
AUGUSTINE IHE
NATURAL SOCIETY

INTRODUCTION

In thıs that the assertion State 15 natural
SOCIeLY 15 not InCONnsıstient ıth Augustine eneral ınkıng socı1al
and polıtıcal phılosophy.

1Io Sa Y that the State ı]15 natural SOCIELY 15 claım that there 1ı15

(a) natural eed for the State substantıal growth
the human LACC SOCIeLY wıder than the famıly WOU be

NCCCSSaT Y and useful Dpromote the COMMNIMMNON empora g00d and
(b) that the authorıty 1C WOUuU be requıred fOor the functionıng
of such SOCIeLY COln be acquıred and exercısed WaY that
WOUuU nOoTt involve °*domiınatıon of human OVeCT

human*)
ıll be IM Y Contention that Augustine’s human

individualıty and COMMMON soclabılıty DIVC ase for eed and that
he provıdes the relıg10us COomMunıtLy example of soc1al STITrUCLUTE
where authorıty 15 able be laımed and exercısed wıthout r  ıng
humans d unequal before G0d

I1 AÄUGUSTINE IHE NEED IHE STATE

ere 15 u  1 hat Augustine elleve: that humans ATC

soc1a| by nature He WTrıtes ıfe of the WISC I1all both earth
and heaven 15 soclal’”*) (G0od created all humans from COINIMNON

parents hat they m1g be Oun together Dy 00 4S ell 4S racıal
sımılarıty“) As long AS 1ve wıth other humans cCannoTl FeEJECL
soclety“) Indeed thıs WOT only LWO thıngs ATC absolutely essentıal

ASSUMeE the truth of Simon thesıs that authorıty has [WO essentıa|l functions
complex SOCIeLY and therefore of al such SOCI1ei1eSs G Y ves SIMON

General Theory of Authority (Universıty of Otire Dame Press Oofre [Dame ndıana
47

De CLiVitlate del 631
De ONO conjugalıi, 4() 373
En psalmos 655
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ıfe and irıendshıip>). The WOT iıtself becomes unfriendly when ave
irıends®)

1S 1kewıise clear that Augustine el1eve: that the famıly Wds

natural and NECCSSATY expression of the human soc1lal nature He wriıtes:

And it 1S that the Mirst natural tı1e of human soclety 1S INan and
wiıfe. ven these (J0d dıd nOTt create separately and Jom hem AS ıf
strangers, but He made them ONC from the other, indıcatıng also
the W of unıon In the sıde from where che Was drawn and
ormed’).
TIhe soclety of dam and Eve Was soclety of equals, friendly

soclety, ıIn 1C NCCCSSaT Y decısıon-makıng WAaSs achıeved wıthout
“unnatural dominatıon’. TIhe subordination Was that oun between
rıiends where ONC asks Out of OVve and the other Obeys freely beloved
percei1ved be part of nNne’s being®)

Thıs natural and rıendly exerclise of authorıty ypıcal of that first
human famıly 1S quıte dıfferent from the subordinatıiıon of master OVCT
slave. Slavery 1S nOoTt ““natural” umanıty. 15 clearly the result of SIN
and the WAarTs hat SIN Lomented?) Its VEIY definition mplıes
dominatıon rYy {O the natural equalıity of humans*°®),. ven the
most humane exerciıse of slave-master’s authorıty CannoTt make the
soc1al Stiructure natural SINCEe the °°cCla1ım ” restis condıtionV
LO moral fact hat ONC human Can ..  oWnNn  27 another. It ollows that
though there 1S ““natural” eed for the famıly, slavery 1S matter of
human choice and it from ll that has een twısted Dy SIN

Is the “need’”’ for the State be traced LO the SdIlle perverted
Sermo 299 D, |Denıiıs 16| 6 Miscellanea Agostiniana, [, T
«Ita ın quıbuslıbet rebus humanıs nıhıl est homin1ı amıcum sine homine am1C0O».

