Penguin, L, ıth slıght changes.

167) See De ( ivitate Dei 157 40/2,69 0-46



The Augustinian uti/frul Distinction AD

SCCINMN tO ımply the vanıshıng of love 391 B nes CUD 15 full But, A4AS
has shown, Day respecCtk O the complex Augustinıan psychology
of love, which posıts correspondance between the dıfferent of the
soul and the hierarchy in the order of realıty establıshed Dy God, ıf

Augustinıan love for God, the Sovereign Good, as ıf it WeTC Just
elevate form of hat Same acquıisıtive OVve 1C had wrongly sought its
happıness in ‘““things 1C oug nOotL be oved’”’ The SIructiure of
dıstorted frul, directed nes OW enjoyment, 15 sıgnıficantly dıfferent
from that of fruitio Del, which descer1bes the supreme [end of Man,
that 1S, complete abandonment (GJ0d in the form of OVe wıth the ole
heart and soul and mınd 168). Is 1t noOoTt therefore possıble that, CONLrary
the WdY distorted frul9 ordered Ffruli al the hıghest eve IMaYy
hand in hand ıth love that remaıns? Wıthout Inconsistency ıth the
remaınder of the Dassagc, the key ..  ANON amando sed fruendo ” nNnience
COUuU then be paraphrase: insofar as ıt refers lovers of God those
who love God do noL SUDPDOSC their happıness LO consıst ın the lovıng
alone, but also in the enjoyment, in the sense of being completely
enthralled Dy, steadfastly attache and subject the object of 16ve*°7).

Nygren hımself acknowledges hat thıs “opposıte dea  99 15 present In
Augustine along wıth ..  NoNn amando sed fruendo””. But, as far 4S Can

SCC, De ( ivitate Dei 8,8 o€es nNnoTt absolutely en]Joın us LO appIYy the latter
the OVe and enjoyment of God If refers specıfically ın these terms only
distorted Ffrul. Frul deo, the other hand, 19(0)1 necessarıly

requıre the SdI1lle exclusıon of love. As such it eed notLt stand far off
from hat SsO-cCalle: ““opposıte idea ” that love fOor God o€es nNnOTL in
the of beatıtude In eternal ıfe; that love for ne1ıghbour o€es nol

there eıther, wWeTie able Sshow 1ın the DrevIOus chapter. The fact
hat Nygren’s proof-text 1S al least OPCN question, both in 1ts OW
Contexti and ıIn the 1g of other evidence, g1Vves Jolt {O hıs attachment LO

NaITOoOW conception of Ffrui deo d the enjJoyment of God concelved
eudaımonistically, dAs tranquıl, almost inert, possess10n. Agaınst thıs
notion ave SCCIH the evidence dduced Dy Lorenz show that

168) olte, Beatitude el Sagesse, 280
169) Ihe angels continue lovıng and submıttin g cheerfully God., whıiıle enjJoyıng hıs

majJesty. See De Vera Religione 13,26 CC 34,133) ‘“*sed
voluntate qua magıs eum qQqUamı dılıgunt (angelı), firmı ei stabıles manent in 1llo el
fruuntur malestate 1PS1US, e1 unı lıbentissıme subdıtı . Sımılarly, Augustine SCCS love
ZrOWIng, increasıng, and being perfected ın the of contemplatıon. NSee Sermo Lambaot
(Revue Benedictine 49 (1937) 260) Bl quon1am fide1 specıes succedit, spel ICs succedit,
carıtatı nulla ICS succedit ; 1psa crescıt, 1psa auge(ltur, 1psa ]la contemplatiıone perficıtur .
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Augustine emphasıses the role and actıvıty of God in frul deo Lorenz
insısts that frui deo for Augustine involves insertion nto the dıvine WOT.
order ell 4S ““possessing Go and that the latter 15 primarıly
being-possesse Dy (0d and the Oufcome of fidelıty hıs promıse

be ..  MY God +/©): Furthermore. apar from blessedness fully
achieved, I Aas #Aperfteet Frultio Dei: 1S the element upDON iIc
Nygren concen(tra(tes, there 1S, accordıng (0)  A another aspect tO Ffruli
deo ın Augustine. At the time of De ide el Symbolo, datıng from 393,
Augustine WOU ST1 ave been of the mınd that perfect enjoyment of
(J0d Wäas poss1ıble in thıs ıfe Then it WOU be possıble CeVCNMN ere “t0
en]JOYy the wisdom of God whiıch) 1S nothıing other than be unıted
Hım Dy love ” Enjoyment WOU ACCOMPDANY the un1ıon that properly
ordered love ffects And In thıs of properly ordered love, whereby
fruli 18 concentrated uDON (J0d and NnOTL upON thıngs hat oug nNnOTL be
OoVEe:! and whereby law 15 observed and the soul 15 otally
enthralled Dy Hım, stabılıty and calm reign, the pass1ıons aIic lJonger
obstacle, the soul 1S lıberated and graced wıth the LTLESOUTICCS 1t needs fOr
ruıltful actıon and for makıng ıts contrıbution continumg
creation * ’*). ven though Dy 307/7-398 Augustine longer consıidered
that God COU. be perfectly enjoyed earth, antıcıpatory CAasuTe of
contemplatıon, of fruli deo, wıth 1ts bountiful CONSCYUCHNCCS for the actıve
lıfe, remains wıthın the capacıty of those who ATe obedient ın faıth* / ?).

