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In De Beata Vıta and De Ordine Augustine makes diıstinction
between ratiıonal owledge of truth and ratıonal owledge of that upON
1C truth depends, and in both dialogues owledge of that upOonNn 1C
truth depends 15 categorized d the hıgher form of the [WO owledge of
truth 1S attaıned through vers1ion of the argument from Judgement, that 1S,
bDy reflecting the immutable nature of 1CasON In regar! thıs argument
Augustine es that the owledge ıt achleves 15 amb1guous because ıt o€es
nOoLt establısh whether the mınd 15 truth OT 15 INn truth The INanneTrT In vre)
ONC arrıves al owledge of that uUupOoN 1C truth depends 15 eft NeX-

plaıned Analysıs of De Immortalitate Aniımae, however, establıshes the
theoretical foundatıon for the dıstınction between truth and that upon IC
truth depends made ın De Beata Vıta and De Ordine. More specıfically,
Augustine VEICOMNCS the amb1gu0us form of owledge arrıved al V1a the
men from Judgment and arrıves al definıtive owledge concerning the
nature of the soul and God In De Immortalitate Anımae through the uUuUse of
the argument from dependence.

hıs artıcle Augustine s Ascent of the Soul In hook VII of the
Confessions Frederick Van Fleteren interprets Augustine’s earlhest
works 1g of hıs intellectua Conversi1on eSCT1DE: In Confessiones
book chapters 10, ı7: and 20, and concludes that the domiıinant theme
found In ese early works 1S the ascent of the mınd LO Truth.! These

See VAN ETEREN, “ Augustine’s Ascent of the Soul In 00k VII of the
Confessions: Reconsideratiıon”, Augustinian Studies, (1974), 68, and “A Reply

Robert O’Connell”, Augustinian Studies, 21 (1990) 127 Concerning the rela-
tiıonshıp between the AaSCeEenNTsSs described In the Confessions and those found Augus-
tine’s early dialogs Van Fleteren NOTtfESs the followıing: “It 15 somewhat surpr1sıng,
however, that there has been extensive attempt ShoOow the relatıonshıp between
these ascents of the mınd 1ın the Confessiones] and the early works of Saılnt Augus-
tine. 'Thıs lacuna 15 all the more surpriısıng SINCE Augustine TeCOUNTS these experlences

the ADCA of h1s intellectual CONvers1on. ” See Augustine s Ascent of the Soul,
Van Fleteren observes that only Solıgnac ventured SOINC briıef thoughts the subject
In h1is commentary C See OLIGNAC, Les Confessions, Bıblıotheque Augustinienne,
(Parıs esclee de Brouwer, vol 1 2 E} 698 it. It 18 orth noting, HOW-
CVCI, that Courcelle implıes connectlon. See COURCELLE, Recherches Sr les
Confessions’ de Saıint Augustin, (Parıs de Boccard, 165-16 7 More
recently, Brıan Dobell has addressed the relatiıonship between the Confessiones and



ascents, Say>S Van eteren, aAIic based the argumen from Judgment,
ar gument IC reveals that ruth 1S that which 15 hıgher than the

mind.? Van eteren 15 of COUISC COTrTTECL aCCentuate the domıinance
of thıs argumen in ugustine s early works, but hıs perspective Cal

be broadened.* In recent artıcle maıntaın that Augustine makes

the early dıalogs. See OBELL, Augustine s Intellectual Converslion, Cambrıdge
Cambrıdge Universıty Press, Although these studies do not COMPDAIC the early
dialogs the Confessiones, several notable works analyze the early dıalogs TOM
philosophıical perspective. See CIPRIANI, “Le Font1i Cristiane della Doctrina TIN1-
tarıa ne1 Prim1 Dıaloghı1 dı Agostino”, Augustinianum, (1994); DUROY,
L’intelligence de la fol la rinıte selon Saıint Augustin. Genese de theologie
frinıtaıiıre Jusqu en 394 Parıs Etudes Augustiniennes, 82-8; ZUM
BRUNN, S Augustine: Being and Nothingness, Tans. Namad (New ork Paragon
House Publıshers, 9-34; ILSON, The Christian Philosophy of Saıint
Augustine, trans Lynch, (London: Gollancz, 11  U For helpful U:
of other top1ıcs SCC “C‘assıcl1acum Dıalogues” in Augustine Through the Ages:
Encyclopedia, ed Fıtzgerald, 0O.5 (Grand Rapıds: Wıllı1ıam Ferdmans Pub-
lıshıng Company, and Augustinus-Lexikon, eds Mayer and Chehus, (Basel:
Schwabe,

According Van Fleteren . both places Ithe Confessiones and the Cassıc1a-
Cu: dialogues], but especlally ın the dialogues, fiınd d ascent TIruth Iruth
unıtes 198158 the Supreme Measure;: irue lovers desıire embrace the Iruth Augus-
tine VEn SiT1Ves AA the immortalıty of the soul In the Soliloquia and the
De Immortalitate Anımae) Dy the ex1istence of partıcıpatıon ın subsIistent Truth ”
(Augustine s Ascent of the Soul, 69) Van Fleteren Iso nNnOoTtfes that, ..  In Augustinian
noet1ic theory the mınd performs Judgments extra-mental objects Dy confronting
these objects ıth the eternal 1C4asSOIls imprinted uUuDON the soul. The princıples the
mıind’s particıpatıon in Truth itself and enable 199158 jJudge the truth beauty PICS-
ent In external object. OUg! h1ıs noetIic theory 15 perhaps not fully elaborated
in these early works, the SCIIN of thıs theory 15 present there both the Confessions
and the Cassıcı1ıacum dialogues, the search for (God 15 Iso search for the SOUTCEC
hıch enables INan perform these Jjudgments. When 11Nan begıns recogn1ıze the
o of hıs miıind, he reaches another In the ascent toward God.” See Aug2us-
fine’s Ascent of the Soul, The classıc presentatıon of the argument from Judg-
ment 18 g1ven Dy CGilson. See ILSON, The Christian Philosophy of Saint Augustine,

617 There has however been debate regard the prec1se nature of the arg Uu-
ment See K ONDOLEON, "Augustine s Argument for God’s Exıistence, De TIıbero
Arbitrio, oo0k D Augustinian Studies, (1983) BOYER, “La TICUVC de Dieu
augustinienne ”, Archives de Philosophie, (1930); JESKE, ‘“CThe Aım of Augus-
tine’s Proof hat God Truly IS”‚ International Philosophical OQuarterly, (1986)

ERSON, ° Saılnt Augustine’s Neoplatonic Argument for the ExIistence of (0d,
The I homust, (1981) and MOURANT, °"The Augustinıan Argument for the Ex1s-
ence of God’”, In Inquiries Into Mediteval Philosoph,y, ed OSS estport: Green-
WOOd, 165-184

Robert O’Connell Iso objected Van Fleteren’s thesı1ıs. O’Connell’s specıfic
objection W ds that Van Fleteren dıd NnOL g1ve sufficıent attention the chapters that
fall between Augustine’s aSCENTS al AA 2. E and J 20 Tact which O’Connell
claımed renders hıis reconstruction incomplete. See O ’CONNELL, ‘ Faıth, Reason,
and Ascent Vısıon ST Augustine”, Augustinian Studies, pA} (1990),
and ‘ W here the Dıfference Still Lies  d Augustinian Studies, 5 (1990), n Van
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dıstincetion between [WO dıfferent arguments for ex1istence and
nature the argumen from dependence, IC establıshes that all
eings dIC dependent UuDON eing tself, and the aforementioned argu-
ment from Truth.* Moreover, conclude that then from
dependence 1s the MOoOst probable argumen esCcCr1DE: in Confessiones
book chapter and 11 the 1C ugustiıne fırst elates
the Content of the Ilıhrı Platonicorum. The PUTDOSC of thıs artıcle 15
sShow that thıs readıng of Confessiones 1S compatıble ıth Augustine’s
early works. Takıng Van Fleteren’s methodologıical pomt of departure,
several of Augustine’s early 11l be reconsıdered, and ıt ıll be
shown that close readıng of De Beata Viıta, De Ordine, and De
Immortalitate Anımae reveals that the theme of ontologıical depend-
CHCGcEe o0€es rıtical conceptua. work In these EXIS. fact 1C estTaD-
lıshes that ıts in the Confessiones 0€eSs not s1gn1ıfy abrup
rupture ugustine’s understandıng of the mıind’s ascent. More SDC-
cıfıcally, in De Beata Vıta and De Ordine Augustine dıstinguishes
between ruth and the SOUTCEC of Truth, dıstınetion 1C he SCS
establısh that hıgher form of owledge 1s achlieved Dy recogn1ızıng
Iruth’s ontologıcal dependence, and close readıngz of De Immor-
talıtate Anımae csShows that the theoretica foundatıon for thıs dıstinc-
tıon 1s the dıstinction between the argumen from Judgment and the
argumen from dependence. According LO Augustine the argument

