
HUMANS

and frui ın Augustine

° Are yOUu gomg work oOu utl and frul in the thinkıng of
Augustine ? But much has already een publıshed Ou that Oop1C
hıs W as the reply heard the MOST al the question of Augustine-
scholars hat Wäas wrıiting thesıs oOu 1ss1o0nN impossible,
rather, 1sSsıon already accomplıshed seemed be the obvıous 11CS5-

Sasc Indeed, al fırst sıght the amount of research-papers, artıcles and
other kınd of publıcations oOu Augustine s wrıting and thınkıng
ou utl and frul 1s ast Nevertheless, somewhat closer examına-
t10n of that lıterature, revealed that of ose tudıes aTrc

reducıble SMa number of pos1t1ons centred in polemical dıs-
COUTISC hat polemical mot1ıve, especlally the acklıng of the theses of
the other sıde 15 the maın I1CasOonN why ONEC has often remaıned 1N!
for 11IC  < approaches the augustinı1an problem of ultl and frul My
second findıng arrıved al Dy of careful readıng of the [WO
maın treatises of Augustine the OpI1C of utl and frul, De doctrina
chrıstiana and De diversıs quaestionibus S, quaestio 0, W as that
SOMEC of the interpretations in the recent hlıterature AiIc partly COIMN-

pletely and COU be efuted and ECVECH corrected. In ITrS
instance thıs artıcle ll provıde pıcture of the SITU of that
polemical dıscussıon and 1fs implıications. Iso intend further,
beyond that SLALlUS quaestionts. TIhe maın intention of thıs artıcle 1S
present evaluatıon of the dıfferent pOos1t1ons ıth the [WO maın

of Augustine crıter10n. 0ose [WO INaYy be regarded
the basıs of Augustine s opınıon about uftl and frul SInCe they dIC the
only treat1ses that aAiIc entirely devoted that subject.

Before egınnıng thıs artıcle, ave admıt, that the search
for and the correction of possıble interpretat1ons of Augustine
Was 181011 the maın TeEASON for investigatıon. For the fact that
Augustine 11e) answer Intrınsıc uman question W as much
LNOTC mportant hat do ave do ıth OUT fellow-men? ead-
ing Augustine, discovered bıt by bıt that he offers hıs PrOPCTI,
nuanced and well-thought-out answWel. Hıs insıght represents novel
volce in the debate whether ave perce1ve OUT ne1ghbour

instrument for OUT OW goals and OUT OW pleasure, end
INn
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TI he rO0Ofs of the discussion oOu utl and frul ıIn Augustine
The interest in systematıc study of the meanıng of ull and frul

in Augustine, takes d ıts startıng poin book Ou the ethics of
Augustine Dy Joseph ausSsbac ell eXCUrs1ion Oou frultio
Deı in study by Heıinrich Scholz Oou De CLIVitate Dei.‘ ausbac
regards uftl and frul A explanatory schema for the dıfference
between CupILditas, lovıng the temporal propter A and Carıtas, lovıng
(G0d propter 111e loving the temporal propter alıud. Scholz dıs-
tiınguıshes [WO 8l of frul, cdialectical and mystıca ON  @ In mak-
ing that dıstinction, he begıns irequently re-appearıng diıscussıon
whether there dAdIC dıstınctive dıfferent of frul

TIhe moOost influential scholar in thıs prelımınary stadıum of the
study of the augustinıan utl and frul 1S Rudolf LOrenz. He WTO {WO
ell known tudıes one Ou the sıgnıfıcance of frul In the reflec-
t10Ns of Augustine and another Ou the TOO of Augustine s frul.“
oug Lorenz hımself 0€eSs not really z part In the polemic,
INan of the polemicısts take hıs artıcles hat 1S why he
COU nNOTt be neglected ıIn study concerning utl and frul

For Augustine, frultio De1 has [WO meanıngs, accordıng
Lorenz: ’entering In dıvıne WOT. order‘ and "cClınging {O, POS-
sessing (G0d’ More important, and much discussed, 15 hıs eOTY that
Varro, and In partıcular hıs lost De Philosophia, Was responsıble for
Augustine s thınkıng and wrıting about utl and frul At first S12
however, Ifs org1n COU be sıtuated in ( i1cero’s thınkıng In general,
and in hıs De OÖfficıLs In partıcular The structural dıfference between
honestum and utıle In De diversiıis quaestionibus 83, quaestio 30, and
the sıgnıfıcance thıs has for ut1 and frul there, COU easıly ave een
inspıred by the dıfference between honestum and utıle in (1cero’s De
OÖfficiLs. er sıgnıfıcant themes, such the relatıon between tem-

pora. g00ds (whıch only utendum and referendum ad) and the
SUMMUM hbonum 1S fruendum), Can also be found in (Cicero. Nev-
eless, [WO T1CasSsOoNs elımınate ( i1cero poss1ıble contendent fOor
the parenthood of Augustine s utl and frul Lorenz points Out that

AUSBACH J + Die Ethıik des Heilıgen Aug2ustinus, erder C' Freiburg
1m Breisgau 1909, Zweıte vermehrte Auflage SCHOLZ H E Glaube und
nglaube In der Weltgeschichte FEın Kommentar Augustinus De CıvVviıtate Dei Mıt
einem Exkursus: Frultio DEel, eın Beıtrag ZUYr Geschichte der I’heologıe und der
Mystik, Hınrıchs. Leıipzıg 191

ORENZ R % Frultio del hei uQ2ustin, Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 63)
0-19 - Die Herkunft des augustinischen Frul Deo, Zeitschrift für
Kirchengeschichte (64) 2-1 34-6() (Nachtrag) 359-390
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(1cero equates utl ıth referre ad alıu 1OT 0€S$ he equate frul
ıth propter ıd LDSUM, whereas that equatıon 15 essentlal In
Augustine. Contrary Augustine, (icero CONCE1IVES of utl and frul
cO-extensive. Investigating further, Lorenz the conclusıon
that ıt Was Varro who influenced Augustine. Lorenz bases hıs argu-

De CLVItate Dei AIX, Fa The parallels between ugus-
tine’s and Varro’s exX(Is, extual ell ıth regarı content
(especlally the [WO schemas NnNAatura doctrina AY/ZAN and propter

propter alıiud), aAarc sımply 1(070 strıkıng be colincıdental. My
remarks concerning Lorenz’s thesıs dIC wofold Hırst, ave doubts
ou the resolute rejection of ( icero AdSs influence Augustine.
When LOorenz bases hıs Ca De CLiVvitate Dei>?, he forget
that Augustine WT' hıs [WO maın treatises Oou utl and frul al least
(WenLY earher. More ımportantly, Lorenz oes NOT realıse that
Augustine 15 practically OUT only SOUTCEC of Varro In that CaAasSCcC ıf 1S
v difficult tell hat precısely from Augustine and hat

from Varro. 1S CVOCIN INOTEC difficult establısh poss1ıble
influence of the ONC the er Readıng hıttle bıt further In De
diversıis quaestionibus INAaYy shed 1g the 1SSuUe: Augustine
cıtes (1cero’s De Inventione rhetorica In quaestio Aı A Put dıffer-
ently, (icero play role in al y Casec Furthermore, Olıver
()’ Donovan pomts Ouf, for Augustine, AY/AN somethıng exclu-
S1Ve, that 1S {O SaY, it 15 In exclusıve dısjunction ıth früi.? Varro,

the er hand, SCS USUSN d inclusıve. O’Donovan adds that
Lorenz o€es a(011 ave o0k for such complıicated solution. Ihe
real solution 1S actually quıte sımple. In the classıcal ethıcs of ugus-
tine’s time ıt W as COINIMNONMN make dıstınction between g00ds ıth

intrınsıc value and g00ds from which only contingent advantages
follow Augustine called that dıstınction frul and utL, ('icero called ıt

De CLvVitate Del AL Z AIX, 1-3, and also De Irınıtate 9X7 INay indı-
Cate poss1ıble or1g1n in Varro

Ihe above mentioned pPAassSagc from De Inventione rhetorica in De dıver-
VAN quaestionibus 83, 31 15 about vıirtues. thıs DasSsasc 1S (1cero NnOoTL StO1C but
rather platonıc. (icero Q1VES honestas the platonic meanıng of the intrinsıc value of the
desıred object, utilıtas refers the contingent advantages that flow from that object.

Chrıstian (milka remarks that in the Contiexfi of the SUIUNUM hbonum the paır
utL-frul could also be read In Seneca’s De heata 1ıta X3 hıs o1ves TCAasons
belıeve that Augustine dıd NOL have fall back only OMNC SOUITCC, but that he W as

inspıred by much broader ıteral and spırıtual atmosphere. (JNILKA C E KRESIS, Dıie
Methode der Kırchenväter Im mgang mıt der antıken Kultur, Schwabe C
Basel/Stuttgart, 1984,

() DONOVAN ©: SUS and frultio In Augustine De doctrina chrıstiana E:
The Journal of Theological Studies 33) 1982, 361-397/
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honestas and utilıtas. In that Case it 15 only self evıdent that when
Augustine read that dıistiınction in Cicero, he lınked ıf ıth hıs OW

distinction of the SAamllec meanıng. Second, do not really eed
investigatıon of the or1g1n of the augustinıan frul 111 re to thıs
second pomn ater, when dealıng ıth the diıscussıon between Rag-
Nar and ose who interpret Augustine in instrumentalıst
ashıon

Havıng explored the r0O of the study of the augustinıan ull
and frut, ave 18 examıne the discussıon in the hlıterature Ou that
partıcular Op1C 311 dıvıde thıs discussıon into {[WO parts early lıt-
erature and INOTEC recent lıterature. hat divisıon 1S somewhat artıfıcıal
SINCEe all partıcıpants of the second polemical round ll debate the
cholars of the first round. The dıvıisıon INa Yy nevertheless be Justified:
the treatment of ull and frul Was inıtıally placed in the greater CONTeXT
of discussıon Oou love in Augustine In general Only T1NOIC recent
tudies AIcC exclusıvely devoted the sıgnıf1ıcance of uftl and frul

I he ICS ControverSyY: love in Augustine ın general
Da Augustine under fire
e201SM

Ihe early discussıon 1S focussed the question of the nature
of Augustine s thınkıng: whether ıt 18 ego1lst1C, instrumentalıst, erotic,
hedonıistic non-Christıian. Karl Holl, Anders Nygren, (sunnar ult-
SICH and Josef Brechtken in partıcular, ACCUSC Augustine of defend-
ng ego1sm Dy emphasızıng the indıvıdual human desıre for happı-
ecsSsS In er interpretation elflove 1S central for Augustine. In that
CAdsSC selflove, althoug orlented God, WOU be nothıng er than

sublimated form of egocentr1iCc ongıng for ne s OW and indı-
vidual beatitudo.
instrumentalısm

Closely elated fo the accusatıon of elfısh search for appl-
NCSS, 1S the charge of instrumentalıst approach love and the fel-
low Thıs charge 1S levelled Dy hınkers influenced Dy mmanuel
Kant, such ASs annah en Karl Holl, Anders Nygren, (sunnar
Hultgren, 0OSe Brechtken and Kurt Flasch.® Ihey thınk that Augustine

" Vom geschlechtlichen Ausdruck menschlıcher 1 1ebe hat . Augustin daher
UT mıt Zeichen des SCHNEUS gesprochen. Auch WE ihn schlıeßlıch tolerıert,
zwängt ıhn In eın rohes Schema VON Miıttel und 7Zweck Nıe deutet ihn als eın
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reduces love of the ne1ghbour for achıeving NS OW PCI-
ection In theır CYC5S, the ull homine requıred by Augustine, 1S only
utilıtarıan UuUsSsCcC of uman beings, in the WO and vulgar They
perce1ve utl and frul and end respectively. C6 la relatıon
entre fru1 eft utı est identique ce quı exıiste le but el le
moyen;”” hıs kınd of reasoning en conclude that God o0€es not
olerate ally kınd of love EXCEPL the love for Hım alone..® ygren SVCIl

