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aın Augustine the lIıneaments
of the self {O he loved

GENERAL OUILINE
Self-love instinct, rebellıon. love for God?

Luther’s campalıgn agaınst self-l1ove
Is the self-love envisaged DYy the commandment be iıdentified ıth the natural
instinct for self-preservatiıon?

Burnaby’s iıdentıificatıon of ree forms of Augustinıan love
De Doectrina Christiana Le
De Doctrina Christiana I, H/

Self-love AS love for (G0od

Further specıfication of the relatıon of self-love love or (J0d
Augustine’s adıcal USC of Ps God In1quıity
Love for God d obedience and servıice of hım

Lov%ng (Gj0od INOTEC han oneself, [0118

111 1rs In the relatıon between self-love and love for ne1ghbour
Testing the genulneness of selT1-I0ve protection fOor the neighbour
LLOVve for ne1ıghbour throws back lıght seliI-l1ove

The Apostle S>day>S ole law 1s fulfilled ın ONC WOTd: You
dIC ove yOUuIL ne1ghbour d yourself” Gal 14) Thıs love
from the oly Spirıt. °° LOve yOUIT ne1ighbour A4Ss yourself””. First SCC
ıf yOUu (already) love yourself; then ıll entrust yOUu the
ne1ghbour whom yOU aTeC love AS yourself. If however YOU do nol
yel NOW hOow love yourself, afraıd that yOUu MaYy deceıve
yOUTr ne1ıghbour 4S YOU do yourself. For ıf YOU Oove Inıquity, yOU do
not OVve yourself. The psalm wıtnesses thıs “He wh: loves
In1quıity hates hıs OW soul ” (Ps If YOU ate yOUuUr OW soul,
of hat benefit 1s ıt YOU that YOU love yYOUT OdYy If yYOU ate
yYOUI soul and love yYOUI body, yOUuI body ll rse but ıt ıll do

ın such WaYy that the soul 1S tortured. There{fore, first the soul 1S
be OoVve: TIhe soul 1s {O be subjected 18 God such hat ıts servıtude

the order establıshed by Hım the soul subjected God,
the body the soul. IDIS YOU wısh yOUuIT body be ubject 118} yOUIT
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soul? Let yOour soul be al the Servıice of God YOou aV be rule
that YOU MaY be able rule °)

Thıs BEXL, datıng irom 412-416, contaıns in embryo number of the
themes treated In thıs chapter: Augustine’s hesitancy entrust. the
ne1ıghbour OUT love for fear that he INaY be led aStTray; hıs insiıstence
that self-love first be ın order; hıs uUusc of Ps sSshow that thıs 18 not

ıf ONC o€es nOL Ove God: the iıdentificatiıon of rue selT-10ve wıth
subjection (J0d and Servıce of Hım the orıg1ın Öf thıs love ıIn the
Holy Spirıt. By investigatıng these elements hope be able
determine the nature of that self-love 1C Augustine SCCS propose AS

the model of love for ne1ghbour, and, havıng discovered that ıt consısts
ın obedient lovıng Sservıice God, tO cshow how the ne1ıghbour 1S the
ultımate beneficlary of MNg self-love, CVCN indeed that there Can be
PTODCI seI1-I10ve that oes not take the ne1ghbour nto aCCOunt

SELF-LOVE AS REBELLION LOVE FO (G(0D?

Luther’s campalgn against self-love
Anders Nygren Sseis the hought of Luther selI-1ove ın stark

antıthesis that of Augustine °). Luther knows Justif1able self-love;
Ssince all self-love 1S selfishness, egocentrIicıty, GA.pE, self-love In the
Christian 1s be otally annıhılated Far from the second part of the
grea commandment, : MOM ATIC OVve yYOUr ne1ighbour A y ourself”,
implyıng that (MIG6 0Ug OVe oneself, for Luther 1t contaıns dırect

Sermo 128, &. (ML 38, /45) “ Omnıs, inquıt, TD IN UNO SETMONE impletur, IN
quod esStT; Diliges proxXximum SICuUL IDSUM. Ista dılect10 de Spirıtu SAnCiO est Diliges
DroXiımum SICUT LDSUM. Prius ıde S1 jJam nost]ı ılıgere te Ipsum,‘et commıtto ıbı
proximum, QUCIMN dılıgas sıcut te Ipsum. S1 aute nondum nost1ı dılıgere le, t1imeo
decıpıas proximum tuum sıcut ie S1 enım 1114S inıquıtatem, 1NON dılıgıs te Psalmus test1s
est Ou1 diligit Inıquitatem, odıt anımam SUUamM ] autem odıstı anımam (uUam, quıd tıbı
prodest qula dılıgıs CaInNncIm tuam? S1 odıstı anımam (uUam, el dılıgı1s Carnem (uam, resurgetl
d1iOÖO (ua, sed ut LOrquealur anıma (ua Ergo prIus anıma dılıgenda SSt,; qJUaC Deo subdenda
SST. ut ordınem SUUIN servıtus ista custodiat, anıma Deo, anımae CaTrTO Vıs servlıat aAIlQÖO [ua
anımae tuae * Deo servlıat anıma {ua Debes regl]l, ut DOSSIS regere .

hıs 18 be understood ın relatıon Ragnar Holte’s understandıng of frul AS

unreserved aCT of love for (J0d and ın relatıon the subjection of ratiıonal actıon
ratiıonal contemplatıon which the order establıshed Dy God E ( ontra austum
Manichaeum Z J 28 Z 621622 418-419).