Fleteren dıd 9(011 neglect defend hıs posıtion. See VAN ETEREN, ° Por Speculum
el In Aentgmate: Corinthians the Wrıtings of Saılnt Augustine”, Augustin-
Ian Studies, (1992), and Reply Robert O ’ Connell, Recently Brıan
Dobell has tried address the defic1ency O’Connell 5 Aı W ın Van Fleteren’s work
Dobeil Structiure these neglected chapters pointed Out Dy O’Connell, but,
because he aCCepISs that Augustine USsSecs the TOmM judgement in /.10 and
720, he does NOT CSCaDc contradıcton. See Augustine s Intellectual Conversion,

138 Fıinally, it 15 worth noting that there 15 Iso debate concerning the continulty
of the Confessions consiıdered whole (LE how it 15 that books 1410 and books
Fa form unıty) See for example O’MEARA, The Young Augustine: The (Growth
of Augustine’s ind Hıs Conversion, (London Longmans and Green,

XV-XXXIV.
See PALETTA, ° Saılnt Augustine’s Mılan Vısıon Reconstructed’”’, Augus-

finıana, 58:3-4 (2008), 151-180 Several other authors have identified Augustine’s
uUse of thıs argument ıts Varıo0ous formulatıons. See Gulde the
Ihought of Saıint Augustine, Tans R Bastıan, (Westport: Greenwood,
125-126:; L’intelligence de .la fOlL, 184-185, 191-192, and ILSON,
The Christian Philosophy of Saint Augustine, 19-20, and fns and 1
R. °"The Augustinı1an Proof for G0d’s Ex1istence and the Thomuistic OU:

Way’”, Proceedings of the Amerıcan Catholic Philosophical Assoclation, (1954),
e1° IThe UsSe of the verb facere 1S all the arguments which

i1dentified examples Dy these authors.
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from dependence produces hıgher form of owledge because it
establiıshes the definıtive nature of God and the soul.

The eme of Ontological Dependence In De eala ıla

The De Beata Vıta 1S the acCcount of discussıon that es
place between Augustine and SOTIIC Compan1ons al rural V1 Calr
1lan concerning the nature of happıness. In thıs work Augustine

that owledge of God 15 the CSSCIICCG of happıness, and in order
LO artıculate the essent1al ıdentity of God the SOUTCEC of the heata
uUlta, ugustine makes UsS«cC of the theme of ontologıcal dependence.”

In De Beata 1ta ugustine takes the question of happıness
In opposıtıon the wealthy Ep1icure Augustine SCS the example of
derg1us Tala OUrata, wealthy INan ıth tremendous estate, W ds
known for anquets of choice seafood and the construction of luxu-
r10USs Accordıing LO Augustine, Orata 1S be understood
havıng Wants al all for he 0€Ss NOoTt want LNOTC than he already
has Augustine makes ıt clear that, In order for Nne’s  7 mınd LO be
otally free irom the temptatıon of Ep1icurean1iısm, ONC must under-
stand why ONC WOoulan be appYy ıf ONCc WeTC In sSTatfe such
Orata’s One must understand why Orata’s Epıcurean values faıl
Augustine LO solve thıs problem by 21ving hıs audience
clear definıtion of happıness. Augustine defines happıness (beati-
tudo) NOT LO be In want (egestas), for want, claıms Augustine, 15

lack prıvatıon of SOTNC g00d Sıimply, happıness 1S ate in
which addıtional g00d Ca  — increase ne’s  } of fullness
(plenitudo).' According LO Augustine, happıness Can only be attaıned
when al] want 1S elımınated, and, MOST ımportantly, thıs includes the

See Confessiones: and VAN GEEST, °°StO1C agaınst h1is Augus-
tine the G00d ıfe in De Beata 1ta and the Praeceptum’’, Augustiniand, (2004)
(Melanges offerts Väall Bavel l’occasıon de w0)]  e S0e annıversaıire, Leuven

De Beata 1ta 4.26 Qui1s nım facıle dicat Oratam laborasse, hom1-
NECIN dıtiıssımum, amoen1ssımum, del1c10s1ssımum, Cu1l qu ad uoluptatem quı1dquam
defult, qU ad gratiam, qu| ad bonam integramque ualetudınem? Nam praedi1s
quaestuos1SSım1s eit amı1cıs 1UucCund1ssS1m1s, quantum lıbuit, abundauıt; ef iıllıs omnıbus
aptıssıme ad salutem COrporI1s USUus est, e1usque (ut breuiter explıcem) OINNEC
institutum uoluntatemque SUCCESSIO CONSECULA est. For Latın tex{i
SCC Contra Academicos, De Beata Viıta, De Ordine, De Magıstro, De Libero Arbitrio,
Corpus Chrıistianorum, Serles Latına, Z (Turnholti: Brepols, (hereafter
abbrevıiated CEL29)

De Beata 1ta 4:31/733
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desıire of the intellect It 1s In thıs INanNnnNeT that he demonstrates that
Epicure’s ACCOUNLT of the g00d lıfe 15 ultımately incomplete, for the
Epicure 1s unable obtaın happıness insofar he remaılns unable
18 know the hıghest g00d

book of the De Beata Vıta ugustıne begıns hıs analysıs of
vıirtue Dy opposing [WO moral Concepts. ccordıng 18 Augustine, the
Latın term worthlessness (neqguıitia), “the of all vice, ” 1S mMO-
logıcally derıved from that-which-1s-nothing (nequicquam), hıle the
ırtue opposıte to thıs vice, orth (frugalitas), 1S derıved firom fruıt
(frux).® Augustine then identifies orth (frugalitas) ıth the term
moderatıon (modestia), concept that 15 almost convertible ıth fru
galitas (but ıth wıder applıcatıon than “Irugalıty ” because ıt S12N1-
fes L1NOTC than VIrtuouUs restraint), holdıng that thıs term 1S better
understood the opposıte of °“ want” (egestas). He that the
word moderatıon 1s derıved from the word CasSsUure (modus), because
wherever CasSUure exX1Ists Gre 1S nothıng eıther LOO much tOO lhıttle
and ONC 1S left ıth ullness (plenitudo).” It 1S thıs WadYy that eCasSUTeEe
1s lıke ullness, for it s1gnıfies ack of want. He then claıms that the
ultımate CasSUure (modus), ullness (plenitudo), of the intellectual
soul 1s w1ısdom, for all mınds want NOW T]he CasSsurTe of mınd
15 wisdom.  »”10 Ihus, want 15 elimınated In the human mınd only when
it has een fılled ıth w1ısdom. For Augustine, ıt 1s God Hımself
whı 1S thıs wısdom, and it 1S thıs idea that 1s the groun of further
owledge

But what wısdom c<hould be called, ıf nOoTt the wısdom of God? We
ave also heard through dıivıine authorıty that the Son of (G0d 1s oth-
ing but the wısdom of God, an the Son of (0d 1s truly God Thus,

havıng God 15 appY Statement already acclaımed by
ECVEITYVYONC al the of OUTrT Sympos1um. But do yOou believe that
wısdom 15 dıfferent from truth ? For it has also een sald: “I the
ruth. ” Ihe truth, however, reCelves its eing through SUPTEME
CaSUure, firom 16 it and into 1C it 15 converted when
perfected. However, other CaSUuTtTe 15 mposed upon the SUDTEINE
CasSsure For, ıf the SUPTICINC CasSsure ex1Ists through the SUDTEME
CaSUurce, ıt 15 Casure oUg self...Who 1S the Son of God? It has
een sald: theTU 15 ıt that has father? Who other than the
SUPTEMEC measure ? 11