SOC5S ONC Step further CVeN the love for (G0d 15 I11NCAanlls infer10r 18 the
frul Deo The hıghest human achı1evement 15 the enjJoyment, the DOS-
sess10n of God Only when that 1S achıeved, Can OIMNC fınd fulfiılment,
rest and Even the love for God chares the fate of the love of
the ne1ghbour: it becomes relatıve.
erotısm

In the onftext of the charge of instrumentalısm, ygren, ult-
SICH and Brechtken ACCUSC Augustine of nNnoTt havıng een able 1{0 leave
the Hellenistic eOrYy of er0os reach the Chrıistian CONCePL of
love ? In eIr opınıon Augustine s perception of love, especılally hıs

Verhältnıs unter Personen. Da Augustın [1UTI ott als Selbstzweck anerkennt,
muß sıch selbst und jede andere Person UTr als Miıttel dıiıesem Zweck ansehen.
Diese Instrumentalısıerung des eigenen und jeden tTemden Lebens zerstort dıe
il  ng eines anderen Menschen als Person. Die MgOrOSeE Anwendung des Begriffs-
DaaIs “ gebrauchen genießen ” verhıindert VON Grund auf ıne Theorıe der Liebe,
gebiletet s1e doch, das eigene Leben und das Leben des Nächsten als Miıttel einem
überirdıschen 7Zweck “gebrauchen ”. Darın hegt iıne Dıstanzıerung des
Menschen VO  —; sıch selbst anderen, ıne radıkale Versachlıgung menschlicher
Bezıehungen: Wır dürfen den anderen Menschen NUT heben, sofern auf die ewıge
Selıgkeıt bezogen ist.  27 FLASCH K E} Augustin. Einführung In eın Denken, Phılıpp
Reclam Jun., Stuttgart 1980, 135-136

VGREN A E Tros el Agape La notıion chretienne de l’amour TAans-
formations, UNDT tra Aubiıer, Parıs 1944,

«‘° L’amour de Diıieu exclut {[OuUT autre OUu ]9 YGREN C1L.
p. 65

ygren claıms that the central ese In Augustine 15 uo S] Deum dıgne
u  9 UMMmMMOSs OMNINO 1 amabımus. ” Thıs sentenc from In Iohannıs
evangelium X E 10 ° Non amat multum UIMNIMNUM, quı amat eum Et CRO palpauı
infirmiıtatem NON SU dicere: Non amat UININUNN, sed 1NON multum amat
NUMMMINUM,; quası amandus sıt NUMIMUS, sed 19(0)81 multum. S1 eum dıgne AINCINUS,
UuUMmMmMOSs OmMNnN1ınNO NO  —; amabımus! ” CCL 3 C 356) Raymond Cannıng replıes
Nygren Dy showıng that ygren does NnOoTt read thıs cıtatıon COrrect

“M  eme aıdant du SIOUDC utl el Ffrul, Augustın Das depasse la
conception hellenıstique tradıtıonnelle, determıinee par |’eros. uanı 11 declare qu ıl
faut utiliser le monde DOUI parvenır la ]Jou1ssance de Dıieu, pensee estT,
derniere analyse, analogue celle de Platon, quı NOUS invıte pas alsser enchainer

les choses du monde, mals NOUS SerTVIT d’elles, de degres, POUTF DNOUS

elever CIS le monde superleur. ” YGREN A E} OD.CL
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perception of love of the ne1ghbour, 0€eSs nOTt COMEC close appTroac.
the Chrıstian Augustine s thınkıng 1S f1xed in platonıc cate-

gorles: must nNOoTt gel ost in the beautlies of thıs world hat 1S why
ave UuUsc the thıngs of thıs WOT such human love d

ladder reach hıgher WOT. hat form of love, that ET OS, 1S elfısh
and opposıte tOo the self-denyıng Servıice the ne1ghbour 1C
human beings called Dy the bıblıcal hıs charge 15 VEILY
sımılar the charge of instrumentalısm, and the SAamnllc replies Call be
made agamınst ıt Further, ‘erotic’ implıes that augustinı1an love WOUuU
be strıving, greedy desıre fınd rest, appetitus. hat rest 1S
only achlieved in God, In frultio Deli

Refutation of the aCcCcusations

DE In general
In the 1ITrS round of defence, 111 UsSsCcC ‘general’ ar  u

ose arguments deal maınly ıth Augustine s thınkıng and wrıting
in general They Cal be found in the wrıtings of Wıllıam Rıordan
O ’Connor, Jo  S Burnaby, KRagnar olte, Luc Verhe1ujen, Tarsıcıus
Johannes Van ave and Raymond Cannıng. Ihe second round ll
be ase) the [WO basıs-texts De diversiıs quaestionibus 83,
and De doctrina chrıstiana
Not selfish

First cshould ıt be noted that, SINCE the complaınts of eg01sm
and instrumentalısm closely elated for ıt 15 for OW sake
that UuUsSscC ne1ghbour they INaYy rece1ve, certamly In general
IeMmS. the Samıe AaNSWEIS

already NOTte: that Augustine makes dıfference between
lihido CupLditas and Carıtas. Libido/cupiditas 1S indeed elfıish and
instrumentalıst In abusıve and exploıutatıve But In ugusS-
tine’s perspective, libido/cupiditas only refer bad forms of love.
Augustine ca g00d love Carıtas, and the love for (10d and the
ne1ghbour aAaTrec prec1isely forms of Carıtas. hıs 00d love 1S certamnly
nNOTt be self-profiting In amoral cshould alsO be
mentioned that the dıistinction between utl and frul 1S NOT unıvocal
d OUuI Contemporary COMMMON-SCIL distinction between usıng and
en]Joyıng hıs po1In ll be made clearer when the general UsCcC of utl
and frul in classıcal Latın 11l be investigated later in thıs 1Cc16

Ihe charge of ego1sm CannotTt stand, sımply because UgUuS-
tine’s STTESS the importance of communıty. Not the iındivıdual but
the communıty cshould be the central focus of love. Love 18 Just VLS
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UNILELVA. One INaYy be remıinded, for example, how much attention
Augustine pays Carıtas UnLtatis (there only be unıty in the
church through mutual love between the belıevers). Another clue hes
in hat Augustine understands AS the SUMUMUFN honum. The SUMMUM

hbonum 18 honum COMMUNE and NOT hbonum privatum. SO for
Augustine, real love COU noTt poss1ıbly be elfish The hıghest g00d
of the soul 15 g1ving oneself God Rather than belongıng ONC-

self thıs 15 belongıng God, and that 1S NOL egocentrIic. In that
moment ‘I’ that en]Ooys longer ex1Ists.

NO instrumentalist In had
In the love for (G0d already love neighbour. ' In that

it 15 iımposs1ble SC ne1ghbour only d instrument in
search for God hat love for God 15 love for the ne1ghbour ugus-
tine ı111ustirates by hıs CONCEPL of [WO forms of rdo Love for the
ne1ghbour takes the first place In the ordo faciendi and the second ONC
in the rdo praecipiendi whıle the love for God 1ITrS In the
rdo praecipiendi and secondly in the rdo faciendi.* As Raymond
Cannıng emphasıses, the love for the ne1ghbour and fOor (God
deeply unıted and intrinsıcally connected. LOVve for the ne1ghbour 15
much INOTC than only preparatıon for the love of G0od Love for the
ne1ghbour 15 mportant, that OIlC Can fınd (G0d in it.!2 aımıng
that, for Augustine, only (God INaYy be OVEe: neglect UugusS-
tine’s hought of ordiınata dilectio LOove 15 essentially matter of
order. Love Can only be g00d, when ere 15 order In the dıfferent
modes of love and in the objects of love. hıs mphes that, besides
God, er objects INAaYy be OVEe: Not only the love for the ne1ghbour,
but EVCMN the COTrTeECT uUusc of empora g00ds 1S already love, because it

the order of the creatiıon, SINCEe it obeys the Creator When
the UuUsc of the WOT 1S 191011 devıatıon of the love for God, then the
love for the ne1ghbour 1S CVEeCHN less different firom the love for God.?

See footnote 59
11 In Iohannıs Evangelium, AN H: (10-12) * De1 dılectio0 pr10r est ordıne

praecıplendi, proxim1 autem dılectio0 pr10r est ordıne facıend.]. ” (L 3 9 74)
De I rınıtate V, 10 sed el hoc 1ideo qula el quı proximum dılıgıt

CONSCQUCNS est uLt 1psam praecıpue diılectionem dılıgat. Deus autem cAlectio estT, el quı
mane In dılectione in Deo mane Consequens CISO est uft praecıpue eum dılı-
gat 27 (LT, S 283)

13 Nygren uUuscs irom In Toannıs Evangelium r AL: ArgucC that
for Augustine (G0d 15 the sole object of love Ihe followıng sentftence from that tEXL,
which ygren forget, Shows that the love for (9)81  , for the world, and
temporal thıngs pursued for theır OW pleasure, dIC indeed not In concordance ıth
the ove for G0od But it also polNts Ouft that the COrTeCT IN of empora. x00ds in order
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The VC doubts IC ıll be ea ıth in the second of thıs
ıcle, doubts Augustine has whether regar uman beings
objects of Ffrul utl, sıgn of how mportant the love for the
ne1ghbour 15 for Augustine. Such mportant love CannoTt merely be

selfish instrument.
In repIYy Nygren, iıt should be noted that love for God 1s not
of rest ‘6La fruntio De1 est pas alors sentiment passıf,

mals le po1In d’appuı Ou rassemblent les forces.  .14 Love and
en]joyment AIC essentially connected. hıs that lovıng G0od 15
nNnOoT the automatıc end of that love. One eN]JOYys only hat ONMNC loves
and loves only hat ONEC eN]JOoys hat 1S why the love for (G0d o0€es
NOTL end when the enJoyıng of (G0d starts.!©
Holte against instrumentalism: evaluatıon

agnar 15 the etender of Augustine agaınst the
charge of instrumentalism.*/ He 0€eSs thıs Dy usıng the ethıcs of the

provıde earthly needs durıng OUuT earthly pilgrimage, does cCorresponds real love.
“ Frıt tıbı UTMNINUS instrumentum peregrinat1on1s, NON irmıtamentum cupıdıtatıs; qUO
utarıs ad necessitatem, ON qUO fruarıs ad delectatiıonem. eum am S1 alıquıd In
egıt quod audıs ei laudas Utere mundo, NON capılat mundus. ” (CCL 3 E 356) cf.
Praeceptum 52 ° Ht 1deo, quan({o, amplıus ITem QUaI proprlıa vVvesiTra
curaverIi1t1s, tanto VOS amplıus profec1sse noverI1t1s: uft In omnıbus quıbus utıtur transı-
{[ura necessitas, superemineat, QUaC permanet, carıtas  27 ( VERHEUEN L C} La regle de
Saıint uQUustin. Tradıtion Manuscrite, Etudes Augustiniennes, Parıs 1967, 479-
430.)

