
FRIENDSHIP OLA
AND AUGUSTINE

Friendshıp played key role ıIn the I1ves and thought of St
Paulınus of ola and St Augustine of 1ppO, L[WO Fathers of the
Church who WEeTIC contemporarıes, and also riends Paulinus’s and
Augustine’s of irıendshıp ave een tudıied In monographs;
there ATC other Fathers of whom thıs 1S irue But theır WaYS of
understandıng friendshıp ave een compared*).

Both Paulinus and Augustine cherished Christian frıendship. Yet
the VeETY phrase °“Christian irıendshıip” 1S problematiıc. Whıle Tee and
Roman authors extensıvely irıendship, the CONCEDL
plays sıgnıfıcant role 1ın the ©: and early Chrıstian wriıters seldom
Eeven mention iriendship. Christian reflection friıendship egan only
In the 1r Century, and nOoTt untıl the late fourth dıd dıstinctively
Christian notion of irıendshıp CIMCTSC precisely ıth Paulinus and
Augustine.

The most important lıterature Venantıus OLTE, Augustins Freundschaftsideal INn
seinen Briefen. Unter Hereinbeziehung seiner Jugendfreundschaften ZeEMASS den philosoph-
ischen Schriften und den Confessionen (Cassıclacum, Band VE Würzburg, Pıerre
FABRE, Saint Paulin de ole el "amiltie chretienne (Bıblıotheque des Ecoles francalses
d’Athenes ei de Rome, fascıcule 16/; Parıs, Lukas VISCHER, "*DDas Problem der
Freundschaft be1l den Kırchenvätern. Basılıus der GrOosse, regor VO  —; Nazılanz, und
Chrysostomos’”’, Theologische Zeitschrift (1953) 1 7/3-200 MarYy Aquınas MCNAMARA,
Friendship IN Saint Augustine (Studıa Frıburgensıa, NC  S ser1es, 2 Frıbourg |Swiıtzerland],

ele FISKE, “*St Augustine and Friendship”, Monastic Studies (1964) ET
135 John MONAGLE, ““Friendship In St Augustine’s Bıography: Classıcal Notion of
Friendship””, Augustinian Studies (1971) 8 1-972 ulg] Franco PIZZOLATO, ed:; gostino di
Ippona L’Amicizia CILSELANG. Antologia dalle D: altrı est]z di Ambrogio di Milano
Gerolamo Paolino di ola (Cıivılta letterarıa dı Grec1a dı Roma, AutorI1, NSerıe latına,
ST: Torino, Idem, ‘“ L’amıcızıa In an gostino 11 Laelius dı Cicerone”, Vigiliae
Christianae 28 (1974) Idem, ‘“ Interazıone compenetrazıone dı amıc1zı1a carıta In
an gost1ino““, in Forma Futurı Studi IN del card. Pellegrino (Torino,

GEERLINGS, ""Das Freundschaftsideal Augustins‘“‘, Theologische Quartalschrift
161 (1981), (but cf. the sharp eriticısm of thıs artıcle by 5 E E Van Bavel ın the artıcle
followıing). Tarsıcıus Va  —_ BAVEL, InfAÄuence of 1cero’s Ideal of Friıendshıp
Augustine’””, in Augustiniana I raiectina, ed Dy den Boeft and Van ort (Parıs,
59772 Brıan Patrıck MCGUIRE, Friendship and Community : The Monastic Experience, 3I0-
1250 (Cistercıan Studıies, 95; Kalamazoo, TIhe followıng artıcles in encyclopedıas
dIC Iso helpful: VANSTEENBERGHE, ‘“ Amıiıtie”, DSp (1937)- MULLER ei ar
"Freundschaft’””, Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie (1972) 1105-14; Kurt IREU,
‘““Freundschaft’””, RAC (1972)- ean ECLERCOQ, °° Amıicızıa nella ıta relıg10sa’””,
Dizionario degli Stitulr di Perfezione (1974) j Heıinz-Horst SCHREY, °° Freund-
scha IRE (1983) 0-99
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ÄNTIQUITY AN ARLY (HRISTIANITY

ree and Latın lıterature ofiers examples of legendary frıend-
sh1ps CcNiılles and Patroclus ın the 14 Orestes and Pylades In
ragedy, Nısus and uryalus ın the Aeneid. By Comparıson, the
friendshıp of Davıd and onatihan In the Old Testament, which the
Fathers often appeale LO, stands Out because it 1$ un1que; nowhere else
o€es the depıict siımılar friendship*).

Antıquity also attests hıstorıical irıendships, ıke that between
Cicero and Attıicus. Horace’s trıbute Vergıl, anımae dimidium MEAE,
15 Justly famous*). arly Chrıistianıty knew few close frıendships, but
they generally dıd not endure. The frıendshıp of ası of Caesarea and
Gregory of Nazıanzus Was al best straıned ın 1ts ast 9 and the
errı end of the friendshıp of Jerome and Rufinus Was candal
the ole Chriıstian WOTr Wıth few exceptions perhaps Jerome and
aula, ÖT John Chrysostom and ympıas, dIC examples), it 1S only in
the ıddle Ages and later that Chrıistian frıendsh1ıps between INCN and

ATIC acknowledged; famılıar examples ATC Francıs and are, OT

Francıs de ales and Jane Frances de Chantal
ree phılosophers speculated extensively Irıendshıip*). In all

s the unıvocal of the word desıgnated irıendshıp between
equals Practically, thıs frıendship between IMNCN, SINnCe INa  —; and
hıs wiıfe WeTiTC NnOL consıdered equals. ere ATIC few eXcept1ons, a  oug
Plato’s S ymposium the possıbılıty of Irıendshıp between INeN

and er SCS of the term *friend”’ WeTC by analogy. One
example 1S 1ın polıtical tıtles, 1ıke “friıend of Caesar’” (see John 12)
Another 1S ““frıendshıp ıth Some phılosophers speculated

the possıbılıty of irıendshıp ıth God, but Dy it one-sıded
human eflort become 1ke the dıvıne hrough 200d ıll ÖOT virtue.
Christians who speculated irıendshıp ıth God often cıted Exod 33

K C  X nd the Lord spoke LO Moses face tOo face, ust A OTINCONC

Augustine on 4, 6, 11) mentions Orestes and Pylades. So oe€es Gregory of
Nazıanzus ın hıs panegyrIic Basıl of Caesarea (Or 43, 22) Ambrose mentions Davıd
and onathan In De officiis 5: Z 131 Auson1i1us, wrıting Paulınus and pleadıng or h1s
continued frıiendship, mentions ive paırs of riends TOM myth, lıterature and hıstory (Ep
2 E) S

Horace, Carm. - 33 8; Augustine cıtes it iın Conf. 4, 6,
The est-known extant treatments of irıendshı1ıp ATC ato, ‚YSLS; Arıstotle,

Nicomachean Ethics, books and 9’ and Cicero, Laelius, de Aamıcıt1a. Xenophon,
Memeorabilia 2 Iso reports SOTI1IC of Socrates’s ıdeas friendship. mong ost works,
Theophrastus’s ree 00 frıendshıp SCCI1 ave een partıcularly influentıal.
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ıll spea hıs OW friıend’. Irenaeus, for example, wrıtes often of
philia theou

The 159e word philia 1S broader ıIn meanıng han the Englısh
“friendship” and described an Y princıple of attractıon. In ancıent
philosophıical hought philia Wäas Airst understood A4ASs cosmological
princıple, then as metaphysıcal, and finally d ın ethıcs.