De Beata 1ta
De Beata ıta 43  D
De Beata 1ta 4 D

11 De Beata 1ta 4 .34 Quae est autem dicenda sapılentla, nısı qUaC De1l Saplıen-
t1a est? Accepimus autem et1am auctorıtate dıuina, De1 Fıllum nıhıl SSC alıud qU amı
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In the above ugustine makes dıstiıncetion between ruth (ver-
LLAS) and the Supreme CasSsUure (summum mMmOodus), for he Sa y>S that
order for TU 18 be (verıtas Ul S1t) ıt must be made through the
SUDTEIMNEC CasSsUure (fi DeTr alıquem SUTINUFM modum).*“ So the eme of
ontologıcal dependence 0€es important work for Augustine in thıs hıs
arhıest work, for AW dAdiC11655 of Iruth’s ontologıcal dependence‘*“ leads
ONMNC fo hıgher eve of owledge, knowledge of that upon hıch truth
depends, the hıghest CasSsurtTe The claım that ruth ea| ONC (8
hıgher form of owledge 1Ss supporte: by the fact that ugustine SayS
later in the passagc that “whoever attaıns the SUDTICHC INCAaASUTC,
through the Truth, 1S appY  79 (OulLSquis Lgitur ad SUIMMUM modum DEr
ueritatem uenerı1t, heatus est) ruth 1S escr1be: ASs Ltype of medium

De1l Sapıentiam Cor. I) 24) eit est De1 Fılıus profecto Deus Deum habet 1g1ıtur
qU1SqUIS beatus est quod omnıbus nobıis 1am ante placuıt, CU hoc CONU1U1UumM ingress1

Sed quıd putatıs SSC sapıentiam, nıs1ı uerıtatem? Etiam hoc nNnım diıctum est
E20 AWZ A Verıitas (Io 1 6) Verıiutas autem ut sıt, fit PCI alıquem SUTININUM modum,
qUO procedit, eit iın quUem perfecta conuertit. Ipsı autem SUMMO modo nullus alıus
modus imponıitur: S1 Nnım modus PCI SUTINIMNUM modum modus SST; PCI
se1ıpsum modus est ‚Quıis est De1 Fiılius? Dıictum est Veritas. Quıis est quı 19(0)  —_ habet
patrem, qu1s alıus qU amı SUTIMNIMNUS modus? Qui1squı1s Lg1tur ad SUTINIMNUM modum PCI
uer1ıtatem ueneri1t, beatus est. Hoc est anımo eum habere, 1d est Deo perfrul. Caetera
nım quamu1s Deo habeantur, 1O  _ habent Deum (CCL29; 84) T he Englısh trans-
latıon 15 TOM The Happy Life, Answer the Skeptics, Diıvıne Providence and the
Problem of Evıil, Solıloquies, The Fathers of the Church (vol 5)7 trans Schopp,
(New York Cima,

Van Fleteren, Du ROYy, and Cıprıanı note thıs formulatıon, but they do a(0)1
AapPPCar hold that Augustine makes eal distinction between the Being and ‚Iruth
of G0d See Augustine s Ascent of the Soul, 6 9 Le Fonti Crıstiane, 269-271;
and L’intelligence de la FoLl 154161 Although Augustine AaDPCAaLS make real
distinction between the Being and Truth O1 (G0d in De Beata 1ta and De Ordiıne he
does nOTLt thınk that thıs leads subordinationısm inequalıity ON£ the PCISONS of
the Trmity For example De Beata 1ta 4.34 Augustine SayS that ruth and Measure

OTIC Sed et1am SUTMNINUS modus 1ECESSC est ut modus SIt. Ut Lg1tur uerıtas
modo g1gnitur, ıta modus uerıtate cognoscıtur (GCCL29; 54) Sımilarly in De Beata
ıta 435 he 5SayS that the three PCISONS of the I'rınıty ONC substance: Illa est 1g1tur
plena satletas anımorum, hoc est beata uıta, ple perfecteque COBNOSCCIC qUO indu-
arıs in uer1tatem, qua uerıitate perfruarIs, PCI quı1ıd connectarıs SUTIMNMO modo Quae
trıa uUunum Deum intellegentibus UNAMUC substantıam, exclusıs uanıtatıbus uarıae
superstition1s, ostendunt (CCL29.; 54) But the distinetion between the SOUTCEC of
knowledge and the SOUTCE of being remaıns. Consequently, it that have here

incıpıent formulatıon of Augustine’s Irınıtarıan doctrine, formulatıon which
admıts of certaın incons1istancles. hat 1s Sa y it 1s probable that al thıs in h1is
theologıical development Augustine maımintaılns that the PCISONS of the Trmty dIC equal
and that hey distinct in regard theır Beıng and Iruth (ke the Father 18 the
SOUTCEC of the Son whıiıle the Son 15 ruth ıtself) wıthout understandıng that thıs
involves contradıction. hı1ıs point wıll be discussed INOTC detaıl in the above.

See fn
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thıs PASSasc for the goal 15 INOVC through ruth LO the SUDTEIMEO
CasSuTrece I hıs anguage that AaWAaTENCSS of Iruth’s °contıin-
gent  27 status ea ONC to INOTEC perfect owledge. Further, thıs
PAaSSasc Augustine O€eSs not intended present formal argument for

exIistence. But the description of the relatiıonshıp between (GGod
the Son and God the Father specıfic enough to suggest that they dIiIeC

Aase‘ the argumen from Judgment and the argumen from depend-
C1ICE respectively. other words, 1S clear from the reference 118 John
14:6 (sum uer1itas), ere ugustine reveals hıs incıpılent understandıng
of the definıng characterıistics of the fırst [WO PCISONS of the rınıty
the Son 1S the SOUTCE of SUDICIMMOC owledge 1ıle the Father 15 the
ontologıcal groun of the Son It 1S thıs that Augustine dem-
ONnstrates that the Epıcurean aCCOUnNtT of the g00d lıfe 15 ultımately
incomplete, for the Epicure 15 unable obtaın happıness insofar he
remaılns unable know TU and the Hıghest easure.

IThe eme of Ontological Dependence in De Ordine

In the Retractationes Augustine Say>S that he ıintended the OpI1C
of De Ordine be the problem of evıl, but when he Sa that the
subject matter W as 11078 dıfficult for hıs interlocutors he SWILCHE: it

examınatıon of the order of study. !“ ugustine’s order of study
consısts of four levels of owledge, the ına eve of 1C 15 dıstıin-
guıshed Irom the others that ıt reveals, Just AS De Beata Viıta, that
uUupDON which ruth depends, clear UuUse of owledge attaıne: through
ontologıcal dependence. Augustine that owledge of eternal
ruth 1Ss provısıonal because ıt o0€eSs NOL establısh whether the mınd LS
TU 15 INn Iruth, whıle owledge of the SOUFNCeEe of Iruth 15
hıgher form of owledge because it o€es 191018 M1 of thıs ambıgulty.
In other words, thıs form of owledge reveals the definıtive nature
of God and the soul.

In De Ordıiıne 2076 Augustine outlines pedagogıcal PTOSTAM
intended ead mınds the contemplatıon of the hıghest
Tu Accordıing Augustine, thıs PTIOSTAIN enables OTMC to know,
(1) how much wısdom IS eImMDOdIE: In those V that he
has een observing before understandıng FE authorıty ], (2) hat
1Cason ıtself 1s 16 he NO StTONS and capable after the cradlie

See Retractationes | S D In De Ordine Q A Augustine defines thıs order
that which leads ONC God rdo est qUCM S1 tenuerımus ulta, perducet ad Deum,
el JUCIM N1ıS1 tenuerımus In uılta, 1ON peruen1emus ad Deum (CCL29:; 102)



of authorıty ollows and comprehends, (3) hat intellect 1S In which
all 1Ings AIC, rather, which 1S ıtself the SUu ola of all thıngs, and
(4) what, beyond all 1ngs, 1S the SOUTCE of all things. ” Here OIIC Can

SO© that the final eve of Augustine s PIOSTAIN CONCETNS knowledge of
God attaıned through AaWAaTENCSS of ontologıcal dependence, for thıs
eve CONMNCEINS owledge of the SOUTCE of all thıngs (uniuersorum
pPFInNCIDLUM). In the followıng chapters, De Ordine 2:9:.27-2:19:51:
ugustine g1ves etaıle: explanatıon of the nature of the four levels
IC constıtute the order of study in 2892 4029 he defines the
nature of authorıty, in Da he defines the nature of 1Cason

(and ıts creation of the ıberal arts), INn he defines the nature of
phılosophy (the into 16 the fınal [WO levels a In
2:18:48:72:19 50 he describes the nature of the intellect, and para-
grap he descr1ibes the princıple of all thıngs (unıuersorum
principium). '° nalysıs of the fınal L[WO levels 111 establısh that
ugustine g1ves privileged posıtion LO owledge of (G0d arrıved al
through reflection Iruth’s ontologıcal dependence.