170) Lorenz, ”° FRUITIO DEI be1 Augustin , In Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte
63 (1950-1951) See especlally 104-108%

l71) De ide 21 S ymbolo 9,19 41,24 40,192) “ Frul autem saplentla de!]
nıhıl est alıud q Uamı e1 dılectione cohaerere : quısque in quod percı1pıt permanet,
181 dılectione226  R. Canning  Augustine emphasises the role and activity of God in frui deo. Lorenz  insists that frui deo for Augustine involves insertion into the divine world  order as well as ‘“possessing God”, and that the latter is primarily a  being-possessed by God and the outcome of God’s fidelity to his promise  to be ‘my God’”!7°). Furthermore, apart from blessedness fully  achieved, which as ‘“perfect fruitio Dei” is the element upon which  Nygren concentrates, there is, according to Holte, another aspect to frui  deo in Augustine. At the time of De Fide et Symbolo, dating from 393,  Augustine would still have been of the mind that perfect enjoyment of  God was possible in this life. Then it would be possible even here ‘*to  enjoy the wisdom of God (which) is nothing other than to be united to  Him by love””!7!). Enjoyment would accompany the union that properly  ordered love effects. And in this state of properly ordered love, whereby  frui is concentrated upon God and not upon things that ought not to be  loved, and whereby God’s law is observed and the soul is totally  enthralled by Him, stability and calm reign, the passions are no longer an  obstacle, the soul is liberated and graced with the resources it needs for  fruitful action and for making its contribution to God’s continuing  creation!7’?). Even though by 397-398 Augustine no longer considered  that God could be perfectly enjoyed on earth, an anticipatory measure of  contemplation, of frui deo, with its bountiful consequences for the active  life, remains within the capacity of those who are obedient in faith!7*).  179°) R. Lorenz, “FRUITIO Deı bei Augustin””, in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte  63 (1950-1951) 75-132. See especially p. 104-108.  171) De Fide et Symbolo 9,19 (CSEL 41,24. ML 40,192): “ Frui autem sapientia dei  nihil est aliud quam ei dilectione cohaerere ; neque quisque in eo quod percipit permanet,  nisı dilechone ...  72) R. Holte, 02 Cih..D. 261& 210  173) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,27 & 28 (CSEL 25/1,621-622. ML 42,418-419):  ‘“ Actio itaque rationalis contemplationi rationali debet oboedire sive per fidem operanti,  sicuti est, quamdiu peregrinamur a domino, sive per speciem, quod erit ... Quapropter  hominis actio serviens fidei servienti deo refrenat omnes mortales delectationes et eas  cohercet ad naturalem modum meliora inferioribus ordinata dilectione praeponens ”.  On the relation between the ‘“otium ” of contemplation in this life,in which truth is  sought and found, and the action demanded by the needs of the church and government of  the peoples, see G. Folliet, ‘“‘Otiosa dignitas’. Une reminiscence ciceronienne dans De  nuptiis et concupiscentia 1,2,2”, in Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes XVI1/1-2 (1971) 59-67.  The principal texts considered are Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,56-58; Epistola 48,1 to  the monks of Capraria; and De Civitate Dei 19,19: ‘‘otium sanctum quaerit caritas  veritatis, negotium iustum suscipit necessitas caritatis””. See also Sermo 78,6 (ML 38,492-  493) on Peter’s wanting to remain with Christ on the mountain of transfiguration: ‘‘ Nemo  quod suum est quaerat, sed quod alterius. Ait (Apostolus) de se ipso : Ego autem non quaerens  quod mihi utile est, sed quod multis, ut salvi sint (1 Cor. 10.24,33). Hoc Petrus nondum172) olte, OR 261 DA

l73) Contra Faustum M anichaeum Z 28 Z3/ 162 IB 42,418-419):
‘“ Actıo ıtaque rationalıs contemplatıon1ı rationalı oboedire S1Ve DCI fidem operantı,
Ssicutı eSt. quamdıu peregrinam ur domiıno., S1ve pDCI specıem, quod erıt226  R. Canning  Augustine emphasises the role and activity of God in frui deo. Lorenz  insists that frui deo for Augustine involves insertion into the divine world  order as well as ‘“possessing God”, and that the latter is primarily a  being-possessed by God and the outcome of God’s fidelity to his promise  to be ‘my God’”!7°). Furthermore, apart from blessedness fully  achieved, which as ‘“perfect fruitio Dei” is the element upon which  Nygren concentrates, there is, according to Holte, another aspect to frui  deo in Augustine. At the time of De Fide et Symbolo, dating from 393,  Augustine would still have been of the mind that perfect enjoyment of  God was possible in this life. Then it would be possible even here ‘*to  enjoy the wisdom of God (which) is nothing other than to be united to  Him by love””!7!). Enjoyment would accompany the union that properly  ordered love effects. And in this state of properly ordered love, whereby  frui is concentrated upon God and not upon things that ought not to be  loved, and whereby God’s law is observed and the soul is totally  enthralled by Him, stability and calm reign, the passions are no longer an  obstacle, the soul is liberated and graced with the resources it needs for  fruitful action and for making its contribution to God’s continuing  creation!7’?). Even though by 397-398 Augustine no longer considered  that God could be perfectly enjoyed on earth, an anticipatory measure of  contemplation, of frui deo, with its bountiful consequences for the active  life, remains within the capacity of those who are obedient in faith!7*).  179°) R. Lorenz, “FRUITIO Deı bei Augustin””, in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte  63 (1950-1951) 75-132. See especially p. 104-108.  171) De Fide et Symbolo 9,19 (CSEL 41,24. ML 40,192): “ Frui autem sapientia dei  nihil est aliud quam ei dilectione cohaerere ; neque quisque in eo quod percipit permanet,  nisı dilechone ...  72) R. Holte, 02 Cih..D. 261& 210  173) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,27 & 28 (CSEL 25/1,621-622. ML 42,418-419):  ‘“ Actio itaque rationalis contemplationi rationali debet oboedire sive per fidem operanti,  sicuti est, quamdiu peregrinamur a domino, sive per speciem, quod erit ... Quapropter  hominis actio serviens fidei servienti deo refrenat omnes mortales delectationes et eas  cohercet ad naturalem modum meliora inferioribus ordinata dilectione praeponens ”.  On the relation between the ‘“otium ” of contemplation in this life,in which truth is  sought and found, and the action demanded by the needs of the church and government of  the peoples, see G. Folliet, ‘“‘Otiosa dignitas’. Une reminiscence ciceronienne dans De  nuptiis et concupiscentia 1,2,2”, in Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes XVI1/1-2 (1971) 59-67.  The principal texts considered are Contra Faustum Manichaeum 22,56-58; Epistola 48,1 to  the monks of Capraria; and De Civitate Dei 19,19: ‘‘otium sanctum quaerit caritas  veritatis, negotium iustum suscipit necessitas caritatis””. See also Sermo 78,6 (ML 38,492-  493) on Peter’s wanting to remain with Christ on the mountain of transfiguration: ‘‘ Nemo  quod suum est quaerat, sed quod alterius. Ait (Apostolus) de se ipso : Ego autem non quaerens  quod mihi utile est, sed quod multis, ut salvi sint (1 Cor. 10.24,33). Hoc Petrus nondumQuapropter
homıiınıs act10o serviens fide1 servient1 deo refrenat mortales delectationes el Cads