Epistola 130, } 4: 3 $ 495
De ONO conjugalı, l 40, OM Iranslated DYy Charles Wiılcox, The 0o0d

of Marriage (New York, The Fathers of the Church, Inc., vol Z
Ihid. « Poterat nım s5C ın utroque SCÄU,156  D.X:BURT  life and friendship®). The world itself becomes unfriendly when we have  no friends®).  It is likewise clear that Augustine believed that the family was a  natural and necessary expression of the human social nature. He writes:  And so it is that the first natural tie of human society is man and  wife. Even these God did not create separately and join them as if  strangers, but He made them one from the other, indicating also  the power of union in the side from where she was drawn and  formed”).  The society of Adam and Eve was a society of equals, a friendly  society, in which necessary decision-making was achieved without  ‘“unnatural domination”. The subordination was that found between  friends where one asks out of love and the other obeys freely a beloved  perceived to be part of one’s being®).  This natural and friendly exercise of authority typical of that first  human family is quite different from the subordination of master over  slave. Slavery is not “natural’”” to humanity. It is clearly the result of sin  and the wars that sin fomented®). Its very definition implies a perverse  domination contrary to the natural equality of humans!°). Even the  most humane exercise of a slave-master’s authority cannot make the  social structure natural since the ‘“claim”” rests on a condition contrary  to moral fact: that one human can ‘“own” another. It follows that  though there is a ‘“natural’”” need for the family, slavery is a matter of  human choice and it comes from a will that has been twisted by sin.  Is the “need’” for the State to be traced to the same perverted  °) Sermo 299D, [Denis 16] 1; Miscellanea Agostiniana, 1, p. 75.  °) «Ita in quibuslibet rebus humanis nihil est homini amicum sine homine amico».  Epistola 130, 2, 4; PL 33, 495,  7’) De bono conjugali, 1, 1; PL 40, 373. Translated by Charles T. Wilcox, The Good  of Marriage (New York, The Fathers of the Church, Inc., 1955), vol. 27, p. 9.  ®) /bid. «Poterat enim esse in utroque sexu, ... alterius regentis, alterius obsequentis  amicalis quaedam et germana conjunctio». On this «natural» subordination in the family,  cf. De Genesi ad litteram 11, 37, 50; Quaestiones in Heptateuchum, I, 153. Markus notes:  «The punishment (of woman) after sin was in the mode of her subordination. Even before  sin she would be subordinate. But the servitude which Augustine identifies with loving  subordination belongs to the nature in which man and woman were originally created».  R.A. MARKUS, Two Conceptions of Political Authority: Augustine, De Civitate dei, 19,  14-15, and Some Thirteenth Century Interpretations, Journal of Theological Studies, N.S.,  Vol. 16, pt. 1 (April 1965), pp. 74-75.  °) Quaestiones in Heptateuchum, 1, 153; PL 34, 590. Cf. Gervase CORCORAN, St.  Augustine on Slavery, Studia Ephemeridis «Augustinianum» 22, (Institutum Patristicum  «Augustinianum»: Rome, 1985).  10) De Genesi ad litteram, II, 20, 30; PL 34, 292. Cf. ibid., 22, 34; PL 34, 293-294.alterıus regentis, alterıus obsequentis

amıcalıs quaedam ei SCIMANA conjuncti0». On thıs «natural» subordinatıiıon in the famıily,
cf. De Genesi ad litteram 11. $ 5: Quaestiones INn Heptateuchum, { 153 Markus notes
«The punıshment (of woman) after SIN Wds In the mode of her subordination. Even before
SIN che WOU. be subordinate. But the servıtude which Augustine ıdentifies ıth lovıng
subordination belongs the nature In 1C INan and WerTe orıginally created».

MARKUS, Iwo Conceptions of Polıtical Authorıity: Augustine, De C(ivitate del, 19,
14-15, and OoOme Thırteenth Century Interpretations, Journal of Theological Studies,
Vol 16, pt (Aprıl JA

Quaestiones IN Heptateuchum, L, 133: 34, 590 %: ervase CORCORAN, S
Augustine Slavery, Studıa Ephemeridis «Augustinianum» 22 (Instıtutum Patrısticum
«Augustinianum»: Rome,

10) De Genesi ad litteram, IL, 20, 30; 34, 2972 (: Did. 2 9 3 E} 34, 2937294
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source? Augustine consıdered thıs question in the abstract 1NOT

dıd he g1ve an Yy sclentific analysıs of “iınnocent nature’s eed’ for
polıtıcal socilety +5). Hıs interest in polıtical phılosophy 1$ purely
pragmatıc. Hıs CONCETN 1S the State A ıt actually ex1sts, tarnıshed DYy SIN
ıke other temporal instıtution after Eden He has ou that
in humanıty's present wounded condıtıon the State 1S needed 4S

corrective for human perversıity. The goal of hrough order would
ave een noble end for human soclety CVCMN ın Eden, but in the
actual sin-fAilled world ars that end ATC required. Peace NO

Can be preserved only hrough COeEerCIve laws, threats of punıshment,
and Just Jjudgment of malefactors. Humans aATeC ‘“tangled nto knots” Dy
theır wounds and ıt takes strong medicıne maıntaın the
Moreover, ın thıs WOT of fact rulers AdIC frequently d bad ASs theır
subjects. It 1S nOoTt unknown that SOTINC 1Ings acquıre and exercıse
authorıty A perversely A the WOTS slave-masters. Augustine o€s not