De Ordine ugustine reintroduces the fınal L[WO levels
of owledge 1 lead OTMC the appY lıfe, subset 1C he
defines phılosophy. The first obJect of phılosophy 15 LO ıdentify the
nature of the soul whiıle the second COMCEITINS ıdentifyıng the nature of
God.!/ ugustine SayS that owledge of the first delıghts, makes OTIC
fıt for happıness, and 1S for begıinners, hıle owledge of the second
1S INOTEC preC10us, makes ONC appY, and 1Ss for the ell instructed.!®

De Ordine 2.9.26 I1um demum discet el ratione praedıta sınt ea 1psa
qUaC SECUTUS est ante ratiıonem, eft qu1d sıt 1psa rat1o q U am post auctorıtatıs cunabula
firmus el idoneus 1am sequıtur comprehendit el quıd intellectus, qUO unluersa
sunt, uel 1pse pot1us unluersa, l qu1d praeter un]uersa un1uersorum princıp1um
(CCL29, 122) oth Cıprlanı and DuRoy Ö the second and first PCISONS of the
I'rmity the tınal [WO stages of Augustine’s PTOSTAM, and both claım that the descr1p-
t1ons of ach based Plotinian phılosophy. DE, Le Fonti Cristiane, 306-308;
L/’intelligence de la Fol, AA Englısh translatıon: Divine Providence and the
Problem of Evil: Translation of SE Augustine s De Ordine, ed Russell, (New
Y Oork, New York Kı1issinger Publıshing,

Between hıs outlıne of the PTrOSTam and h1s aCCount of the fınal levels Augustine
describes the order of the hıberal arts. See Augustine s Intellectual Conversion, 118
° T’he remaılnder of the second book of On Order consIısts of Augustine’s descr1ption
of °the order of learnıng, which 18 constituted Dy the study of the hıberal disc1-
plınes: STAMIMAAT B  » dıalectic (2.13,368; rhetoric 2.15038), mMus1ıc (2.14.39-
41), geomelrYy 245.42), aStToNOMY 2.15.42) and arıthmetic. ”

De Ordine Cu1lus duplex quaest10 est una de anıma, altera de Deo
(CGE29, 133)

De Ordine I1la nobıs dulc1ior, ista CAarlOr, ılla 1105 d1gnos beata uıta,
beatos haec facıt; prıma est ılla discentibus, ista lam doctis (CCL29; 133)
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Most ımportantly, he SaysS that the 1IrS allows the soul know iıtself
1le the second allows OTMIC know ıts or1g1n (Prima efficit ul NOS-

met1psos nOouerImus, altera, ul originem nostram).*” Here agaln ONMNC
Can SCC that ugustıne understands the fiınal eve COMNCEIN knowl-
edge of God reached through ontologıcal dependence for ıt CONCETNS

OoWIng that uUuDON 1G the soul depends Thıs, SayS Augustine, 1S
the order of w1ısdom (ordo sapıentiae) and ıt enables ONC the
order of thıngs (ordem rerum), dıstıngu1s between [WO worlds (duos
mundos), and NOW the author of the unıverse (1psumu
uUunNIuUeErSLLiAtLS)20

In chapters 2648221050 Augustine descr1ibes the nature of
the soul. He begıns hıs analysıs ıth prev1eW of the owledge that
the soul (educated in the 1beral arts) attaıns ou iıtself MNCC ıt has
become devoted 18 phılosophy:

The soul therefore, holdıng fast to thıs order, and NO devoted LO
phılosophy, al fıirst introspects itself and d SOOIN that mode of
learnıng has persuaded it that YFeasoöon eıither LS the soul ıtself belongs
. and that there 18 INn Teason nothing MOTE excellent dominant

than numbers, that Yeasoöonfß 15 nothing else than number [emphasıs
added| solıloquızes thus “By SOIMNC of inner and en actıvıty
of mıne, able fo analyze and synthes1ze the ings that OUg. 1{8
be earne: and thıs faculty of mıne 15 called 1645011 292721

hıs 1s nOoTt the only place where Augustine observes that 1Cason
eıther IS the soul 15 In the soul. In De Ordine he Argucs that
the ımmortalıty of the soul 1S ase knowıing the eternalıty of
ruth

Perhaps 1C4SON 15 not immortal? But, ONC L[WO, OT L[WO 18 four, 15
ratıo In the -  at ratıo W as er yesterday than Ooday,
DOT 111 it be iruer OMOTTOW OT yCar hence. ven ıf the whole WOT.
should fall into rulns, that ratio 111 always necessarıly be ıt 111
always be such d ıt IS NO Therefore, ıf 1C4SON 15 immortal, and ıf

who analyze and synthes1ize all those things, ICasON, then that bDy

De Ordıne
De Ordine Hıc est ordo studiıorum saplentlae, PCI QUCIN fıt qu1sque

idoneus ad intellegendum ordiınem TrerTum, 1d est ad dignoscendos duos mMmundos el
1psum par' entem unluersı1ıtatis (CCL29; 133)

2 De Ordine Hunc 1g1tur ordınem tenens anıma 1am phılosophıae tradıta,
Pr1ImO se1psam inspicıt, ef CUu1l 1am ılla erudıt1o persuasıt, aut SU am aut se1psam SSC

rationem, in ratione autem aut nıhıl SSC mehus ei potent1us numerI1Ss, aut nıhıl alıud
qUam NUTINETUMmM SSC ratıonem, ıta loquetur: Kgo quodam INCO MOLU interlore
elt occulto, UUAaC discenda Ssunt OSSUMmM discernere uel connectere, ei haec u1s INCca
rat1ıo uUuUOCatur (CCL29; 133)
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hıch called mortal 15 131011 mıne Or 1ıf the soul 15 noft the SAailllc

ICAaSON, and nevertheless uUsec ICaSON, and ıf through 1C4asSOMN SUPC-
MOT, then 0Ug take 1 irom the lesser good to the greater,
from the mortal the immortal.?2
In the above Augustine claıms that OMNC LO L[WO [WO four 15

rati1o, and that thıs ratiıo MUST be true, ıt must necessarıly be, for it
111 always be In the SAalllce ıt 15 Moreover, thıs argumen
for the soul  ?  IN ımmortalıty 15 clearly ase the argumen from Judg-
ment But VEn though the argumen from Jjudgment SsShows OMNC SOTI1C-

ıng eternal, ONC 15 SU1 eft ıth nebulous understandıng of the
mind.** According ugustine, the conclusıon of the argumen estaD-
hlıshes that eıther OMNC 15 immortal because ONC 18 1Cason (1.e ‘T here-
fore, 1f 1Cason 15 immortal, and 1f wh analyze and synthesıze all
OSse 1ngs, reason ” ONMNC 1S immortal because ONMNC 15 connected
18 1Cason (LE ..  OTr f the soul 1S NOL the SAamnle ICAaSOI, and neverthe-
less UuUse reason”’).” Because the conclusıon it reaches O€es not estab-
ısh hat the mınd 1S, ugustine must be speakıng ou the thır: eve
in the rdo sapıentiae, for the amb1guous nature of the mınd escr1be
al thıs eve (one O€es not know ıf ONC 15 1Cason ıf OIIC contaıns
1Cason wıthın oneself) perfectly matches the descr1iption of owledge
of the soul elated In and 2.9.26 Thıs conclusıon 15 further
confiırmed Dy the fact that thıs argumen clearly O€es not cShow the
soul’s org1in (orıginem nostram), the owledge promised al the forth
and hıghest eve In De Ordine

ugustine describes the fınal eve of the rdo sapıtentiae In
Here, Just A in De Beata Vıta, ugustine makes distinction