Nygren, gape and LEros, 709-716 ( T: 538, C V though Augustine,
ıke Luther, SCCS ““superbıa ” (1.e 30910)8 SUl ; egocentricıty) the rTOOLT of S1N, ıt 15 plaın for
Nygren that ese erm:! ave quıte dıfferent TESONAaNCE for Luther from hat they had for
Augustine.
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prohibition of kınd of self-love TIhe ıfe of Chrıstian 15 straight-
ened when he loves the ne1ıghbour wıth the S”A”alLllc intensıty hat he
wrongly, crookedly, OVve hımself. Thus, nly OVe LO OUTI ne1ıghbour 1S$
commanded, whıiılst the INanNnnNecI ın which OVve ourselves in obedience

OUT elfish nature 1S sei OTr ASs pattern ”’*). Luther SCCS hımself AS

makıng TCeA: wıth the Augustinıan interpretation thıs pomnt. In hıs
cCommentar the letter {O the Romans, he wriıtes :

* Thus Carlıtas, ıIn order be Carıtas, tends towards the 97  other AdSs
Gregory Sday>S “KOT ONEC 15 sa1d ave Carıtas for hımself”” In
the COMMEeEeNT ave saı1d that ove (caritas) 1s UMNMOTr 191011 oneself.
but ne s neıghbour. SO when the Apostle rejected pleasıng
oneself, he went straıght dWdYy teach hat should please OUT
ne1ghbour. Therefore please oOne’s ne1ighbour 15 nOoT {O please
oneself. But hıs sSTtatement of Gregory and of OUTIS be
contradıcted Dy that famous dıstinetion and order of lovıng. For
accordıng the blessed Augustine, CVCNMN the Master teaches hat
IS (30d 1S be OVE! then OUT soul, nexXtli OUI ne1ghbour’s soul,
and lastly OUTL body ” Thus, ordered OVve (caritas ordinata) begins
ıth iıtself. TIhe ANSWeETI 1S, that Just thıs, due {O OUT ack of PTODCI
understandıng, 1s ONC of those thıngs by which ave CcEn carrıed
dWdY from OVe147  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  prohibition of every kind of self-love. The life of a Christian is straight-  ened when he loves the neighbour with the same intensity that he  wrongly, crookedly, loved himself. Thus, ‘“only love to our neighbour is  commanded, whilst the manner in which we love ourselves in obedience  to our selfish nature is set forth as a pattern’’*). Luther sees himself as  making a break with the Augustinian interpretation on this point. In his  commentary on the letter to the Romans, he writes:  “ Thus caritas, in order to be caritas, tends towards the other”, as  Gregory says. ‘‘ For no one is said to have caritas for himself”. In  the comment I have said that love (caritas) is amor not to oneself,  but to one’s neighbour. So when the Apostle rejected pleasing  oneself, he went on straight away to teach that we should please our  neighbour. Therefore to please one’s neighbour is not to please  oneself. But this statement of Gregory and of ours seems to be  contradicted by that famous distinction and order of loving. For  according to the blessed Augustine, even the Master teaches that  “first God is to be loved, then our soul, next our neighbour’s soul,  and /astly our body”’. Thus, ordered love (caritas ordinata) begins  with itself. The answer is, that just this, due to our lack of proper  understanding, is one of those things by which we have been carried  away from love ... True love for yourself is hatred for yourself ...  And so, saving the judgment of others with due respect for the  Fathers, in my opinion — I speak as a fool — that interpretation  does not seem to be sound which is alleged concerning the precept of  loving one’s neighbour, whereby it is said that in the precept is the  loving form with which one loves the neighbour, in that it says: ‘“as  thyself””. Therefore they conclude: It is necessary that thou first love  thyself and thus, after the pattern of thy love for thyself, love also  thy neighbour >).  *) Zbid., p. 711.  °) Martin Luther, Der Brief an die Römer 15,2, in Werke, vol. 56, Weimar, 1938,  p- 516-517: “‘Sic enim Charitas’ (Ut B. Gregorius) ‘in alterum tendit, Ut charitas esse  possit. Nemo enim in seipsum charitatem habere dicitur’. Et in glossa dixi, Quod Charitas  est Amor non in seipsum, Sed in alterum. Ita et Ubi Apostolus abnegavit Complacentiam  sui, statim docuit, Ut placeremus proximo. Ergo et Placere proximo Est non sibi placere.  Sed huic diceto Gregorii et nostro Videtur repugnare famosa illa differentia et ordo  diligendi. Quia secundum B. Augustinum Et Magister allegat: ‘Deus primo, deinde anima  Nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt’. Ergo Charitas ordinata  incipit a seipsa. Respondetur, Quod hoc ipsum est unum illorum, quibus abducti sumus a  charitate, dum male intelleximus  . Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in teipsum  Unde Salvo Iudicio aliorum et Reverentia patrum meo sensu Ut stultus loquor: Non  Videtur ista intelligentia solida, Quae de precepto diligendi proximi est allata, Qua dicitur,  Quod in ipso precepto diligens sit forma, qua proximum diligat, Nempe ait: ‘sicut teipsum’.  Ergo concludunt: Oportet, Ut primo diligas te et ita ad exemplar tui dilectionis et  proximum diligas”’. Luther’s quotation from Gregory is from XL Homiliarum in EvangeliaIrue Oove for yourse 15 hatred for yourse147  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  prohibition of every kind of self-love. The life of a Christian is straight-  ened when he loves the neighbour with the same intensity that he  wrongly, crookedly, loved himself. Thus, ‘“only love to our neighbour is  commanded, whilst the manner in which we love ourselves in obedience  to our selfish nature is set forth as a pattern’’*). Luther sees himself as  making a break with the Augustinian interpretation on this point. In his  commentary on the letter to the Romans, he writes:  “ Thus caritas, in order to be caritas, tends towards the other”, as  Gregory says. ‘‘ For no one is said to have caritas for himself”. In  the comment I have said that love (caritas) is amor not to oneself,  but to one’s neighbour. So when the Apostle rejected pleasing  oneself, he went on straight away to teach that we should please our  neighbour. Therefore to please one’s neighbour is not to please  oneself. But this statement of Gregory and of ours seems to be  contradicted by that famous distinction and order of loving. For  according to the blessed Augustine, even the Master teaches that  “first God is to be loved, then our soul, next our neighbour’s soul,  and /astly our body”’. Thus, ordered love (caritas ordinata) begins  with itself. The answer is, that just this, due to our lack of proper  understanding, is one of those things by which we have been carried  away from love ... True love for yourself is hatred for yourself ...  And so, saving the judgment of others with due respect for the  Fathers, in my opinion — I speak as a fool — that interpretation  does not seem to be sound which is alleged concerning the precept of  loving one’s neighbour, whereby it is said that in the precept is the  loving form with which one loves the neighbour, in that it says: ‘“as  thyself””. Therefore they conclude: It is necessary that thou first love  thyself and thus, after the pattern of thy love for thyself, love also  thy neighbour >).  *) Zbid., p. 711.  °) Martin Luther, Der Brief an die Römer 15,2, in Werke, vol. 56, Weimar, 1938,  p- 516-517: “‘Sic enim Charitas’ (Ut B. Gregorius) ‘in alterum tendit, Ut charitas esse  possit. Nemo enim in seipsum charitatem habere dicitur’. Et in glossa dixi, Quod Charitas  est Amor non in seipsum, Sed in alterum. Ita et Ubi Apostolus abnegavit Complacentiam  sui, statim docuit, Ut placeremus proximo. Ergo et Placere proximo Est non sibi placere.  Sed huic diceto Gregorii et nostro Videtur repugnare famosa illa differentia et ordo  diligendi. Quia secundum B. Augustinum Et Magister allegat: ‘Deus primo, deinde anima  Nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt’. Ergo Charitas ordinata  incipit a seipsa. Respondetur, Quod hoc ipsum est unum illorum, quibus abducti sumus a  charitate, dum male intelleximus  . Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in teipsum  Unde Salvo Iudicio aliorum et Reverentia patrum meo sensu Ut stultus loquor: Non  Videtur ista intelligentia solida, Quae de precepto diligendi proximi est allata, Qua dicitur,  Quod in ipso precepto diligens sit forma, qua proximum diligat, Nempe ait: ‘sicut teipsum’.  Ergo concludunt: Oportet, Ut primo diligas te et ita ad exemplar tui dilectionis et  proximum diligas”’. Luther’s quotation from Gregory is from XL Homiliarum in EvangeliaAnd >  9 savıng the jJudgment of others wıth due respect for the
Fathers, in IN Y opınıon spea dSs fool that interpretation
o€es not SCCIN be sound which 1s alleged concerning the precept of
lovıng NS  ? ne1ghbour, whereby ıt 1s sa1d that In the precept 15 the
lovıng form wıth which ONEC loves the ne1ghbour, ın that ıt SaysS ..  as
thyself” “ Therefore they conclude: 15 nNeCcEessary that thou first OVe
thyself and thus, after the pattern of thy OVve for hyself, OVe also
thy ne1ıghbour