TIhe Presocratic phılosophers spoke of friendshıp O1 philia ASs

princıple of attractıon that ordered the ole unıverse. Many
aphorısms friendshıp WeTC attrıbuted Pythagoras, especılally the
oft-cıted koina philön and philia-isotes®).

In the ‚YSI1S, aito portrayed Socrates discussing frıendshıp and
callıng COMNIMMNON assumptions about ıt into question. When the jalogue
ends, the interlocutors 5Sd Yy that they ave nOot eached An Yy satısfyıng
conclusion; but ailo achtieved go0od deal ın thıs 1alogue. Much of it
1S dialectic examınatıon of Odyssey E, 218 “AS CVCI, God 1S eadıng
ıke and ıke together’”, and thus examınatıon of the idea that
friendshıp 15 ase‘ the attractıon of 1ıke for lıke, OT, alternatıvely,
the attractıon of opposıtes. (The idea that God Hımself 15 the SOUTITCEC of
friendship, which the lıne from Homer sugges(is, remaıned undeveloped
iın the Jalogue; it ıll Hirst be Christian authors and not all of them

wh emphasıze thıs aspect.) The interlocutors establısh that neıther
lıkeness alone, 1900)8 unlıkeness alone, Can be the princıiple of friendship.
In other words, atlo the concept of philia out of the
cosmological realm and ınto the metaphysıcal. He establıshes that
friendshıp 1S NnNOTL utiılıtarıan. “Then hat 1S ruly OVEe! 1s OVEe!l for the
sake of nothıng else that 15 loved ?” Socrates asks; and h1is interlocutor
AaNSWEIS, “Tl'ue” (220B) Ihıs allows atlo fOo introduce 1r element;:
he that there 1S proton philon (219C), and asks whether the
00d ıtself Can be OVEe: d friend (220B) hus frıendshıip 1S noOot

sımply mutual attractıon, but rather COMMON attractıon somethıng
greater than eıther frıiend atio hereby establıshes 47  S archetype for
friendship: riends ATIC those who aATeC drawn each other Dy somethıng
outsıde themselves: each PUTSUCS the o0d As ın al] ree hought,

Koina [a philon ın Diogenes Laertius, Lives S, 10, F: cıted fOor example by
ato, ‚YSIS, 207€ Arıstotle, Nicomachean Ethics S, 9, | Phılo, De Abraham 239° De ıta

Mosis, E: 156 Gregory of Nazıanzus varıes ıt often: SCC references ın RAC Ö, 429 The
Fathers sometimes Sa  < thıs aphorısm reflected in cts Philia isotes, fOr example,
In Diogenes Laertius, Lives S, 10, 33 Arıstotle quotes it philotes Isotes in Nicomachean
Ethics S, 5
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however, the 00d 1S impassıve toward those who seek it:; only the
Chrıistians ıll CONCeEIVve of the 00d AS lovıng Person.

Arıstotle wrotle OIlC of the moOost sıgnıfıcant treatises frıendshıp
18 urvıve from antıquıity, evotıng the entire eighth and nınth [070] of
the Nicomachean Ethics 18 the topıc. He dıivıdes irıendshıp into three
inds, accordıng ıts mot1ve: it INAaY be ase: the useful
(chresimon), the pleasurable (hedu), OT the g00d (agathon) (8 Z The
rst LWO dIC infer10r OI accıdental irıendshıp, SINCE Dy them INna  e

seeks hıs OW advantage OT pleasure, whereas Irıendshıp Aase‘:
virtue 1S irıendsh1p ıIn the DTITODCI Arıstotle ca friendshıp mutual
g00d ıll (8 2 Irue irıendshıp consısts in agreement values, and
perfect Irıendshıp 1S motivated Dy the 00d (8 3: 6-7) Arıstotle pDuL
irıendshıp wholly into the thıcal realm, and made irıendshıp the
complement of Justice and the condıtion for human, polıtıcal
assocılatıon. In fact, the iımportance of Justice recedes ın the face of
frıendship; frıends, Arıstotle asserts, do noTt eed Justıice, but Just mMen
ST1 eed irıendshıp (8 E

The CONCeEDPL of friendshıp Was also signıficant ıIn later phılosophıcal
chools The StO1CS counted Irıendshıp the offıcia media and held
that only the Wiıse Man Was capable of irue frıendship. Epıcurus taught
that, ıle Justice contrıbuted nothıng happıness, irıendshıp dıd The
Epicurean ea of ıfe of leisured retirement riends 1s ell
known.

(icero dedicated qa ‘ famous irıendshıp, the Laelius, de
AMILCIELA. Like Arıstotle and Man Yy Roman thınkers, (icero Concel1ved of
irıendshıp primarıly polıtically: frıendshıp Was the virtue of
statesmen He insısts that frıendshıp Can ex1ist only g00d MMen ©
18) but rejects the StO1C restriction of irue irıendshıp lO the Wiıse Man
He also famous definıtion of frıendship, ONMNC that Augustıine
(among INanYy others) 111 everal t1imes: Est enım amıcıtia AL
Aalıu. ANLS1 OMNIUM diuinarum humanarumque CUÜ: heneuolentia el
rarıtate consensio°®).