Justify such dominatıon but, consıdering the alternatıve (anarchy), he 18
willıng aCccept ıt ASs the lesser of L[WO evıls ıIn world hat ıll
perfectly achileve the greates of g00ds

Augustine’s clearly belıeves In the “factual” eed for the State 4S

control human perversıty. Is there basıs ıIn hıs hought for
argumen eadıng tO “natural- need, eed that WOU have een
present CVCN ıf humans had sinned? suggest the followıng
SITrUCLUTE for such argument:

Humans ave natural desıre for
Peace depends order dısparate par
When the par be ordered ATC free beings, the order ıll be
ase: decısıons of beings who, because of ı1nieren past
experlences and dıfferent habıts drawn from theır un1ıque past
choi1Cces, ıll sometimes dısagree.
In complex soclety (composed of Man Yy famılıes and Man Yy
indıvıduals), ıt 1S unlıkely that CONSCNSUS about achleve
COMMON g0als ıll be achlieved.
Therefore, the orderıng of such socletlies towards the COMIMNIMMNON

g00d of arthly Cal only be ffected efficıently hrough the
exerclse of authorıity.
But soclety 1cC seeks the temporal COMMON g00d under the
direction of authorıty 15 hat 1S me. Dy the State
ere 15 therefore “natural” eed for the State

Augustine’s reflections human ıfe ıIn soclety SCCIN Support thıs
argument.

11) (: MARKUS, C: 81
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Augustine defines AS the tranquilıty that Out of order
and order 1S the arrangemen of ıke and unlıke thıngs INn theır PTODCI
places+**). The human eed for 1S ust A4ASs natural 4S the thırst for
happıness He SaVYS hat ANVONC who has tudıed human natiure
ser10usly MUuUsSst that there 1S human heart that 0€es noL want
and need pBeEaACE*): The desıire for 1S thus not the result of
perversıity but of nature ex1isted In Eden and WOU ave continued

ex1ist if the human LAaCe had ndured wıthout SIN In paradıse the
essentı1a] humans WOU ave een the DEACE of ordered
CONCOrd’””. That rst human famıly enjoyed ordered concord
DCTSONS lıving ogether where SOMEC WEIC ın posıti1ons of decısıon
makıng for the and others WeTiIC In posıit1ons of obedience.
Unfortunately humans dıd noL ast long enough ın Innocence SCC the
development RR the CIty €)1. commonwealth, but ıf they dıd they WOU
have desired the of the CILY: ..  an ordered concord the ruler
and rule In people Joıned In Citizenship 437 ).

ven wıthout SIN. then, humans woul ave had natural need for
They WOU also ave had natural eed LO ..  use  27 materı1a]l

thıngs. They WOU need eal and TIn They WOU eed gel from
place place Ihey WOU need dıspose of the natural ‘“efluvium”
of lıyıng ıIn communlıty. Paradıse Was pleasan earthly place It Was
not heaven. Humans had INOTE perfect bodies than experlience but
they WEIC noTt glorıfie bodies Ihus the orderly USC of materı1al thıngs
WOU be Component of the from order that they desiıred The
g00ds desceribed Dy Augustine d the of the In OUT

present condıtion WOU ave Gen NCCCSSaAaTY g00ds In Eden also. ere
1S [CAasSson for belıeving that the human [ACC before SIN Was an Y ess of

pılgrım people “G00d” famılıes WOU need {O uUusc materı1al and
empora g00ds 1le they antıcıpated the greater g00ds of heaven*>).
Eden Was notLt heaven. Was WdYy heaven. It Was noOoTL ıIn eternity.
Was In time. ere WOU hus be eed for the empora and
orderly uUsSsc of earthly thıngs 16 such empora al least

12) De Civitate dei, 19, 13, 41, 640
13) Ibid., 19, 12, l 41, 637
14) «Pax hominum, ordınata concordiıa. Pax domus, ordınata ımperandı

obediendi concordıia cohabıtantium. Pax Cıvitatis, ordınata imperandı obediend:
concordıa CIVIUM ». De CLiVitate del, 13 41, 640 It 15 interesting hat the essentıal
bond In the state, famıly, and humans generally 1S the Sd1I11e «Concordıia». TIhe only
dıference 1S that INn the famıly and the the «Concordlia» (frıendship) ex1ists between
SsSOTINE who rule and others who dIeC ruled