De Ordine Igıtur Sı immortalıs est ratı1o el COO QUaC ista Oomn1a uel
discerno uel CONNECTIO ratıo SU: ıllud qUO mortale appellor 110}  > est IIC UIML. Aut S1
anıma 110}  S 1d est quod rat1o ei amen ratione uUfOr el PCI ratıonem mehor SUu dete-
rlore ad melıus, mortalı ad immortale fugiendum est (CEL29; 134)

De Ordiıne Sed uUunum ad duo ue] duo ad quatuor uer1ssıma ratıo
est CC magı1s her1 fuıt ista rat1ıo ueTa qUam hodie, NCC mag1s 1A55 aut post 1U
erıt uCTa, He S1 OMNIS iste mundus concıdat, poterıt i1sta ratıo 1O  ; KAAN z Ista enım
SCINPCI talıs estT,; mundus autem iste H6C her1 habuılt, 1ICC 14S5 habebıt quod habet
hodie, 1CC hodierno 1PSO dıe uel Sspat1o Uun1us horae eodem loco solem habult: ıta
C ıIn nıhıl manet, nıhıl uel ParuO Spat1ıo temporIı1s habet eodem modo (CCL29:
p

See Augustine s Intellectual Conversion, V CDA “AS wıll SCC, Augus-
tine dıd nNnOoTt resolve thıs atter which Orms of hat he calls °the question of
the soul’ untıl after De Immortalitate Anımae. Until that tiıme, Augustine W ds>
unclear whether the soul W ds 1C4SON merely used reason. ”

In the Tirst example Augustine claıms thıs when he Say> that OIIC should COMN-
nect oneseltf 1C4aSON (LE In order become ımmortal).
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between the Father and the Son by makıng dıstincetion between ruth
and the SOUTCE of Iruth

But when the soul has properly adjuste and 1spose tself, and has
rendered ıtself harmon10us and beautıful, then it ıll venture SC

God, the VE SOUTCE of all Tu and the VE Father of Iruth
Say INOTC, EXCcepL that us 15 promised Vvis1ıon of beauty the
cau of whose imıtation all other Ings dIiIC beautiful, and by COIIN-

parıson wıthj all other thıngs unsightly.“®
ugustine SayS that al the hıghest CVe of owledge ONEC SCCS the

SOUTCE from which OWS all Iruth (1psum fontem nde MMNe

uerum) and the Father of Iruth (Patrem Veritatis). Ihe language ere
clearly eflects relatıonshıp of ontologıca dependence, because the hıgh-
est level of knowledge COMNCECINS see1ng that uUuDON which Ttuth depends
As it has een shown, the anguage of ontologıcal dependence 1S consıst-
ently sed Dy ugustine throughout book of De Ordine order LO
desceribe thıs ına level, for 27026 he prom!ses sShow the reader the
principle of all ings F1 1S before all ings (praeter UNLversa UNIUEF-

princCIpium) and he SayYS that thıs level reveals the or1g1n
of the soul (orıgi1nem nostram) and the Father of the unıverse (parentem
unluersitatis). Moreover, the above ugustine explicıtly states ere that
“he ıll not Sa y more, ” and the prec1se TE of thıs hıghest eCve of
knowledge 1S defined iıncompletely. The 1CAaSOoN for thıs, 4S Sus-
gesis, 1S that knowledge of (God eached V1a the argument from depend-
OC 1S hıgher form of owledge SU1LaDile only for the educated ?/

Further, here, in De Beata Vıta, Augustine makes real (as
opposed conceptual) distinction between TU and the SOUTCC of
Truth %S Consequently, al thıs in Augustine’s intellectual evel-
opment (at Cassıclacum) he 1s not In accord ıth the orthodox doctrine

the nature of the I'rmity (at eas the anguage he NN 15 not).“? Thıs

De Ordine Cum autem composuerit ei ordinaueriıt concınnam
pulchramque reddiderıt, audebıt 1am eum u1ldere, 1psum fontem unde manat
OTINNEC uerTrUum 1psumque Patrem Veritatıis... Nıhıil amplıus dıcam, nıs1ı promutti nobıs

pulchrıtudıinıs, CU1USs imıtatıone pulchra, CU1USs comparatıone foeda sunt
cetera (CC1L29:; I39)

See in
It 15 of COUTSC poss1ible that Augustine 1S referring the uth possessed Dy the

created mınd Rut the phrase patrem uerlitatis and the precedent of De Beata 1ita
,ıf be conservatıve, that he still understands Truth be dependent
uUupOoN Beıing. Although nOoTLt sStrong the examples found In the De Beata 1ta and
De Ordine it 1Ss orth noting that letter 11.4 also thıs distinction.

Certainly, however, by the time he wriıtes the De Irınıtate and perhaps earlıer)
Augustine CADICSSCS the orthodox formulatıon. See De Irinitate 58
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s<should COTNC surprıse for ugustine entertaiıned the possı1bıilıty
of asıng the distinction between the Father, Son, and Holy pırı
the distınction between being, knowiıng, and wıllıng al eas ate
the Confessions:

For and know and ll Knowing and wiıllıng know
that and ıll 11l be an know When, however,
through hıs investigatıon of these three, he has OUN! somethıing Ouft
and has made hıs report that, he should nOoTt SUPPOSC that he discov-
ered the immutable that transcends them that 1C ıimmutably 1S,
ımmutably knows, and iımmutably W1 It baffles hought Inquıre
whether these three functions AT the ground H7a constitutes the
divıne Irmity; OT whether the three cComponents present in each
Person, that each Person has all three, OT whether both these alterna-
t1ves aic z who Cal eadıly conceive?>0

the above ugustiıne SaVyS that he 1S nNOL SUTC ıf the rınıty of
being, OWINg, and ıng corresponds the Irmıity of Father, S5on,
and Holy Sparıt respectively (Le the Father 1s Beıng, the Son 1Ss Truth,
and the Spirıt 1S Wiıll) each of ese qualıities able be predi-
Cate:\ of each PCISON of the Irmity (1.e the Father 1S Beıing, Truth, and
Wıll, the Son 1S Beıng, Iruth, and Wıll, eie.) Therefore, ıt vVC
poss1ıble that the early dialogues I'CPI'CSCIIt incıplent formulatıon of
the nature of the Irnıune God ase‘ the trıune iIructure of the mind.*!

JThe eme of Ontological Dependence in De Immeortalitate
Anımae

De Beata Vıta and De Ordine dIC noTt the only early works
AC. make iımportant UuUsec of the theme of ontologıcal dependence.
oOSse analysıs reveals that in De Immortalitate Anımae the distincetion
between ruth and the SOUTCE of ruth made in De Beata Vıta and
De Ordıne has ıts theoretical foundatıon the distinction between the
argumen from ruth and the argument from dependence.

Confessiones 1321} 197 Sum Nnım el SCIO el uolo SU) SscCIeNs ei uolens el SCIO
SSC ei uelle el uolo SSC el scCIre. Sed CUu Inuenerıt In hıis alıquıid ei dixeri1t, 1O  —_
1am Inuen1isse illud, quod UPp: ista est incommutabıle, quod est incommuta-
bılıter eit scı1ıt incommutabiılıter eft uult incommutabiılıter; eit utrum propter trıa haec el
1b1 trınıtas, iın sıngulıs haec trıa, ut terna sıngulorum sınt, utrumque MITIS modıs
sımplicıter el multiplhicıter infınıto in quU1s facıle cogıtauerıt? . For latın texti
SCC Confesstonum Zibri AII, Corpus Chrıistianorum, Serles Latına, 2 E} (Turnholti
Brepols, AT DAR Ihe Englısh translatıon 15 Dy Chadwıck. See + Augus-
tine’s Confessions, trans Chadwıck, (New York Oxford Universıity Press,

31 See in
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In De Immortalitate Anımae 1159 Augustine presents hıs
MOST basıc arguments for the soul’s ıiımmortahıty Moreover, ese
arguments dIiIc essentially varıatiıons the argument from Jjudgment,
the abılıty {O acquıre inward owledge of the immutable and eternal
For example, in the openıng chapter Augustine claıms that because
owledge (discıplina) 1S unchangeable, and because the soul adheres

knowledge hlıke accıdent wıthın subject (1e because it 15 always
connected knowledge), the soul 11l always be connected the
unchangeable, fact ı {64 makes it immortal.>2 the chapters which
follow Augustine identifies thıs immutable owledge ıth ICAasSON,
and 1C4A4SON ıth Truth .