HULTGREN (3 Le commandement d’amour hez Augustin Interpretation
Philosophique ef Theologique d’apres les Fierits de la periode 5386-400, Vrın, Paris
1939, 156

“Il est Tal qu Augustin s’applıque, Vant LtOUuL, faıre ressorTtir le TO  Jle de
|’amour tant YJuUC facteur preparatoıre ei speculer SUuT l’opposıtion ex1istant entre
le desır el la possession de manıere attrıbuer 1’amour le desır ei la frultio la POS-
sess10N, mals cela n empeche DaSs |’amour de faıre egalement partıe de la frultio.”
HULTGREN G E cıt 149-150

John Burnaby, specıfic refutation of Nygren  S charge that, for Augus-
tıne, VE the love for God becomes relatıve, wrıtes: “ According Nygren, the fOr-
mula Dy which Augustine intended provıde for relatıve love of the creature,
whıiıle reserving absolute love for God, in fact makes all love, VE the love of God,
relatıve the self and ıts enjoyment. RBut thıs condıtion 15 merely the CONSCQHUCNCC of
Nygren’s alse restriction of AMOor desıire. ” BURNABY J E Amor Deı1 study of
St Augustine s teaching the ‚OVe of ((0d the motive of C'hristian Life, Hodder
and Stoughton, Londen 1938, 109

OLTE R Beatıtude ef Sagesse: Saıint Augustin el le probleme de la fin de
l’homme dans Ia philosophie ancıenne, Institut des Etudes Augustiniennes, arls
962 or1ıgınal Beatıtudo och Sapıentia. Aug2ustinus och de antıka filososkolornas
diskussion manenniskans 1vsmal, Svenska Kyrkans Dıakonistyrelses Bokföerlag,
Stockholm
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Stoa Tracıng the Orgın of utl and frul back 18 the S5toa, Dy usıng the
argumen of Lorenz, ee1s Justifiıed In applyıngz STtO1C thınkıng

Augustine s utl and Ffrul. Augustine ınks utl and frul In De dıver-
SL$ quaestionibus 83, ıth utile and honestum. hat last paır 15
typıcally StO1C, and has SITONZ thıcal connotatıon: nOot the object
but the rıght orlıentatiıon constitutes moralıty. In that the uUusec

ull of humans by humans, Augustine several times demands,
0€Ss nOoTt sound negatıvely utiılıtarıan. Uti In the love of the ne1gh-
OUr irom StO1C perspective, 1S NOT the UuUscC of the ne1ghbour for
ne s OW advantage, but the referring of A human eeds,; IC

181comcıdentally, belong 18 the domaın of utilia, 1{8 the moral 110

apprecı1ate Holte’s attempt clear Augustine of the charge of INnStru-
mentalısm, but 1193 he 18 ookıngz in the diırection. On the
OIlC hand, In the in IC Augustine eals ıth uti/frul homine
ere sufficıent number of ea that INaYy ıth CCI-

taınty that Augustine 0€Ss 1a(011 approac humans in instrumentalıst
WdYy On the er hand, do 1a(011 fınd the search for hypothetical
orgn really argument in plea agamınst instrumental-
ist interpretatıon. In opını0n, [WO other arguments LLNOTC self
evıdent: the meanıng of utl (and TUl ın the general uUusec of language
in Augustine’s tiıme, and Augustine s OW uUusc of ose terms in h1ıs
wrıtings preceding theır systematıc treatment In De diversıs ES-
fLONLDUS 83, and De doctrina chrıiıstiana

Ihe investigatıon of the UuUsCcC of ut1 and frul In classıcal Latın 15
VE instructive, In several WaYys Hırst, the Latın terms utl and frul
ave much broader Spectirum of meanıngs. UtL has several meanıngs
that CannoTt poss1ıbly be translated 1ıth the Englısh use Utl, for
example, INaYy INCAan deal ıth PCISON, aSSOCI1ate oneself ıth
A PCISON, 18 ave irıendly, famılıarly and CVCIN intiımate relations in

certamly NOoTt utılıtarıan WaY In SOINC utl Call C VEn INcan °to
experlence, eNJOY, undergo’. In opposıte sıde, frul INa Yy SOTIIC-

times stand for "tOo get advantage profit from, be al someone’s
benefit’ Apparently In Latın 1t 1s not CaS Y maıntaın strıct

Ihe basıc meanıngz of utl hes In the verb referre: 48 11 traduıt l’acte
lequel ”actıon exterjeure est rapportee la NOTIINC morale: honestum;
NOTMNC coincıde VE Dıeu:; partant cefl acte est deJja acte d’amour de Dieu. est
lä, CTOYONS-NOUS, le pomt central de la morale augustinıenne: la moralıte de 1’amour
d’usage definıt Das l’objet aıme, mals Dal le cho1x quı est faıt PDOUTI
conformıiıte VE la lo1 morale, cC’est-ä-dıire reference |’amour de Diıeu;
cho1x constıitue deJjä acte d’amour de Dieu out d’usage legıtıme COTMN-

prend donc element d’amour de Dieu. Et est cel element quUC consıste
moralıte OLTE R C1L. 203
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dıfference between utl and frul hıs 15 illustrated Dy the term
‘usufructus’, Englısh ‘usufruct’. Ihe term combınes utl and frul the
Mg usec and en]oy somethıng. All these indıngs lead {[WO COIMN-

clusıons. ırst, IMaYy 1a(011 asSsocılate the atın palr utl and frul ıth
OUT CONteMpOTrarY COMTMNMON-SCHS dıistiınction between usıng and
en]Joyıng They do NOLT constitute opposıtıon in Latın Second,
when Augustine spe Ou utl homine, he 0O€Ss NOTt INCAanN the SamIlle

ab)use of humans agaınst 16 Kant ırmly reacted. Applıed
humans, uftl 0€eSs nOoTt always ave utilıtarıan meanıng.

Uti and frul do nNOTt constıtute rhetorical palr in the talıan
wrıtings - Frul 1S defined "praesto habere quod
diligis”.  »” 19 U des1ıgnates the relatıon In IC humans AdIC the subject
and worldly g00ds the object. Only (30d 1Ss be loved.%9 hat
INa y not love the thıngs of thıs WOT. 0€es 8(0)1 I1CcCall that InNaYy
ave for them [/sSus 15 not bad In AY ıt 15 actually morally
valuable because ıt elps reach (G0od ([/Sus becomes bad when ıf
happens Ouf of orientation.?! Ihe of ultl expands In the
wrıtings of agastee Now humans also the object of
uUtLı Here uftl underg0oes fundamental change of meanıng. Uti
longer has strıct and domiınantly utilıtarıan meanıng. In De Verd

religione humans aAIcC, for the first tıme, counted „19010)0824 objects of
USC, but immediıately separate from the er use-objects.““ Recte
utiıtur temporalıbus’ 1S parallel ıth ‘hominıbus consulıt). The COIrTECL
UsSCcC of fellow humans 18 Car for these fellow humans. Uti ere
recelves the relatıonal and non-utilıtarıan meanınz that Was avaılable
In Latın It 1S In the wrıtings of the Presbyterate (  1-3 that utl and
frul explhicıtly form rhetorical couple. The 6ESSCIICC of that paır 1S

De MOrLIDUSs ecclesiae catholicae el de moriıbus manıchaeorum III,
(PL 3 “

De Mmorıbus ecclesiae catholicae efl de morıbus manıchaeorum T 3/
(PE 32 p: 13277 SEL 9U, 42) ° Amandus 1g1tur solus Deus est Omnı1s VeTO ste
mundus, 1d est, omn1a sensı1ıbilıa contemnenda, utendum autem hıs ad hulus vitae
necessıitatem.

21 De lıhbero arbıtrıio I: AV, “Cum 1g1tur eisdem rebus alıus male alıus
bene utatur, eit 1$ quıdem quı male, hıs inhereat implıcetur scıliıcet sub-
dıtus e1s rebus QUas e1 subdıtas SSC opportebat, el bona <1b1 constituens quıbus
ordınandıs beneque tractandıs ıpse SSC utique bonum sed e1s superferatur,
el habere Ila ICSCIC, CUTN ODUS est paratus, el amıttere NON habere parat1or. ”

De erd religi0ne XLVII,9J] (CCL 3 'g 246-24 7) °Hıc ulr, quamdıu est
in hac vıta, utıtur am1CO ad rependam gratiam, utıtur INIM1CO ad patıentiam, utitur
quıbus potest ad beneficentiam, utıtur omnıbus ad beneuolentiam. Et tem-

poralıa 1ON dılıgat, 1pse recte utiıtur temporalıbus ei PTO OTUM SOTrTTe homiıinıbus COIl-

sulıt, S1 aequalıter ON potest omnıbus. ”
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formulated ıIn Enarratıio In Psalmos 4, Hl facıle invenıuntur
quı dılıgant ona inter10Ta, 1d est; ad interiıorem homınem pertinentia,
QqUaC sola dılıgenda Sunt, ceterIıs ad necessitatem utendum, 19(0)81
ad gaudıum perfruendum. ”® The materı1al and the © only
allowed be sed ull but NOoTt be enjJoyed Uti and frul SCCI1I to be
contrarıes ere In the second (exTi of the Presbyterate in which
Augustine wrıtes Ou utl and frul as paır, 1C 111 be diıscussed
later 0) the De diversis quaestionibus 83, 30, Augustine 1S LNOTIC
nuanced about the relatıon between those [WO verbs. Conclusıion: In
defending Augustine the search for StO1C Call be interesting, but
1S nNnOTt NCCCSSALY. In Augustine s wrıting before De doctrina christiana

and in Latın in general, Call eady fınd posıtıve, non-selfish
and non-utıilıtarıan utl

about erotiısm
The charge of ongıng erot1ic love Can be e“ ıth in [WO

directions. Aım Becker that ongıng and strıving kınd of
love 15 1a(8)1 always bad ere eX1IsSts longing kınd of love in IC
the lover forgets hımselrf. Such love 1S, for example, the OoVing

from 1fs Creator. Longing love 1S nOoTt always
superbia.“ In that strıving love 1S NOoT always9 and ıt 15
certamly NOT unchriıistian. John Burnaby PUTSUCS another dırection. He
pomts Ouf that love for (G0d and the ne1ghbour CAN hardly be called
strıving. OSe 1n of love aIC, after all, LNOTC than only ongıng
desıre for heata VILa, they obedience the lex aeterna.* And PIC-
cısely that obedience 1S the bıblical

KB 38,
ECKER A., De l’instinct du honheur ’extase de la heatitude Theolo-

Q1€ el pedagogie du honheur dans la predicatıon de Saıint Augustin, Lethielleux,
Parıs 1967, 10: 280-316 reply ygren

agnar evelops the Sallle reason1ıng. Frul Deo 1S, Lorenz already
showed, submiıssıon the law =  at law becomes vVen object of love. Ihe love
for (J0d 1S love for the law oun thıs insıght In the wrıtings of (Gösta Hök
OLTE R E} Cit 8 22O HÖöK G: ugustin und die antıke [ ugendlehre,
Kerygma und ogma (6) 1960, 104-1230

TIhe thought that the relatıon God 1S connected ıth submiıssıon the lex
aelerna 1S also described Dy CHUBERT Aug2ustins Lex-aeterna-Lehre nach
Inhalt und Ouellen, Aschendor{if. ünster K 924
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Z Specıific refutations: ase De diıversıiıs quaestionibus Ö3,
and De doctrina chrıstiana

De diversıs quaestioniDus 65
The question that Augustine trıes in De diversiıs

quaestionibus 83, 1S ° Vtrum omn1a in utılıtatem homiınıs creata
sint? . What ıf humans subjects and temporal g00ds objects”?
Consequently the meanıng of ufl homiıne 18 nOotL the specıfic top1c of
the 30th question. Nevertheless, argumen agaınst the charges of
ego1sm and instrumentalısm Can be oOUun there