cohercet ad naturalem modum melıora inferiorıbus ordınata dılectione praeponens .
On the relatıon between the ‘“ otium ” of contemplatıon ın thıs lıfe, In which truth 1S

sought and found, and the action emande: Dy the needs ofthe church and government of
the peoples, Follhet, ‘“*‘Otıo0sa dıgniıtas’. Une reminıscence ciceronienne ans De
Nupt1LS el cConcupiscentia 122° ıIn Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes AVII/1-2 (1971) 59-6 /
TIhe princıpal consıdered AIC Contra austum Manichaeum 2,56-58; Epistola 48,1
the monks of Caprarıla; and De (ivitate Del 19,19 * oti1um sanctum quaerıt carıtas
verıtatis, negoti1um 1ustum susc1pıt necessitas carıtatıs”. See Iso Sermo 78,06 (ML ‚492-
493) Peter’s wantıng remaın ıth Christ the mountaın of transfiguration: ' Nemo
quod SUUM est quaeral, sed quod Aalterius. Aıt (Apostolus de 1DSO Eg20 AON

quod mMIhL utile est. sed quod multis, Ul salvı SInNL (ZO7T.- 10.24, 33). Hoc Petrus nondum
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That the Ffrui un1ıon wıth (G0d be inıtiated CVCNMN ere In al 1s of the
greatest importance for OVvVe of neghbour, for it Urecs hat NC S role In

lovıng provıdence In the ne1ghbour’s regard 111 be worked Out
(G0d 1S the only PTODCI object of frul, be 1t in al OT in VIS1ION ; only

He 1S the honestum, the NOTIN In the 1g of whıich qall else 1S be Judged,
only He 15 able promise the realısatıon of OUT lıfe’s hope, only He INAaY
rıghtly command the gıift of self wıth all the dimensions of nes eing
Thıs 15 where the accent lıes In Ffrul deo Thıs formula has the function of
preventing Ove Irom closing ın uDON itself OT upDOoN another. few XIS
IC relate self-love love for God, dıstinguıishing dıstorted frui-love
for self irom DIODCT frui-love for God, make hıs abundantly clear:

(Perfec ICason in man) orlentates ıts ıfe the enjoyment of God,
for thus 1t 15 appYy Therefore 1t SCS ıtself LOO; and ıt WOU
certamınly sei ın traın unhappıness through priıde ıf it WeTeC be
orlentated ıtself and noTl God?*/+)

PCISON cshould nNnOTL love himself for hıs OW sake but A4s orlıentated
towards Hım who 1S be enjoyed. INan 1s perfect when wıth al
hat l1ves ıIn hım he advances towards unchangeable ıfe and 1S
constantly intent uDON G0od wıth all hıs OVe If, however, he loves
hımself for hIs OW sake, he o€s noTt Orlentate hımself God, but,
turned back hımself, he 15 noTt turned towards somethıing
unchangeable 175)The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  Zl  That the frui union with God be initiated even here in faith is of the  greatest importance for love of neghbour, for it assures that one’s role in  God’s loving providence in the neighbour’s regard will be worked out.  God is the only proper object of frui, be it in faith or in vision; only  He is the honestum, the norm in the light of which all else is to be judged,  only He is able to promise the realisation of our life’s hope, only He may  rightly command the gift of self with all the dimensions of one’s being.  This is where the accent lies in frui deo. This formula has the function of  preventing love from closing in upon itself or upon another. A few texts  which relate self-love to love for God, distinguishing distorted frui-love  for self from proper frui-love for God, make this abundantly clear:  (Perfect reason in man) orientates its life to the enjoyment of God,  for thus it is happy. Therefore it uses itself too; and it would  certainly set in train unhappiness through pride if it were to be  orientated to itself and not to God!74).  A person should not love himself for his own sake but as orientated  towards Him who is to be enjoyed. A man is perfect when with all  that lives in him he advances towards unchangeable life and is  constantly intent upon God with all his love. If, however, he loves  himself for his own sake, he does not orientate himself to God, but,  turned back on himself, he is not turned towards something  unchangeable!?°) ...  In contemplating supreme wisdom — which, being unchangeable, is  certainly not the soul — the changeable soul also gives attention to  itself and somehow comes into its own mind. This is only possible  because, while there is a difference separating the soul from God, it  is still something which, after God, can be a source of delight. But it  is better for the soul when it forgets itself in comparison with the  preciousness of the unchangeable God or utterly despises itself in  intelligebat, quando in monte vivere cum Christo desiderabat. Servabat tibi hoc, Petre, post  mortem. Nunc autem ipse dicit: Descende laborare in terra, servire in terra, contemni,  crucifigi in terra. Descendit vita, ut occideretur ; descendit panis, ut esuriret ; descendit via,  ut in itinere lassaretur ; descendit fons, ut sitiret : et tu recusas laborare? Noli tua quaerere.  Habe caritatem, praedica veritatem: tunc pervenies ad aeternitatem, ubi invenies  securitatem ”.  174) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A, 39-40. ML 40,20): ‘ Vitam etiam  suam ad id refert, ut fruatur deo; ita enim beata est. Ergo et se ipsa utitur. Quae profecto  inchoat miseriam per superbiam, si ad se ipsam, non ad deum referatur””.  175) De Doctrina Christiana 1,41 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,21 (CC 32,17. ML 34,26):  ‘“ ... nec se ipsum debet propter se ipsum diligere, sed propter illum quo fruendum est. Tunc  est quippe optimus homo, cum tota vita sua pergit in incommutabilem vitam et toto adfectu  inheret illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus  non ad incommutabile aliquid convertitur ...”.In contemplatıng SUDICHIC wısdom which, eıng unchangeable, 15
certaınly not the soul the changeable soul also o1VveESs attention
iıtself and somehow into ıts OW mınd. Thıs 1S only possıble
because, hıle there 15 dıfference separatıng the soul from God, it
1s ST1 something 1C after God, Can be SOUTITCE of delıght. But it
18 better for the soul when ıt forgets ıtself ın comparıson wıth the
prec1ousness of the unchangeable God OT utterly despises ıtself in