Ibid.,
Martın Luther, Der Brief an die Römer IS A ın erke, vol 56, Weımar, 1938,

5162517 TE nım arıtas (Ut GregorIi1us) In alterum tendıit, Ut charıtas BSSE

possıt. Nemo nNnım In seıpsum charıtatem habere dıcıtur). Et ın glossa dix1, Quod Charıtas
est Amor NO  ; ın se1psum, Sed In alterum Ita Ubı Apostolus abnegavıt Complacentiam
Sul, statım docuılt, Ut placeremus Pprox1mo. Ergo efi Placere DroxX1mo Est NO sıbı placere
Sed U1C dıcto Gregor1l el NOSITrOo Vıdetur ICDURNATEC famosa Ila dıfferentia el rdo
dılıgend\. Quıa secundum Augustinum Et agıster allegat ‘Deus prımo, deinde anıma
nOsira, DOSst anıma DroX1m1, tandem COTDUS NOstrum dılıgenda sunt). Ergo Charitas ordinata
INCIpI SEIDSA. Respondetur, Quod hoc 1psum est 11UI ıllorum. quıbus abduct1!
charıtate, dum male intellexıimus Sed INOT ın teıpsum est odıum in teıpsum
nde Salvo Iludicıo alıorum ei Reverentıa patrum INCO Ut tultus 10quorT: Non
Vıdetur ista intellıgent1a solıda, Quae de dılıgendi DroxXim1 est allata, Qua dıcıtur.,
Quod In 1DSO dılıgens sıt forma, qua proximum dılıgat, empe aılt ‘sıcut teıpsum).
ETrgO concludunt : Oportet, Ut prımo dılıgas te ıta ad exemplar tu1l dılection1ıs eit
proximum dılıgas  23 Luther’s quotatıon from Gregory 1S from Homuiliarum INn Evangelia
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As far AS the quotation from Augustine 15 concerned., Luther,
accordıng the Weılımar editi1on of hıs works, 18 referring De Doctrina
Christiana I 23 D (ML 34, 2Z[) Luther has °° Deus DFIMO, deinde anıma
nostra, pOost anıma DroX1m1, tandem COTITDUS NnNOsSstrum dılıgenda Sn
However, the edıtıon of 1gne and subsequent erıtical edıtions ave
‘“Cum CIZO sınt dılıgenda, quod NOS eSE, alterum
quod NOS, tertiıum quod 1uxta 1NOS SS quartum quod infra 105 est.
de secundo ei quario Nnu praecepta an erant . The dıfference 185
sıgnificant. lıkely, therefore, that Luther 1s eıther paraphrasıng
OT quoting by heart, 0)8 perhaps both But, 1ın an Yy CaAsSC, the understandıng
that hıs rendering of Augustine ımplıes 1sS questionable. Augustine states
hat there aATIc four realıties due OUT love and he lısts them, AS it WeEeIC fOor
convenılence sake, ONC four: "unum148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligerealterum148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligeretertiıum148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligerequartum

Certamly, God, wh aAaPPCAaIs al the head of the lıst, outranks the
infra-human creation 1C urns fourth But thıs o€s not NECCCSS-

arıly impose us the conclusıion, AS Luther’s version o€es (*“primo148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligeredeiınde pOst148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligeretandem Ka that Augustine ere envisages strict
hıerarchy 0)8 order of love in 16 the self 1s gıven precedence MS the
ne1ghbour, and In 1C ıt 1s ng please oneself fırst, then the
neighbour ®). We COUu infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine
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Luther’s first interpretative COomMMentTt thıs 15 AErgO C‘harıtas ordınata inc1ıpıt
se1psa . Does thıs INCanMN that ordered love begıns ıth God wh' 15 hımself love? Or 18 ıt
that the human being exercising ordered love begıins by lovıng hımself? Ihe second
meanıng 18 certamly the ONC hat Nygren {1xes uDON NSee CH:; /11148  R. Canning  As far as the quotation from Augustine is concerned, Luther,  according to the Weimar edition of his works, is referring to De Doctrina  Christiana 1, 23, 22 (ML 34, 27). Luther has: ‘‘Deus primo, deinde anima  nostra, post anima proximi, tandem corpus nostrum diligenda sunt ”’°).  Howenver, the edition of Migne and subsequent critical editions have:  ‘“Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum  quod nos sumus, ferfium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est,  de secundo et quarto nulla praecepta danda erant”””). The difference is  significant. It seems likely, therefore, that Luther is either paraphrasing  or quoting by heart, or perhaps both. But, in any case, the understanding  that his rendering of Augustine implies is questionable. Augustine states  that there are four realities due our love and he lists them, as it were for  convenience sake, one to four: ‘‘unum ... alterum ... tertium ... quartum  ...”. Certainly, God, who appears at the head of the list, outranks the  infra-human creation which turns up fourth. But this does not necess-  arily impose on us the conclusion, as Luther’s version does (‘“primo ...  deinde  . post ... tandem  .”), that Augustine here envisages a strict  hierarchy or order of love in which the self is given precedence over the  neighbour, and in which it is right to please oneself first, then the  neighbour®). We could infer from Luther’s presentation that Augustine  I 17,1 (on Lk. 10. 1-9) (ML 76, 1139). The reference to Paul is Rom. 15. 2. (Emphasis  throughout is mine).  $) Luther’s first interpretative comment on this is: ‘‘ Ergo Charitas ordinata incipit a  seipsa’””. Does this mean that ordered love begins with God who is himself love? Or is it  that the human being exercising ordered love begins by loving himself? The second  meaning is certainly the one that Nygren fixes upon. See op. cit., p. 711:“... there stands  the universally accepted axiom that ‘ordered love begins with oneself’', and there stands also  the immense authority of Augustine”. Nygren, then, understands what he gives as his  translation of Luther, i.e. ‘ ordered love (charitas ordinata) begins with itself””, in the sense  of beginning ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, it appears that Luther himself has this  more in mind, for the whole discussion is concerned with whether love is to be ‘“in  seipsum ” or ‘“in alterum”, and shortly after the statement quoted above Luther pits his  own position against what he takes to be Augustine’s: “ Inde enim quodlibet bonum primo  nobis usurpavimus, nihil de proximo solliciti. Sed verus amor in teipsum est odium in  teipsum  . Igitur qui se odit et proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se  seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit””: op. cit., p. 517. For Luther  apparently, then, Augustine puts love for one’s own soul first, whereas, even according to  his version of Augustine, if there is any kind of hierarchy intended in the love required of  people, God, if anyone, would seem to have been given preference.  7)'"De Doctrina Christiana 1, 45 (CSEL 80; 19) = 1, 23; 22 (CC‘32, 18. ML 34;27).  8) Luther’s misguided understanding of this passage of Augustine may have been  prompted by Nicholas of Lyra. See the note on the quotation from Augustine in Luther, op.  cit., p. 517, where Lyra is quoted: ‘*quia secundum ordinem charitatis magis debet diligereere stands
the unıversally accepted aX10M that ‘ordered love begıns with oneself, and there stands Iso
the immense authorıty of Augustine . Nygren, then, understands hat he g1ves hıs
translatıon of Luther, 1.e *“ ordered love (Charıtas ordınata) begins with itself”, In the
of beginnıng ‘with oneself”. And, from the context, ıt appCars that Luther hımself has thıs
INOTEC In mınd, fOor the whole dıiscussıon 18 concerned ıth whether love 18 be ...  ın
seıpsum ” s  1ın alterum , and shortly er the statement quoted above Luther pıts hıs
OW posıtıon agaılınst hat he €es be Augustine’s: 6 Inde nım quodlıbet bonum prımo
nobıis usurpavımus, nıhıl de DroxX1mo sollıcıtı. Sed 390910)8 ın teıpsum est odıum ın
teıpsum Igıtur quı odıt ei proximum dılıgıt, hıc eIC dılıgıt. Quıia 1am exira

seıpsum dılıgıt, ıdeo DUIC dılıgıt, dum In prox1imo dılıgıt ”:  2720 CI 7: FOor Luther
apparently, then, Augustıine pDuts love for ne s OW soul ırst, whereas, BV accordıng
hıs version of Augustine, ıf ere 1S anı y kınd of hıerarchy iıntended ıIn the love requıred of
people, God, ıf AaNyYyONC, would SCECIN ave een gıven preference.

