
JIHE ACTUALITY AUGUSTINE’S
ETWEEN U77 'AND FRUI“*“

Augustine s ell-known dıialectic of uti/frul, 1C really COIMN-
SISTtS in dıstınguıishıng between the PTODCI utiılızatıon of penultımate
g00ds and the frultion of the ultlımate Good!, 15 all LOO Often regarded
from the perspective of thıcal concentratıon the question of
"hOW love‘’ (G0d and ne‘s neighbor“ °hoOow 118 use the empora.
g00ds of thıs present life® Even f ıf clear that Kant’s 110
famous diıctum the effect that INan must be ““thought of eing
en In himself”, perhaps better WOU be Sa Y that he should
be “used Dy 9 NOT E Vn Dy God hımself, INeETIC means’”’*,
INaYy ave contrıbuted {o INOTC ejevate of human dıgnity, ıt yel
equally served dıchotomic reflection uDON the love of
INan for hıs ne1ghbors and for God hıs problematıc of the [WO final-
iıt1es [WO Orlıentations of love indeed TESUTNECS ell that contaıned In
Augustine s dıstiınction between the [WO categories of utl and frul
When further In dıfferentlating between the and the end
in terms of the pleasure that experlence al the consummatıon of
each CatlegOrYy of g00d, ıt 15 al surprısıng that should be nce
wıth confrontatıon between sensual pleasure and spırıtu delectatıon,
somethıng reflected in ei Oberman’s claım that elements of
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“dualıstic dıalectic  27 ST be dıscerned in Augustine s hought
thıs point”.

Given that the value of instrument Cal only be measured in
accordance ıth ıts actual performance In serving the end which it
Was intended, the degree of utiılıty far empora. g00ds aAIicC CONMN-
cerned mMust fall into the CalegOrYy of the relatıve. 15 In thıs CoONntext
of dıstinguıishıing between the referent and the eferred that the role of
the SUPDICING 00d m1g ead adop belıttlıng apprecılatiıon of
the CatlegOrYy of the instrumental g0o0d and the passıng pleasure ıth
IC ıt 1S assoclated. Here the question INaYy legıtımately be raısed d

whether ıt 15 In fact poss1ıble understand and interpret thıs ‘lım-
ted’ value of the wıthout such negatıve connotatıon. 1s
ıth 1e W Iindıng LNOTC acceptable meanıng for such instru-
mental °subordination’ that the present 111 L and reconsıder
both the rhetorical eXpress10n, that Dy 1C the author embodies hıs

her intention, and the fundamental hought that lay behınd UugusS-
tine’s elaboratıon of uti/frul. It 1S also in the hope of reopenıng the
long-standıng debate Oou the PTOPDCI relatıon between relıg10N and
culture that the l devote ıts conclusıon suggesting SOTNC

OPCH questions for OUT further reflection.

The cultivator-owner relationship AS the implicit basıs
of utı/frul

As 15 suggested Dy the Roman Jurıdical term of A fructus,
1C CONCEINS the rıght IN and dıspose of g00ds ONEC o€eSs not
possess®, uti/frul clearly reflects the values and COMNCEINS of ASTAI-
lan soclety. We AICc naturally led thınk of cultıvator derıving ben-
efit from the land held and exploıuted the basıs of SOTINC form of
iITrust Here indeed analogy IMaYy be drawn between the OIlCc hand
the contractual aCCOord of the proprietor and the OIMNC granted usufruct,
and the er, the bıblical not1ion of the venan establıshed
between the Creator and mankınd accordıng IC the latter should

pursuılt of happıness: Calvın between Humanısm and Reformatıion ”,
Humanıiıty and Divinity In Renalissance and Reformation: ESSays INn Honor of

Iriınkhaus, ed () MALLY. 7ZBICKI and CHRISTIANSON, Studies in the Hıs-
LOTY and Chrıstian Thought Leıden, vol 51. 283

Dictionnaire etymologique de la langzue latiıne. Hıstoire des MOTS, ed RNOUT
and MEILLET (Parıs, 1959*) 758 hıs fundamental notion of possession Can easıly
be noticed In Augustine’s UuUsSsec of habere (deum) (De heat Ult., 1L, 11-12; U, ZI
obtinere (DDC, M 1V, and CUDETE (DDC. 1  9 1V, 47 DDO 30)
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form of responsıble stewardshıp V both anımalte and 1Nanl-

creatures hıs paralle implıcıt Paul injJuncth0on the
orınthians the WOT though 1a(011 1{ fully! il
Was from thıs SOUTCEC that the CONCepL Was be taken and evel-
oped the work of Augustine