intellıgebat, quando In Vivere Cu Christo desıderabat Servabat t1bı hoc, etre, DOStL
mortem Nunc autem Ipse dıcıt Descende laborare In 'a, servıre In erra, contemn1,
crucıfig] in erra Descendıit vıta, ut occıderetur : descendıit panıs, ut esurıret ; descendıit VIa,
ut in ıtınere lassaretur:; descendit fons, ut sıtıret ; I[ECUSAS laborare? olı (ua
abe carıtatem., praedıca verıtatem : {unc pervenles ad aeternıtatem, ubı] invenles
securıtatem 2°

174) De Diversıis Quaestionibus 83, (88 39-40 “ Vıtam et1am
SUuamı ad ıd refert, ut rTuatur deo; ıta nım eata est ErgZo 1psa utıtur. Quae profecto
nchoat 1serlam DCI superbiam, 61 ad 1pSsam, 1980)  —_ ad eum referatur .

175) De Doctrina Christiana 1,41 .  8 (CC 5217
u&The Augustinian uti/frui Distinction  Zl  That the frui union with God be initiated even here in faith is of the  greatest importance for love of neghbour, for it assures that one’s role in  God’s loving providence in the neighbour’s regard will be worked out.  God is the only proper object of frui, be it in faith or in vision; only  He is the honestum, the norm in the light of which all else is to be judged,  only He is able to promise the realisation of our life’s hope, only He may  rightly command the gift of self with all the dimensions of one’s being.  This is where the accent lies in frui deo. This formula has the function of  preventing love from closing in upon itself or upon another. A few texts  which relate self-love to love for God, distinguishing distorted frui-love  for self from proper frui-love for God, make this abundantly clear:  (Perfect reason in man) orientates its life to the enjoyment of God,  for thus it is happy. Therefore it uses itself too; and it would  certainly set in train unhappiness through pride if it were to be  orientated to itself and not to God!74).  A person should not love himself for his own sake but as orientated  towards Him who is to be enjoyed. A man is perfect when with all  that lives in him he advances towards unchangeable life and is  constantly intent upon God with all his love. If, however, he loves  himself for his own sake, he does not orientate himself to God, but,  turned back on himself, he is not turned towards something  unchangeable!?°) ...  In contemplating supreme wisdom — which, being unchangeable, is  certainly not the soul — the changeable soul also gives attention to  itself and somehow comes into its own mind. This is only possible  because, while there is a difference separating the soul from God, it  is still something which, after God, can be a source of delight. But it  is better for the soul when it forgets itself in comparison with the  preciousness of the unchangeable God or utterly despises itself in  intelligebat, quando in monte vivere cum Christo desiderabat. Servabat tibi hoc, Petre, post  mortem. Nunc autem ipse dicit: Descende laborare in terra, servire in terra, contemni,  crucifigi in terra. Descendit vita, ut occideretur ; descendit panis, ut esuriret ; descendit via,  ut in itinere lassaretur ; descendit fons, ut sitiret : et tu recusas laborare? Noli tua quaerere.  Habe caritatem, praedica veritatem: tunc pervenies ad aeternitatem, ubi invenies  securitatem ”.  174) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A, 39-40. ML 40,20): ‘ Vitam etiam  suam ad id refert, ut fruatur deo; ita enim beata est. Ergo et se ipsa utitur. Quae profecto  inchoat miseriam per superbiam, si ad se ipsam, non ad deum referatur””.  175) De Doctrina Christiana 1,41 (CSEL 80,18) = 1,22,21 (CC 32,17. ML 34,26):  ‘“ ... nec se ipsum debet propter se ipsum diligere, sed propter illum quo fruendum est. Tunc  est quippe optimus homo, cum tota vita sua pergit in incommutabilem vitam et toto adfectu  inheret illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus  non ad incommutabile aliquid convertitur ...”.NC ı1psum propter 1psum dılıgere, sed propter ıllum ( UO fruendum est Iunc
est quıppe optımus homo, CUu tota ıta SUua pergıt In incommutabılem vitam et tOfO adfectu
inheret Ilı O1 autem propter dılıgıit, NOMN refert ad deum, sed ad 1psum CONVEISUS
NO ad incommutabiıle alıquıd convertitur
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comparıson wıth Hım I, the other hand, 1t gels ın ıts OW WayY,
speak, and takes delıght In iıtself Dy PECIVEISC imıtatiıon of (j0d

in ıts desıre LO eN]OYy ıts OW W:  C hen the INOTC it wants be
grealier, the INOTEC it becomes ess Thus, prıde 1S the beginnıng of all
SIN  27 and ‘““the beginning of prıde 1$ man’s from GO I9
Ecclus 10.15& 14) *°)

In frui deo, therefore. the emphasıs 1s the fact that thıs total selfgıving
1$ the rıght relatiıonshıp of human being 18 God, a(01i enjJoyment
To g1ve oneself otally oneself 18 pride ; Ffrul deo, ASs SCC In the
followıng chapter, eeps the CGod-orlientation of the self OPpCN In g1ve
oneself heart, soul and mınd the neighbour, ASs T he WEIC God, 1S
recklessness: frul homine IN deo’, ASs SC jater: eeps the
(J0od-orientation of the er OPCH If locatıng INY frul correctly
hat become LNOTC and freer, thıs growth in eing and In teedom
1S the CONSCYUCHNCC of profoun self-forgetting umilıty and 1S noTt Just the
acquısıtion of 200d for myself.