The New lestament oflers clear eachıng frıiendship. Jesus’
parables make reference riends and LO thıs exifent retaın the COININON

parlance of the Hellenistic WOT Negatıvely, Jesus hıs followers
hat theır rıends ıll betray them Z 16) Posıtive references tOo
irıendshıp AF oun mostly In Luke and John, especılally Luke 4,
where Jesus ca h1s dıscıples “Arıends and John 15 13-15 The

De amıcıtıia 6, 20; Cite: Dy Augustine In cad. %. 6, ı3: ED 258,
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Fathers often quoted John ES 14, N.OU ATC IN Y rıiends ıf YOU do hat
command d  you

TIhe fact that friendshıp has eecn sıgnıflıcant topıc in
Christian ethıcs 15 often noted The immediate explanatıon fOr thıs 1S
that Chrıistians, from the earlıest days, hought of each other not ASs

rıends but AS brethren, 1C scandalızed SOTIINNC Dagans but com{forted
the Christians themselves, A the Apologısts attest Orıgen and others
hesitated aDDTOVC of friendship. Commenting Jesus’ words LO

udas, “ MENd., what ave yOUu COMEC Or he WTO “Il‘l the Scriptures
know of g00d INan who 1S called by hıs name’’’). The monastıc

tradıtiıon sometıimes showed simılar GSCI VE about friendshıip®).
Some Christian wrıters before Pauliınus and Augustine o0k OVeT

ree and Roman CONC! of frıendshıp and them into Christian
SYSTteEmS of hought wıthout elaboratıng specıfically Chrıistian notion
of friendship. The [WO best examples of thıs tendency AIC Clement of
Alexandrıa and Ambrose

(lement of Alexandrıa mentions frıendshıp (philia) ıIn DasSsSagc ıIn
1iC he treats the imıtatıon of (G0d that 1S, how the iIrue Gnostic,
d far AS possıble, imıtates Clement concludes that °the image of
God 1S really the INan who o€es g00d, whereby go0od 15 also one LO

hım  79). Thıs, Clement thınks, 15 the hıghest of the three forms of
friendshiıp, which ATIC those A4SE': virtue (kat’areten), a_
t1on (kat amoiben), and intımacy (ek sunethelias). The Mirst Springs
from love (agape) ounded FCaSON, the second 15 philia that results
from favor charıs), and the 1r varıable and changeable, 1S ase‘
pleasure. Clement quotes wıth approva Hıppodamus the Pythagorean,
who describes the three SOT of friendshıp AS, successively, ounded
knowledge of the gods, the g1 of MCN, and the pleasures of
anımals+**).

Ambrose ollows Cicero in sayıng that there 1S only ONC SOrt of
frıendshıp, noL three He defined frıend AdS second self, hrough
ONECNCSS of love and g00d wıll**) Rut friendshıp 15 subordinate value.
ıle irıendshıp 15 super10r tO wealth, honors, and W!  9 virtue 1s
super10r friendship+**). Ambrose writes movingly:

Commentariorum ser1ıes 100 Matt (GCS Orıgenes 1E 220)
Dee, for example, Cassıan, Conlatio
Stromata Z 19, LO1, 102,

10) Ibid., Z 19, 102,
11) Ihid. Z 19, 1OL, 102,
12) De Spiritu Sancto 27 154
13) De officiis 3 Z 124
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For hat 1$ frıend but partner In love, whom yOUu unıte and
attach yOUTr soul, and ıth whom yOUu en that yYOUu desıre LO
become ONC from eing LWO; whom YOU entirust yourse 4S LO
second self, fifrom whom yOU fear nothıng, and from whom yOU
demand nothıng dıshonorabile for the sake of yOUIK OW
advantage?+*“*)

oug he draws INanYy of hıs illustrations from Scripture, and CVCnN
wrıtes nience about frıiendshıp ıth God ase: John and

Ambrose’s CONCcepL of irıendshıp 15 noT essentially NCW

Ihus Clement and Ambrose continue the dgan, and classıcal,
notion of frıendship, centering attention INan hımself, and hat he
0€s OT how he benefnts For Clement, INa  — INa Y imıtate God, but
plays role ın the DTITOCCSS. For Ambrose, frıend 1S second self. Just
4S for the Te®e and Roman phılosophers, LOO for Clement and
Ambrose, irıendshıp 1S ultımately form of self-love; ıts ESSCIICC lıes ıIn
the benefnts f brings {O hım who offers hıs friendship {O another.
Paulinus and Augustine suggest radıcally 1915  < CONCEPL of frıendshiıp.

AULINUS NOLA

The ulerum of Paulinus’s ıfe (35 |OT 1-43 Was hıs
“conversion ” 1C Just A it dıd for Augustine, decıisıon tO
accept baptısm and lıve. the ascetical 116+9), Like Augustine, LOO,
Paulınus Was ordaıned priest LNOIC 0)8 ess unwiıllıngly, and Was later
made bıshop.

ree charaecterıistics dıstinguıshe Pauliınus before hıs baptısm hıs
educatıon, hıs wealth, and hıs GATGE: Paulınus Was educated Dy
Ausonius al Bordeaux and acquıred SOTIMNC of h1s teacher’s exquısıte, ıf
occasıonally decadent, lıterary sensıitivıty. Anyone who hrough
the works of Ausonıius notices, alongsıde real achlıevements 1ıke the
Mosella, much that 15 trıvial and CVCN mındless. Paulınus Was also

14) Ihid. 37 2 y 133 Ambrose ollows Cicero: ““the real irıend 1S, ıt WETIC, another
self” (De amıcıtia 21 30)

15) De officiis 3, 22 135
16) Wılhelm VO  —; Hartel publıshed the critical edıtıon of Paulinus’s works in SEL

and ere 1S complete Englısh translatıon of hıs works Dy als. ın AC  >
35 36, and On Paulınus, besides FABRE, Paulin de Nole el l’amitie chretienne, SCC

Joseph LIENHARD, Paulinus of Nola and Early Western Monastıiciısm (Theophaneıa,
Band 28; Cologne and Bonn, and the bıblıography there Paulinus provıdes SOIINC
ınformatıon about hımself in Epp 39 and 4, 3-4, and describes hıs CoOnversion ın detaıl in
Carm.



OLA AN AUGUSTIINE FRIENDSHIP 285

wealthy;: Ausonıius speaks of the Paulini F' I910) broken
hundred OWNETIS (EpD Z 15+1 16) And Paulınus had een of
Campanıa and sufflect consul.