Here be noted 15 that whereas neıther the
cultıvator 11OTI the teward actually DOSSCSS the g00ds they AIC 9
they AIC yel the S1ıtuatiıon of ‘“ cervants  ”S rather than slaves
relatıon 1{8 the of the PFrODEeITY concerned dıstıncetionu
mplıes from the Outsetl the thıcal noti10N of choıice and responsıbil-
ILYy Iranslated 1Into Chrıstian terms the task of TCaD1ıNns the eneTl1Its
of dıvıne 15 thus essentially wofold etTe 15 endurıng
responsı1bıilıty officıum owards the created order but thıs mMust
yeLl be or]ıentated ıth regard fOo the finalıty of the ultlımate g00d
rendering honor 18 God? Moreover ere 15 lement of choıce
involved the dec1ısıon whether not fo accomplısh thıs wofold
involvement of the cultıvator SE VIGCE VIS VIS both Creator and
Creaftures The of responsıble stewardshıp thus ımply
degree of Treedom the conduct of ONEC function much the Sadille

WdYy that accorded (0 the farmer charged ıth the Cultıivatıon of
the land

Now thıs itself 15 questi0 of V dıfferent order
OMNC IC STITUC VC. real OT! ugustine mınd How Cal

CX choose somethıng unless fırst knowıng how dıscern hat
MNgS real benefit and havınz al the Same iime sufficıent all

aCT accordance ıth the dec1ısıon thus made? It that
1t 15 precısely thıs context of the nOotI10N of order the OSs-

IN1IC ‘I’ ıth Ifs NOeEeT1IC and volıtıve dımens1ons that Augustine really
trıed elaborate hIs dialectic of uti/frul employın for h1is OW DUT-
POSC number of dıverse PIC CXISIL rhetorıical CAÄDICSSIONS and ICca-

soning'® the real of IC W as dıstıngu1s between the

Co 41 cıted the City of G0d hereafter cıted DCD
° )ıbenter seruus ” DDO OX

Cf Augustine use of colere/cultus DCHD 11

&] Enn 16 where Plotinus earher drew the dıstiınction between that whiıich
needful (cf NDOC INV XPELIOV and that which end (cf NDOC

TENOC . In Chrıistian setting, Basıl of Casarea, IR ell-known addressed
T10 people the of deriving benefit from Hellenistic etters (EE): STITESSE|
the ımportance of N} works Chrıistian end — eternal ıfe whıle s11111-
lar COMNCETN ıth the approprıate IN of rhetorıical style Of communıcatıng
the sublımıty of ought apparent Pseudo Longinus On the ublime N Du Sub-
lime ed and tr ‚EBEGUE (Parıs
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PTOCCSS of usıng and its consummatıon. But why dıd he employ thıs
di-stinction and hat W as al stake ıIn thıs separatıng process”?

I1 Distinguish in order unıfy?:
Vf ef frul in the De Doctrina Chrıstiana

According 118 the De Ordiıne 1L, Xi 30, ratıo consısts in OUT abıl-
ıty combıne the sımılar and divıde the dissımılar. What ere Ta
OUT attention 1S the underlyıng ıdea of sınglıng Out and bındıng together
OUTI not1ons accordıng certaın referent d essentlal feature of the
knowıng PTOCCSS. Ihe Samlec lıne of reasoniıng 18 also al the
egınnıng of hıs De doctrina christiana, where three kınds of dıstınc-
t1on drawn ıth reference to uman owledge: the 1Irs CONCETINS

that between the mode of findıng Ouf hat has be understood and
that of expressing hat 1S understood, which aATIc the [WO princıpal
thing2s. in 1DI1Ca. interpretation*‘; the second 15 that between the
realıty Fes of the sıgnıfıed and the sıgn (sienum) of that real-
ity  12 somethıng of partiıcular ımportance for hıs sacramental eology;:
and the 1na dıstinction, which really CONMNCECINS here, 1S that between
the “realıty for usıng ” and the “realıty for fruition . It 1S the devel-
opment of thıs 1na dıstınction that fınd clear elaboratıon of
the logic!“ of utl and Of _ /TUL. hıs INaYy be summed In the follow-
Ing three poinNts:

IThe of utı and of frul 1S explaıned through the uUusc of the
images of Journey (CurSUus) and ıts ına completion In the

ne s  7 Omelan (patria)®.
An lement of 111 1S apparent In the choice, eıther IN object
for immediate gratification IO SBIVE ıt for the fınal enjoyment‘'®,
11 L, 1’

1, 11,
8 111,

ord of prec1s1on OU! the Ie') “10gic” employed here would be AaDDO-
sıte. For the DUIDOSCS of thıs present aDCI, nOoT referring formalızed S YyS-
tem of logıc such would be apparent in ONC of the recognızed schools of ph1loso-
phy, but rather general approach reason1ıng, somethıng which would SCCIH

do greater Justice the eclectic nature and 1018 of Augustine’s mınd
k: 1V, ‘ Suppose WEIC foreiıgn travellers (peregrinl) who could NOT lıve

happıly EXCEPL OUT home COUNITY. IThus In thıs mortal lıfe, wanderıng from God,
ıf ısh return OUT home COUNITY where be appY

Ihıd. f the amenıiıties of the Journey (amoeniıtates ıtiner1ıSs) and the motion
of the vehiıcles ıtself delıghts u and WEeEeIC led en]oy those thıngs which
should USC, would noTt wısh end OUT path quickly, and, entangled In DCIVEISC
sweeiness, should be alıenated TOM OUT COUNITY, whose SWEEINESS would make
happy -
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The problem of the nherent value of object 1S iımplicıt In the d1s-
Cuss10n concerning ıfs PTrODCI employment, whether CONSUMI-
able somethıng ATeGiEe owards the inconsumable
SUPTEME 00d