15) De Civitate dei, 19, 41, 645
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partıally depends alr, food, and all that 15 needed by the
body*°®). The question 18 whether such ““orderly uUus«ec of materı1al g00ds  297
WOU ave OWEe naturally from the bond of frıendship found
indıvıduals OT% ıf not, whether the socı1a] STIruciure of the iındıvıdual
famıly Was sufhcıent rıng ıt about

Certamly frıendshıp and famıly ex1isted ın Eden oul these have
been sufhicıent {O achleve empora ıf umanıty had nOoTt een
wounded Dy sın ? It unlıkely. Since humans dIiC beings of reedom
and beings who learn by experiıence rather than commonly nfused
knowledge, it 1S reasonable ASSUMEC dıfferences of opınıon CVCI In
Stiate of innocence. The SLTOTY of dam and Eve DITOVCS that ECVCN LWO
humans who Oove each other Can ook al the SdI11C sıtuatiıon dıfferently.
Ve's experience ıth the tempter DaVC her NC  S informatıon concerning
hat should OT should notL be dam had be convınced of the
8i  S proJect before he made h1is atal miıstake.

The conclusıon 1S sımply thıs humans ATC lıkely LO dısagree the
est EVCN the SAdmIlle g0als and thıs happens because they ATIC

free beings who AdIC indeed different. Thıs dıfference of VIEW Can ead
conflicting choıices and In order {O achleve COININON actıon there 15
needed SOTINC peacefu resolution of the dıfferences.

1S certamly possıble that thıs resolution COUuU COMC about
wıthout the exercise of authorıty Sayıng: Everyone has had theır Sa V
and posıtıon has ıts OW value, but Fhis 292  Way
communıty Can COININON actıon Dy WAaY of CONSCHNSUS

DIOCCSS whereby all OC plan d eing the “best.” plan for
achlıeving the commonly agreed upOoN goal In sTLate of Innocence thıs
WOU probably happen ıf in fact there WeEeIC ° best”’ plan But, 4S

Sımon SaVYS, in complex soclety there VCILY often ıll be ONC °“best”
WdY accomplısh desiıred g0al. In such sıtuatiıon CONSCHNSUS the
basıs of reasoned argumen ıll become dıfhicult ıf nol impossıble. At
VEIYy least tryıng achleve such CONSCNSUS ıll be inefhcıent. In such
sıtuations there 111 be the eed fOor authorıty resolve the dıfferences.

But WOU soclety AVe achieved that complexıty ıIn of
innocence? If it dıd nOL, the natural authorıty residıng In the father of
the famıly WOU ave BeA enough resolve dıferences. ere Wds

need for dam and Eve establısh State d long 4A5 theır famıly Was

SsSma But there 1S 1CAason SUDDOSC hat the [aCcCec WOU a(011 ave
expande: ıf the innocence of Eden had een preserved. Augustine

16) Ibid., 19, 3, Z 41, 647
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eileve (contra Manıchae1sm) hat procreatıon 1S expression of the
g00d In humanıty, not the bad We INa Y therefore AdSSUuMNe hat
complexıty WOU arıse ın soclety 1C CONL not be resolved sımply by
the famıly nıt ere WOU be eed fOo resolve dıferences of opınıon
m famılıes and INnd1v1duals who INOTEC and INOTC had fewer and
fewer cshared experlences.

In Su ıIn the of innocence it 1S VerY lıkely hat soclety WOU.
become complex sımply by increase ıIn the numbers and that such
complexıty WOU make it practically ımpossıble achıleve CONSCNHNSUS In
()1 famılıes about the best achleve the empora
COTITNINON g00d Thıs eing the CasC, there WOU be the eed for socıa]l
organızatıon broader than the famıly, ndowed ıth the authorıty and
responsıbılıty LO seek the empora COMIMNMMON g00d of the ndıvıduals and
the famılıes that make it Thıs 1S OUT COINMON understandıng of
State and it also be hat Augustine Dy h1s description
of .  eople d assemblage of reasonable beings Oun ogether Dy
COMNMMON agreement d the objects of theır love  A where what they
love 1S “earthly peace” and the ordering of temporalıtıes NCCCSSATY LO
achileve ltl7)

Thus, Augustine’s VIEWS the dıversıity of decıisıon free
humans and theır natural eed for temporal ASs long ASs they
WEIC pursumng theır pılgrımage eärth: WOU ead hım LO that,
ıf sinless human L[ACC had continued expand, time WOU COMEe
when SOTINC socıal larger than the tamıly WOU ave een needed
88 organıze indıvıidual efforts towards empora COINMON g00d
final question 18 whether the authorıty NECCCSSATY make such socılety
“WOI'k” COU. be acquıred and exercısed wıthout "unnatural’”
subordinatıon of ONC human another**); If no(, hen the State 1S
..  not natural” human soclety CVCN though there MaYy be “natural
need’”’.