The choıice between ull and JrÜl, ell ultl and frul them-
selves, ave in ordered WaY ere 1S double ordinatıo.
First of all, the COrrect erb has be applıed the COrrect object:
frul fruendts and uftl utendis.?® Second, when ONC SCS something, OMC

has do ıt moderately, accordıng the needs ONC has? ese
choices ethıcal el] rational. hat thıs 15 ethıcal matter, 15
already clear from Augustine s choıice of words;: namely, he speaks
about VIrtUS and vıtıum. Only human eing gıfted ıth rCason, only

WISe Man, Can ufll In Correct way Ratıo makes humans super10r
the rest of creat1on. Ratıo 15 somethıng that all humans chare. All

humans dIC equals In that respectT. Equals and cshould not l
domiınate and uUsSscC each other instruments. Ut 15 thus not something
arbıtrary, Dut VC. ordered and striıctly defined Ihe function of ul 1S

help gel frul
The object ad fruendum 15 invısıble, intellıg1ble and spirıtual,

In other words: God All that 1S bodıly and visıble 15 be sed
ull hıs implıes that humans AdIcC ad utendum. Augustine, however,
immediıately adds that humans ATC not be sed ad emıiınentiam but
ad socıietatem. Humans dICc be used, but nOot in the SAalmllc INAannNeT 4S

er instruments AICc be used.?? Humans aAIec equals and

De diversıiıs quaestionibus 83, CCL 3 n 0-1 ° Omnı1s
ıtaque humana peruers10 C: quod et1am uıt1ıum UOCAaLUT, fruendis ut1 velle,
utendis fTu1; el MnNI1S ordinatıo, qUaC ulrtus et1am nomiınatur, tTuendis fru1l
utendis ut1ı  97

De diversis quaestionibus 83, (FECE 3 E 8-2 “ Utılıbus
au utendum est Oomn1ıbus, uft qQUOQUC OTUI OPUS est.  27

De diversıis quaestionibus 83, (CEL 49, 32-3 “ Scıre
qu qUO quıdque referendum sıt, NON atum est rat1on1s expertibus qUu| 1DS1S
ratiıonalıbus stultıs. Nec ut1 qu1ı1sque potest QquUaC quO referenda sıt nescıt; 1ICC

qu1squam potest scıre n1ıs1ı saplens. ”
De diversis quaestionibus 83, (CCL 3 S 40-44) ‘“ Perfecta

1g1ıtur homınıs ratıo. QUaC Virtus VOCa(lur, utıtur pr1mo 1psa ad intellıgendum Deum,
ut fruatur qUO et1am facta est; utıtur autem ceterI1s ratiıonalıbus anımantıbus ad
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should l ul communlıty. Augustine 15 ere far removed
irom self-centred elfish ethıcs Besıdes, Augustine has
respect for all lıyıng creatures bodies should be sed for nO goals
patıence, moderatıon, truth, Justice and health.°° Furthermore., uguS-
tine TeAaCTts explicıtly agamınst egocentrIic achleve frultio
ose wh dIC 1070 much orıentated owards theır OW goals, AIcC

gullty of superbia.®)
°Omn1a CISO UJUaC facta sun(t, in SUmMmı homiınıs acta sSunt, quıa

omnıbus utıtur 1udıcando ratıo0, YUUAC homiını data est.  »”32 In De dıver-
SL$ quaestionibus 83, utl CXPTCSSCS the attıtude ave adop
in relatıon the reated WOT. Augustine ansWeTISs VCS, InNaYy UuUsc
the creati1on. ctually, hıs ADNSWEeET SCS still further the creatiıon has

be used, utl 15 the only permitte relatıon of humans the WOT.
The conclusıon ıth regar! humans objects 15 that they should
be sed It 1S be noted, however, that usıng humans 15 nNnOoTLt entirely
the SadImnle usıng empora g00ds [Jt of humans objects 1S
respectful, communıty-minded and Aase‘ equalıty. 15 nOot hedo-
nıst1ic and vulgar utılıtarıan ertamly, inter-human relatıonshıps ave

certaın instrumentalıs character but that instrumentalısm 15 nNOTt
bad ıt sounds. Ut homine 15 always almed al nO CauUsCcs In
ratıonal and moderate WAaY

De doctrina christiana
It has already een mentioned that Lorenz and in hıs

footsteps SCS the couple honestum-ultile StO1C org1n of
Augustine’s utL and in that WaYy that utL 15 NOT egolstic and
instrumentalıstic. thınk that 1S 181011 NECCCSSaALY. extually and ıth
regar! the content, there aAIic enough arguments in De doctrina
christiana 133 Besıdes, Augustine 0€Ss NOoTL uUsc the paır honestum-

socletatem, inratiıonalıbus ad emımnentliam. Vıtam et1am SUualll ad ıd refert, ut fruatur
Deo; ıta Nım beata est  27

De diversıs quaestionibus 83, (GCCL 4 } 6-5 ° V titur
et1am corpor1ıbus quıbusdam uluıficandıs ad beneficentiam S1IC Nım utıtur SUuOo COI -

POIC quıbusdam assumendis ue] respuendi1s ad ualıtudınem, quıbusdam tolerandıs
ad patıentiam, quıbusdam ordınandıs ad lustiıtiam, quıbusdam consıderandıs ad
alıquod uerıtatıs documentum; utıtur et1am hıs quıbus abstinet ad nN-
t1am  27

De diversis quaestioni'bus 8 E} CCE 40, 5-4 ..  Quae DIO-
fecto inchoat m1ıser1am PCI superbıam, S1 ad 1psam, 1910)8| ad deum referatur.

De diversis quaestionibus 83, (CCL 4 E
3A For text-edıtion. numberıng of chapters, paragraphs and alıneas, rely

the CSEL-edition of ıllıam MacAllen Green. Augustine hımself only dıstınguıished
OUur books in De doctrina christiana. Succeeding text-editions refined the classıfıca-
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utıle In De doctrina christiana L whereas ıt 15 the MOoOst ımportan
treatıse regardıngz utl andFÜ

In De doctrina christiana }} love, UTre and ılıgere, 1s
crucı1al term In the definıtions of uftl and frul. Just dAS in De diversis
quaestionibus 83, order, ordinata dılectio Augustine Ca ıt
in De doctrina chrıistiana L, plays essent1al role In love. Not only
the COrrect verb, uUtl Or frul, has be applıed the COTTeECT object, but
ON has keep the rıght and moderatıon in mınd. Love has

happen accordıng strıct order: from the body the lowest
object of love., VIGAG humans, 18 God the hıghest object of love.**
Even ordered love 1S atter of moderatıon: respecting the °more

less’ that be dıstinguished in the order of things.” By stressing
the dıscıplıne and moderatıon that AT Ocused uDON in Augustine s
CONCECPL of love In De doctrina christiana L, only wanted cshow
that ıt 1S NnOT faır ACCUSC Augustine of havıng instrumentalıst, self-
iısh and erot1ic ıdeas Ou love.

ose who ACCUSC Augustine of instrumentalısm and eg0o1sm
when he wrıtes OoOu uftl homine, forget that the uUsc of humans 1S
completely dıfferent from the UuUsec of the rest of creatıon, 15 clearly
stated in De doctrina chrıstiana

Such utl of humans 1S connected ıth love. Uti of humans
Dy humans 1S NOoTt Just ‘usıng/’, ıt 1S always form of love, ıligere.
hıs In CONIrTras 118 the UuUsec MaYy make of the rest of the creation.?®

tıon. The edıition of Green 15 the end of that evolution. In cıtıng the Latın ıt has
mention the page-numbers because the alınea-classıficatiıon 1S much INOTC

detaıled. REEN Gu1llemus (ed:,; ntrod.), De Doctrina Christiana, Corpus Scr1pto-
Ecclesiasticorum Latınorum 80, Danctkı Aureln Augustinı P sect YY pPars

V 1), Vindobonae, Hoelder/Pıchler/ Tempskı 963
De doctrina christiana IY 28 60) “Et S1 Deus OMnı homıne

amplıus dılıgendus SSı amplıus quı1sque Deum debet dılıgere QUam 1PDSUum. Item
amplıus alıus homo dılıgendus est qUamı NnOStITUmM, quıa propter Deum Oomn1ı1a
sta dılıgenda Sunt eft potest nobiscum alıus homo Deo perfrul1, quod NON potest COI-

PUS, qula \8)  u DCI anımam VIVIt qua irummur Deo.”
De doctrina christiana Ä 28 59) * Ille autem 1uste et sancte VivIit

quı ICI UIM nteger aqestimator est Ipse est autem quı ordınatam dılectionem,
aut dılıgat quod 1910)8! est dılıgendum, auft NO  — dılıgat quod dılızgendum est, auft amplıus
dılıgat quod mMINuUs dılızendum SSı aut qu! dılıgat quod vel mMINuUs vel amplıus dılı-
gendum est, Aaut m1inus vel amplıus quod ACQUC dılızendum esL. Omnıs In
quantum est, ON est dılıgendus; el Omnı1s homo in tum homo est, dılı-
gendus est propter Deum, Deus CIO propter 1IPSUm. ” (The underlıned sentence 18
nOoL mentioned In (CSEL, but ıt 18 In CC 3 22)

De doctrina christiana I9 (44) ° Non autem omn1a quıbus uten-
dum est dılıgenda sunt, sed sola QUAaC Aaut nobiıscum socletate quadam referuntur in
Deum, SIıCut1 est homo, vel angelus, aut ad NOS relata, benefic10 De1l NOS indıgent,
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Conclusıion: the ne1ghbour 15 be used, but that 15 NOT the Sallle UuUScC
d ave of empora g00ds The latter ATC real instruments. My
ne1ghbour 15 not such instrument. hat 15 revealed by hat ugus-
tine understiands usıng humans: officıum miserıicordıiae. Augustine
ormulates explıcıtly and al length rom alınea 61 2 that usıng
humans stands for ıng CaFe of them mercıfully, ıke the 00d
Samarıtan He specıfies that, because it 15 ımposs1ıble {O nclude all
humans ın OUuT Cal! ave ook for oOse who AIiIc spatıally, tem-
porally otherwıse close

Neve  e1eSs, in allı y CasSc ne1ghbour remaıns (a So  z o1) uUSec-
ful instrument. But, that 15 NOTt the ole truth ou ne1ghbour.
My ne1ghbour 1S INOTEC than only ad utendum, he INaYy be the object of
frul S50, fellow humans dICc NOTL Just instrument, they AIic also

end Augustine’s approac humans, the combiınatıon of utl and
frul INn Domino ll be explaıned al LNOTC ULLY In the refutatıon of the
charge of eıng Inconsequent. The fact that Augustine extends frul-
love humans, 15 In ıtself already sıgn of hOw hıghly love of the
ne1ghbour 15 esteemed Dy hım

As has already een cshown in general, Augustine O0€eSs NOoTLt
propagate elfish love. When read R doctrina chrıstiana Cairc-

ulNY, CVCIl fınd three specıfic oughts that prevent elfısh love.
Augustine sStTates clearly that 15 ımpossıble be calculatıng iın human
relatiıonshıps. You sımply manıpulate YOUI ne1ghbour, S
CATE of hım only achleve In that WaY the Ffrultio, SINCEe that /ruitio 15

HICLGES, mercıfully gıven by God.}' Merces reward, SOTINC-

thıng YOU do nNOoTt recelve automatıcally CONSCYUCNCEC
of yOUI work. Helping yOUI ne1ghbour 1S ‘useful’ and ‘advantageous’,
but CVCMN Augustine O€Ss NOT know (*NEeSCLO how ctually ıt 15 1a(011
known, NOT predıictable. O€eSs NOoTt depend uman actıon, but
depends entirely ods inıtl1atıve. In that it 1S nOoTt {t1it speak
Oou egOlst1C approac love. 1S also interesting, that Augustine
wrıtes Invıcem In the SAaMıec alınea. We ave enN]JOYy each er In (10d
In other places Augustine that ufll 18 communal actıvıty. We

sıcut1 est L9)  u Nam utique martyres 910)8! dılexerunt scelus persequentium S qJUO
amen usı SUunt ad promerendum Deum  27