15 in terms of thıs noet1ic perspective of identifyıng hat IS
hat that Augustine makes the dıistinction between the utilızatıon of
empora: and the TuU1lt10ON of the eternal end Ireated in the 1g
of the wayfarıng of the soul, all empora realıty reated for OUT utıil-
1ty has the role of .  support help dırect towards eternal
of beatıtude, the long desired fulfillment of the itinerary“”. What should
ere be note‘ 15 the dıstinction between ese [WO modes of realıty, the
ONC transıtory, and the er eternal, IC latter Augustine Camllle
define the efficıent of beatitude!?

1S clear from hıs reasonıng al thıs pomt that anythıng but thıs
fınal realıty aıls In Itfs attempt provıde for of abıdıng hap-
pıness. 1S precısely for thıs 1ICAsSOoN that ıt Can be argue that UuguS-
tine’s dıstinction between uftl and frul ınevıtably eal devaluatıon
of corporeal realıty. ıf read carefully the De doctrina chris-
fLAanNa L, 1V, 4, ıt 18 the instrumental secondary function of the medium
that 15 ere In question and thıs doesn’t anı Yy fundamental enl1-
gration of the emporal, SINCEe ıt a1ms rather al the sımple clarıfıcatıon
between INCcAans and ends 4S the po1n of continulty between the {[WO
categorıes of realıty: hus in thıs MO lıfe, wanderıng from God,
ıf wısh urn OUT ome COUN where Can be happy
should IN thıs WOT. and eN]JOYy 1t, that the “invisıble thıngs’ of G0od
beıng understood Dy (per) the thıngs that made  719 INaYy be SCCI,
that 1S, that from (de) corporeal and empora thıngs INa Yy
(Capıamus) the eternal and spırıtual. ”

All of “thıs” Teated order, 1C 15 of COUTSC closer the eX1IS-
ential condıtiıon of OUT present lıte, ** assıst” In “advanc-
>  Ing JOUTNECY towards that “other” realıty, and In thıs the
ancıllary role of the sensıble WOT 15 NECCSSATY facılıtate OUT CVCIN-
tual return the omelan Moreover, Augustine further characterizes
the utilıty of thıs WOT. ONC of guldeden towards another
WOT. hrough the CONSCIOUS IN of the preposıtıion ad hıs 15

I’ 111, I hose which dIC be used help (adıuuamur) and, ıt WEIC, sustaın
(adminiculamur) INOVC toward (tendentes ad) happıness In order that INaYy

gaın and cling those thıngs which make appYy  27
DDC, I, 111, ° Facere 1105 beatos ”: LDLd., K LV, A CUI1US suauıtas fac-

eret beatos”: LDLd., “efficere beatus  22
Rm 8
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suggest degree of continulty between the [WO categories of realıty
the ONC visıble and lower, and the er invıisıble and hıgher SUOMINC-

ıng 1C 1S ıtself implıed Dy the hıerarchıc SITUCLUTE of order
eferred in the requent image of pyramıd urthermore, the bıshop
of Hıppo then agaınst ally Invers1ı1on of thıs order through the
endency of thel love and en]JOoYy hat it 15 Suppose IN ıIn the
SeErVICce of hıgher end, PTOCCSS eTre categorızed the ‘love of
lower thıngs” (amor inferiorum)“.

The UuUSCcC of thıs image of order ase infer10r1ty and SUPC-
rOrty necessarıly SOMTIIC of domiınatıon between the
hıgher and the lower, somethıng which Call easıly ead polarızed
understandıng of the relatıon between terrestrial 200d and the celest1al
Good, N 15 the Case where utı/frul 15 esCT1DE! °dualıstic dıalec-
t1C  27 Yet it 15 al thıs pomt that Augustine provıdes recapıtulatiıon of
hıs teaching hOW IN properly the X00ds of the present WOT.
through reference the invısıble 00d materı1al x00ds AIC regarded
ASs “pomt of departure ” (L de), 1C cshould ead towards fuller
V1is1ıon of the spırıtua. 00d the fruıtion v G0od Here Augustine
expounds the entire PIOCCSS leadıng thıs fınal Tu1lt10N ıth much
su  EeTY, employıng NOTt only DEr make clear both the instrumental-
1ty and the auxılıary role of the emporal, but also de 18 underlıne the
fact that the startıng pomn of OUT gulded ascendıng Journey
towards the eternal 18 necessarıly (0 be OUuUnNn! in the terrestrial dımen-
S10N of the ere and 110

As long dS focus only the ultımate end of spırıtual unıon
ıth God, SCCI d the summıt of the ole PTOCC5SS, the consummatıon
In delectatıon, but ascrıbe ınımal value 18 the corporeal