De Doctrina Christiana {} 45 S0, 19) K 23, 72 (CE 32 18 34, 27)
Luther’s mıisgu1lded understandıng of thıs passagc of Augustine INay ave een

prompte: Dy Nıcholas of Lyra See the ote the quotation TOmM Augustine 1ın Luther,
C SE where Lyra 18 quoted: ‘“ quıa secundum ordınem charıtatıs magıs ılıgere
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considers the self A4S grade hıgher han the ne1ghbour, and that love
such self WOUL. be tOo put ne’s OW interests before those of others.
Consıderation for others WOU COMEC only after post that gıven
oneself. However, in hıs chapter and the exti 1ıl] become acquaınted
wıth Augustine’s insıstence the equalıty of the self ıth the ne1ghbour,
and the necessity of ITrue self-love, not such that the interests of the
ne1ghbour AIC pushed nto second place, but such that they aATe genumnely
protected and INOIC hıghly esteemed.

hıs latter emphasıs sSprings from the intimate ınk between selT1-10ve
and OVve fOor God although, d has already een Iluded and d

SCC in what ollows, thıs connection LOO Can be drastıcally dıstorted
1f God, Summum Bonum, 1s conce1ved exclusıvely eudaımonistically A4S

the prize of 06 indıvıduals maJor part of the present chapter 11]
CONCEITIN itself ıth the eliıcate operatıon of exposing the relatıon of Oove
fOor self and for God 4S Augustine envIis1o0ns ıt In the Dassarpc from
Luther ave quoted, he 1gnores, indeed implıicıtly FEIECIS, posıtıve
connection OT interchange between love for (GG0d and for self. For self-
Oove 1s execrable and be eradıcated. Ihıs 1s the poımt al 1ssue ıth
Augustine. Luther maıntaın and Nygren surely 0€Ss that
fOr Augustine ordered love begıins ıth ne s  7 OW soul, and that it 1S

hat ONC first OVve oneself, which in Luther’s CYCS 18 something
perNICIOUS, before ON proceeds tO love HNe s  2 ne1ghbour iın the SaJamne

WaYi 18 4a5 ıf Augustinıan selT-10ve WeIC quıte separable from love for
God and intrinsıcally possıble wıthout an Y reference ıt CI the
neighbour. LOO A4s E WeIC there question of priority, the self
had WON the day ın Augustine’s VIS10N, CVCMN agaınst claıms
OVve Thıs 1s indeed the opınıon of Anders Nygren who quotes Luther
ıth approva thıs matter For Nygren, CVECMN Augustinıan love for
God 1s ultımately self-love getting ıts OW WaY “When he (a man) loves
God, he o€es ultimately in order obtaın satısfactıon fOr the
demands of self-love  99 10) TIhe utheran posıtıon, the other hand, 1s
that love 1s the SAaInec a4Ss {O ate oneself. ‘° Est enım iligere IDSUm
propriam alutem quUam alterius . TIhe quı1p, however ITue ıts content, has ntered the
theological folklore O Lyra NO  — yrasset, Lutherus NO saltasset . See the under
Nıcholas of Lyra In C'ross and Livingstone (edıtors), The Oxford Dictionary of the
Christian Church, London, New Y ork, J oronto, 2nd edıtiıon, 1974, 09/72-973

Luther, Cit;} 5 1: 7Ergo Charıtas ordınata inc1pıt se1psa Ergo
concludunt : ÖOportet, Ut prımo dılıgas te ei ıta ad exemplar tul dılectionis ei proximum
dılıgas  AL

10) Nygren, CH.: 541
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DÄiSSE TOom tiıme time In Augustine do COMEC ACI OSS ad-
monitions despise oneself, consıder oneself 4S worthless: but, In
these such 1S Augustine’s WAaY of underlınıng that only God 15 be
the iIrue goal of frui and that the commandment of OoVve fOor Hım requıres
the ole self* 3: Lovıng God otally, and hereby despisine oneself,
acknowledging one’s OW ‘“worthlessness», ONC ruly loves öneself):
For Augustine, love oneself apa {rom G0d and hıs double COIM-

mandment, 1c includes the ne1ighbour, 15 really precıisely to ate
oneself. Thıs specıfic form of self-hatred,H m1g call theological,
1s identified wıth superbia and ıt dUguUuIs ı11 for the neighbour **). In the

11) Luther, CI 9, 397 ( S: Sar Sed 1NOTI ın teıpsum est
odıum INn eıpsum ICU OMINuUSs dıicıt QOu1 AMal anımam 8 perdet $ e1 qul odıit
Aanımam9 Invenıelt CM Et Apostolus Phıl Singuli HONM, GQUE SUQd SUNT, considerantes.
Sed UE aliorum. Et (35r 13 Charitas querit, GUE SUQd Sunlt Igıtur Quı1 odıt
proximum dılıgıt, hıc fn dılıgıt Quıa 1am exira seıpsum dılıgıt, iıdeo DUIC dılıgıt,
dum In proXx1mo dılıgıt ””. There 1S, then, ıt SCCINS, DUIC love for self accordıng Luther
It arNlses Out of and accompanıes love {[OT ne1ghbour. “Quıa 1am exira se1ıpsum dılıgıt,
iıdeo DUIC dılıgıt, dum In Drox1mo dılıgıt ”” FOor Augustine true love fOor celf arıses Ouft of
and accompanıes love for God and ıdelıty Hıs commandment of love. In both CasSCcS, the
self OVve: 1S the other (Other)-dıirected self. ese standpoınts INAaYy nOoT be iırreconcılıable

they had al 1Irs appeare: and A Anders Nygren strongly
12) See De Libero Arbitrio $ 25, 76, 262-263 (CE 29, 320 SEL 74, 153 SA
ate 392-396): + Melı0r est autem Cu oblıvıscıtur SUl PIac carıtate incommutabılıs