61 hıs turn to the ascetıical ine. Paulinus exchanged h1ıs polıtıcal
Ca 6cGL for the monastıc ıfe al ola and hıs estates for lıttle vegetable
garden. Hıs wealth, and hıs wiıfe’s, WEIC SOoNC sold, and the profits
g1ven the POOT, Ambrose exults in the OC that Paulinus’s
COonversion ıll g1ve the Roman arıstocracy+*'). But Paulınus dıd noL
bandon hıs lıterary skılls and interests: he applıed them instead
Christian topıcs. Only, the replace: Vergıl and the other 4S

hıs normatıve text
When Paulinus ettled al ola he made it center of nearly

CONsiLaNn actıvıty. Each yYCal pılgrıms rowded the shrıne of St eillX for
Felıx’s feast January Durıng the rest of the VCAT, LOO, other
pılgrıms CamM®e, and Man Y of them WeTC rıends of Pauliınus’s. Melanıa
the er and 1cetas of Remes1ıana AIC only the best known
them

Paulınus made letter-wrıting Q)ile of hıs princıpal actıvıtles al ola
The lıst of hıs correspondents 1S nearly equıvalent index of Latın
Christian ascetics ıIn the late-fourth and early-fifth centurIies. He
continued NIs friendshıp ıth Sulpıcıus Severus, Martın of 1ours’
bıographer, wh 1Vve'! in Gaul, and WT tO Viıctricius of Rouen, the
M1SS1ONATY bıshop there, A ell d {O Honoratus al Lerıins. He
corresponded wıth several Afrıcan bıshops Augustine of 1ppPO,
Alypıus of agaste, Aurelius of arthage, Profuturus of Cırta, and
Severus of Miılevıs; the ast LWO had een monks ın Augustine’s
monastery al 1ppOo He also WTO Augustine’s patron Romanıanus
and Romanıanus’s SO  —_ Licentius who, A Augustine’s pupıl, had een al
Cassıcı1acum. He corresponded wıth Jerome ın Palestine, and wıth
Pammachıius, Jerome’s ın Rome. He had known Ambrose al
ılan S1inCe 385 al the latest. robably hrough Melanıa the er, he
NEW Rufinus of quıleıa. He had een nubbed Dy Pope SINICIUS and
rece1ved grac10usly Dy SITICIUS’S SUCCECSSOT Anastasıus. He
epithalamıum for Julıan of Eclanum, Augustine’s ast and bıtterest

The 1st COU. easıly be extended
Ihe er Paulınus SCS for friendshıp reflect hıs convıction about

the sıgnılıcance of hıs Convers1on. He consistently rejects ONC word for
friendshıip: namely, amıcıtia. For Paulınus, the word Aamıicıtia

17) See mbrose, Ep I (formerly 58)
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worldly OT human irıendshıp and cannot describe the NC  S frıiendship In
Christ Hıs regular erms for Christian irıendshıp ALTC Carıtas and
dilectio.

In ONC DAssSarc Pauliınus contrasts human wıth Chrıiıstian irıendship
especılally clearly:

For it 1S long time, ASs VOU, I Y brother Sanctus. undoubtedly
realıze, SINCE egan love (diligere) yYyOou And ave OoVve YOU
continually, though nOoTt wıth that love that 1S of Christ (dilectione
QUAE Christi est), but wıth the irıendshıp of human intiımacy
(familiaritatis humanae amicitia), 1C has Mattery the lıps but

rOOTl In the ear
Paulınus ZOCS LO COM1IDATC human irıendshıp 18 HNower hat quıickly
ades, OT house that 15 shaken Dy the wınd, both obviously metaphors
drawn from the New Testament+*?). Chrıistian irıendship, In
has deep FrOOLTS ıIn the heart, and 1S ul the rock, 1C 1S Christ
Thıs irıendshıip 1S CAritas.

The rejection of Aamıcıtia 1S qually clear in other etters. In letter
Severus, Paulınus contrasts AmıcCItLAa ıth Christian values several

times. He wrıtes:
In YOU ave een granted dıistinctive gıift CVCN that close
frıendship of OUT former ıfe (Iunctissima DrIOrLS ultlae amicitia),
when ST1 loved the thıngs that through Chrıst NO reject,
marked us d mutually predestine: for each other In the love of
Christ (in carıtate Fıstı (Ep L}

And In the Same letter‘

Wha reiurn the or for thıs LOO, Dy 1C. he
Jo1ned YOU LO IN both d S moOost beloved ın OUT earlıer. worldly
friendship (In saecuları DFIUS AmıIıcCILt1La dilectissimum), and, In Hıs
OW affaırs. Aa inseparable companıon and partner In spirıtual
brotherhood (comitem CONSOrLTemM spiritali germanıitate). Thıs

gıft beyond price (EpD H-
And agaln:

For where ATC IN Y (o78] brothers now? eTre ATC IN Y former
friendships (amicıitia uetus)? ere dIC the companıonshi1ps of old?
(Ep I,

18) ED 40, Sanctus and Amandus, Y als. but altered, AdIC all cıtations of
Paulınus that follow.

19) Paulınus OVEel work allusıons Scripture into phrase; thıs Was

perhaps hıs WaYy of demonstrating the sincerıty of h1s CONvers1ion.
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Sımaularly, Paulinus WTOLTEe Eucher and

We ave known each other not Dy human friendshıip but DYy dıvıne
(non humanad Aamicıtia sed diuina gratida), and it 1S Dy the

bowels of Christ’'s ove (caritatis FISEL that ATIC jJomed*4).
For Paulınus, AmıcCItLLA always merely human frıendshi1p, OT al

least CXDICSSCH the ea of Chrıistian friendshıp
Nothıing better ıllustrates Paulinus’s decisiıve rejectiıon of Aamıcıtia ıIn

favor of Carıtas, and the adıcal volte-face it mplıed, than the change ın
h1s friendshıp wıth Ausonius. ET Paulinus had moved paın,
about 389, Ausonıius sent hım four etters in ONC each VCar er
four had passed, Paulınus rece1ved three of them together, and
composed AaNSWET Ausonius wrote OHGeE MOTC, and Paulinus
answered agaın**). That Was the end of the correspondence; Ausonıius
dıed around 395

In the COUTSC of the four of Pauliınus’s app sılence,
Ausonius became convınced that Paulinus had rejecte hıs friendshıp
and wrote, ‘“Paulınus, ıf YOU fear etrayal, and TGa the crıme of
friendshıip wıth 1981  $ then let YOUTF anaquı kNnOw nothıng of it

Pauliınus’s aNSWEI (Carmen 10) 15 decıisıve., CVCcn ars Just d ıt 1S

paıned and apologetic. Paulinus insısts that he has nNOTL rejected
Ausonius’s friendshiıp, but must NO Judge it by 1919  S crıteri10n.
°Hearts dedicated Christ: , he wriıtes, FeISCT the Latın Muses and
xclude Ap arm 10, 20-2 Paulınus ıll longer wrıte the
SOr{ of DOELIY that Ausonius cherıshes. °°Rut NO another W!  9
greater God, inspıres IN Y mınd and demands another WaY of lıfe”

arm 10, 29-30 Pauliınus’s losıng words Ausonıius in thıs letter
embody ultımatum:

1 placet hoc, gratare ful SDE diuite AMICL:
$1 CONIr«a eslT, Christo tantum linque probari

arm 10, 330-31)
In hıs AaNSWET thıs hard letter, Ausonius complaıined that

20) Ep ö1 Other 1n which Paulınus rejects worldly friendship: LEp 6,
Augustine; 13, Pammachius:;: FA SEeVeTUS.