Yet WE consıder al the parts of the entire PIOCCSS ogether,
*Teom. oug ““to(ward)”, COTINC SCC rather dıffer-
ent MO of conjJunctive rather than dısjunctive relatıon between
the visıble and the invısıble. Whereas the bıshop of 1ppO SCS lan-

that cCon]Jures the image of polarıty between the ° 10ow  27
terrestrial realıty and the 6‘h h” eavenly realıty In thus describ-

ng the {WO objects dırections of human love, hıis fundamental 1Ca-
66sonıng the NCCCSSaAT Y ascent “ from ere ere  797 only ODCI-

ate through returnıng the ordering unıty of the ole

DDE, E 111, ‘ And W placed in the mıdst of thıngs of both kınds, both en]oy
and UsSC them: but R choose en]Joy thıngs that ATIC be used, OUT advance 15
iımpeded and sometimes VECIN dıverted, and AIC retarded in obtaımıng those thıngs
which AICcC be en]joyed, ‚VCIN prevented altogether, because AIC hamstrung Dy
OUT love of lower thıngs. ”
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Proceeding urther In the SaJmnle lıne, let STOpP ere for
mMoment consıder hat kınd of configuration m1g best CONVCY thıs
aspect of continulty between the angıble realıty and the spırıtual real-
ıty As already intimated, the from ONMNEC eve of realıty
the other obvıously triangular SITrUuCture er FÜ though the
overall of recuperatıon 1Ss perhaps better conveyed In employıng

cırcular rather than Iınear perspective (CL. k:2)

‘“there”’-ad B  there

ent-‘there’

fall ‘’here  J fall-here’ ‘’here  d

i ct. dualistic perspective

It 1Ss this cırcular representation that permıits enviısage the
di-stinction between the usıng PTITOCCSS and 1ts completion NOT only
ONEC of gradual ascendıng from the Circumference towards the SUuTN-
mıt and the cCenter of the cırcle but also PTOCCSS of interlor1za-
t1ıon ase trajectory “ Irom ere  79 “to eIe  297 Here, al eas
mıiınd, 1Ss 18 be found the key 18 understandıng Augustine’s paınstak-
Ing efforts In dıstinguishing between the instrumentalıty of the parts
and the 1na end In itself hıs CONSCIOUS present analysıs
of deconstruction 1Ss In realıty almed the eventual restoration of unityrather than provıdıng for INeTEC opposıtıon hrough dıfferentiation.

Now ıt m1g reasonably be as where 15 all thıs Suppose:
be ıng us’? 10 / and make the matter bıt clearer, let examıne
In SOMME INOTC cp the aSpECIS of continulty between ese [WO Cate-
gorı1es of realıty. In De Doctrina Christiana 1, \ 3: Augustine defines
the underwriting realıty of ..  27 spırıtual WOT. In terms of the Irın-
ıty Yet gıven that al] of the sensıble and visıble order Was itself CIC-
ated in Irmity, thıs mplıes that the ole of thıs empora WOT. NOTL
only remıinder of that transcendent order IC hes behind,
ONe of easure wıthout Measure, Number wıthout Number, and
Weıght wıthout Weıght, in short ONe that 15 itself incomprehensible
the human mınd, but it also OW somethıng of
the continulty, CVCNMN better the sımultaneity, between the pleasure of
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the outward and corporeal and the delectatıon of ıfs inner form Specıf[-
1cally in thıs perspective, thus COTMINC SCC the coherence of elab-
oratıng frul in terms of independent absoluteness and ınalıty, such

18 indicated in the terms DEr LDSUM and ad, ı11e utl 1S rather
assoclated ıthDer and de, thus etting discern ıts instrumental func-
t10n of thıs ole PTOCCSS of fulfıllmen

Il The instrumentality of the sensible measure-number-weı1ght:
What kınd of ancılla?

Reflecting the TeO notion of exactıtude (CT. WETPOV), Men-

SUYd the idea of proportional Justice SINCEe anı y comparıson
wıthout exactıitude would fa be Just measure?!. thus raısıng the
ıdea of proportional Justice, Augustine defines God d easure who
both provıdes for existence, for the mode modus) of that eing ıIn
assıgnıng Just CaSsSuic each creature Thıs Just CasSsurece 15 1{0 Oi-
t1on each that which 15 seemly ıth reference the whole, the VCI-

all PDUITDOSC of the Creator hus each CategOrYy of eıng ex1Ists aCCOrd-
ıng ıts OW PTrOPCI mode and ıth ıfs OW lımıtatıons, 1C
contaıns double meanıng of educed OT confıiıned Status, ell d