De Immortalitate Anımae 6.10 ugustine DSOCS 118 ote the
Samnle ambıgulty that he 0€Ss De Ordiıne concerning owledge ase

eternal truth, for he SaVYS, ° Reason 1S the aspect of the mınd 16
(1 perce1ves the true DEr and not oug the body; (2) it 15 the
contemplatıon of the true, noL through the body; (3) ıt 18 the irue 1Lse
which 1s contemplated.  2734 Agaın, thıs PaAsSSasc ONMNC Can SE the Or g1-
nal ambıgulty found De Ordine, for ugustine SaysS that the 15
eıther In truth (Le “lt IN the contemplatıon of the true ”) that it 15 the
TU (1.e “a 15 the true itself”’).° Here, however, he reJects the POS-
sıbıilıty that the mınd 1S5 iıdentical {O Truth, because he NO SCCS that
there 15 dualıty the perception of the true, dualıty 1C requires
both the and truth Consequently, he modiıfies hıs understandıng

De Immortalitate Anımae K 1 alıcubı est dıscıplına, NC SSC nısı quod
uluıt potestT, eit SCHALDCI est, qu qu1dquam in qUO qu1ıd SCINPCTI est potest SSC NO  —

SCINPCTI,; SCIHDCI uluıt in qUO est dıscıplına. SI 1105 quı rat1ıocınamur, 1d est
anımus noster, NCC reGcie ratiocınarı SsIne discıplına potest, 11ICC sıne dıscıpliına SSC

anımus, n1ısS1 qUO dıscıplına 1L1OIN est, pOteSsL; est ın hominıs anımo dıscıplina. atın
texti found in Soliloques, De ımmortalitate Aniımae, De Ouantıtate Animae, Bıblhıo0-
theque Augustinienne (Dıalogues Phılosophiques Dieu eit 1’ame), trans. de
Labrıiolle, (Parıs Desclee, De Brouwer, and Cie; 1948), 14 (hereafter abbrevıated
BA5)

See for example De Immeortalitate Anımae Sed CUu uel NOS 1ps1 nobiscum
ratiocınantes, uel abh alıo bene interrogatı de quıbusdam hıberalıbus artıbus qUaC
inuen1mus, 1910)  > alıbIi qUam in anımo NOSIro InuenNımMUus: qUu' 1d est inuenire, quod
facere aut gignere; alıoquın hgetferna gigneret anımus inuentione temporalı (nam
aeterna p' inuenıit; quıd nNnım aeternum qU am cırcuhi ratio, uel S1 quıd alıud
in huluscemodiı artıbus, NCC 19(0)  —; fulsse alıquando, NCcE NO  —_ ore comprehendıitur? ):
manıfestum et1am est, immortalem SM anımum humanum, el INNCS rationes
In secretIis 1US CSSC, quamu1s Cas Ss1uUEe ignoratione s1ue oblıu10ne, Aaut 19(0)  —; habere, Aauft
amıs1ısse uldeatur (BAS>, 180 and 182)

De Immortalitate Anımae 6.10 Ratıo est anım1, qUO PCI se1psum, 1ON

PCI L9)  u intuetur:; auft 1psa uer1 contemplatıo, 1910)  — PCI O!  u  , aut 1psum
quod contemplatur (BAS5, 186)
Clearly he Iso hısts here DCW poss1bilıty hıch holds that 1CAdSON 1s the

of the miınd which perce1ves the irue DEr
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of the ambıguous owledge achjıeved through the argument A4aSse‘
eternal truth, for he longer beheves that hıs mınd could confuse ıtself
ıth (1.e that ıt COUuU consıder ıtself fOo be) truth

But thıs DICW posıtıon O€Ss nOoL the amb1ıgu0us nature of
the owledge achlieved V1a the argumen from Judgment. Augustine
refines hıs understandıng of thıs owledge by expressing ıt in the
anguage of substance and accıdent: connection between the
mınd hıch perce1ves and the irue 1Cc ıt perce1ves IS eıther such
that the mınd 1S the subject ıth the true in ıt in subject; the
er hand the irue 1S the subject ıth the mınd in it subject; OT,
both aATC substances.  2736 Essentially, the problem generated by e_
c5S5 of eternal truth remaıns because owledge of the soul’s nature
1S ST1 unclear.

De Immeortalitate 614 ugustine Inquıres into how thıs IIC  S

ambıguı1ty m1g be { Ke that end he entertaıns the poss1bıilıty
that the relatıonshıp between the mınd and the truth ıt contemplates 1Ss
such that they Cal both be cons1ıdered fo be substances and nol aCC1-
dents inherent in subjects.?” problem ıth thıs possı1bılıty, however,
iımmediately surfaces. If the mınd and the Irtue arc separale substances
then it poss1ıble 18 hold that the mınd COU be Dy SCDa-
ratıng itself from the true, possı1ıbıilıty hıch would threaten ıts sStatus
aSs somethıng truly immortal.°® Augustine then consıders hat COu
poss1ıbly effect such separatıon. He SayS that nOo weaker than the
soul COU separalte ıt irom the Irtrue due 18 the princıple 1iC
that the super10r (Le the SOU. cannot be Dy the infer10r (1:2
the OdY Neıther COUu it be separate: Dy W equa LO it, that 1S,
another soul 1C Wants contemplate the true, for the irue Can
accommoOdate unlımıted number of souls wıthout depleting its STOTre
Further, it 1s NnOoLt poss1ıble for the irue ıtself separate the soul from
itself because the irue 1S wıthout CHV Y, and therefore, there 1s nothıng
1C COU. prevent the =  w from 1VINg ıtself 18 the soul. ugustine
concludes that the only remamnıng possı1bılıty 1S that the soul 1S SCDa-
rated from the irue Dy its OW free acft of 11l He ımmediately sSeitfs thıs

De Immoaortalitate Anımae 611 Quare ista con1ıunctio intuent1is anım1, et 1US
uer1 quod intuetur, aut ita est ut sublectum sıt anımus, autem illud in subilecto;
aut cContra sublectum UuUCcTUm, eit sublecto anımus; Aauft utrumque substantıa (BAS,

188) Augustine 11l recall thiıs ambıigu1ty agaın at De Immortalitate Anımae 01
See in
De Immortalitate Anımae 6147 Nam S1 anımus substantıa SSst:; eit substantıa

ratıonı conıungıtur; NO  — absurde qu1s putauerıIt HNerı O;  , ut manente Ila hıc SSC
desıinat. Sed manıfestum est quamdıu anımus ratione NO  ; e1que cohaeret,
necessarı1o0 CUu I1NAaNECETC uluere (BAS5, 188)
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consıderation asıde and concludes that ıf the soul O€Ss not freely SCPDaA-
rate itself irom the irue IL Canno be destroyed through an Yy form of
forced separatıon He then explaıns why thıs 15 the Casc

However ıf thıs force of 1C4asSON Ithe true| through Ifs VE Onnectıon
ffects the mınd for 1t Canno but affect 1t ıf ffects 1t certamly only

such WaYy that 1{ 1l Ifs eıng 1CasOMN Ithe true | ıtself 15

there the hıghest degree where changelessness 15 concel1ved the
hıghest degree Therefore 1CasonNn Ithe true| forces that mınd somehow
to be IC I{ from 1fSs OW eing, ffects Ihus wıthout separatıon
irom 1C4ason Ithe true | the mınd CannotTt be extinguished But SCDaTa-
t10N 15 Impossı1ıble forced separatıon| ave reasoned above
Therefore the mınd per1s 39