Del, ve] seıpsum penıtus ın ıllıus comparatiıone contemnıt. S1 autem (amquam obvıus s1bı
placet s1ıbı ad DECIVEISC imıtandum Deum, ut potestate sua frul velıt, f1it m1norT, quanio

cupıt CSSC malorem .
Sermo Denıis A (MA L, z Date pre-400): ““ Quicquıid CISO AINamus in erra, ın

comparatıone de1 nıhıl est Parum ST nıhıl est quod AINaIMMus, ei 11055 1ps1 nıhıl Ipse
ama(tor, In comparatıone rel QuUaC amanda SSt; vilescere s1ıbı Ipsa est Ila carıtas qUuUaC
iubetur OTA corde, @) O1a anımada, "di €) 1014 Sed adıunxıt alt Diliges proxiımum
[UUM, LAMQUAM IDSUM. In his duobus praeceptis Ola lex pendet 217 prophetae Ma 2 Yı
40)150  R. Canning  odisse”*!). From time to time in Augustine we do come across ad-  monitions to despise oneself, to consider oneself as worthless; but, in  these texts, such is Augustine’s way of underlining that only God is to be  the true goal of frui and that the commandment of love for Him requires  the whole self!?). Loving God totally, and thereby ‘‘despising”” oneself,  acknowledging one’s own ‘“worthlessness», one truly loves oneself!?).  For Augustine, to love oneself apart from God and his double com-  mandment, which includes the neighbour, is really precisely to hate  oneself. This specific form of self-hatred, which we might call theological,  is identified with superbia and it augurs ill for the neighbour**). In the  \ Lutherop: eit, 9 3: p: 392 CL 15,20pi 517 : Sed verus’amor in teipsum est  odium in teipsum. Sicut Dominus dicit: Qui amat animam suam, perdet eam, et qui odit  animam suam, inveniet eam. Et Apostolus Phil. 2.: Singuli non, que sua sunt, considerantes,  Sed que aliorum. Et 1 Cor. 13: Charitas non querit, que sua sunt. Igitur Qui se odit et  proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit,  dum se in proximo diligit””. There is, then, it seems, a pure love for self according to Luther.  It arises out of and accompanies love for neighbour. ‘“Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit,  ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit ””. For Augustine true love for self arises out of  and accompanies love for God and fidelity to His commandment of love. In both cases, the  self loved is the other (Other)-directed self. These standpoints may not be so irreconciliable  as they had at first appeared and as Anders Nygren strongly suggests.  *?) - See‘De Libero Arbitrio 3, 25, 76, 262263 (CE 29; 320 CSEL 74; 153 ML 32;  1308) (Date: 392-396) : ‘‘ Melior est autem cum obliviscitur sui prae caritate incommutabilis  Dei, vel seipsum penitus in illius comparatione contemnit. Si autem tamquam obvius sibi  placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua frui velit, tanto fit minor, quanto  se cupit esse maiorem ”.  Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 86-87) (Date: pre-400): ‘‘Quicquid ergo amamus in terra, in  comparatione dei nihil est. Parum est, nihil est quod amamus; et nos ipsi nihil sumus. Ipse  amator, in comparatione rei quae amanda est, vilescere sibi debet. Ipsa est illa caritas quae  iubetur ex tota corde, ex tota anima, et ex tota mente. Sed adiunxit et ait: Diliges proximum  tuum, tamquam te ipsum. In his duobus praeceptis tota lex pendet et prophetae (Matt. 22. 37-  40)”.  13) Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87): ‘... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc  te diligis, si diligis dominum. Si vero deum non diligis, nec te ipsum diligis. Cum ergo te  didiceris diligere diligendo deum, rape proximum ad deum, ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto  bono quod deus est ”.  14) See De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46-47 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1,23, 23(CC 32, 18-19.  ML 34,27): “Magnum autem aliquid adeptum se putat, si etiam sociis, id est aliis  hominibus, dominari potuerit. Inest enim vitioso animo id magis appetere et sibi tamquam  debitum vindicare, quod uni proprie debetur deo. Talis autem sui dilectio melius odium  vocatur. Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire  nolit, rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam (Ps. 10. 6)  ... Cum vero etiam eis quı sibi naturaliter pares sunt, hoc est, hominibus, dominari affectat,  intolerabilis omnino superbia est””. As we shall see, there are many Augustinian self-love  texts in which the quotation from Ps. 10. 6 turns up. It is as if for Augustine the life-choice  is that between God and iniquity, which stand over against each other. To love the former  is to love oneself; to love the latter is to hate oneself. And, if a person hates himself, to13) Sermo Denis 1 E (MA [, 87)150  R. Canning  odisse”*!). From time to time in Augustine we do come across ad-  monitions to despise oneself, to consider oneself as worthless; but, in  these texts, such is Augustine’s way of underlining that only God is to be  the true goal of frui and that the commandment of love for Him requires  the whole self!?). Loving God totally, and thereby ‘‘despising”” oneself,  acknowledging one’s own ‘“worthlessness», one truly loves oneself!?).  For Augustine, to love oneself apart from God and his double com-  mandment, which includes the neighbour, is really precisely to hate  oneself. This specific form of self-hatred, which we might call theological,  is identified with superbia and it augurs ill for the neighbour**). In the  \ Lutherop: eit, 9 3: p: 392 CL 15,20pi 517 : Sed verus’amor in teipsum est  odium in teipsum. Sicut Dominus dicit: Qui amat animam suam, perdet eam, et qui odit  animam suam, inveniet eam. Et Apostolus Phil. 2.: Singuli non, que sua sunt, considerantes,  Sed que aliorum. Et 1 Cor. 13: Charitas non querit, que sua sunt. Igitur Qui se odit et  proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit,  dum se in proximo diligit””. There is, then, it seems, a pure love for self according to Luther.  It arises out of and accompanies love for neighbour. ‘“Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit,  ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit ””. For Augustine true love for self arises out of  and accompanies love for God and fidelity to His commandment of love. In both cases, the  self loved is the other (Other)-directed self. These standpoints may not be so irreconciliable  as they had at first appeared and as Anders Nygren strongly suggests.  *?) - See‘De Libero Arbitrio 3, 25, 76, 262263 (CE 29; 320 CSEL 74; 153 ML 32;  1308) (Date: 392-396) : ‘‘ Melior est autem cum obliviscitur sui prae caritate incommutabilis  Dei, vel seipsum penitus in illius comparatione contemnit. Si autem tamquam obvius sibi  placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua frui velit, tanto fit minor, quanto  se cupit esse maiorem ”.  Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 86-87) (Date: pre-400): ‘‘Quicquid ergo amamus in terra, in  comparatione dei nihil est. Parum est, nihil est quod amamus; et nos ipsi nihil sumus. Ipse  amator, in comparatione rei quae amanda est, vilescere sibi debet. Ipsa est illa caritas quae  iubetur ex tota corde, ex tota anima, et ex tota mente. Sed adiunxit et ait: Diliges proximum  tuum, tamquam te ipsum. In his duobus praeceptis tota lex pendet et prophetae (Matt. 22. 37-  40)”.  13) Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87): ‘... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc  te diligis, si diligis dominum. Si vero deum non diligis, nec te ipsum diligis. Cum ergo te  didiceris diligere diligendo deum, rape proximum ad deum, ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto  bono quod deus est ”.  14) See De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46-47 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1,23, 23(CC 32, 18-19.  ML 34,27): “Magnum autem aliquid adeptum se putat, si etiam sociis, id est aliis  hominibus, dominari potuerit. Inest enim vitioso animo id magis appetere et sibi tamquam  debitum vindicare, quod uni proprie debetur deo. Talis autem sui dilectio melius odium  vocatur. Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire  nolit, rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam (Ps. 10. 6)  ... Cum vero etiam eis quı sibi naturaliter pares sunt, hoc est, hominibus, dominari affectat,  intolerabilis omnino superbia est””. As we shall see, there are many Augustinian self-love  texts in which the quotation from Ps. 10. 6 turns up. It is as if for Augustine the life-choice  is that between God and iniquity, which stand over against each other. To love the former  is to love oneself; to love the latter is to hate oneself. And, if a person hates himself, toul, CAN dılexerIıs domiınum, SC1AS quı1a tunc