°‘defined’ ASs opposed indeterm1ınate form Siınce the motive of
creation 1S not fo be oOun in the insuffic1enCYy but rather ın the AIH-
c5S5 of God,** the lIımıtatıon iımposed Imnan 1S in fact call ful-
fiıllment In lıving Ouf ıts ullness the PTroOPpCI CaSuTece accorded by
God, somethıng that Can only be understood in °relatıonal’ terms ıth
the Creator®, who continues 118 distrıbute Just CaSUuTec 18 each?+

hıs ontologıical dependence provıdes nsıght into the int1-
mate relatıonshıp between the 1mıted and the indefinable end
g01ng beyond the sımple functional relatıon between the controlling
and controlled. At thıs po1nt, ıt becomes apparent that the VE
of eing proportionally SMa and functionally restricted in relatıon
nNe s  ? Creator 1S iıtself the of wonder al belongıng the ole
body of creation®>. 1S precısely ere that the lımıtatıon of the parts

be understood d constituting eır “specıficıty' and thus CIr Irre-

CT “mensura ”, “mens-metl1or”, Ernout/Meıllet; Theological Dictionary of
the New T estament (Grand Rapıds, vol 1 632-634

Conf:; XL, 1V,
OCHE, ‘ Measure, umber, and Weıght ın Saılnt Augustine ”, The New

Scholasticısm, (1941) 3523
De sCch ad litt., 1  9 Y 11
E Conf., I’ 5 “Et audare uult homo, alıqua port10 creaturae (uae [  ]„
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placeable value 15 only thus that apprec1ate OUT 1mıted COIMN-
dıtıon d ature wıthout anı y peJjoralıve Overtone

It 15 agaınst thıs background that m1g {u  - consıder
Augustine the subsıdiary yel SuppOrlıve role of visıble
number 1le ENSUTd ASSıENS each 1imıted and thus
definable eX1IiIstence AUMEerus supplıes PIODCI form that eX1IsStenNCE
by S1VINS IM dıstınctive form Wıthın thıs perspec(tLVe, HUMETrUUS,
SDECTLES and forma“® AdIc interchangeable, reflecting the platonıc notion
of archetypal form, E1800C It should perhaps be noted that accordıng

the commonly accepte: eOrYy of number al the tiıme, the reference
W das not to aDstrac CONCepPL but rather 18 the surface
defined by specıfic number of pO1NtTS thus ONC refers sıngle

[WO 118 lıne three surface and four the sımplest definı1-
105 of SOI eIiCc 27 accordance ıth thıs Pythagorean ıdea that
Augustine provıde the followıing classıfıcatıon of the five degrees of
numbers 1) soundıng numbers 11) heard numbers 111) pronounced
numbers 1V) remembered numbers V) Judging numbers*® ıthout

into the often complex eOTY that hes behıind each of ese Cal-
CHOT1CS 1l ll be sufficıent the Ontext of the present 1{8 ote
that ese 1(078 WEIC consıdered standıng SOTINC SO of hıerarchıic
relatıonshıp

Yet how should thıs relatıonshıp be understood? Once dYaln the
overridiıng 1dea mMust be SCCHN hat of ascendıng from the lowest
degree of perception the hıghest degree of comprehens1ıon In fact
IT thıs PTOCCSS 1C takes losest the realıty opposed the
sens1ıbly perce1ved shadow of the object concerned Here
soundıng number 15 the lowest form 1fs production dependent

the IN of corporeal spatıal and empora INCanls
Ihe number perce1ved Dy the of earıng 15 far SUDC-

I110OT that Il the of the uman soul 16 turn
dırectly responsıble for the production of numbers through the COOT-
dınatıon of Var1]ı0us parts of the body produce the phonetic effect
The Super10Tr1Cy of remembered numbers hes the fact that they
interi10rızed and thus longer dependent these Categorıes of iiıme
and Even the capture numeriıcal form INCINOTY Can Tade
AWAaV ıth iiıme and 15 thus ımperıshable Only the hıghest
degree which 15 the number of Judgment Can be SCCMH dS CXCMpTL from
his lımıtation and 1{ thus the referent for all of the others

I!bid., 1 111,
Coplestone, A History of Philosophy (New X OFIK. vol B

De MUS., VI, 1l, P- VE
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15 ın the lıght of the foregomg that Can egın the
signıficance of Augustine s description of the Son of (GG0d the
*“ Number wıthout number”. Not only 15 thıs {Oo establısh hıs role the
ultımate referent of al] existence, but TNOTC partıcularly ıt accords to
each creature ıts proportionally Just form, aASs ell aAs ıts capacıty for fuls
fillment.“? Yet thıs aspect of Augustine s thought also STITESS
the necessity of PFOCCSS of interior1zatıon In the ascent uLLYy
enlightened of owledge. Ihe fallen condıtiıon of humanıty
requıres the of ıts irue form through CONS ‘turnıng’
towards the inner 1g the Form of al form®® In thus purıfyıng the
OMO inter10r, COMNIC OUT PTODCI form of spirıtualıty and
COMNC (re)adjust ourselves recelve the gıft of descending
Sapientia”*. Irue hıs eOTrY of number, Augustine thıs
descent of the ormless Form AS CONSCIOUS embrace of the corporeal
through which the exterlor1ızatıon of the innermost and invısıble 1g
Call be achleved. 15 thıs externaliızed form that mMust SCIVC rıdge
for the owledge of the ınternal 1g Here be SCCI1 the real 11CAall-

ing of the Number of Judgment 16© refers the role of the enlıght-
ening SETV rather than the agent of Judge-ruler.