I1 IHE EANING "ANMATURAL  I9 AÄUTHORITY

Authorıity 1S saıd LO be ““natural” OT ..  1n accord ıth human
nature” f

17) Ibid., 19, Z  P 41, 655 «Populus est COEeT{us multitudinıs rationalıs QUas
dılıgıt COoncordı COommuUnılone SOC1latus».

18) Augustine suggest otherwiıse ın hıs oft-quoted statement «Go wanted
ratiıonal INall, made Hıs image, ave domınıon EXCEDL VOI irrational nature» De
Civitate del, 19, I5 41, 643
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(1) ıts claım 0€s not rest a effect of human siınfulness; and
(2) ıts exerclse O€Ss not manifest dısorder in human nature

Authorıty 111 faıl the rst condıtion ıf the only [CASON for
asserting that ..  27 15 superl10r LO 1S because of alse assumption of
inferior1ty resulting 6:9) from CONqUE ın WAarTr OT enslavement OT

siımilar rooted ıIn human SIN Authorıty ıll faıl the second
condıiıtion ıf ın ıts exerclıse it o€es not seek achileve the COTININON g00d
(as opposed the selfish interests of the authorıity) and/or treats the
subjects 4S though they WEIC nOoTt free human beings equa before God

For example, In the famıly there 15 subordinatıon of chılaren
parents from nafiure iıtself. In fact VCI'Yy chılaren AIC LOO eillcıen
In knowledge and prudence LO take GAaLt of themselves. One O€s nOoTL
ASSUTNC theır infer10r qualifications. They AIC INn fact Inferl1605*”). TIhe
authorıty of parent OVeT chil 1S *° Aatural- and becomes “unnatural”
only ıf it 15 exercıised beyond ıts due time iın abusıve INAaNnnNneT

The sıtuatiıon of lavery 15 quıte ınlleren ere the authorıty of
the master VCI the slave 1S ‘“unnatural” in ıts VEeIY claım SINCE it
A4SSUMNES that ONeC human eıng 1s the pOossessionN of the other Thıs
authorıty Can be unnatural the second COUN also, but NOTL

necessarıly The slave master COU exerc1ıse her/hıs suppose:
authorıty in “natural” WaY by treatıng the slave ıth the respect due

equa human eing In ıke MannerTr prince Can exercıse authorıty
In ruly nO WaAY Augustine’s * Miırror of Princes’” reflects hıs VIEW
that Kıng Can be VIrtuUOUS in hıs rule CVCMN in WOTr. wounded DYy SIN
In the kıngdom of the ‘““God-fearıng prince” there 1S irue
subordinatıon of ruled ruler but the °“dominatıon of master Over
slave 1S absent because the ruler “”governs ıth justice , “remembers
that he 1S only human being”, and consıders h1ıs ““sovereıgnty ASs

minıstry of
Thıs PasSsagcu that arkus statement“*) that *°COercıon 15

part of the BSSOHLE of polıtıcal soclety wıthout it the 15 NnOT
state”’ MaYy be factually iIrue ın the STa d it actually ex1Ists ıIn sinful
wor but it 1S notL Irue of the per 1S clear that the 64 of

19) As Corcoran nOTtEeSs (0D CH. 61) the force of Augustine’s sStatement «Go dıd
nOT want ratıonal creaftures rule VT ratıonal creatures>» dıd nOoTt preclude q ]]
subordination of ONC human another but only hat whıich miırrored human
«domiınatıon » of irratıonal creatures

20) De C1vitate dei, 8 24: 41, 1 /70-171
21) ARKUS, 07
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authorıty ASs “love that serves’’ Was Dy Augustine apply al
socleties iın 1C members of the City of (G0d found themselves*?).