In the above Augustine Sday S that ıf the of 1C4SONMN (1 the
rue) effects the mınd through theır onnectıiıon an Yy WaY it must be
the Casec that ıf effects Il by S1VINS il eing (ut ] CC tribuat) Conse-
quently, ıf the mınd O€es 18{011 separate ıtself from the Irtrue the mınd
l not be destroyed What 15 ote about Augustine
reference ontologıcal dependence eTre 15 that the anguage he SCS

indıcates that thıs claım 15 not 4ase NCCCSSALY conclusıon arrıved
al through ratıonal argumen for he Say>S if ‚S7) the of 1C4SONMN

ffects the mınd ” and 1CasOonMN forces that mınd somehow (quodam-
mOdo) be In er words ere Augustine 0€Ss nNOT explaın the
reader the 1Cason why OMNC must hold that created thıngs TOGCGGIVE theır
being from (Go0od he only AaSSEeTTS that OIMNC mMust hold thıs 18 be The
1Cason for thıs 15 that ugustine has reasoned 118 the ex1Iistence of the
Irtrue only VIid VerITS1I0ON of the argumen irom Judgment only Dy ShOow-
INnS that the mınd 15 attached somethıng eternal, and thıs en
0O€Ss noTt demonstrate that reated beings AL dependent uUupON (1
made and sustaıned by) He Who Is

the ext chapter chapter 2 ugustine addresses whether
not ıt poss1ıble for the soul destroy ıtself by freely itself
from the Irtue More specıfically, he SaVYyS that when the mınd turns AWAY
from 1C4SON (the true) ıf Cal help but suffer defect Defect tending

De Immeortalitate Anımae 11 At ılla ratl10nNn1s u1Ss 1DSa SUa CON1UNCLIONE
affıcıt AMNLIINUM qU' 1000001 1910)8| affıcere potest 1La profecto affıcıt ut 61 SSC trıbuat
Kst N1mM INAaX1ımıe 1DSa ratıo ubı et1am incommutabılıtas intellegıtur Ita qUaC-
CUMYUC affıcıt SSC quodammodo Non CI SO CXSUNgUI AMN1INUS potest 11S1

ratıone SCDAT: alus D autem 1910)8| potest ut UD TrTatl10CcınNatlı NO!  - potest
1g1ıtur interıire BA5S5 190) The Englısh translatıon TOM Schopp See Immortality
of the Soul Magnitude of the Soul On Musıc Advantage of Believing, Faıth I’hings
Unseen 'Ihe Fathers of the Church (vol TaAnNs Ludwig Schopp (Washıngton
Catholıic Uni1versıty of Ameriıica Press
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toward nO (nıhıl), and LINOVC OWAaTr' nO 15 to TMOVEC OWAI:‘
destruction.“© After reflecting thıs chaın of CONSCQHUCNCECS he Sa y>S,
“ Why thıs destruction 0€Ss nolt fall uUuDON the although ıt 1s subject

defect 15 hard say  »41 Thıs PaASssSasc reveals that Augustine Canno
explaın Wwhy the soul 1S noTt estroye: when ıt separates itself Irom the
Irue He Cannot advance aCCoOoUuntTt of how ıt 1s that the 1S kept

ex1istence CVOCMN when ıt 15 separate: from the Irue, because, agaln, he
1s aC. argument which Shows that the Irue sustaıns the soul
exI1stence. As result, from Augustine’s perspective, ıf the soul 1S
longer connected ıth ruth ıt 1S noft clear how it 15 protected from the
chaın of falsıty, defect, and nothingness/destruction.

OUr chapters ater In De Immortalitate Anımae 11.18 Augustine
returns to thıs problem.““ But here, opposed LO chapter JaLZ. he

that the TU 1Ss iımmutable, and that hat 15 immutable truly
Z Consequently, the mınd eıther has ıts eing from that IC L$ in
the hıghest degree the mınd has being through tself, that 1S, ıt 15
the SOUTCE of ıts OW being.“ He SaVyYS that ıf the mınd has eing
through iıtself then nothıng Can destroy it. But 1f the mınd has ıts being
irom SOTIIC other CSSCIICC INQUITY should be made into the nature of
hat 15 CONLrarYy 18 thıs SOUTCEI miıght be able to destroy ıt (the
SoOu. for Just the soul recelves ıts being from thıs CSSCIICe (if fact
ıt oes ıt possible that the soul INa y be destroyed Dy attachıng
ıtself to the opposıte of that IC g1ves being

Augustine then Says that thıs CSSCIHCC, that 1C 15 the hıgh-
est degree, 1S convertible ıth truth Therefore, when thıng 1L$ ıt IN
irue and when ıng 18 nol ıt 1S false It then that the soul INaYy
loose ıts ex1istence when it clings LO falsıty, because when omethıng

De Immortalıitate Anımae F1D Omnıiıs autem defectus tendit ad nıhılum:; el
inter1tum nullum magıs proprıie Ooportetl aCC1pl, QqUam CU) 1d, quod alıquıid eral, nıhıl
fıt Quare tendere ad nıhılum, est ad interıtum tendere (BAS5, 190 and 192)41 De Immeortalitate Anımae e  N Qui1 (T 1NON cadat In anımum, u1X est dicere,

YJUCIN defectus cadıt (BAS, 192)
De Immeoaortalitate Anımae 11418 Rursus 1g1tur S1 qu1d metuendum eSt. 1d est

metuendum defic1endo Nımus intereat, 1d est dum 1psa ex1istendi1 specı1e priuatur
(BAD, 204)

De Immeortalitate Anımae 1118 Sed S1, quod nem1n1 dubium est. tunc est
anımus sapıent1ssımus, ( uer1tatem, UUuUaC SCINDCI eodem modo est; intuetur, e1queimmobilıs inhaeret diu1no AINOTC cCoN]lunctus el ılla omn1um qQqUaC quoquomodo Sunt

maximeque est aut ab ılla est anımus quantum estT, aut PCI se1lpsum est
(BA5S, 204)

De Immeortalitate Anımae 114138 Sed S1 PCI se1psum eSLT, quon1am 1pse s1b1
ex1istend1 est, eit NUNgUamM deserı1t; NUNg U am interı1t, ut UD et1am dısputaul-

INUS SI UuUeCeTO ılla, dılıgenter ODUS est qUaC 165 el possıt SSC contrarla, qUaCanımo auferat anımum SSC quod ılla praebet (BAS5, 204)



IHE RDO SAPIENTIAE JAl

1S alse ıt 15 not But, accordıng ugustıne, falsıty Causes the mınd
be dece1ived, and ONeC who 1S decei1ved must hbe alıve, and falsıty

Cann!' take aWaVY the mınd  ?  S being.“ He then SaYyS that the soul eıther
deriıves ıts being from the first 6ESSCIICEC has being through itself.46
Here agaln, however, ONC Can SCC that Augustine 0€Ss NOL Sa y that ıt
1S CONSCHUCHNCE of ratıonal necessity that ONMNC hold that He Who Is 1S
the SOUTCEC of the soul’s eing, for owledge of the soul  @  s SOUTCEC of
being 1S not definıtive Essentially, he still has nNOoL g1ven argumen
which WOU provıde definıtive conclusıon the problem of the
soul  ?  S ıdentity.

chapter Augustine fınally introduces the argument I0
shows why the soul Canno be destroyed Dy separatıng ıtself from the
hıghest SSSCIICEC

There| 15 CONLrarYy anı y CSSCIICC inasmuch ıt 15 CSSCNCC,
much less than 15 there contr. that fırst DSSG1ICE inasmuch d ıt
15 S SCr Ihe fırst statement 15 = For the ole 6SSCIICC IS nNnOT

through another CSSCIHNCC, but only because ıt IS eing,nhas
contr. eXcept non-being hence nothing 1s the of GSSECEHECE

Therefore, in WaY anythıng ex1ist CONTLrarYy that substance
1C supremely and or1ginally Au f the mınd has ıts CSSCIICC from
that ıtself 16 15 (for sIince it O0€es NOT ave it from iıtself ıt cCannot
ave it otherwıse than irom that thıngz IC 15 super10r the mınd
ıtself); then there 15 nothıng by 4C ıt mMaYy lose ıts being, because
there 1Ss nothıng Ur that ıng irom C it has iıt
Of COUTSC, the POSSCSS w1ısdom in turnıng toward the SOUTCEC

of ıts eing, and lose ıt by turnıng AWAY irom ıt. Now, turnıng
aAaWaYy 1S the cContrary turnıngz toward But the miıind lose that
1C ıt has from that SOUTCEC n ıng 15{r Therefore,
the mınd CannoOo perish.“”

De Immortalitate Anımae 1418 Sed manıfestum est, promptu sıtum,
quantum UCCIC anımo falsıtas possıit. Num Nnım amphıus potest qU am fallere? at n1ısS1
quı uluıt, allıtur LECI1NO. Non 1g1tur falsıtas interimere anımum potesLT. (BAD, 204)