21) From 390 393, Ausonıus WTOTieEe four etters Paulınus. 1wo Ad1C lost : HIS
Epp rom 291) and (from 393) AdIC extiant In 393, Paulınus answered ıth Carm.

In 394, Ausoniıus wrote ED 2 E and Paulınus answered ıth C'arm. 11
22) Ep 28, 30-31 ‘““Tanaquıl” Was Paulınus’s wiıfe Therasıa, who MaYy in fact ave

encouraged Paulınus accept ascetical Chrıistianıty.
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Paulinus WOU CVECMN Tea classıcal friendships; he WOU
Perithous from Theseus, uryalus from Nısus, and Pylades from
Orestes (Lp A, 34-36 Paulınus, Auson1ius SaVYS, 1$ unmındful of old
rıends and LIrusts in strangers (EpD Z 118), peregrinis AMICLS, perhaps

allusıon Chrıistian monks.
Paulinus’s ANSWCTI, hI1s ast letter Auson1ius, softens the tone of

Carmen and apologizes for the impression of eriımen neglectae
amıcıtiae. Paulinus ASSUTECS Ausonıius that duleis Aamıcıtıia 1ın the [WO
IN  = But Paulinus’s words elle hıs intent10ons; Aamıcıtıa NO has
wholly 1neren meanıng for hım

When Paulinus egan elaborate hıs notion of Chriıstian
irıendshıiıp, he quietly reversed much of hat Cicero had saı1d about
frıendship. Only few examples Can be g1ven ere Friends, Paulinus
belıeves, eed SCC each other: hat 1S important 15 hat souls AdIC

jomed<). irıendshıp Can be formed instantly, because it 1S Christ who
begıns it=*) Chrıstian friendshıips ast 1ONevVer .

Moreover, Chrıistians AIC unıted AS riıiends nNOTL Dy theır for
impersonal Go0od, but DYy theır membershıp ıIn ( Church and all that
thıs mplıes Paulinus nowhere CXDICSSCS hıs cConvıctıon INOTEC clearly
than In letter Augustine:

Nor 1S ıt surprisıng that dIC present each other though I,
and acquaınted though unknown each other, for ATC
members of ONeC body, ave ON«C Head, ATIC steeped ıIn ONC

24  9 lıve by ONe rea tread ONC path, we in the
Sd1I1le house. In short, In all that aIC, Dy all the hope and al ıIn
1C 1910) stand fast, toward the future. We dICc ONC
iın the Lord’s spırıt and In Hıs body f Trea AaWaY from thıs
ONC body, ATC nothing*®).

In the SdIllec veın, Paulınus Severus: °°But NO hrough the
kındness of Hım ‘who has made both one (Eph 14) {[WO ATC ONC,
because ıIn the [WO of us there 1S OTIC Spirıt, and separatıon, SInCce
belong ONMNC body” (Ep 41, 5)

But the MOSstT dıstinctive characterıstıic of Chrıiıstian irıendshıp ın
Paulinus’s hought 1s hıs convıction that G0d has predeslne rıends
for each other from all eternity. In general terms, Paulinus SCCS

23) Epp. 4, K 6, 3’ 20, E: 42,
24) ED 13,
25) Epp 11, 4:
26) EpD 6, 2 SCC Iso Epp 2 3 38 9; 18,
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friendshıip A bestowed Dy God For example; he wrıtes
Severus that ıt 15 by that (GG0od Jo1ned Severus hımself in
frıendshıp (Ep IL: He continues: OB ATC INY brother, SPTUNg from

better Father” (Ep I” and c  1n place of parents and retihnren and
riends the Lord has given us 27  you (EpD LG Paulinus and Severus
Bl Joıned by intervention (EpD b 55} Dıvıne and Chriıst’'s
love ave Joıned riends together (Ep 4: 3

Paulınus mentions predestination explıcıtly, for example, when he
wrıtes Alypıus

Undoubtedly thıs love (caritas) of has OoOWEe OoOWnNn from
Hım who ‘predestine (praedestinauit) us for Hımself from the
foundatıon of the world’ (Eph and iın whom WeTIC made
before WEIC orn For not ourselves but He made us (Ps

for He made all that 15 be SO fashıoned Dy Hıs
foreknowledge (praescientia) and Hıs work, ave een Joıned
together nto entity of desıires and the unıty of al ÖT the al
of unıty, Dy the love hat antıcıpates acquaıntance (praeueniente
notıiıtiam caritate). hus NOW each other through the revealıng
Spirıt before SCC each other bodıly (EpD 3
Päulinus CXDICSSCSH hımself Just AS clearly in letter Alypıus,

quoted ONCC already
In YOU ave een granted distinctive gift GVn that close
friendshıp of OUT earlıer lıfe. when ST1 OVve the thıngs that
through Chriıst NO reject, marked us AS mutually predestined
for each other (praedestinatos NOS Inulcem nOoDiLS) ıIn the love ofChriıst (ELp LL 5
Ihus Paulinus radıcally HC  S CONCcept of friendship. The

Dagalhs Sa the ESSCNCEC of friendshıp ıIn the fact that L[WO InNenNn together
both sought the SAaImnlc g0al, ultımately kınd of selI-10ve For Paulınus,
frıendshıp 1S gıift esSTtOWE DYy God, and be because God has
predestine ıt When Paulinus CONCcelves frıendshıp 4S 9 then ıts
SOUTCE hes outsıde the self. Friendshıip 15 NO SracC10us gıft and
ONC realızatıon of Hıs alvıfıc ll When Paulınus wrıtes that
friendsh1ps ATIC predestined, he 1S sayıngz that they AdIC part of
providentıial and alvıflıc plan