De doctrina chrıistiana XX 76) “ Ile 1g1tur SUuSs quı cAicıtur De1l
YJUO nobıs utıtur, 1ON ad e1us, sed ad NOsStTram utiılıtatem refertur, ad 1US autem tan-
ummodo bonıtatem. (Cuimus autem NON m1ıseremur ei Cul consulımus, ad 1US quiıdem
utiılıtatem ıd facımus CaMYyUC intuemur, sed nesSCIO YJUO mMOodo et1am NOsiIra fıt NSC-

UuCNS, CUu Cal m1ıserı1cordıam QUam ımpendımus egentl, sıne mercede NON relınquıt
eus aeC autem TMEeTCES est uft 1DSO perfruamur, et quı fruımur,
nobıs et1am Invicem In 1DSO perfruamur. ”
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ave do it together (cCUum).” love G0od NOT VIG but CHÜ.: ne1gh-
OUT. SO utl of ne1ghbour 1S nNnot really the employment of instru-
ment but rather the formatıon of communıty aımıng al hıgher
love.?? Humans form communıty through communal actıvıty almed al

communal goal in enJoyıng G0od In al]l OUT love, ave keep
God In mınd. 50, Just IMNaYy NOTL love OUT ne1ghbour because of
that ne1ghbour in hım- herself, INa Yy NOoTt love OUT ne1ghbour
because of ourselves.“0 Now, it has be clear, love of the ne1ghbour
1S 18(0)1 elfısh in Augustine.“'! Besıdes, ave g1ve all OUT love to
God Nothıng 1S left for elfıish love!42

For example De doctrina chrıistiana L, AX11,21 ‚(43) (See footnote 42.)
other illustration 15 the IN of "nobıscum (socıetate)' in (44) 60) and 84) where
Augustine States that the lovıng of God VIG the temporal thıngs 18 communal actıvıty.

Augustine Ca the desıre dominate er people sınful 1(46)-(47)]
because all humans equal. When rulıng OVeLr er people 15 forbıdden, the wısh

instrumentalıse other people 15 certamly excluded.
CT In Epistulam Iohannıs, V, IV, “ Numquıd S1IC amandı SUnt hom1-

NCSS, consumendı1? Sed amicitia quaedam benevolentiae est, ut alıquando
praestemus e1s qUOS AINarnlus Quid, S1 NON sıt quod praestemus ” Sola benevolentia
sufficıt amantı Opta aequalem, ut ambo sub uUuNnNO S1t1S Cul nıhıl praestarı potest. ”
(PL 35: PP 2038-2039)

De doctrina christiana I, XAIL, ÜA 41) 1CC 1PDSO qu1squam fru1ı
debet, 1 lıquide advertas, quıa 1G 1Ipsum propter 1psum dılıgere, sed
propter ıllum qUO iruendum est Tunc est quıppe optimus homo, CU) tOfa vıta SUa

pergıt in incommutabılem vitam, ei L[OLO affectu inheret Ilı S1 autem propter
dılıgıt, 1OMN refert ad Deum, sed ad 1ıpsum COMNVECISUS, NON ad incommutabıle
alıquıid convertitur. Et propterea 1am Cu defectu alıquo frultur, qula mehor est
CU) haeret constringıtur incommutabılı bono, QUamn CUl inde vel ad
1psum relaxatur. ” De doctrina christiana 1, AAIU, 21 (42) “SI CI SO te 1pSsum 1OMN

propter debes dılıgere, sed propter iıllum ubı dılectionıs (uae recti1ssımus finıs est,
11011 SUSCENSEAT alıus homo, S1 et1am 1pSsum propter eum dılıgıs. Haec nNnım regula
dılecthonIıs dıvıinıtus constituta est Dılıges, Inquıt, proximum [uUuum 1PDSUm,
Deum eTIO [OTO corde, tota anıma toOta mente, ut cogıtationes {(uas
eit vitam el intellectum in ıllum conferas quUO es 1psa quaC
conters.

41 In Epistulam Iohannıs {r. V3 NI Z! V1.4 ” Verum nobıs responderıit,
qula dılıg1mus, eit CIMAaANa dılecti0 est In nobis: 1OMN fıcta, sed sincera; salutem fra-
ernam5nullum emolumentum eXSpeCclans fratre, n1ıs1ı salutem 1PS1US. ” (L
35;p

De doctrina chrıstiana 1, XAAIIL, 9} 43) "Cum autem alt tOTLO corde, toOta
anıma, tota mente, nullam vıtae NnNOstrae partem relıquıit, JuaC VaCairc debeat el quası
locum dare ut alıa velıt frul, sed quı1dquıd alıud dılıgendum venerıt in anımum,
illuc rapıatur qUO dılectionIıis impetus currıt Qu1sSquı1s CTrZO recte dılıgıt proX1-
INU) hOcC CUu debet Z  , ut et1am 1pse L[OLO corde, totfa anıma, tota mente dılı-
gal eum. S1C Nnım CUM dılıgens tamquam 1PSUum, dılectionem SU1 el iıllıus
refert in ıllam dılectionem De1l JUaC nullum rıyulum ducı exira patıtur, CUI1US
derivatione mınuatur. ”
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The INOTeEe recent discussion: INOTe specific oOu uti and frul
2 Augustine 15 NOoTt CoONnsequent and coherent In De doctrina chris-

fLAana
The question that Augustine trıes {O solve in De doctrina chrıstiana
15 hat humans ave do ıth fellow humans. Do they ave utl
each other? What 15 then the meanıngz of that utı? Or 15 Ffrul of
humans Dy humans also poss1ıble ? Olıver ()’ Donovan in partıcular
complaıns that Augustine 15 Inconsequent and incoherent in address-
ng that complıcated question.“ According {O O’Donovan, Augustine
fırst placed humans under utl by the followıng reasonıng: in the
beginnıng of De doctrina christiana Augustine makes the exclusıve
dısjunction: eıther only ultl only frul When thıs premi1se 1s COIN-
1Ne': ıth the premise that only G0od 15 ad fruendum, the conclusıon
Ou OUT behavıour {O humans 15 obvıous. The only permıitte rela-
t1on between humans 15 ONMNC of uti Augustine N earthly ex1istence
ASs pılgrımage the afterlıfe Thıs motive of pılgrımage 15 the 1CAa-
SOM why ut1 always eeps dominatıng instrumentalıst meanıng.
According Donovan, that hought of instrumental and utllıtarıan
usıng of humans Was 1(070 much for Augustine 11070 stomach. Augustine
began realıse that he W as thınkıng In unchrıistian ashıon hat 15
why he corrected hımself Dy placıng humans In the CatlegOTrYy ad fru
endum. Sınce Augustine changed hı1ıs oughts, he 15 be called
Inconsequent. TIhe frul of humans Dy humans 15 ın contradıction ıth
the strıct definıtions that Augustine DAaVC In the egınnıng of hıs book
Placıng humans under frul 1S applyıng the erb frul in unjust and
NOTt Mnıttıng WdYy ()’ Donovan claıms that Augustine hımself admıts
thıs in the words: ““abusıve, NON proprıe dicerIıs fru1i  944 O’Donovan
concludes that De doctrina christiana 1S NOT clearly descriptive,
thoroughly hought hrough and ına conception of utl and JrüL.
He regards De doctrina chrıistiana work In 16 Augustine
explores hIs oughts and doubts ()’Donovan that he 1S SUD-

43 ”DONOVAN O E} [/Sus and fruitio INn Augustine De doctrina christiana I’
Ihe Journal of Theologıcal Studies (33), 1982, 361-397 hat artıcle 1S the elab-
oratıon of dea about utı and frul ın DONOVAN O., The problem of elf-Love INn
SE Augustine, ale Universıity Press, New Haven/London 1980, 28-29

De doctrina christiana I: AAUUNL, 3° 80)
Brechtken has the Samıle opınıon about Augustine s choıce for frul homine.

Augustine 15 doubting whether place humans under frul utı By accıdent, he
stumbles Paul’s letter Phılemon: "J]ta, frater, COO fruar in domıno.’
F1l.20) According TeC  en, thıs CISs last TresSo for Augustine. Frul
homine In domino W ds NnOoTt consequently Duilt in h1s reasonıng from the beginnıng.
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porte: Dy the fact that Augustine refers O the love of the ne1gh-
OUur d ut! er De doctrina chrıistiana

De doctrina christiana 15 coherent and CONSEqUENL
S! Defence of Augustine In recent hlıterature

hree Augustine-scholars agaınst the charge of Inconse-
YUCIICC. Luc Verhe1jjen refers the Uur:! of De doctrina chrıis-
fLANGa Arguc that Augustine reasonıng 18 vVC consequent.“® De
doctrina chrıistiana 15 ul around the quaestio: hat do
ıth the ne1ghbour: utl, frul Since that quaestio COIN-
SISTS of three parts, there should be three AdNlSWEIS in De doctrina
christiana The ITS of the question 1S whether humans be
the object of frul ugustine anNnSWeIs N  , NOT eFe eart The SCC-
ond of the question 15 whether humans Call be the object of utl
The A1l1SWCI 15 yYCS, ere eart Thırd, humans object of both
frul and utı? Ihe allswer thıs question 15 the entral pOo1In of
Augustine s exposıtion. 18 nuanced W completely in OI -
dance ıth the [WO prev10us ANSWETIS VCS, humans aIic urıng thıs ıfe

earth the object of utl and VCS, w il humans dIC object of frul,
but In the exti and eternal life.*/ hat 15 real frul, NOT In -
but In eavenly SINCEe only (30d and nOotL Call bring
humans into complete salvatıon. hat 15 why ıt 1S frul In Deo Ver-
he1Jjen fınds confırmatıon of thıs in the from Paul °° Ita iIrater,
CO iruar in Domino ” De doctrina chrıstiana I: KT (79)
Wıth the words In Domuino Paul dıd nNOoLt refer enJoyment of
1lemon In heaven. Because enCOUuNntTter between Paul and
1lemon W ds NOTt EXCIuUde: INn Domuino that Paul wanted
orlentate the earthly eNCOULUNTeET completely G0od Conclusıon,
accordıng Verheyujen, 18 that humans Caln en]Ooy each other but only

ERHEMDUEN L? Le premıer Iıvre du De doctrina christiana Augustın
Un fraıte de telicologie’” iblique, In DDEN OPBFT VAN OOoRT Augusti-
NLANG Iraiıectana, Etudes Augustiniennes, Parıs 1987, 169-187/

ERHEUEN L E CI 179-180 En 22(20) Augustin s’est demande.,
repetons-le, S1 les hommes doivent etre bıen objet de FT} objet de utl;
BG aussı bıen obje de ut1 queC de frul Augustin repondu immedıiatement
« 11011>> DOUI Ü «OU1>» PDOUI Maıs 11 repond pas L[OUuUT de suılte la question