Since EVGN the mOost perversely ““Claımed” authorıty (LE aster
OVCT slave) Can be exercıised in WAdY that 1S ruly human, it 1S clear that
the problem of the “”naturalness’”’ of the authorıty requıred for the State
1S problem of 191 1S not of the V ARY of State authorıty that it
be used unnaturally. But 1S the vVerYy “"Cla1m.. rule A prince ntirary
{O human nature? Does the °cCla1ım” iıtself resi “”unnatural”
inequality M humans? Does the VEIYV Cla1m.. rule
denıigration of those be ruled?

arkus that the crucı1a|] pomint about the Org1Ns of
polıtical authorıty162  D.X. BURT  authority as ‘“love that serves”” was meant by Augustine to apply to all  societies in which members of the City of God found themselves?2).  Since even the most perversely ‘““claimed” authority (i.e. master  over slave) can be exercised in a way that is truly human, it is clear that  the problem of the “naturalness” of the authority required for the State  is a problem of ‘““claim”. It is not of the essence of State authority that it  be used unnaturally. But is the very ‘““Claim” to rule as prince contrary  to human nature? Does the ‘“claim’”” itself rest on an “unnatural”  inequality among humans? Does the very “claim” to rule imply a  denigration of those to be ruled?  Markus suggests that the crucial point about the origins of  political authority  ... 1s the question as to whether it is to be treated on the model of  the authority of a master over his slave, or on that of a husband  and father over his wife and family. These are the paradigm cases  which give us a clue to the senses in which the concept of nature is  applied to social groupings?®).  The structure of slavery clearly places it among those social  institutions that flow from human sinfulness. The structure of the  family places it among those that flow from nature. The question is  whether the State is analogous to either of the above. If there are only  two choices, it seems necessarily so to say that the State is just a more  sophisticated form of slavery and the question of its naturalness ends  there. It obviously cannot be equated with the family. There is no  natural inequality among its members. There is no assumption of  greater experience or wisdom of ruler over ruled as there is where  parent rules over child. But are these the only two choices?  I suggest that there is a third model of social structure which is  closer to the State than either slavery or the family. It is a society in  which there is true authority exercised but in which there is no  assumption of inequality. It is a society of equals pursuing a common  goal under authority. It is the society described by Augustine in his  writings on the Religious Community.  ?2?) Cf. De civitate dei, 14, 28; cf. Adolar ZUMKELLER, Augustine’s Ideal of the  Religious Life, trans. Edmund College (New York: Fordham Univ. Press, 1986), p. 236.  23) MARKUS, op. cit., p. 81.1S the question 4S whether it 1S be treated the mMO of

the authorıty of master OVECT hıs slave, ÖT that of husband
and father OVCTI hıs wiıfe and famıly. ese AL the paradıgm1 g1ve us clue LO the SCNSCS ın IC the CONcepL of nature 1S
applıed {O soc1a] groupings*).
The sStiructure of slavery clearly places ıt those socı1a]

institutions hat fNlow from human siınfulness. The sStructure of the
famıly places it 438 those hat flow from nature The question 1S
whether the State 1$ analogous LO eıther of the above. If there AL only
[WO choıiCces, ıt necessarıly Sa V that the State 1S Just INOTEC

sophısticated form of slavery and the question of ıts naturalness ends
there obvıously Cannot be equated ıth the famıly. ere 1s
natural inequality Its members. ere 1S assumption of
greater experience OT wısdom of ruler O VGt rule: AS there 1s where
parent rules OVeT But ATeC these the only [WO choices?

suggest that there 1S In mMO of socıal Structiure which 1s
closer the State than eıther slavery OT the famıly. 1s soclety In
1 there 1s Irue authority exercısed but In 1C there 1s
assumption of inequality. 1s soclety of equals pursuing COINIMNON
goal under authorıty. It 1S the soclety desceribed Dy Augustine In hıs
wrıtings the Relıgi10us Community.

22) CT De Civitate dei, Z cf. Adolar ZUMKELLER, Augustine s Ideal of the
Religious Life, rans Edmund College (New ork Fordham Unıv. Press, 236

23) MARKUS, CIt., &]
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I{IHE RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY AS EXAMPLE
NATURAL AÄAUTHORITY

TIhe soclety exemplıfıed In the Relıg10us Communıity propose Dy
Augustine 1S soclety ot free, equa human beings gathere: together
under authorıty dırecting them COIMMNMON x0oa]l indıvıdual
perfection In and hrough communıty lıfe

Several charaeterıstics of thıs socı1al STIructiure AIC worth noting.
Fırst, there 1S present Irue authorıty SOVEIN., The ule wrıtten by
Augustine for hıs communiıtıies 15 presented ASs plan that 0Ug be
Oollowe Dy AaNyONC wh wıshes membershıp Indıviduals ATC free LO

Jom (T nNnOT Jo1n, but ONMNCC Jomimng they ATC noTl free ignore the
wıthout au For example, Augustine stıpulates hat ıf members of the
communıty faıl In observance of astıty and do NOL Correct
themselves, they ATiTC tO be brought the super10r for Judgmen and
punıshment. The super10r Can ECVCN eXpel the malefactor ıf thıs 1S
deemed NECESSALTY“ *} The super10r alsO has authorıty organıze the
actıvıtles of the members towards the COIMNMON g00d (e.g
determinıng wh ll clean the lothes, who ıll do the cookıng,
ete)7?): Indeed, the authorıty of the super10r extends CVECHN fOo the
prıvate lıves of the indıvıduals, ordering them do hat 1S NCCCSSaAT Y
for theır physıca health