dılıgıs, 61 dılıg1s domınum. S1 610 eum NO dılıg1s, NC 1psum dılıgıs. Cum CIBO te
dıdıcerI1s ılıgere dılıgendo deum, rTapc proximum ad deum, ut sımul fruarıs bono, ef
[0)418 quod eus est  ‚Ra

14) See De Doctrina Christiana ® 46-4 / 30, 20) 1, 25 23 18& 3% 18-19
‘ Magnum autem alıquid adeptum utat, S1 et1am SOCIIS, ıd est alııs

homiını1ıbus, domiınarı potueriıt. nes enım VIt108S0 anımo 1d magıs el sıbı Lamquam
debitum vindıcare, quod unı proprie debetur deo Talıs autem S11 1lect10 melıus odıum
VOCatur. Inıquum est en1ım, qul1a vult S18)| servıre quod infra est, Cu Ipse super10r1 servıre
nolıt, rectiss>ımeque dıctum est QuI1 diligit Iniquitatem, odıit anımam SUUAM (Ps150  R. Canning  odisse”*!). From time to time in Augustine we do come across ad-  monitions to despise oneself, to consider oneself as worthless; but, in  these texts, such is Augustine’s way of underlining that only God is to be  the true goal of frui and that the commandment of love for Him requires  the whole self!?). Loving God totally, and thereby ‘‘despising”” oneself,  acknowledging one’s own ‘“worthlessness», one truly loves oneself!?).  For Augustine, to love oneself apart from God and his double com-  mandment, which includes the neighbour, is really precisely to hate  oneself. This specific form of self-hatred, which we might call theological,  is identified with superbia and it augurs ill for the neighbour**). In the  \ Lutherop: eit, 9 3: p: 392 CL 15,20pi 517 : Sed verus’amor in teipsum est  odium in teipsum. Sicut Dominus dicit: Qui amat animam suam, perdet eam, et qui odit  animam suam, inveniet eam. Et Apostolus Phil. 2.: Singuli non, que sua sunt, considerantes,  Sed que aliorum. Et 1 Cor. 13: Charitas non querit, que sua sunt. Igitur Qui se odit et  proximum diligit, hic se vere diligit. Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit, ideo pure se diligit,  dum se in proximo diligit””. There is, then, it seems, a pure love for self according to Luther.  It arises out of and accompanies love for neighbour. ‘“Quia iam extra se seipsum diligit,  ideo pure se diligit, dum se in proximo diligit ””. For Augustine true love for self arises out of  and accompanies love for God and fidelity to His commandment of love. In both cases, the  self loved is the other (Other)-directed self. These standpoints may not be so irreconciliable  as they had at first appeared and as Anders Nygren strongly suggests.  *?) - See‘De Libero Arbitrio 3, 25, 76, 262263 (CE 29; 320 CSEL 74; 153 ML 32;  1308) (Date: 392-396) : ‘‘ Melior est autem cum obliviscitur sui prae caritate incommutabilis  Dei, vel seipsum penitus in illius comparatione contemnit. Si autem tamquam obvius sibi  placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua frui velit, tanto fit minor, quanto  se cupit esse maiorem ”.  Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 86-87) (Date: pre-400): ‘‘Quicquid ergo amamus in terra, in  comparatione dei nihil est. Parum est, nihil est quod amamus; et nos ipsi nihil sumus. Ipse  amator, in comparatione rei quae amanda est, vilescere sibi debet. Ipsa est illa caritas quae  iubetur ex tota corde, ex tota anima, et ex tota mente. Sed adiunxit et ait: Diliges proximum  tuum, tamquam te ipsum. In his duobus praeceptis tota lex pendet et prophetae (Matt. 22. 37-  40)”.  13) Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87): ‘... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc  te diligis, si diligis dominum. Si vero deum non diligis, nec te ipsum diligis. Cum ergo te  didiceris diligere diligendo deum, rape proximum ad deum, ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto  bono quod deus est ”.  14) See De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46-47 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1,23, 23(CC 32, 18-19.  ML 34,27): “Magnum autem aliquid adeptum se putat, si etiam sociis, id est aliis  hominibus, dominari potuerit. Inest enim vitioso animo id magis appetere et sibi tamquam  debitum vindicare, quod uni proprie debetur deo. Talis autem sui dilectio melius odium  vocatur. Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire  nolit, rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam (Ps. 10. 6)  ... Cum vero etiam eis quı sibi naturaliter pares sunt, hoc est, hominibus, dominari affectat,  intolerabilis omnino superbia est””. As we shall see, there are many Augustinian self-love  texts in which the quotation from Ps. 10. 6 turns up. It is as if for Augustine the life-choice  is that between God and iniquity, which stand over against each other. To love the former  is to love oneself; to love the latter is to hate oneself. And, if a person hates himself, toCum CI et1am e1s quı s1bı naturalıter Sunt, hOcC esL, homiınıbus, domiınarı affectat,
intolerabiılıs Oomnıno superbila est  A As shall 5SCC, ere A1C INanYy Augustinıian self-Ilove