Sa reponse finale question SCId «OU1>» A, C’est-A-dıre «OU1>» DOUI (ıl
maıintient la reponse deJä donnee), maı1ıs «OU1>» aussı DOUI492  A. DUPONT  ported by the fact that Augustine never refers to the love of the neigh-  bour as uti after De doctrina christiana [.  3.2 De doctrina christiana I is coherent and consequent  3.2.1 Defence of Augustine in recent literature  Three Augustine-scholars react against the charge of inconse-  quence. Luc Verheijen refers to the structure of De doctrina chris-  fiana I to argue that Augustine reasoning is very consequent.“® De  doctrina christiana X is built around the magna quaestio: what to do  with the neighbour: ufi, frui or both? Since that magna quaestio con-  sists of three parts, there should be three answers in De doctrina  christiana 1. The first part of the question is whether humans can be  the object of frui. Augustine answers: no, not here on earth. The sec-  ond part of the question is whether humans can be the object of uti.  The answer is: yes, here on earth. Third, are humans object of both  frui and uti? The answer to this question is the central point of  Augustine’s exposition. It is a nuanced answer, completely in accor-  dance with the two previous answers: yes, humans are during this life  on earth the object of ufi and yes, even so humans are object of frui,  but in the next and eternal life.*’ That is a real frui, not in an earthly  but in a heavenly sense since only God and not a creature can bring  humans into complete salvation. That is why it is a frui in Deo. Ver-  heijen finds confirmation of this in the quote from Paul: “Ita frater,  ego te fruar in Domino” in De doctrina christiana 1, XXXIM, 37 (79).  With the words in Domino Paul did not refer to an enjoyment of  Philemon in heaven. Because an earthly encounter between Paul and  Philemon was not excluded, in Domino means that Paul wanted to  orientate the earthly encounter completely to God. Conclusion,  according to Verheijen, is that humans can enjoy each other but only  % VERHEDEN L., Le premier livre du De doctrina christiana d’ Augustin —  Un traite de ‘telicologie’ biblique, in DEN BOEFT J. & VAN OoRT J. (eds) Augusti-  niana Traiectana, Etudes Augustiniennes, Paris 1987, pp. 169-187.  47 VERHEUEN L., a. cit., pp. 179-180: “En 22(20) Augustin s’est demande,  repetons-le, si les hommes doivent &tre ou bien a objet de frui; ou b objet de ufi; ou  encore c aussi bien objet de ufi que de frui. Augustin a r&pondu imm&€diatement  «non» pour a; «oui» pour b. Mais il ne repond pas tout de suite ä la question  c. Sa reponse finale ä cette question sera «oui» ä b + a, c’est-ä-dire «oui» pour b (il  maintient la r&ponse dejä donnee), mais «oui» aussi pour a ..., plus tard. Quand il  disait en 22(20) «non» pour a, il se placait nettement et explicitement dans des per-  spectives terrestres. Maintenant il se situe en pens&e dans la situation definitive: plus  tard, c’est-ä-dire au ciel, lI’homme sera ä frui (mais «en Dieu»). [...] la re&ponse ä la  question c ne contredit donc nullement les r&ponses immediates donnees aux ques-  tions a et b.”plus tarı Quand Y
dısaıt 22(20) <«11011>> DOUT A, l placaıt nettement el explıcıtement dans des PCI-
spectives Maıntenant 1} sıtue pensee dans la sıtuation definıtive: plus
tard. C’est-A-dıre cıel, |I’homme SCTAa frul (maıs «CIl Dıieu»). la reponse la
question contredit donc nullement les reponses immediates donnees AdU X QuU'
t10Nns ei b”
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ıth the 1t10N In Domuinao. Here eart it 15 ımposs1ıble for
humans eN]JOoYy each er completely. Only ull 15 poss1ıble ere
When do speak, ere earth, Ou the frul of humans, then ıt 15
always inchoatıve, antıcıpatıng the real enjJoyment that only z  e’
place in heaven. Since the relatıon of humans ere earth 15 always
1LLOTC of utl, the frul of the ne1ghbour of Paul 1S actually also INOTEC
of uti In that the applıcatıon of the frul humans 15 TOA|l
and non-tec  1cal HSe of that verb.“® Augustine staftfes thıs exphıcıtly
because he dıd nOoTt want over-interpret the words of Paul SINCEe
Augustine wasn t  7 really certaın that Paul eferred
enCcounter ıth Phılemon Frul homine In Domino 1s therefore CON-

sequent implıcatıon of the assumpt10ons made al the Outfset
Tarsıcıus Johannes Van ave expands the hought of Ver-

he1en that ın thıs ıfe antıcıpate but imperfect UlLtLO of humans
15 possıble: CVCII x00ds Call be objects of such uUltLO for
Augustine.“ Especılally agaınst Brechtken, Raymond Cannıng rephıes
that Augustine s uncertaınty whether place humans under
utl frul 1S sıgn that love for (GG0d 1s closely connected ıth love
for the neighbour.” De doctrina chrıstiana 15 not pomm In CaAasSsc in

al  u ACCUSC Augustine of lack of 1DI1Ca Chrıistianity.
Rather there SCC theolog1an al work, nNOoTt doubter, OINCONC
who trıes several WaYys CXDICSS the complıcated relatıon between
God and

© 90 An OW readıng of De doctrina christiana
hat humans ave ull elr ne1ghbours, oes NOoTLt that

they forbıdden frul of theır ne1ghbours. Ihe dısjunction 1S 19(0]1
exclusıve. When humans AICcC the object, both opt10ons AiIC possıble. We
Can fınd thıs in several WaYyS ın De doctrina christiana 151

48 hat 15 the already mentioned ‘abusıve, 1910)81 proprie dicerıis fru1  w Accord-
ıng Verheyjjen, ın ”’Donovan’s interpretatıon, ese words do 1910)1 CON-
stitute correction of Augustine Dy hımself.

VAN AVEL Saı Frultio, delectatio and voluptas In Augustine, Augustinus
(37; 1993, 499-510

VAN ‚AVEL 13a C1ıt. 5()2 “If look al Augustine s wrıtings
whole. SCC that he sticks nearly always hıs technıcal dıstınction between utl and
frul Nevertheless, besides Ial rejecting the PCIVEISC Tulti1on of earthly thıngs,
there 1s maller number of speakıng posıtıvely neutrally of enJoyıngz earthly
g00ds hıs apphıes In partıcular interpersonal relatıonshıps. ”

(ANNING R The Unıity of OVe JOr God and Neighbour In Augustine,
Augustinıan Hıstorical Instıtute, Heverlee-Leuven, 993 (especılally Chapter
Uti/Frui In Relatıon OVve for Neighbour and ‚OVve for God, CHA 79-115)

5 ] Already in De diversıs quaestionibus 8 E} it 15 clear that utl and frul
do nOoTt constitute exclusıve dısjunction. Augustine introduces In that question ut!
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1rS of all, Augustine makes dıfference between three SOTTS
of realıtıes: those that dICc only ad utendum, ose that only ad fru-
endum and the CatlegorYy fruuntur el UluUuntur. hıs ast Category 15 the
CategOrYy for humans. The fact that Augustine o€es not place humans
under the Category of realhıties eıther of those that solely the object
of utl ose that solely the object of frul, 18 VC. sıgnıfıcant. By
makıng of humans 1r atlegorYy, Augustine already shows from
the beginnıng that humans aAiIc nNnOoTt object only of frul uti.°? f
ugustine eI1eve: the opposıte, he WOU ave defined humans
ımmediately objects of IN enjoyment. But I' Augustine
prefers {[O remaın careful and 18 waıt In Judgıing the posıtıon of
humans. Second, only the fact that the quaestio ex1Ists of three
options utl, frul utl and frul OUT ne1ghbours also demonstrates
that, accordıng Augustine, when humans dIC the object, utl and frul
do 1a(011 exclude each other.° As ll SCC, the AaNSWeT that
quaestio uUt1 AND frul 18 the sStrongest proo possıble demon-
StTrate that there 18 NOTt CVCNMN anı Y question of exclusıve disjunction.

urthermore, Augustine explhıcıtly sStates that there 15 bıg
dıfference between utl and frul when apphlıed humans. The 1T‘
definıtion of utl and frul In De doctrina christiana L, 1 only
applıes humans, states that both utl and frul form of
diligere.”“ In other words they hıe VC. close ONMNC another. When

and frul ıth the parallel couple honestum and utıle He STITESSES that both couples
parallel (c inter honestum ef utile interest, ıta el inter fruendum ei utendum. ”) but
VCIl he emphasıses that honestum and utıle 8(0)1 opposıite. f ıllud Sanec CUS-
todiıentes ut honestum el utıle modo sıbımet aduersuntur. Adversarı nNnım haec s1b1
alıquando ıimperıte uulgarıter existimantur. ”) So INaYy conclude that Augustine
does NOTL regar! ut1 and frul opposite. COM A‚ 38, -2/8-10)

De doctrina christiana I’ IL, ({} “"Res CIZO alıae Sunt quıbus tTuendum
estT, alıae quıbus utendum, alıae JUaC fruuntur eit ufunfur. a€e quıbus fruendum est
beatos 1105 facıunt; istis quıbus utendum est tendentes ad beatıtudiınem adıuvamur el
quası admınıculamur,. ut ad ıllas QJuUaC OS beatos facıunt, pervenıre hıs inherere
pOSSIMUS. Nos CIO quı fruımur el utimur inter constitutl, S1 e1s quıbus uten-
dum est fru1 voluerıimus, ıimpeditur CUISUS NnOster el alıquando et1am deflectitur ut ab
hıs rebus quıbus fruendum est obtinendis vel retardemur vel et1am CVOCEINU infe-
rorum praepediti. ”

De doctrina christiana 1, XAXIL. 20 40) “Itaque N quaesti0 est,
Ufru: fru1 homıness debeant ut1 ulrumgque. Praeceptum est nNnım nobıs ut
dılıgamus INnV1ICem, sed quaerıtur utrum propter homo abh homiıne dılıgendus sıt
propter 1ud S1 Nnım propter S fruımur Cl S1 propter alıud, utımur Vıdetur
autem mıhı propter alıud dılıgendus. Quod Nnım propter dılıgendum SL: In COIN-
stitultur beata vita, CU1US eti1amsı nondum IcS, tamen SPDCS 1US 1OS hOocC tempore COIN-
solatur. Maledictus ulem qul SDEM Uam ponit In homine. \Jer. 1151

See De doctrina chrıistiana I’ (44) pr;viously cıted in foot-
notfe
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humans AIc the object, frul 15 VELY close utl of humans, that 15 utl
CUÜU. dilectione.