Is the ea of love achieved hen othing IN FALS WOTr: 18 loved?

Nygren implıes hat OVve the neıghbour, accordıng the
Augustinian system of uti/trul, 1S evidence of the weakness of OUT love for
God If really OVEe' GJ0d as OUg he maıntaıns, should not
love anythıng al all ın the world * ’”). 1S instructive tO ote the proo(f-
texi for thıs assertion: If love (J0d worthily, ıll not love
(nummos) al all 178). The Passapc continues immediately: °“ Your

176) De Libero Arbitrio 30  z  S  -  3 (CC SEL 2-15
32,1308): da E: autem In contemplatiıone sapıentiae quae utique anımus NO  — est;
9001 incommutabiılıs est), et1am Se1PSUM, qQUI est commutabılıs, anımus intueatur, ei S18)|
1pse quodammodo venlat In mentem, NO fit 1S1 dıfferentia QJUuUa 1O  —_ est quod Deus,
amen alıquıd est quod possıt placere pOost [Deum. Melıo0r est autem 414 oblıvıscıtur SUl
DTac carıtate incommutabılıs Del, vel selpsum penıtus ın ıllıus comparatıiıone contemniıt. S1
autem Lamquam obvıus sı bı placet S19)| ad imıtandum Deum, ut potestate sud frul
velıt, fıt MI1nOT, quanio Cupit SSC alorem. Et hoc eSLT, Inıtıum OMNLS peccatı
superbia, l Inıtium superbiae hominis apostatare Deo“ Iranslatıon substantıally Owıng
Robert Russel OS TIhe Fathers of the Church, vol 59, D/ 235 C: De Moribus
Ecclesiae Catholicae ‚12,20-2]1 (ML 324 320) ° Ht S1 maxıme el propınquat subjectione ista
qua sımılıs fit. onge ab f1at NECCESSC est audacıa qUua vult SSC Ssimılıor. Ipsa est quUa legıbus
DeI obtemperare detractat, dum sUuxac potestatıs SsSSC cupıit ut Deus228  R. Canning  comparison with Him. If, on the other hand, it gets in its own way,  so to speak, and takes delight in itself by a perverse imitation of God  in its desire to enjoy its own power, then the more it wants to be  greater, the more it becomes less. Thus, ‘“pride is the beginning of all  sin’” and ‘“the beginning of pride is man’s apostasy from God”  (Ecclus. 10.15&14)179).  In frui deo, therefore, the emphasis is on the fact that this total selfgiving  is the right relationship of a human being to God, not on my enjoyment.  To give oneself totally to oneself is pride; frui deo, as we shall see in the  following chapter, keeps the God-orientation of the self open. To give  oneself heart, soul and mind to the neighbour, as if he were God, is  recklessness; ‘frui homine in deo’, as we shall see later, keeps the  God-orientation of the other open. If locating my frui correctly means  that I become more and freer, this growth in being and in freedom  is the consequence of profound self-forgetting humility and is not just the  acquisition of a good for myself.  3. Is the ideal of love achieved when nothing in this world is loved?  Nygren implies that to love the neighbour, according to the  Augustinian system of ufi/frui, is evidence of the weakness of our love for  God. If we really loved God as we ought, he maintains, we should not  love anything atf all in the world*””). It is instructive to note the proof-  text for this assertion: “ If we love God worthily, we will not love money  (nummos) at all’”’178), The passage continues immediately : “ Your money  17°) De . Libero. ‚Arbitrio . 3:25,76;261-263 (CC 29.320.. CSEL#74:152-153.. ML  32,1308): ‘Ut autem in contemplatione summae sapientiae (quae utique animus non est ;  nam incommutabilis est), etiam seipsum, qui est commutabilis, animus intueatur, et sibi  ipse quodammodo veniat in mentem, non fit nisi differentia qua non est quod Deus, et  tamen aliquid est quod possit placere post Deum. Melior est autem cum obliviscitur sui  prae caritate incommutabilis Dei, vel seipsum penitus in illius comparatione contemnit. Si  autem tamquam obvius sibi placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua frui  velit, tanto fit minor, quanto se cupit esse maiorem. Et hoc est, /nitium omnis peccati  superbia, et Initium superbiae hominis apostatare a Deo”. Translation substantially owing to  Robert P. Russel O.S.A.: The Fathers of the Church, vol. 59, p.233: Cf. De Moribus  Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,12,20-21 (ML 32,1320): ‘“ Et si maxime ei propinquat subjectione ista  qua similis fit, longe ab eo fiat necesse est audacia qua vult esse similior. Ipsa est qua legibus  Dei obtemperare detractat, dum suae potestatis esse cupit ut Deus est ... Dilectione igitur  redit in Deum, qua se illi non componere, sed supponere affectat. Quod quanto fecerit  instantius ac studiosius, tanto erit beatior atque sublimior, et illo solo dominante  liberrimus?”.  177) A. Nygren, op. cit., p. 510. The emphasis is Nygren’s.  178) Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 40,10 (CC 36,356. ML 35,1691): “ Non amat  multum nummum, qui amat Deum. Et ego palpavi infirmitatem, non ausus sum dicere:Diılectione ıgıtur
redıt 1ın Deum, qua 1Ilı NO]  ; COMPONCIC, sed SUDPDONCIEC affectat. Quod quanto fecerıt
instantıus stud10s1us, erıt beatıor sublımıor, ei 1lo solo dominante
lıberrimus