fınal dımens1ıon hıs discussıon of the instrumentalıty of
form 15 provıded bDy the CONCceptL of weıght. As Call be SCCH in h1ıs
famous eXpress10n, “pondus INCUM 3001018 meus  ”32’ Augustine es1g-

Dırı N weıght, unıversal princıple that draws all thıngs
eIr ICDOSC and stability”, Inspırıng them ıth the desıre maın-

taın theır PTODCI place In the order of creation®*. hıs compound ıdea
of gu1ded mMOovemen! and resulting stabılıty Can readıly be under-
stood when thınk of oscıllatıng scale settlıng about ıts po1n of
equılıbrıum. Just ASs the scale 1ll ıp ONC WaYy another ıIn OI-

dance ıth weıght, the object of ıts love ıll determıine the 1SpO-
SI1t10N of the human ıll Here weıght Call be asSsoc1ated ıth love In

relatıon governed Dy the attractıon of pleasure*. All love produces
desıre fOor unıon ıth the object of ıts affection®®. ıle at the Samllec

time generating of stabılıty and ICDOSC SINCEe ıts weıght 1S that

De fide el SYM., IL,
De erd rel., AAXVL

31 DDE: i XIV, 13
Conf., ANUNL, IX

373 De secnh ad .. I 111,
De Irın., NL ÄAys ‚Kf

45 De MUS., VI, XA.; 29 ‘“ Delectatiıo quıppe quası pondus est anımae. Delectatio
CI SO ordınat anımam. .

De 1Ln VMl 1 DDO EXKAHE 3 E
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of uttress support?”. Moreover, love iıtself 15 sustaıned Dy the
force of desıre endıing eıther towards of progression ICSICS-
SION in function of the end 16 the relatıon 15 estine: 15 in the
Onftfext of thıs of oscıllatıon that Augustine expounds hıs
VIEWS the PTrOPpCI ordering in OUT objects of love: ‘T here AdIc four
1n of thıngs that AIic be OVEe: ONC, that 1iCc 1S above SUPFAa)
u [WO, that which aIc, three, that which 1S extf 18 (IUXLA) u
four, that 1G 15 e I0W (infra) us  .„38 Here sımple conceptualıza-
tıon of hıs posıtıon 15 provıde in schema D:a 92 which clearly
the relatıonshıp between the super10r and the inferı10r turnıng about ıts
poIn of equılıbrıum. hıs polarıty of the hıgh and the low, IC has
normally een SC“ Justify hıerarchıc conception of order, 15 in
OIMC confirmed Dy the bıshop of Hıppo  S explanatıon of the NECC-

CSSarYy order between body and soul, between soul and spırıt, and
between spırıt (mens) and God,“* all of IC refer the MO of the
pyramıd outlıned In fıgure 41 Here the of the paradıgzm 1S PTO-
vided Dy the princıple of subordinatıiıon ” the basıs of the func-
ti1onal relatıon between cCommandment and submission®?2.

Yet dıfferent understandıng of the relatıon between the BOV-
erning and the governed becomes apparent ıf consıder the ole
ıth reference thıs potentially unıfyıng force of weıght, IC
dS mpulse (ıimpetus) TAaW owards the face-to-face V1IsS10N of
God, Dy whom all thıngs AdIc sustaıned (CT. tenere). Here neıther of the
models previously suggested 1S adequate, SINCE God must be e_
sented both the pıvot and the summıt of the ole ome form of
conıcal structure“® represented Dy the concentric Cırcles of f1gure
Yı better correspond both the ascendıng and inter1or1zıng

IT’hıs aSsSOcC1at1ıon between weıght and stabılıty Can best be SCCIH ıIn considering
the role of anchor whose weıght SCCUTC boat in safe haven. The point
Can be further exemplıfıed through the uUsSse of another INOTEC pertinent image: SINCEe
God 18 tfullness, the love of God Must ead condıtion of perfect stabılıty where
nothing Cal subsıst dıisturb thıs of unıty and aCCord, point noted Dy Augus-
tine several OCCAS1ONS such Conf. I, 1, “serenıtas dılectionıs ”: Lbid., 1, V1,

“tu autem plen1ıtudo indıfıcıens cCopla incorruptibilıs suauıtatıs .
DE, 1, XXU11,
®8 Infra 194

4() !bid., L V, 8 XXVIL; 28; Io {ral.,
€ infra 194

(CAMBRONNE, “La. USÜLLLA chez Augustıin. ıte de Dieu, 1 IV Des Phıloso-
phies hellen1ques la Theologie”, Cahier ADET, (1986-1987)