Thıs lıke return the or1g1inal problem concerning the soul’s nature

presented iın De Ordine (se that ıt eıther 15 1S in TIruth it eiıther exIists through
iıtself it exı1ists through the first essence). 'Thıs 15 certaımly LICW version of thıs SAaimllc

problem. -  at havıng been sa1d the DE W ambigulty eXpressed first al 6.11 (see in.36)
has not been forgotten for Augustine repealts it Just before thıs PaAsSSasc IO

De Immortalitate Anımae: 12.19 Nam S1 nulla essentla tum essenti1a
est, alıquıid habet contrarıum, multo minus habet contrarıum prıma illa essentla, qQqUaC
dicıtur uer1tas, q}  tum essentla est. Primum autem ueTUum est. Omnıiıs Nım 11-

t1a 110]  . ob alıud essentla est, nıs1ı qula est. Esse autem 1O]  — habet contrarıum, nısı 110  —_

SSC unde nıhıl est essentlae contrarıum. Nullo modo 1g1tur ICS ulla SS5C potest COMN-

trarıa iıllı substantıae, qUuaC maxıme primıtus esL. ExX qUa S1 habet anımus 1ıdıpsum
quod est (non nım alıunde hoc habere potest, qu1ı NO  - habet., nıs1 ab ılla qUa«C
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the above ugustine eZINSs by SCE. the opposıte of Truth “*
He explaıns that striıctly speakıng ere 1S CONLrary 6ESSCIICEC

substance, and therefore that it 15 all the INOTEC ımposs1ıble for the hıgh-
est GSSCHG 18 ave The 1C4SONMN for thıs 1S that the hıghest
CSSCIICEC exX1ists through ıtself and not through SOTNC other form. It LS, and
the of hat IS eıng, 1s non-being Therefore, ere 1Ss lıterally
nothıng CONLrary that which supremely A One knows that the mınd
recelves ıts being from the first CSSCIICC because the mınd o0€es not ave
being through tself. and hat o0€eSs 18{011 ave being through itself must
ave ıt from that 1C 15 greater than iıtself (n being) hıs Can only
be He Who Is Consequently, it 1s clear that thıs PasSsSasc ugustine
presents orma argument for ex1istence and nature.“*?

After avıng presented thıs argument ugustiıne concludes that
the soul CcCannot be estroye: Dy the opposıte of the first 6SSCIICC But
thıs 1S nNOoTt the only problem that the argument solves. the fınal pPara-
graph above ugustine ANISWEEIS the question hıch has alluded hım
throughout the work, Can the soul destroy ıtself Dy separatıng ıtself
from the Irue? Here he SaVYS ' for “the cannot lose that hıch
ıt has from that SOUTCEC to which thıng 1s contrary. ” ccordıng
Augustine, the mınd needs the tırst CSSCIICC noTt only 18 know the Irue
but also IO hbe S0 Therefore the argument from dependence sShows that

1110 1PSO est anımo praestantıior), nulla 1CS5 est qUua 1d amıttat, qul1a nulla 1685 e1 re1ı est
contrarıa qUa 1d habet; eft propterea SSC 1910)8! desınıt. Sapıentiam UCTO, qul1a CONUET-
s10Ne habet ad 1d qUO eSt:; aquersione illam potest amıttere. Conuers1i1on1 NAIMYUC
auers10 contrarıa est. uüero quod habet CUu1 nulla ICS est contrarla, 110}  Z est
unde possıt amlıttere. Non 1g1tur potest interire (BAS>, 206)

48 the De iımmortalıtate anımae Augustine refines hıs perspective the
that he longer refers ‘“ He Who IS” the SOUTCEC of rtuth fact, in thıs work,
Augustine 111 make it Jear that ruth and Being dIicC identical. Despıite thıs he stil]
makes dıstınction between Knowledge gaıned through the argument from TIruth and
knowledge gaıned through the argument from dependence, and, it wıll be SCCIl, he
ranks the latter INOTC definıtive form of knowledge than the former. 'Thıs 15 the
critical pomt.

See fn
What 15 assumed in thıs conclusıon 1s the discussıon al 8.14 where it 1S estab-

lıshed that the CSSCIICC which o1VES being creation also sustaıns creatıon being:
‘“ thıs force and incorporeal nature which eitlecte: the whole body, however, IV
the whole Dy ıts ever—presento For after the makıng; ıt dıd nNnOTL vanısh and dıd
nOoTt desert the thıng made  27 According Augustine, creation includes the act of
sustalnıng that which W as created. DuRoy and Gılson U that thıs PaASSasc 15
example of the argument TOmM dependence. But thıs 15 not poss1ble. Although he states
that the materı1al world 15 nOoTt the of ıts OW) ex1istence and therefore needs such

he does NOT rule Ouft the poss1bıilıty that the mınd 1S thıs USec See The Chris-
fiıan Philosophy of Saint Augustine, fn 3 ‚9 L’intelligence de la fol 193 and
194 It 1S Iso worth noting that thıs understanding of the miıind able lose truth
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the soul separate itself from the fırst BSSCHCE wıthout being destroyed.
Augustine states thıs definıtively. But from chapter 611 it 15 clear that
for the soul be separable al all ıt must first be the Case that God and
the soul dIiIC each substances.>! Consequently, ıt must also be irue that
the argument from dependence shows that (GG0d and the soul sub-
tances (thıs 1S supporte Dy the fact that ugustine explhıcıtiy refers
(God ASs substance for the fırst time thıs V chapter, designatıon
not assıgned God before thıs pom Ihıs owledge solves
the problem concernıng the soul  2  S ıdentity (1.e concernıng whether the
mınd 15 subject ıth the irue ıt AS subject, whether the irue 15

subject ıth the it subject, whether they AT both
substances) produce Dy the argumen from udgment, for ıt 1s NO

Certain that (G0d and the soul dIiICc distinct substances.
ere 15 ere clear parallel between De Immortalitate Anımae

and De Ordine which establıshes that Augustine ntends 18 ase hıs
distinction between TU and the SOUTCEC of ruth the dıstınction
between the argument from Judgement and the argumen from depend-
CINCC, and 1C makes ıt clear that the latter 1S hıgher form of
owledge than the former because ıt attaıns definıtive owledge
concerning the nature of God and the soul. De Immeortalitate Anı-
MAade the argumen for the immortalıty of the soul ase' the argu-
ment irom Judgment O€eSs not establısh (1} whether the mınd 15 sub-
Ject ıth the irue in ıt subject (Le ASs accıdent substance),
(2) whether the irue 15 subject ıth the mınd in ıt in subject,
(3) whether they aATc both substances, ambıgulty which 1S 4aSse‘
the earher ambıgu1ty also found in De Ordine concerning whether
181011 the soul 15 In TU 18 truth Therefore in De Immeortalitate Anı-
Made Augustine faces the SAamnlec problem he o0€es In De Ordine, the
problem of the soul  ?  S identity. hıs problem 1S only solved In De
Immeortalitate Anımae where ugustine introduces the argument
from dependence, Just in De Ordine ıt 1S only solved
through owledge of the SOUTCEC of ruth Therefore De Immoaor-
talitate Anımae OTMC Cal SCC the theoretical foundatıon (the argumen
from ruth and the argument from dependence respectively) for the
dıstınction between Truth and that uUuDON 1C TU depends made
De Ordine.

but not being would SCCIN to confirm that Augustine references the TOM
dependence ın De I rınıtate 9}  Un See Saıint Augustine s Milan VISLON, 168-173,
and G1lo1a, The Theological Epistemology of Augustine s De I rınıtate Oxford
Theological Monographs), (Oxford:Oxford Universıity Press,

51 See fn



Conclusion

De Beata Vıta and De Ordine Augustine makes dıstınction
between ruth and that upON which TU depends In both of these
works owledge of that UuDON 1C ruth depends 15 esCcCr1DE:
hıgher form of owledge. Analysıs of De Immeortalitate Anımae
establıshes the theoretical foundatıon for thıs dıstinction, and nables
OC LO u11 uUuDON Van Fleteren thesıs: the argumen from Judgement
1S domiınant eme in ugustine’s early works but ıt 1S subordinate
18 andpfor owledge attaıned through the argumen from
dependence. IT hıs readıng also SUppOTTS the thesıs that Confessiones
book chapter 15 the descr1ption of ugustine’s UsSCcC of the argu-
ment from dependence, for ugustine indıcates ıts prımacy in hıs Cal-
hest wrıtings.
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