177) Nygren, CIt., 510 TIhe emphasıs 1$ Nygren’'s
l78) Tractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 40,10 ( 35,1691): “ Non mat

mMu quı mat Deum. Et CRO palpavı infiırmıtatem, 1980}  — s dicere :
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ıll be 9 something of IN YOu during YOUT pılgrımage, noTt

somethıng provokıng yOU self-seekıiıng; yOU ıll make use of ıt for
what 1S tO YVYOU, yOUu ıll not en]JOoYy ıt for YOUTI OW pleasure.
OVe God if what yOUu ear and praise has eifecte: anythıng ın yYyOou Use
the WOT. do not become ıts slave ” l79). call and hıs promıise ead

beyond the WOTr (1n thıs texti both ‘ saeculum ” and “ mundus , 1.e
temporal, transıtory things) God d the certaın goal of OUI hope.
Lovıng‚ the WOor empora thıngs, iın search of pleasure for
oneself and Ads ends in themselves, 1s otally al odds wıth ove for (G0d
But, usıng temporal thıngs rıghtly In order to provıde for ca
necessıiıties during thıs time of pılgrımage 15 in conformity wıth genulne
Oove When people work in the WOT ın accordance ıth Jaw, thıs
ove reveals tself, a4s the followıng DassSagc from the ule of Augustine
makes clear.

TIhe intention behind all hıs 15 that ONC ıll seek hıs OW

advantage in hıs work. Everything YOUu do 18 be for the service of
the communlity, and YOU ATEC work wıth - more zeal and INOIC
enthus1asm than if each PETISON WeTiIC merely workıng for hımself and
hıs OW interests. For ıt 15 wrıtten of Oove that “lt 15 nOtL self-seeking”

COr 15.5); that 1s 5SdYy, ıt DUults the interests of the communıty
before ıts OW interests, and not the other WaY around. The INOIC

yYOU AT concerned for the interests of the communıity rather than for
yYOouIr OW interests therefore indıcates the CAaASuIc of YOUTC
Thus, hrough all the passıng needs of men’s lıves somethiıng
ublıme and perma reveals tself, namely ove (cf. Cor
12:31&13:13) 150

Non mat UuUummM um , sed 9170)8! multum mat N U U , quası amandus Sl NUMMUS, sed
11O  . mMu S1 Deum dıgne aMMCMUs, 1NUMMMOS Oomnıno NO  — amabımus! ”. Burnaby,
* Amor 1n St Augustine ”, ın Kegley ed1tor), The Philosophy an Theolog y of Anders
Nygren, Carbondale and Edwardswılle, 1970, DL 10, has antıcıpated OUT COmMMent

Nygren’s readıng of hıs text
179) I ractatus INn Evangelium TOoannıs 40,10 f t1bı L1IUMMNMUS instrumentum

peregrination1s, NO irrnıtamentum cupıdıtatis ; qUuU O utarıs ad necessitatem, 1O  — qJUO fruarıs
ad delectatiıonem. Deum aAM S1 alıquıd in te egıt quod audıs laudas ere mundo, NO  —

te caplat mundus .
180) Praeceptum ı M (ed Verhe1uJen, 429-430): SancdX, nullus sıbı alıquıd

opereitur, sed omn1a In COMMUNC fiant, malore stud10 ef frequentior1
alacrıtate, q UuUamı S1 vobıs sıngulıs propria faceretis. Carıtas enım, de UUa scriptum est quod
HOn quaeral qQUAE SU.:  D SUNLT, SIC intellıgıtur, quıia communla proprils, NO  — proprıa COIM-

munıbus anteponıtt. ideo, quanto amplıus QU amı propria vestira

curaventis, V OS amplıus profecısse noverI1t1s ; ın omnıbus quıbus utıtur transıtura
necessitas, superemineat, qUuaCl permanet, carıtas ”'.
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As UuUsSCcC of the WOT. d (God intends ıt be used 1S not Out of step wıth
Ove fOr God, much the ess 1$ love for ne1ghbour distraction from 1t
anda sıgn of weakness. In the text from the ule ove for neıghbour g1ves
form and manıfests the ublıme and permanent love.

Fınally, let us nofe couple of In which the WOT. and all that 1S
changeable and passıng dIC set ın opposıtıon notL God but brotherly
OVe In the first instance, ın 5.13 1.e “DO not fear, brothers, ıf the
WOT. hates YVYOU 7 1S the subject of COmMMent Augustine proceeds: ..  In ıts
pejoratıve ..  world ” those wh: ove the sinful WOT OoOse
wh: OoVve the WOT In that WaVY cCannot love their brother” %): In the
second instance WOU EXDECL the mortal be contrasted wıth the
immortal God But texti from De T rinitate reads:

rue love, however, 1S thıs eing constantliy intent upON truth
lıve rıghteously ” (Tiıtus Zl and consequently consıder al
mortal thıngs of value In comparıson love for people Dy which