43 here deeply indebted Cambronne, whose helpful and perceptive
remarks prelımınary version of thıs research concerning the configuration of Ordo
In Augustine’s thought dIC reflected ıIn much of hat ollows.
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mMoOovements that Augustine clearly has mınd 15 the 1na fıgure
that the dıfferent aSpeCISs of the inıtıal {[WO models taken

een from the ase of the GUHE the MoOoveme of ascendıng also OMNC

of Inter10T1Z1Ng, ıle the of the ole maıintaıned Dy the CEIMN-

tral Moreover the equıdıstance from anı y pom the CITICUMM-

ference the SUummıt faıthfully embodiıes Augustine NnOot10N of dıvıne
ustice where the responsıbilıty of the Judge 15 act the referen-
t1al of the cıircle maıntaımıng perfect equılıbrıum between
CX

infra/exterior
[)eus eUuS

mensA O

241145 medium ! !  P  XLAnfra MmMens —  _'—'—'_/-‚_  antmus  —/  COrpus E  dCOrpus S
iInfra/exterior

24 2.3

Despıte the earher IMPICSSION that he sought TaW ng1d dıs-
between the inalıty of Tu1ltı1ıon and the temporalıty of uUusc thıs

idea of the ıfe SIVINE and sustammıng role of the princıple
15 suggest MO much closer that of maternal love n_.

t1al the ordered development of the Augustine cho1ice of
words 15 ere he seeks CONJUTIC thıs of the
nurturıng role of the Holy pırı through the USCcC of such terms AS °“kın
dlıng  29 and “glowıng (cf ardescere)” descrıbe thıs aspect of
ıimplanted love.

Even though ıteral readıng? of serulre  46  E} regnare“and OML-
arı  48 m1g suggest reiurn the of hıerarchıc pyramıd

As regards the ancıent understandıng of the circle represenling the plenıtude
Cerclethus perfection cf Plato Tım 373 Vocabulaire esthetique dır

OURIAU (Parıs SVOBODA ° ] es 1dees esthetiques de 1ceron Cta Ses-
SLONLS (’iceronıanae (1960) 88|

45 Conf. X11 ° Dono {uUO accendiımur el SUTSUM ferımur inardescımus el
1111US Ascendimus corde eit Cantamus Cantıcum graduum lgne 191C
[UO bono inardescımus el 11NUS qUOMN1LAMM SUTSUINN 11INUS add| Hierusalem

DDC
Ihid

45 Ihid
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thıs Can in WaYy represent the archıtectonıc unıty Ou the pıvot
cardo) that has ere COMNC be Augustine s maın COMNCECIIL The VCI-

rdıng iımportance of unıty, opposed (8 anı y notion of polarıty
between the WOT of experlıence and the spırıtua realm, 15 MoOSst
strıkıngly evıdent in hıs adherence 1{0 the Irmity. In ıts applıcatıon
the or1ginal ıdea of uti/frul, thıs 1s 1kewıise define HG  S paradıgzm
for man’s relatıon the created order, where the image of the cult1-
OTr 1s less that of the than that of the nurturıng mother COMN-
cerned ıth the fructification of the CIOD Moreover, ıt 15 suggest that
the normatıve STITrucCtures ofW: d reiflecte! In uman relatıons must
be rethought to z  e’ aCcCCount of the ancıllary of Servıice normally
assoc1ated ıth the motherıing image, 1C m1g otherwıse be
defined that of ostering domestic stabılıty.

I1 The ONeness$ of will
earıng thıs pomt miınd, let NO consıder the development

of Augustine’s reflections in of the De diuerstıis quaestionibus
octoginta {rLiDUus, where the Irmitarıan onto-esthetic-ethıical CIu
implıcıt in the distinction of uti/frul 1S all the INOTEC apparent Here the
idea 15 raıised ıth reference (1cero’s dıstınction between utıle and
honestum”?. Notable 1S the fact that ugustine makes ıt clear from the
outset that honestum moral goodness, and utile, 1C refers 18 the
expedient, aAIc not mutually exclusıve, CVCIN though they m1g be
defined “ dıstinctive” WaY frul consısts In the en]Joyment of ..  what
1S desıirable for ıts OW sake ” quo propter LDSUM expetendum est)
whıiıle utl des1ıgnates ..  what has 18 be eferred somethıng else  29 (quod
ad alıud alıquid referendum est) When thınk of (1cero’s defin1-
t10Nn of honestum in hıs De finıbus ILL, X1, °Omne quod hon-

sıt, 1d 6SSC propter expetendum RR it 15 NO dıfficult ICC-

ogn1ze omology ın dıstinguıishıng between honestumlutile and
frui/utl, dS Can easıly be SCCI1 In the identificatıon of propter LDSUM
ıth the self-sufficıent G00d, ıe the condıtional tature of the COIN-
taıned benefıit 18 mplıed Dy ad.