That thıs authorıty 1S iIrue authorıty (the W impose NEe s
l others) and nOT sımply persuasıve recommendatıons riends 18
shown Dy Augustine’s warnıng that the super10r should nNOT be LOO

quıc In apologızıng for ars dırective est “by eing LOO humble
and submıiıssıve ın YOUT conduct towards these people, then YOUTr
authoriIity, IC they cshould be ready aCCcepL, ıll be undermı1-
ned*°)

In Chapter of the Rule, Augustine addresses the subjects ın the
socılety d ollows

Obey YOUT super10r ASs father, but also o1ve hım due respect
aCCount of hıs ofhice., otherwiıse YOU en God in hım Thıs 1S SVEN
LNOTC iIrue of the prıiest who bears responsıbıilıty for yYOU all It 1S
primarıly the super10r SCC that all that has een saı1d ere

24) The ule of ST Augustine, ıth introduction and cCommentary Dy Tarsıcıus
Van Bavel, (),5 Tans by Raymond Cannıng, OS (Darton, Longman odd
London. 4, L: All references the Augustine’s ule 111 be from thıs
edıtion.

25) Ibid., >
26) Ibid., 6, 3
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15 pDuLl nto practice and that infrıngements ATC noTl carelessly
overlooked It 15 hıs duty pomint Out abuses and Correct them If
somethıing 18 beyond hıs cCompetence and he should DutL the
atter before the prıiest, whose authorıty In SOTIC respects 15
greater than hıs Oown“* ’).
TIhe DaAddlic has number of interesting implıcations. In the first

place, oug the super10r 1S like father, hıs claım respect 1S DV
Tedsoöon of his offıce super10r. Ihrough that fiice he has rece1ved (30d-
given authorıty rule. 1S not authorıty that he has taken upON
hımself (as slave-master) but authorıty that 1S gZiven. econdly, the
authorıty 1S specıfically executive authorıty SCC the
accomplıshment of the COTITLLMMON g0o0d ASs thıs 15 described Dy the ule
The Super10r must SCC ıt that all the members of the soclety Out
the duties that they ave taken upDON themselves Dy becomiıng members.

Er normal Circumstances the rule should be A4ase‘ °19ve’”
rather than fear. The only ‘ dominatıon ” should be the dominatıon of
- AOVE. onsıderıng the wounds that ave COM from the fact of SINN, it
INd y be NCCCSSATY {O nstıll fear ın the recalcıtrant, but thıs dominatıon
Dy fear 1S caused noTt by the nature of the soclety ıtself but Dy the fact
that ıt 1Ss composed of people lready wounded Dy SIN

ven In communıtıies less scarred Dy SIN there 15 SiL irue
subordinatıon of subject {O super10r but 1S 1S subordinatıiıon hat 1s
exercıised in love. super10r must noTL iın hımself fortunate In
'havıng W ord ıt VCI you 25-6), but ın °the love ıth
1C he you (Gal The g0al of theır rule 1S the
g00d of the communıty and the g00d of the ndıvıduals that make 1t

In workıng towards thıs goal they follow Paul’s directions
“admoniısh the unruly, cheer the faınt-hearted, Support the weak, and
be patıent towards all ess

IM pomint worth noting about Augustine’s description of
Relıg10us Communıity 1S that those rule: retaın theır iıdentity and theır
equalıty d free humans before (G0d The DUTDOSC of theır communıty 15

lıve ın ONC mınd and heart A4AS they make theır WAaY toward theır
eternal destiny£?): All members of the communıty AdIC Oun tOo observe
the rules seit down, but nol dSs slaves lıvıng under law but d free human
beings makıng theır WaY towards theır indıvıdual destiny under
Srace<).

27) Ibid., S 2
28) Ibid., n29) Ibid.,
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1s Oobvıo0us that the rel1g10us soclety of Augustine’s ule dıffers
radıcally from the polıtical soclety which 1S the State Both AdIC strıving
to create envıronment of in 1 ındıvıduals Can work
perfect themselves ASs humans but the State seeks theır empora g00d
211e the relıg10us soclety seeks theır spırıtual g00d Both the State and
the Relıg10us Communıity in fact ex1ist in world wounded Dy SIN and
both seek and control the eflects of that SIN, but the State
15 INOTC concerned about controlling criminal actı1ons ıle the

Relıgi0us Communıity 1s INOTC concerned about controlling disorderly
desıire (concupiscence). urther difference 15 that there 15 natural
eed for the existence of formal Relig10us Communities. TIhe State
would have een needed (as argued above) EVen ıIn the est of
s1ıtuations.