desıre that hey 1ve rıghteously. FOr thus 111 be able
DICDAIC ourselves CVOCIl dıe for the g00d ar the brethren, followıng
the example which the Lord Jesus Christ hımself taught u3182)230  R. Canning  As use of the world as God intends it to be used is not out of step with  love for God, much the less is love for neighbour a distraction from it  and'a sign of weakness. In the text from the Rule love for neighbour gives  form to and manifests the sublime and permanent love.  Finally, let us note a couple of texts in which the world and all that is  changeable and passing are set in opposition not to God but to brotherly  love. In the first instance, 1 Jn. 3.13, i.e. ‘Do not fear, brothers, if the  world hates you””, is the subject of comment. Augustine proceeds: ‘“ In its  pejorative sense ‘‘world”” means: those who love the sinful world. Those  who love the world in that way cannot love their brother””!®!). In the  second instance we would expect the mortal to be contrasted with the  immortal God. But a text from De Trinitate reads:  True love, however, is this: being constantly intent upon truth ‘“we  live righteously”” (Titus 2.12), and consequently we consider all  mortal things of no value in comparison to love for people by which  we desire that they live righteously. For thus we will be able to  prepare ourselves even to die for the good of the brethren, following  the example which the Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us!®?) ...  The mortal is not scorned in itself, but we are prepared to give it up in  our own death if our brother’s good requires it. Both the texts referred to  date from around 407. In the same year, during an anti-Donatist sermon,  Augustine interpreted the new commandment to love one another (Jn.  13.34) as follows: ‘‘ Therefore, the whole earth sings a new song. There  the house is built. The whole earth, therefore, is the house of God. If the  whole earth is the house of God, whoever fails to hold fast (haeret) to the  whole earth is a ruin, not a house””!8*). Augustine is here thinking of the  communion of the churches throughout the entire world and the love  that fosters unity. Whereas previously he had exhorted people to “*hold  fast”” (“haerere’””) to God, the unchangeable Truth and Wisdom, here  his admonition is to hold fast to one another. In its similarity to the  application of frui to love for neighbour this alerts us once again to the  181) Jn Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,9 (ML 35,2017) : * Mundus autem in malo, amatores  mundi sunt. Qui amant mundum, fratrem amare non possunt”.  182) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,284. ML 42,956) : ‘‘Haec est autem vera dilectio ut  inhaerentes veritati iuste vivamus, et ideo contemnamus omnia mortalia prae amore  hominum quo eos volumus iuste vivere. Ita enim et mori pro fratribus utiliter parati esse  poterimus, quod nos exemplo suo dominus Iesus Christus docuit ...”.  183) En inıps: 952 (CC-39,1343. ME 37,1227:1228) : Omnis sergo! terrau cantat  canticum novum, ibi aedificatur domus. Omnis ergo terra est domus Dei. Si omnis terra  domus Dei, qui non haeret omni terrae, ruina est, non domus ... ”.The mortal 1s nOot scorned ın tself, but AI prepare give it in

OUT OW eg ıf OUT brother’s 200d requıres ıt Both the referred
ate from around 407 In the SdadmMle VCAaT, durıng antı-Donatist9
Augustine interpreted the ‚ Alet  S commandment love ONC another (Jn

d ollows “ .T:hereiore, the ole earth SINES 11C  S SONs ere
the house 18 built The ole earth, therefore, 1s the house of God it the
ole earth 1S the house of God, whoever alls hold fast (haere the
ole earth 15 rum, not house ” 183). Augustine 1S here ınkıng of the
communılon of the churches throughout the entiıre WOT. and the love
that fosters unıty. Whereas previously he had exhorted people
fast ” (““haerere’) God, the unchangeable TÜ and 1sdom, ere
hıs admonition 1S hold fast ONe another. In ıts sımılarıty the
applıcatıon of frul love fOr ne1ıghbour thıs alerts us I11ICC agaın the

181) In Epistolam Ioannıs, ır 5,9 (ML 38520170 Mundus In malo, ama
mundı sunt Quı aman mundum, ratrem 9710)8! possunt .

182) De I rınıtate 8,/7,10 &CO 42,956) ‘* Haec peTt autem CIa dılect10 ut
inhaerentes verıtatı Iuste VIVAMUS, 1ıdeo ontemnamus omn1a mortalıa DIaC
homınum qUO COS volumus luste vlivere. Ita enım el moTI DTO fratrıbus utilıter paratı SSC

poterımus, quod I10OS exemplo s Ul  ® domiıinus lesus T1StuUsSs docuıt230  R. Canning  As use of the world as God intends it to be used is not out of step with  love for God, much the less is love for neighbour a distraction from it  and'a sign of weakness. In the text from the Rule love for neighbour gives  form to and manifests the sublime and permanent love.  Finally, let us note a couple of texts in which the world and all that is  changeable and passing are set in opposition not to God but to brotherly  love. In the first instance, 1 Jn. 3.13, i.e. ‘Do not fear, brothers, if the  world hates you””, is the subject of comment. Augustine proceeds: ‘“ In its  pejorative sense ‘‘world”” means: those who love the sinful world. Those  who love the world in that way cannot love their brother””!®!). In the  second instance we would expect the mortal to be contrasted with the  immortal God. But a text from De Trinitate reads:  True love, however, is this: being constantly intent upon truth ‘“we  live righteously”” (Titus 2.12), and consequently we consider all  mortal things of no value in comparison to love for people by which  we desire that they live righteously. For thus we will be able to  prepare ourselves even to die for the good of the brethren, following  the example which the Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us!®?) ...  The mortal is not scorned in itself, but we are prepared to give it up in  our own death if our brother’s good requires it. Both the texts referred to  date from around 407. In the same year, during an anti-Donatist sermon,  Augustine interpreted the new commandment to love one another (Jn.  13.34) as follows: ‘‘ Therefore, the whole earth sings a new song. There  the house is built. The whole earth, therefore, is the house of God. If the  whole earth is the house of God, whoever fails to hold fast (haeret) to the  whole earth is a ruin, not a house””!8*). Augustine is here thinking of the  communion of the churches throughout the entire world and the love  that fosters unity. Whereas previously he had exhorted people to “*hold  fast”” (“haerere’””) to God, the unchangeable Truth and Wisdom, here  his admonition is to hold fast to one another. In its similarity to the  application of frui to love for neighbour this alerts us once again to the  181) Jn Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,9 (ML 35,2017) : * Mundus autem in malo, amatores  mundi sunt. Qui amant mundum, fratrem amare non possunt”.  182) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,284. ML 42,956) : ‘‘Haec est autem vera dilectio ut  inhaerentes veritati iuste vivamus, et ideo contemnamus omnia mortalia prae amore  hominum quo eos volumus iuste vivere. Ita enim et mori pro fratribus utiliter parati esse  poterimus, quod nos exemplo suo dominus Iesus Christus docuit ...”.  183) En inıps: 952 (CC-39,1343. ME 37,1227:1228) : Omnis sergo! terrau cantat  canticum novum, ibi aedificatur domus. Omnis ergo terra est domus Dei. Si omnis terra  domus Dei, qui non haeret omni terrae, ruina est, non domus ... ”.A
183) En IN 95,2 OC 9,1343 Sr  - ‘*Omnıs CI BO erra cantat