SAINT AÄUGUSTINE

John ()’Meara has wriıtten of ..  one of the remarkable features of
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Augustine’s character hıs capacıty for makıng Imends 44 ven
superficial knowledge of Augustine’s ıfe makes clear how important
frıendshıp Was hım The of the D'  9 1C Augustine
descrıibes memorably ın the second book of the Confessions, ook
place, he SaVYS, because bad Companıons infÄuenced hım; alone, he
WOU have stolen the NIMLS INIMICA amıcıtia, he Gca it
2 9, 17) In the fourth book of the Confessions he descer1bes ıIn qually
movıing the intense Irıendshıp he formed ıth unnamed
companıon In agaste when he returned there after nıshıng h1s
educatıon In arthage. The loss of thıs frıend, who diıed after VCAalL,
drove hım tO leave agaste for arthage and Wäas another Step In hıs
Journey back God At Cassıcıacum Augustine Was surrounded Dy
frıends. and ONe of hıs closest riends there; Alypıus, Was aptıze
along wıth hım and deodatus Dy Ambrose Easter nıg ın 38 /
TOom Cassıclacum, LOO, Calnllec ONC of Augustine’s ongest meditations

irıendshıip, ın the Hirst book of the Soliloquies. Augustine’s ideas
frıendshıip also influenced hıs plans for COINMON ıfe first, the plan for
communıty of phılosophers hat he and hıs rıends al ılan
conce1ved*®), hen the SUCCESSIVE monasterıes that Augustine ounded
and led the monastıc settlement ıIn hıs natıve LOWN of agaste, then
the garden mONaSsteTrYy al 1ppoO, and finally the bıshop's house there,
clerical monasterYy. er Augustine Was made bıshop reflection
Iriendship eceded behind other E} but hıs 0€Ss noOotL INcan hat
he lacked riends A0 suggest only ONC example INanyYy, the C1vıl
ofhicıal Marcellınus, whom Augustine dedicated the City of God A

ell d other works, Was frıend close {O Augustine’s heart for INan Y

Unlıke Paulınus, Augustine rejecte the term amıcıt1ıa for
frıendship. For Augustine, the term Can desıgnate natural irıendship, ()E

dıstinctly Chrıstian Irıendship; ıt Can represent the T cConcept of
philia; it Can INcan love of the wor Augustine Cal spea of irıendshıp
wıth angels, and of frıendship wıth Chust?”). But Augustine 1S clear
what the CSSCIICC of Irıendshıp 15 Christian frıiendshıip 1$ the prıime
analogate. And such friendship has [WO aspects relatıon and affection.
Objectively metaphysıically, frıendship 15 relatıon between [WO

27) The oung Augustine : The Growth of Augustine s Mind Hiıs Conversion
(London,

28) Conf. 6, 14,
29) MCNAMARA, Friendship,
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DCTISONS, put ess coldly, the specıfic charaecterıstic of irıendshıip 15
recıprocıity. 1 e descrıibe thıs rec1procıty, Augustine often SCS the word
redamare, 16 Cicero coıned the ree wordrepresent
antiphilein®). )EO) descr1ıbe the subjective OT psychologıcal diımension of
frıendshi1p, OT the affection that ıt entaıls, Augustine employs erm 1ke
UMOT , Carıtas, beneuolentia, and dilectio. In the Soliloquies, for example,
he wrıtes movıngly of the JOY of frıendshi1p, wonderıing whether ıt WOU
interfere ıth hıs ques tO NOW God and the soul 9, 16)

consıderation of Augustine’s CONCepL of frıendshıp must proceed
hıstorıcally>*). ere dIC [WO per10ds iın ıts development. The rst
per10d extends from Cassıcı1acum the wrıting of the Confessions, the
second from the writing of the Confessions the end of hIis ıfe For
Augustine, frıendshıp always the bond that unıtes [WO PETSONS ıIn
mutual sympathy**); that 1s the The L[WO per10ds AdICc

dıstiınguıished by hıs understandıng of the SOUICC of that bond In the
rst per10d he emphasızes human sympathy ASs the SOUTCC, ın the
second, he understands that the bond 15 the gıft of the Holy Spirıt
through

In the earher per10d, Augustine defines frıendshıp 1ın purely
classıcal WdY, often cıtıng (icero. hıs COu nOoTL be clearer than in the
Contra Academicos, where he wrıtes that Cicero defined Irıendshıp

CrectLissıme SANCLLSSIME: quidem Aamıcıt1ia rectıissıme
Sanctiıssıme definita est humanarum ef diuinarum CUÜU: henevolentia
el carıtate cConsenSi0.. : ). The classıcal understandıng of frıendshıp 15
also manıfest in the Soliloquies. Augustine Wants hıs rıends LO lıve, and

lıve wıth hım, that they mıg seek knowledge of theır souls and
of God, gaın wısdom Z 20) Hıs riends ATIC riends because they
share hıs OVve fOor w1isdom. Augustine 5SdYy>S he loves 1ısdom alone for
ıts OW sake, and everythıng else lıfe. leisure., and riends
aCCOuntT of wısdom 13 22) Around 303 OT 3094 Augustine that
“Iriendshıp 1S fiected Dy simılar traıts of character between OTIC soul

30) For example In Conf. 4’ S, 13 and 4, 9, (icero CO1INSs the word redamare in De
Aamıcıtıa 14,

31) The maın where Augustine ireafis friendship ATIC these Soliloquia E Z
VAL2: 22 De diuersLis quaestionibus 53, 71, 5- 7: De fıde Invisıbilium 2 D3 8} De
catechizandıis rudibus, passım ; Confessiones 4, 4, 14, 24; De frinıtate 9, 6, E1 In
epistolam Tohannıs ad Parthos Ö, 3 Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum { K De Ciultate
Dei 19, 8} EDpD 73 Jerome; 130 Proba, 3-14:;: 192 Celestine, aiter DODC, 258
Marcıanus.

32) MCNAMARA, Friendship, 193
33) Ccad. S: 6, 13 cıtıng De Aamıcıtia 6,



292

and another’””**); and lıttle later, ..  NO INa  —; 15 known eXcept through
friendship?22): Elsewhere, Augustine wrıtes: S Yaln he loves hıs frıend
ruly who loves God iın hıs friend eıther because He 1S ıIn hım, ÖT

hat He m1g be in hım }° ).
In ONC of the typıcally short but brılllıant that

often In h1s wrıtings, Augustine descr1ibes how irıendshıp 1S experienced
hrough the shared perception of beauty:

Is thıs nOoTt COMMMON Occurrence? When AI pomtıng Out LO
those who ave SCCMH them before SOTINC SPaCIOUS and
beautiful places, eiıther In the cıtıes OT In the COUNILTY, and which
had untıl then een passıng by wıthout takıng an Y pleasure ın them
because SCC them often, OUT OW delıght 1s renewed by theır
delıght al the NEWIN1CSS of the And the closer they ATIC dASs
frıends, the INOTEC thıs 1$ iIrue For In proportion d ATC In them
hrough the bond of love, the thıngs that WEIC old become 8{  S
us®')
Augustine’s dissatısfaction wıth the classıcal notion of Irıendshıp

begıns {O AaDDCAaI in the interesting letter 258 The letter cannot be ate
exactly, but Augustine probably WTrolte 1t nOoL long after he returned LO
Afrıca, almost certamly before he Was ordaıned bıshop. It 1S
addressed {O Marcıanus, who had een ONMNC of Augustine’s cCompanıons
before hıs baptısm ; he 1S known only from hıs letter. Now Marcıanus,
LOO, has declared hımself Christian: but, followıing famılıar pattern,
he 1$ reluctant {O recelve baptısm Augustine’s g0al in the letter 1S
CONVvVINCEe Marcıanus LO recelve the sacraments Augustine agaın quotes
Cicero’s deNinıtion of irıendship, but then begıns LO reflect it He and
Marcıanus Can be tIrue rıends NO and only NO because they

thıngs dıvine: °“hbetween those rıends who dısagree about dıvine
thıngs, there Can be full and Irue agreement about human thıngs,
eiıther”’ (Ep 258, Later in the letter, quoting (1‘cero’s definıtion
second time, Augustine supplements it: irıendshıp 1S humanarum
el diuinarum CONSENSLO IN Christo Tesu domino NOSIrO UHEerLSSIUMAa DACe
NOSTIra (Ep 258, He then explaıns (Cicero’s humanarum el
diuinarum by quoting the L[WO rea cCcCommandments Mar 29-31
par) OoOse who observe the rst rea commandment, he wrıtes,

dıvine things; and, in observing the second. there 1S agreement

34) De Genesi ad litteram liber imperfectus 28, 15 500)
35) De diuersis quaestionibus 83, TE
36) Sermo 336, Z (PE 38, Ihe cCannoTt be afte!
37) De catechizandtıs rudibus
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human thıings The comparıson 1S quıte revealıng. Cicero thought of
intellectua agreement; Augustine thınks of agreement ıIn ıll and in
actiıon.

The second per10d egan when Augustine WT the Confessions.
The Confessions mark the pomint al 16 Augustine finally understood
the full sıgnıfıcance of the events that led LO hıs baptısm namely,
that ıt Was 9 and nOT hıs OW choices and dec1s10ns, that
had brought hım, Step Dy Step, thıs aCcTi of savıng umlilıty The Same

nsıght also DaVC Augustine 1919  S understandıng of frıendship. TOom
the wrıting of the Confessions 0) Augustine emphasızes M 0)8 the
Holy Spirıt, d the of the SYMPalhY that 1S frıendship. Augustine
oes nOTL much reject hıs earlıer definıtion of frıendshıp ASs COMEC

understand that the SYyMDalhYy between [WO riends has agen
beyond iıtself.

In the long meditatıion friendshıp in the fourth book of the
Confessions, Augustine hıis 1C  S and dıstinctly Christian
definıtion of frıendship. He wrıtes: °“"There 1S iIruvue irıendshıp unless
You establısh it ASs bond between souls that cleave each other
hrough the love poured Ouft in OUT hearts DYy the Holy Spirıt who 1S
g1ven US”,38). McNamara, ıIn her study of frıiendshıp ıIn Augustine,
Ca hıs definıtion Augustine’s ””MOSt orıgınal contrıbution LO the idea
of friendship - ). The characterıistics of Chrıistian friendshıp ATC

expressed etre ıth larıty and beauty 1S God who Causcs the
frıendsh:p, wh ‘“establıshes it ASs bond’”’ Specıifically, the of
Irıendshıp 15 the love that the Holy Spirıt Out into the hearts of
belıevers. O make thıs poıint, Augustine quo(tes Rom Y PDasSsSagc
that ll be crucı1a] hıs doectrine of grace“).

Wıth this definıtion, however. Augustine risks sımply equatıng
Christian irıendshıp ıth fraternal charıty. And In INanYy WaYS, he
acqulesces In thıs understandıng. He writes, for example: “Whenever
yYyOUu love brother, YOU love rniend 17) Sımilarly, Augustine WTOoTte {O

Pope Boniface iın 4720 °“ For hat else 1S irıendshıip? rece1ved ıts alllc

from other SOUICEC than love, and 1t 1S al nowhere, eXCcepL ın
Chrıiıst, in whom alone ıt Can also be eternal and blessed .**).

38) Conf. 4, 4’ F quoting Rom
39) Friendship, RN
40) See, for example, De pirıtu el ittera 3, In the COUTSC of the Pelagıan

CONLrOVeETrSY Augustine cıtes Rom repeatedly, COonNvınced that it 15 the mMoOst eflective
refutatıon of Pelagıanısm be found in the Scriptures. We cCannot love God, he insısts,
Dy OUT OW free choı1ce, but only through the Holy Spirıt wh 15 gıven

41) In Ioh 10,
42) duas eDp Pelagii E
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But Augustine abandone the element of affection A
characteriıstic of frıendshıip between [WO Christians, characterıstic that
dıstinguished Chrıistian Irıendshıp from fraternal charıty. One of the
clearest and MOST approprıate examples of Augustine’s convıction
that frıendship Was INOTE han christiana Carıtas 1$ cComparıson of hıs
relatıons ıth Jerome and Paulınus*>*). Ihe well-known and often
amusıng exchange of etters between Augustine and Jerome clearly
Oortrays the requıred Carıtas, but ıt reveals Just as clearly the absence of
anı y personal attractıon OT warmth between the LWO INe  3 In
Augustine’s early etters {O Pauliınus sShow how personally appealıng
Augustine found Paulınus. ven allowıng for rhetorical exaggeratıon,
Augustine’s eXpressions of aftfection for Pauliınus ATIC remarkable In hıs
rst letter Paulınus, for example, he WTOTtLe “CThen why o€es ongıng
for yYOUu Oorment In IN Y soul wıthın ?” (Ep ZI, Paulınus had
insısted {O Augustine that it Was INOTC important NOW hI1s soul han

SCC h1s face (Ep 6, Augustine answered:
If had made YOUIL acquaıntance, IN Y brother whom love, such
re and dıstinguished INan In the Lord, anywhere ın yYOUTr earthly
CILyL do yYyOUu in WOU ave felt grie ıf WEIC not permitte

SCC yYOUTr house? TIhen hOow Can NnOTt grieve when do NOTL SCC

yOUT face? It 1S the house of yOUL soul, 10 know 1ıke IN Y OW

(EpD Z
In hıs exi letter LO Paulinus Augustine quotes Paulinus’s OW words
back hım (EpD 6, Z quoted above) and then COMMeEeN “"We dIC holy
brothers, beloved Dy God, and members of each other:;: who COUuU
ou that dIC quıickened Dy ONC Spirıt, EXCEDL ONC who o€es nNnOT
perce1ve the OoVvVe that 1n us together?”” (EpD 3:

The dıstıiınction that Augustine expressed ın practice In hıs
strıkıngly dıfferent attıtudes Jerome and Paulınus he also stated
theoretically ın hıs letter roba, wrıtten around 412 Chrıstian
harıty, he wrote, 15 due LO all; but the Irue JOY of frıendshıp only
from those whose Ove 1S mutual. The Latın 1S worth noting:

ıtemque Aamıcıt1ia AON anZust1s finibus terminanda esLt; enım,
quibus UaumMor el dilectio debetur, amplectitur, QUAMULS IN alios
Dropensius IN alios SUSPDENSIUS inclinetur ; peruenit ad
INIMILCOS, DVFO QuLiDus etiam praecıpiımur. 1ta NemO 2s[1 IN SENCTE
humano, CUl AON dilectio ets1 AON DFO carıtate DFO LDSa

43) (Augustins Freundschaftsideal, 55-81, CSD. e 18 helpful thıs poin
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COMMUNLS NAaAalurae societate debeatur. sed hi HON multum Iusteque
delectant, Quibus UICLSSIM Sanclie diligimur (EpD 130, 6, 13)

What irıendshıp adds Chrıstian harıty, therefore, 15 inclinatio,
attractıon 0)8 lıkıng that, Augustine admıts, experience Propensius,
INOTC eagerly, toward SOTINC and SUSPENSIUS, rather hesitantly al best,
toward others Christian charıty 1S the aımor el dilectio owed tO all
Friendship adds the of recC1procıty and JOV; it 18 Carıtas,
and dilectio that 1s also delectatio, delıght.

In letter wrıtten ın 418 Augustine CXDITCSSCS the SAdadIne sentiment.
He 1S speakıng of CAarıtas: ° HOwWw Can refuse riends hat OW!

GCVCH LO enemıles? But {O enemı1es it 1s pald Ouft cautiously; LO frıends. 1t
1s repalıd confidently” sed IANLIMILCLS inpenditur, AMILCLS SEPCUTYAd

rependitur) (Ep 192,
Augustine’s love for frıendshıp dimıinıshed; ıf any  1ng, ıt

became LNOIC intense 4S hIs ıfe TEW LO ıtfs close. Near the end of the
CL of God, ASs he Äinıshed the MASHAUHN OPDUS el arduum hat Was both
the book and hıs lıfe. he ‘What consoles us In thıs human
soclety, full of CITOIS and hardshıps, eXcept unfe1gned al and the
mutual love of g0o0d and irue iriendS?! *").

CONCLUSION

Paulinus and Augustine concurred the nafiure of irıendshıp. FOor
both of (hem. Christian frıendshıp Was the only true SOTLT Both agreed
that it 1s gıft of God, In Paulinus’s mınd, (J0d Jo1ns riends
together Dy riıends d1iC g1ven us Dy the Lord: dıvıne and
Christ’s OVve ave Joıned riends together. Augustine interprets
irıendshiıp d OEG instance of the love poured Out nto men’s hearts Dy
the Holy Spirıt, the love that Rom spoke of eloquently.

Paulinus also adds oftfe that Augustine dıd hat 1S, the
cConvıctiıon that God In Hıs foreknowledge predestined rıiends fOor each
other from all eternity. On the surface, ıt surprising that
Paulınus, and NOTL Augustine, cshould spea of predestinatıon. But
Pauliınus’s afırmatıon 1S LNOTC han that, sımple afırmatıion: it 1S
nOoTt part of theologically elaborated doctrine of election and
predestinatıon. And Augustine, when he begins work Out hıs

e De CIU. Dei 19, The whole chapter 1S beautıiful trıbute frıendshıp.



296

doectrine of predestinatıon, 1S seldom concerned wıth pecıal instances
ıke irıendshiıp.

When Paulınus and Augustine SCC friendshıp 4S 23  9 gıft, they
sei themselves off from ancıent phılosophıcal thought and from those
Christians who sımply ook VCI that hought In the phılosophiıcal
conception, Irıendshıp between L[WO DCISONS who WeTC Joımed in
the pursult of COINMMON g0al, be it ordered OT the VEIY 00d
ıtself. atfever the CaASC, they ATIC the agents. Proceeding from the
Christian understandıng of dıvine Provıdence, and hence from
conception of the unıverse A ordered, intellıg1ıble, and 200d, Paulınus
and Augustine make God the en and the L[WO riıends the recıplents
of gift Friendshıip thus cConce1ved 1S ruly somethıng NCW, poıint
Paulinus makes when he decısıvely rejects the term amıcıt1ıa AS amle
for Christian frıiendship.

TIo SOINC extient, the dıfferences between Paulinus and Augustine
the notion of friendship flow ffrom theır ıffering personalıties.

Paulınus had een wealthy, member of the hıghest classes of Roman
soclety. He Was traıned A poel; he Wäas NnOT speculatıve hınker
Once he made hıs dec1isiıon LO lıve d monk, he quıietly and confidently
1ve' Out thıs ıfe ASs he understood it ou C  OVerSYy, and passıon
played part in hıs ıfe Augustine Was quıte 1nleren Hıs Lamıly Was
far from wealthy, and had sıgnıfıcant socı1a]l standıng. He Was
traıned iın rhetoric, dıalectic, and phılosophy. Passıon Was VErY much
part of hıs ıfe Paulınus ds Content ıth purely spirıtual
understandıng of Trıendship. Augustine always held the human
aspect of irıendship, LO human affection, the inclinatio, to the
delectatio LO dilectio. 14 Irıiendshıp has both metaphysıcal
dımension relatıon ÖT recıprocıty and psychologiıcal dımensıon

affection then Augustine, ın h1Is mafture hought, treated christiana
Carıtas A the metaphysıal dıiımensıon of frıendshıp and quated it wıth
fraternal charıty. But he also held the aflective dımensıon; he
found ıt easıer bestow hıs love SOTNIC than others. Augustine

made hIs iıdeas sımple Dy lgnoring hıs experlience, and hıs
experlence taught hım that irıendshıp g00d deal INOIC than
fraternal charıty.

Both Paulinus and Augustine eft the Chrıistian WOT. iImpressive
onuments the value of frıendship;: and together, these [WO friends,
who Sa each other, elaborated for the West, al least the
rst ruly Christian CONCcepL of irıendshiıp.

Mılwaukee Joseph LIENHARD