TIhe example of the relıg10us communıity g1VvES help
establıshıng the need of the State It o0€es help ın establıshıng ıts

possıbılıty. Its example that ıt 1S poss1ıble for of equa
human beings 1ve ın soclety under authorıty where both the claım
for and the exerc1ıse of that authorıty o€es noOoTt rest the assumption
of human SIN It that such soclety Can HNow from and be

respectful of hat 1S hest in humans and nOot be present simply because
of hat 1S ın them

The mMO of the relig10us ıfe elps LO establısh that the State
COUuU ex1ist wıthout dominatıon of human by human because
the Religi0us Communıity 1S soclety of equals ın IC there 1$ yel
“ar al subordinatıon of ubject super10r Aase‘ authorıty
IC 15 natural both in 1ts acquısıtiıon and ın 1fs exerclse.

In the first place, the claım for authorıty reedom rather
than SIN oug Augustine has lıttle ıf nothıng 5Sd y about how
superl10rs are IO be chosen, ıt 15 clear from hıstory hat communiıtıes
actıng In hıs spırıt ave chosen super10rs by choıce of the
communıity>*°®). It 15 not clear that ın hıs day Al y super10rs WeTITC

‘“elected’”’ ıIn the modern of elections. And yel ıt remaıns iIrue that
the subjects WeTC always free accept that authorıty Dy stayıng In the
communıty 0)8 rejecting it Dy eavıng The authorıty of the super10r
CaIlllec from God and learly nOT from the subjects they
subordinated themselves tO that authorıty freely by choosing remaın

30) Van AaVve. that the relı1g10us communıities ounded by Augustine had
INOTEC democratıc SITUCIUTrE an er rel1g10us foundatıons of hıs day) because «In R
experiıence the relıg10us ıfe developed Out of of frıiends». Ibid., 102 hus the
rel1g10us soclety Was based love whıle st1l] eing dırected by authorıty.
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In the soclety under that authorıty. Thus the SOUTITCEC of the claım of thıs
partıcular human be super10r VT that partıcular human
Relıgi0us Communıity had nothıng 18 do wıth human sınfulness.
Rather, ıt rested the mMoOst glor10us natural gıft gı1ven tO human
beings: the W of free choı1ce.

econdly, Augustine’s description of the Relıgi10us Communıity
indıcates hıs belıef that authorıty wıthın soclety of equals COuU not
only be acquıred ““naturally” but also COUu be exercısed “naturally”.
Authorıty COUuU CADICSS ıtself hrough lovıng domiınatıon in 1icC the
1INd1v1duals WEeIC respected AS equals before God and where the g0al Was

achleve the g00d of the communıty rather than an Yy personal
advantage OT glOTrYy of the ruler.

In Su Augustine’s descer1iption of the Relıg10us Communıity
provıdes xample of socı1al STIruCcCiure in ic true authorıty 1S
exercıised OVECT equa human beings but where the authorıty oes nOTt
A4ASSUMME siınfulness eıther In ıts orıgın OT ıIn ıts exerclse.

CCONCLUSION

The of thıs own thıs If Augustine Wds

wiıllıng admıt hat authorıty COUuU be lJaımed and exercısed In
human soclety (the Relıgi0us Communıity) In WaVYS that had
assumption of human SIN OT perversIıty, there 1s TCAasSson why he
WOU nOTL admıt that NECCSSaAaT Y authorıty COUuU be present the State
f hat soclety Was needed In Eden If thıs 1S irue, then the ast obstacle
15 removed asserting that Augustine’s hought allows for callıng the
State ““natural SOcIeELYy. :

1S certamly iIrue that ıIn the rea] WOT the State 1S called uDON
COTrreeti pervers1ons INOTEC than promote 200d 1S also Irue that the
State ın thıs WOT wounded by SIN ıll always COMME short because
of the deficıencIles of ıts members. But these actual defects do nNnOoTt
obvıate the “naturalness’” of the State anı Yy INOTE than the fact of dıvorce
DITOVCS that the famıly 1s noTl “natural SOcIELYV.. Though humans INAaY
be cracked, irıendshıp and the famıly and the State remaın natural and
NECCSSATY WaYS have al hand CXDTCSS OUT socılal nature

Vıllanova Donald URT OS