cantıcum u  8 19)! agedıficatur domus. Omnıs CISO est domus Deli G1 Omn1s erra
domus De1., quı 1O haeret mnı terrae, rulna est; NO  - domus230  R. Canning  As use of the world as God intends it to be used is not out of step with  love for God, much the less is love for neighbour a distraction from it  and'a sign of weakness. In the text from the Rule love for neighbour gives  form to and manifests the sublime and permanent love.  Finally, let us note a couple of texts in which the world and all that is  changeable and passing are set in opposition not to God but to brotherly  love. In the first instance, 1 Jn. 3.13, i.e. ‘Do not fear, brothers, if the  world hates you””, is the subject of comment. Augustine proceeds: ‘“ In its  pejorative sense ‘‘world”” means: those who love the sinful world. Those  who love the world in that way cannot love their brother””!®!). In the  second instance we would expect the mortal to be contrasted with the  immortal God. But a text from De Trinitate reads:  True love, however, is this: being constantly intent upon truth ‘“we  live righteously”” (Titus 2.12), and consequently we consider all  mortal things of no value in comparison to love for people by which  we desire that they live righteously. For thus we will be able to  prepare ourselves even to die for the good of the brethren, following  the example which the Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us!®?) ...  The mortal is not scorned in itself, but we are prepared to give it up in  our own death if our brother’s good requires it. Both the texts referred to  date from around 407. In the same year, during an anti-Donatist sermon,  Augustine interpreted the new commandment to love one another (Jn.  13.34) as follows: ‘‘ Therefore, the whole earth sings a new song. There  the house is built. The whole earth, therefore, is the house of God. If the  whole earth is the house of God, whoever fails to hold fast (haeret) to the  whole earth is a ruin, not a house””!8*). Augustine is here thinking of the  communion of the churches throughout the entire world and the love  that fosters unity. Whereas previously he had exhorted people to “*hold  fast”” (“haerere’””) to God, the unchangeable Truth and Wisdom, here  his admonition is to hold fast to one another. In its similarity to the  application of frui to love for neighbour this alerts us once again to the  181) Jn Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,9 (ML 35,2017) : * Mundus autem in malo, amatores  mundi sunt. Qui amant mundum, fratrem amare non possunt”.  182) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,284. ML 42,956) : ‘‘Haec est autem vera dilectio ut  inhaerentes veritati iuste vivamus, et ideo contemnamus omnia mortalia prae amore  hominum quo eos volumus iuste vivere. Ita enim et mori pro fratribus utiliter parati esse  poterimus, quod nos exemplo suo dominus Iesus Christus docuit ...”.  183) En inıps: 952 (CC-39,1343. ME 37,1227:1228) : Omnis sergo! terrau cantat  canticum novum, ibi aedificatur domus. Omnis ergo terra est domus Dei. Si omnis terra  domus Dei, qui non haeret omni terrae, ruina est, non domus ... ”.230  R. Canning  As use of the world as God intends it to be used is not out of step with  love for God, much the less is love for neighbour a distraction from it  and'a sign of weakness. In the text from the Rule love for neighbour gives  form to and manifests the sublime and permanent love.  Finally, let us note a couple of texts in which the world and all that is  changeable and passing are set in opposition not to God but to brotherly  love. In the first instance, 1 Jn. 3.13, i.e. ‘Do not fear, brothers, if the  world hates you””, is the subject of comment. Augustine proceeds: ‘“ In its  pejorative sense ‘‘world”” means: those who love the sinful world. Those  who love the world in that way cannot love their brother””!®!). In the  second instance we would expect the mortal to be contrasted with the  immortal God. But a text from De Trinitate reads:  True love, however, is this: being constantly intent upon truth ‘“we  live righteously”” (Titus 2.12), and consequently we consider all  mortal things of no value in comparison to love for people by which  we desire that they live righteously. For thus we will be able to  prepare ourselves even to die for the good of the brethren, following  the example which the Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us!®?) ...  The mortal is not scorned in itself, but we are prepared to give it up in  our own death if our brother’s good requires it. Both the texts referred to  date from around 407. In the same year, during an anti-Donatist sermon,  Augustine interpreted the new commandment to love one another (Jn.  13.34) as follows: ‘‘ Therefore, the whole earth sings a new song. There  the house is built. The whole earth, therefore, is the house of God. If the  whole earth is the house of God, whoever fails to hold fast (haeret) to the  whole earth is a ruin, not a house””!8*). Augustine is here thinking of the  communion of the churches throughout the entire world and the love  that fosters unity. Whereas previously he had exhorted people to “*hold  fast”” (“haerere’””) to God, the unchangeable Truth and Wisdom, here  his admonition is to hold fast to one another. In its similarity to the  application of frui to love for neighbour this alerts us once again to the  181) Jn Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,9 (ML 35,2017) : * Mundus autem in malo, amatores  mundi sunt. Qui amant mundum, fratrem amare non possunt”.  182) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,284. ML 42,956) : ‘‘Haec est autem vera dilectio ut  inhaerentes veritati iuste vivamus, et ideo contemnamus omnia mortalia prae amore  hominum quo eos volumus iuste vivere. Ita enim et mori pro fratribus utiliter parati esse  poterimus, quod nos exemplo suo dominus Iesus Christus docuit ...”.  183) En inıps: 952 (CC-39,1343. ME 37,1227:1228) : Omnis sergo! terrau cantat  canticum novum, ibi aedificatur domus. Omnis ergo terra est domus Dei. Si omnis terra  domus Dei, qui non haeret omni terrae, ruina est, non domus ... ”.
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