De doctrina chrıstiana 3 @ AI 3L 79): * Quamquam VICINISSIME
dicıtur fru1l CUul dılectione ut1  27 10 ead thıs paragraph whole SCC footnote
As pomted Ouft prevıously, there AIc [WO even three) SOTTS of utL One Can only
understand that utl and frul both dIC poss1ıble ın the ASsSCcC of humans theır object,
hen OIIC Call dıstinguısh the dıfferent kınds of utı When humans the object, utl
and frul VE close OIIC another. Uti ( U dıilectione and frul In Domino happen
almost sımultaneously. Humans Creaftures and in that object of utiı Siınce
humans exceptional creatures, thıs 18 NOTL ordınary uti In [WO SCI1S5C5 it 15
another utl than the uftl of which the other creatures dIC object. eCcCause TeCAasSson makes
all humans equal, they CannOo!| UuUsSscC each other lıke ordınary creatures S  at specı1al StTa-
{(uUus also emerged In the commandment of divine love humans have be loved 'Ihat
15 the bıg dıfference between the [WO t1'S the poss1ıbılıty of CUM dılectione. Uti of
humans Dy humans 15 utl CUM dılectione because humans INOTC than ordınary
creatures eCcCause ere 15 somethıng dıvıne in humans, they the object of frul
Since humans dIiIC NOL God, 1f 15 frul In Domuino. It 15 a frul of the of God iın
humans in theır orlentation God On the ONC hanı the ultl and frul 15 10g-
Ical; the other hand it 18 LNOIC complicated than it Uti and frul ıth humans

subject and object Call be dıstinguıished but they CannoOo' be separated. Ihey dıs-
tinct but NOL really dıfferent. Enjoyıng the dıvine in the ne1ghbour has lead
enJoyıng God In thıs the en]Joyıng of humans 1S close the lovıng uUsSec of
humans, namely ın being orlentated hıgher a1m. Frul by humans of humans, has

be referred Something else, and 18 relatıve. Frul Dy humans of God, stands Dy
ıtself, and 18 aDSOlufe (One extual reference [WO SOTTS Ul 1S, for example: De
doctrina chrıistiana L AAXIV, 80) “Cum nNnım adest quod dılıgıtur, et1am delec-
tatıonem NECESSC est Per QUaIn S1 transıerıs J! ad illud ubı PCITIMA-
nendum est rettulerı1s, uterI1is el abusıve, NON proprie dicerIis fru1. 1 VEeIO inhaeres1s

permanserI1Ss, finem in ONCNS laetitiae [uae, iunc VeIC el propriıe fru1 dıcen-
dus Quod NON facıendum est n1IS1 In ılla Irmitate, 1d est el incommutabiıliı
bono. ) As Augustine explaıns ın paragraphs 4:3) 74) he SCCS thırd kınd of utL
Besıdes the [WO ut1’s of which humans the subject, ere ex1ist utl with God
the subject (and humans object) Frul INCanls the strıving after somethıng for
end, end that 15 hıgher than the OC that SfiT1ves for ıt. Such strıving CannoOo!| be
applıed the relatıon irom (G0d humans. In that asc ull 18 the only WaYy CAÄDICSS
such relatıon. De doctrina chrıstiana K XAAXAIU, #3) “ Quapropter adhuc
ambıguum videtur CSS5C, CUu dicımus 1105 perTrul1, qUamı dılıg1mus propter
1psam, et nobıs firuendum SSC m, qua efficımur beatı, ceterI1s VeTIO uten-
dum Dılıgıt nım 110$5 Deus, ef multum nobıs dılectionem 1US CIga NOS dıyına SCT1P-
tura commendat. Quomodo CISO dılıgıt? Ut nobıs utaftur, ut fruatur ? De doctrina
chrıistiana 1, XXAI, 174) “ Sed S1 fruıntur, egel bono nOStTro, quod NECINO 19108

dixeriıt. mne nım NnOs bonum vel 1pse vel aD 1DSO est Cu1 autem obscurum vel
dubium esSt; ‚910)8! 324 Iucem Terum harum nıtore qUuUas 1psa inlustraverıt? Dıcıt AaPCI-
t1ssıme et1am propheta: Dix1 Domino, OMINUS IICUS {Uu, quon1am bonorum 111CO-

1910)8! CCS Non CT£O frultur nobıs, sed utitur. Nam 1 qu| fruntur qu' utıtur,
NON Inven10 qUCM ad modum dılıgat  29 We MaYy VEeN Sa Yy that ut! ıth humans
object and subject 1S closer ut! Dy (G0d of humans than ull Dy humans of temporal
g00ds, Siınce the [WO fL'S ıth humans the object have ONMNC thıng In COM ON
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ase‘ that allegedly exclusıve dısjunction, Brechtken and
() Donovan CVCN further 15 eıther frul OT utı Augustine 1IrsS
places humans under utı hat mplıes that human frul of humans 15
NOTt optional. When later in De doctrina christiana L, he Stafes that fruL
homine 15 possıble, he contradıcts hımselfr. hat fınal ANSWECT, namely
that humans COU eN]JOoYy each 0)  erT, wasn t  7 in Augustine s mınd from
the beginnıng. thınk that such interpretation 0€eSs noTt g1ve ugus-
tine the credıt he deserves. An objective readıng of the IeX1 reveals
ell developed TUCLUre In De doctrina christiana 156 The unda-
mental ure of De doctrina christiana 1S actually quıte sımple.
Augustine starts ıth premi1ses:
(T) subject: humans object: ut1
(Z) subject: humans object: (10d Ffrul
(3 Humans reated and ave somethıng dıvıne.

Augustine introduces these three basıc premi1ses In the9
of De doctrina chrıstiana IS7 Subsequently, Augustine asks:

hat 1f humans al both object and subject‘ Ihe answer utl and frul
results logıcally Ouft of the three premı1ses. 15 valıd conclusıon.
TIhe In De doctrina chrıstiana 15 CONSeEqueENL from the
VE beginnıng the end >®

Ihe 1N premise requıres SOTIIC further clarıficatıion. In the
exXi paragraph (40) Augustine ıll ask the quaestio. But
already ere In (39) he Q1ves the ALll1SWCT hat humans UuUsc and eNn]OYy

love. But Augustine notes that, despıte thıs lıkeness, there 15 dıfference. Ihe ut! of
God (as subject) 15 dısınterested. De doctrina christiana 1, AA (4#53)
qu SIC utıtur uft NOS, 119 3{0 ICS qu1ıbus utimur ad 1d referıimus ut De1 bonitate
perfruamur, Deus CI ad SUamn bonıtatem USUTMN NOSITUM refert. ”

Sece addendum : teXIsStIrucftur: of De doctrina chrıstiana 1
In De doctrina chrıistiana L, AAXIU, (20) 39) these ree prem1ses OMC

together “ In h1s 1g1tur omnıbus rebus illae tantum SUNT quıbus tTuendum est, YUas
aeternas incommutabiıles Commemoravımus;: ceterI1s autem utendum est ut ad
iıllarum perfructionem pervenıre pOSSIMUS. Nos ıtaque quı fruımur ef utimur alııs
rebus, 1068 alıquae agna nNnım quaedam ICS est homo, factus ad imagınem el
sımılıtudınem De1. 1ON in quantum mortalı COTDOITC includıtur, sed In quantum besti1as
ratiıonalıs anımae honore praecedit. ”

Augustine’s exposıtıon of utl and frul 18 nNOoTt only Consequent In the fırst
book of De doctrina christiana, but the paır also Occuples CONSEqUENL place in the
entirety of the ork Ut and frul fıt coherently In the exegetical, ontologıcal and
hermeneutical explanatıons of the rest of De doctrina chrıistiana hıs CONSISteNCY
In the Ole of the four 00 here only be mentioned brıefly, SINCE ıt 1S
deta1ı1led and subtle atter that requıres long explanatıon that exceeds the 1mMs f
thıs artıcle Dy tar
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Was already wrıtten In the beginnıng. Up untıl NO Augustine has
remaıned sılent Oou hat humans precısely aT' whether fruendum

utendum. NOW, he provıdes clue. Humans ave got mMO body
and ratıonal soul. The mortal body belongs the creati1on. Appar-
ently the ratıonal soul exceeds the Status of COINIMNONE tran-
scends the anımals. The ratıonal soul, althoug. reated and in that

also ©  u  E} 1S created in ods image and lıkeness. The
ratıonal soul therefore has somethıng divıine. And that 15 the crucı1al
pomt In Augustine’s search 118 solve the quaestio. Only the
eternal and the dıvıne 15 be enjJoyed Ihe rest 1S be sed In
humans, however, somethıng mmortal and divıne 15 also present,
namely the ratıonal soul.>? Something sımılar has already een SuS-
gested in (25) and (26) where Augustine wrıtes about creatiıon and
incarnatıon: (10d 18 present In the creation and the Word of (G0d lıves
in humans. The conclusıon 15 easıly drawn: ere 15 somethıng en]JOY-
able in humans. hıs 1S alsOo the TCason why, when Augustine spe
of human frul homine, he spe of frul In Domino . When
humans en]Ooy humans, they en]oy each er d> far (10d hımself 15
present In humans. hat 15 hat read In the fırst sentences of (79)
TOM the VE beginnıng of De doctrina chrıistiana Augustine
makes understand that ere 15 somethıing dıvıne In humans. Frul
homine In Deo has be understood ıth thıs clue. Humans IMaYy

The ıdea of ere being somethıing dıvıne In humans Call also be found in
other of Augustine in dıfferent Augustine does NO far
Manıcheism and Priscillianısm. The human soul 1S dıyıne element In humans in
theır opınıon. Augustine CONCEIVES of the human soul, although incorporeal and efer-
nal, created. and such NO dıyıne In Nevertheless the human soul 1S the being
that 1S closest God, because created ımagınem el sımılıitudiınem Dei hıs 18 why
the human soul 15 CUDUX De:1 (De Irınıtate XIV, IV ,6; XIV, V, 11) (J0d 15 (and
has be) present in UT love for OUT tfellow INCIL In Iohannıs evangelium,e
Sermo Christ identifies hımself ıth mankınd Out of love for mankınd. (De
CLViLate Deıi XVIL18) -  at 15 why touch God already ın OUT love for humans. (In
Iohannıs evangeliıum EAXVA2: Sermo 265,8,9) Ove fOor humans 15 love for God h1ıs
thought 15 ımplıed In Augustine’s CONceptk of Totus ChHhrıstus. God transcends humans.
Neve  eless, do NOTL have 0o0k for Hım outsıde humans, he 1S in humans: “iınte-
8(0)8 intimo 1I1CO el super10r meO (Confessiones 1L, V1,1 G0od Cal be dıs-
covered, Step Dy Step, through nternal search of human 1C4asSON. (Confessiones V,
AMV1:23)

De doctrina christiaha }} 79) * Cum autem homıne In Deo
fruer1s, Deo pot1us QUaIM homiıne fruerI1s. Ilo nNnım fruerI1s qUO efficerIis beatus, el ad
CUumMm perven1sse laetaberI1s, ın qUO SPCIN pONI1S uft venlas. Inde ad Phılomonem
Paulus: Ita frater, Inquıit, CRO fruar ın Domuino. Quod S1 NON addıdısset, In Domino
el te fruar tantum dıx1isset, in constitulsset, SDCIN beatıtudınıs SsSUuac Quamquam
et1am VicIın1ıssıme cAicıtur fru1 CU dılectione ut1  27



498 UPON’TI

en]JOYy humans in the Lord, because humans in the Lord, because
the ord Hımself 15 present in humans. hıs 15 invıtatıon but also

restriction. Only far the ord 1S present In humans, AIic humans
enjoyable. hıs 15 emphasısed and illustrated by Augustine ıth the
words of Paul Philemon. ®! Augustine Shows that Paul o0€es NOl
want en]Oy Phılemon the human, but of the dıvıne In 1lemon
hat 1S why enJoyıng humans Dy humans requıres the 1105 1n the
OT! My ne1ghbour, human being, 1S after all 18(0)1 OUT SOUTCEC of
happıness. I0 qualify frul ıth in Deo in Domıino actually cshows
that ıt 15 G0d 1S enjoyed: God in humans. Augustine, further-
IMOTC, CannoO demand obedience the [WO presupposed command-

of love, al the COIC of De doctrina christiana L, ıf he 0€eSs NOL
SC somethıng dıvıne in humans.®* If humans ave Oorlent all eır
love entirely and completely God, then love of the ne1ghbour 1S
only understandable if. and only il ere 1S somethıng of that (God
present in the ne1ghbour.

ase‘: analysıs of the Content of De doctrina christiana 1,
ıt 15 possıble arguc that the optıon frul AND utl regardıng humans

object 1S consequent 0)81  @ ()’Donovan sed the lack of reference
love for the ne1ghbour utl followıng the De doctrina christiana

19)K010) for hıs thesı1s, that Augustine corrected himself in De doct-
rIna christiana 1IrS of all, that alleged absence, in WAaY eiITaCts

61 Paul’s .  ego fruar May certamly NOTL be read proof Justification
forwarded by Augustine make the frul homıne plausıble. Frul homine INn Domino
follows consequently from Augustine’s reason1ıng. Ihe cıtatıon TOM Phılemon 15
nothıng LNOTC than illustration. At the mMOST, 1t 15 DOSL factual argument. If ugus-
tine had only appealed that cıtatıon argument for auctorıtas, he would be
ONg It 18 only In Latın that fruar 15 wrıtten in Phılemon Ihe TEE. SOUTCE-TEXT
ment0ons form of the verb9 which actually ‘gamıng profit TOM
being closer ‘usıng’ than ‘enJoyıng'.