In earher PaASSaLc of question 30, Augustine describes the
capıtal ımportance of dısposıtıon, ordinatıio, 16 15 eSCT1DE! the
SuU1ftaDle arrangement of the ıth 16 W 1{8 the ultımate of
pleasure (CT CADETE uoluptatem) through the perception of intellıg1ble

Here the term “distinctiofi % 15 only ONC of cConvenlence and doesn’t ımply that
( i1cero really Separ: ates °“ honestum ” from “utile” incompatıble, which would be in
clear contradıction hıs conclusıon in De OfficHS.
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beauty. 15 In thıs of ordering bDy the PTODCI arrangement of the
INCAans adapted to the desıred end that Augustine underlınes the 1IMpOT-
ance of “usıng the g00ds of the sens1ıble and materı1al WOT. All
parts of creati1on in themselves x00d and ıf properly seft forth har-
MONY ıth dıvıne provıdence, Can ead the fiınal frui1tion In God
Niet. it W d> the bıshop's fırmly held cConvıctiıon that result of the
fall SOTIIC PIOCCSS of CONversı1o0n Was essentıal the ITECOVEIY of OUT

or1ıgınal inner splendor. One evıdent CONSCYUCNCEC of thıs fallen condiı1-
t10n of umanıty Was the dımınution of both the noet1ic and volıtıve
capacıty know rıghtly, 18 choose ell and 1{8 aCT Justly 15 thus NOT
surpr1ısıng that the ıdea of CONvers1ı1on actually forms key part In
Augustine’s dıstınction of uti/frul, where ıt IS SCCI1 the
heal OUT "wounded reason’ and ICCOVECET the ONCNECSS from the dıvyıded
0)1 ‘cComposed’ ıll And ıt 15 alsSO for thıs 1CasSOIl that the strongly eth-
ical dıiımens1ıon of uti/frul the regulatıng princıple of the empora.
WOT. CannoTt be consıdered independently from ıts ontologıcal and
aesthetic aspect AS has already eecn shown.

1881 Questions In gulse of conclusıon

All LOO often, Augustine’s dıstınction of ut1 and of frul has een
approached from the standpoınts eıther of monotheiıist1ic tradıtıon
determıned 1x0701! Ouftft al] OIS of the human he  Z of anthro-
pocentric preoccupatıon ıth the ethıcal problems aSSOC1ated ıth
increasıngly materıalıstiıc soclety. TIhe result Can sımply be SCCH In
artıfıcıal polarızatıon between [WO categories of NO namely the
dıyıne VEeISUS the uman, the other-worldly VCISUS the thıs-worldly
CVONn the sacred VCISUS the secular. Sayıngz thıs, intention 1s
NOot underestimate the ımportance of thıs approach, C has the
advantage of provıdıngz for conceptual clarıty, 1L1OT den1igrate Ifs S1&-
nıfıcance In thus tryıng actualıze SOTMNC part of Augustine’s hought
In OUT envıronment of ate modernıty. Yet ıt should NnOoT be forgotten
that hıs W as also mınd whose and or1g1inalıty Was forged DYy
the CIrcumstances of the time. Not only o0€es thıs make ıt vVeCrYy dıf-
fıcult exercIse 18 dissect the Varıous elements from the whole., but the
VC attempt has in INanıYy WAaYS served belıe the underlyıng coher-
CHCE of hıs hought

Now In the gu1se of conclusıon, WOU 1ıke 18 suggest that
WOU do ell ourselves make dıstınction in (J)UT analysıs of
Augustine’s work between hat he nNntende SaYy and the WAY and
INAaNnNneT of 1ts eXpress10n. As rhetor [0)01% Was INOTEC keenly of
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the 'W' of words conJure images In the mınd of the hearer, 1OT
of theır capacıty leave kınd of smoke SCHAOCH behind which the
author’s real intention COUuU ell remaın hıdden The uti/frul dıstinc-
t1on 18 nNnOoTt necessarıly be taken face value express1ion of
latent dualısm In Augustine’s miınd, but rather evidence of ground-
ıng Og1C wıthın1 such ontologıca dualısm WOU eventually be

Going CVCN further in consıderıng thıs ıdea of unıty
expressed hrough dıchotomıiıc dıstinction dSs ONC of the basıc aSpecCts
of Augustine’s mınd, OIlC miıght er ponder Marıtam s Verda Intentio
in dıstingulshing clearly between the “moyens temporels riıches” and
the "moyens temporels pauvres  2»”50 in the PDITOCCSS of the incarnatıon of
the spırıtual through the emporal Isn’t ere certaın analogy between
Augustine’s eachıng Ou the iımportance of the CONversı10n of ()UT
entire eing prerequısıte KNOWINg, choosing and actıng Justly,
where alone the diıscrepancy between the visıbly expedient
and the invıisıble 00d Call be resolved, and Marıtain ’s equalliy force-
ful requırement of spırıtual pOVerTtYy A4Ss the PTODCI ground for reform-
ng the empora re1gn in aCcordance ıth the spırıtual order?

that both Augustine and Marıtaın pınpomnt the necessıity of
purıfyıng transformatıon, NO In the of the adıcal elımınatıon of
all that m1g be cConsıdered dS heterogeneous but rather of rpetL-
ual adjustment ” the essential form, In er words unıfyıng OUT ll

that of G0d 1S precısely In thıs perspective of conformıity ıth
spırıtua DOVEeITY that WOUuU 1ke suggest ıt 1S only hrough the
ancıllary spırı of and humilıty that the Church Caln SCIVC

nurture, cultivate and Iructify hat ıt has een granted In usufruct Dy
the Creator

Kı URCHILL-LIMB

Relıigion el (’ulture (Parıs, 66-7/75