De doctrina chrıstiana 1: XAAXIL, 21 (42) “Sl CISO 1psum 1NOMN propter
es dılıgere, sed propter iıllum ub1 dılection1ıs (uae rect1ssımus finıs est O  —; SUuSs-

censeat alıus homo, S1 et1am 1psum propter Deum dılıgı1s. Haec nım regula dilecti0-
N1S divıinıtus constitua est Diliges Inquıit, proxımum Iuum lAamquam LDSUM, Deum
( KO, tOLO corde, folad anıma fola menle, ut cogıtationes {uas ei
vıtam ei intellectum in ıllum conferas quUO es 1psa UJUaC confers. ”
De doctrina chrıstiana &: XAIL, 2A1 43) “Cum autem alt {OLO corde, tota anıma, tota
mente, nullam vitae nOstrae m relıquıt, YJUaC VaCarc debeat et quası locum dare
ut alıa velıt ITUL, sed quı1dquıd alıud dılıgendum veneriıt ıIn anımum, illuc rapıatur
qUO dılection1s impetus Currtiıt. Qu1Squ1s CISO recte dılıgıt proximum, hoc Cu

debet, ut et1am 1pse OO corde, tota anıma, tota mentfe dılıgat Deum SI1IC
nNnım S dılıgens (amquam 1PSUum, dılectionem SU1 el iıllıus refert in illam
dilectionem Del UJUaC nullum rıyulum ducı exira patıtur, CU1US derıvatione
mınuatur.
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from the nternal coherence of De doctrina christiana Furthermore,
utl and frul Iec-appCal in the later wrıtings, all though they not
dealt ıth specıfic theme Oove all, the fascınatıng d1scCovery of
De doctrina christiana 18 precısely that frul of humans by humans 15
possıble. In the reasonıng of the earlıer wrıitings, utl of humans by
humans Was clearly obvıous. The 6ESSCIICE and the INCSSaSC of De doc-
frına christiana 15 that human frul of humans 15 permissıble because
ere 15 somethıng dıvıne in mankınd Once that 15 proved, Augustine
Can fall back ıt in ater works wıthout further argumentation.° Fur-
thermore, althoug only scarcely Was able fınd, SOMNC examples of
ater wrıtings In which ugustine carefully speaks of utl of humans
by humans.®

Frul homiıne In Domuino 18 Consequent ıth all premı1ses. Uti of
humans by humans 0€Ss 18(011 exclude frul of humans by humans.
Augustine remarks irom the VC. beginnıng that there 1S somethıng
dıvyıne in mankınd ctually, Augustine already 1nts al the
CVCNMN before putting the question. verythıng had een hought
through in advance. Hıs ell structured ANSWeT W ds present from the
beginnıng and Augustine ost S12 of ıt readıng of the textTi
ıth attention the subtle SaMC of definıtions reveals ulLy cCons1ıd-
ered and well-prepared schema ıth dıfferent but concordant
answers.©

In De doctrina chrıistiana E 84) the epulogue of the first book
of De doctrina christiana, Augustine back utl of humans Dy humans, after
dealıng al length ıth the possı1ıbılıty of frul homuine. fınd that VC: s1gnıfıcant. By
doing thıs, Augustine emphasıses that utl and frul together hen humans the
object. However, he does NOTL do explıcıtly. He speaks of the realıty that en]JOYys
together ıth and of the combinatıon of utl and dılectio. At that mMOoment In De
doctrina christiana L, the Ocused reader understands that thıs refers usıng humans
Dy humans. Augustine In thıs WaYy demonstrates the coherence of h1s reasonıng. He
has NOT corrected hımself. Ut of humans Dy humans 15 NOTL replace by enJoyıng
humans Dy humans. No, both possible and stand Consequent next each er.

Despıte O’Donovan’s claım, cıtatiıons be found after De doctrina
christiana In which Augustine speaks of usıng humans Dy humans. In De CLViLafte
Del XIX, XUN, (CCGL 4 s 680) communıty wıth others (*socletas SU1 gener1s
clearly 18 mentioned AI ONS the g00dSs that. f used correctly (“recte usus ), lead
eternal ıfe “ad Tuendum Deo proX1mo in Deo’ Irue frıendshıp 18 used, only ıf
(G0od bınds humans ıth and In Ove (Confessiones NVAN; CL ZT. 43)

See Addendum.
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Conclusion

Our fellow-men do ave them
ends? According 18 Augustine, 1low-men 18(011 OUT fınal end, but
only that en! At the SaJmnle tiıme, the 1low-men C in
them that 1na. end and AI (a SIıgn of) that end Augustine’s answer 15
18(011 formulated un1vocaly, but that 15 ıts value. Augustine realıses
that the question tself, Just 1ıke the STatus of (fellow-)men, 1S 110760

complex be answered wıthout NUanNcCceSs Augustine the
un1ıque Status of humans: creature, but CIreEeatiu DUar excellence
because created in the ıimage of ıfs Creator hat exceptional STatus
sShows that ere AL INa y levels the question of the COTTeECT rela-
tiıonshıp between humans. Ihe meriıt of Augustine hes In the attention
for the complexıty of thıs matter He understands that ıt 1S 1a(011 CaS Y
ormulate the relatıons between humans, SINCEe ose relatıons ave
INanı aspects. He 0€Ss nNOT want lose S1g of that plenıtude. He
achlJeves thıs by makıng dıfference between uftl and frul, worked Ouft
In schema of everal definıtions. Because of the dıvıne in
humans, humans Call be end for each er and thus NOL
In that ® humans Call en]Ooy each other Neve  eless, humans
nNnot aDSOlute en for each ]  er, only G0d 1S hat 1S why humans
remaın usable instrument. 49 uUusec ne1ghbours, however, o€es 1a(011
INCcan In thıs contexf egolst1Cc manıpulatıng of the ne1ghbours, but
lovıng takıng Carc of them Augustine CXPITCSSCS thıs complex rela-
tıonshıp between humans Dy showıng that humans utl AND frul
each-other

Frul stands for love, not ETOS, but Frul 1S because
NOTL but G0d STan: al the CcCenter in TUul-L1ove. hat self-den1al 15 COIN-

1ITrmMe: when Augustine emphasıses the merces-aspect of frul Frul
Cannot be calculated Furthermore, frul 15 clearly S1Tuate: In Context
of obedience and that 1S the CONTeEXT of agape-love Meanwhıle, ıt 1S
clear that ultl homıiıne 15 not utilıtarıan and elfısh, but SO  } of love.
U (of the ne1ghbour) has happen in ordered, moderate and
ratıonal ashıon

Put dıfferently, the quaestio HOW deal ıth fellow-
199188 ull, frul both reCel1ves three affırmatıve aAaNnSWEeIs Yes, the
fellow-man 1S eTe USC, but ın moderate and non-utilıtarıan WaY,
namely Dy takıng Caic of hım NesS, the elilow-man 1S ere eN]JOY,
but In Domino. V es. the eilow-man 1S there UuUscC and en]oy 1le
investigatıng Augustine’s ques for ese ansWECeTrIs, also noticed the
subtle and complex relatıon between the love for (G0d and love for
humans. They dIC [WO Ss1des of the Samnııec COIN.
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As ast remark of thıs icle, z Su the [WO ardınal
pomnts of rehabılıtatıon of Augustine: analysıs of the SITUC-
ture of the dıfferent definıtions in De doctrina christiana and 2)
H  S approac that DOoOKk, namely startıng from the nsıght that
Augustine perce1ves somethıng dıvyıne in humans. ese [WO pomts
ave sufficıently demonstrate that ıt 15 ACCUSC Augustine of

selfish and hedoniıstıic instrumentalısm and of eing incoherent
wriıter and thınker

endum sfrucfure and definıtions

5 ] Schema lextstructure of De doctrina christiana

The fexTi ıtself, ap irom 1fs content, ShoOows g00d organısed,
ell hought oOuf and structured schema. Only extual basıs, De
Doctrina Chrıstiana the followıng

(1) 39) preparatıon
(T) (7) place of utl frul in the schemas of De Doctrina Christiana
(F 39) utl — frul

(7) (9) [WO definıtions of utl frul
(9) the empora d object and humans subject: only utl
10) 38) God d object and humans aASs subject: only frul

theologıcal exposıtıon of the meanıng of God, the ealıty ad fruen-
dum Trmmty, Incarnatıon,.
39) the exceptional Status of humans: ratiıo

40) 65) quaestio
40) What 18 the COTrreCcTt attıtude when humans object (and sub-

JecC
Have humans uftl theır ellow-men?
Have humans frul theır ellow-men?
Have humans utl and frul theır fellow-men?

Definıiıtion of uti frul for humans A4S object of utl and frul
41) 49 utl

41) Yes, humans AIc the object of utL
WI1 humans AdS subject of that ufL)

42) J2 How
42) 60) negatıve formulatıon: Human ut! wıth humans
object 1S dıfferent from human utı wıth temporal x0o0ds ASs object.

42) 43) Uti of humans Dy humans 1Ss connected wıth the dou-
ble love-commandment.
(44) 45) In utz wıth the temporal d object, utl wıth
the I1low-man INAaYy be accompanıed Dy love.
406) 47) Humans MaYy nOoTL domiınate humans.
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48) 58) elf-love and love for the PrOPpCI body 15 natural and
llowed in the double commandment love.

59) 60) the ımportance of order in love
61) 2 posıtıve formulatıon: utl wıth humans d subject and
humans object: dıfferent aSpeCISs and CONSCQHUCNCCS of love of
the ne1ghbour.

733 73) explanatıon of G0d aASs ubject and humans object of utl
in order clarıfy utl wıth humans d object and subject.

76) 83) frul
76) Yes, humans the object of frul

WI1 humans subject of thatUl)
Er 44} 80) How frul of humans Dy humans: In Domino

81) 83) illustratiıon Ul hominiıbus In Domuino: Christ 4S WAYy
and ASs end

84) 85) retrospection and SUMIMMNAT y

86) 95) Ut and frul AIC placed back in the greater ole of De doctrina
chrıstiana: study of Holy Scripture out of love.

Schema I1 c  sorts of ufll and frul
FRUI dılıgere

fru1 Humans en]oy God
(subject frul humans object frul God)
fru1l Humans en]Ooy humans.
(subject frul humans object frul: humans)

fru1l homiıne in Domino

e® UTI
ut1ı God uscs humans. dılıgere
subject utL God object uti humans)
ut1ı Humans UuUsSscC

subject utl humans)
ut1ı what INaYy be OVEe! (dılıgere). ut1 Cu dilectione

body
hımself
ellow-man

(object utı humans)
ut1 2 whaft 15 nOoTt llowed be OVEe!

earthly and temporal thıngs
object uti:creatures, except humans)

fru1 and uti“ ! dIiC close each other (humans subject and object).
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53 Schema I11 the relations
subject object ut! frul meanıng with dilectio?
God humans ut1ı desinterested 6S

humans G0od frui * only complete ıIn heaven 6S

humans ut1 In function of fru1earthly g00ds
humans humans ut1ı ut1 CU] dılectione YCS

in function of fru1
frui * 15 close ut1

only complete heaven
in function of fru1
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