ın which the quotation from Ps urns It 18 ıf for Augustine the lıfe-choice
1S that between God and In1quıty, 1C stand VEr agaınst each er To love the former
18 love oneself ; love the atter 1S hate oneself. And, ıf CISson ates himself,
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COUISC of thıs chapter 11] return wıth wıder and INOIC penetrating
CYC these CXIis For the present it 15 sufficıent tO ofe misreadıng of
Augustine Dy Luther, poss1ıbly under the influence of the 1DI1Ca
commentarıes of 1ıcholas of Lyra misreadıng which, Dy pleturıng
Augustine ASs lookıng first the indıvıidual’s g00d and only afterwards
hat of others, Can easıly obscure hıs real thought and hınder us from
takıng hım al hıs word.

Is the self-love envisaged DYy the commandment he identified IN
the natural iInstinct for self-preservation
urnaby  $ identification of three forms of Augustinian love

In Nygren’s contention that there dIC [WO contradıctory
eXpress1ons of sel1-10ve In Augustine 1.€ (1) d the FrOOT of SINn the
irreconcılıable opposıte of (AaAMOr Dei, and (11) d al e belonging
man’s nature and efinıng hıs hıghest duty ASs the image of G0d love
hımself A4S (0d loves hımself John Burnaby poıints out that there A

three clear forms of Augustinıan love for self, “+he first natural and
morally neutral, the second morally and the IT morally
rıght  79 1€) The fiırst, morally neutral, meanıng of the term self-love refers
tO the natural instinct for self-preservation. For rational INa  — natural
se1IT1-10ve .  15 the undetermıned dırection of the 111 the well-being of
the self, however that well-being MaYy be conce1ved DUIC ego1sm
1C for Augustine 15 fact of human nature, neıther audaDle NOT

reprehensıble ” 16) The second, morallyD gulse of self-love INa Y be
characterised varıously ASs MOr potestatis SUAE, love of one’s OW W!  >
UuUMOYFr excellentiae propriae, that pride IC spills VeCeI into Cn and
avarıce, and Uaımor Sl ad Contemptum Del, 1C 1s °‘°cself-assertion
rather han self-love, the desıre of pOossess1onN 1C 1s necessarıly

whom 111 he be of alıy 2001 See De ('ivitate Del Z B ( 48, 8O0-801 SEL 40/2, a
5/5 41, /4 7) where Feclesiasticus 1s quoted In thıs “Qlll <1bı malıgnus SSL,
CUul bonus erıt

15) Burnaby, Amor Deli, London, 903® (reprinted 117118
16) Ibid., 118 It 1$ important otfe that Burnaby SCCS thıs ““undetermıined

dırection of the 111 the well-being of the self ” ONC form of self-love, but not A the
basic form of Augustinıian love, ıf it WCIC be typıfıed undıfferentiated desıre seekıng
ıts OWN satısfactıon and determıned for g00d for ev1] Dy the nature of the object ıt fixes
upon For the 1eW that love 18 basically undıfferentiated desıre, the moralıty of whiıich 1S
determined by ıts object, SCC Nygren, CH 494-495 : and for crıt1que of Nygren,
SCn olte, Beatitude 21 Sagésse, 256 259 269
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exclusıve, the enJoyment of1 actually consısts ın the exclusion of
others ’ 4). For Burnaby, thıs 15 wısh put oneself in the place of
God:;: ıt 1S ..  not selfishness, but blasphemous rebellion ”” *®). The 1r
morally nıg Oove of self 1S the only ONC that properly deserves the Name

of sel{-Zove consısts ın lovıng God, the Supreme o0d Thıs ove 1S NnOT
“*the desıre of private possession (which) 1s Just hat Augustine regards
a4s the perversion of sel1-10ve and the destruction of all love C GO 79
but the total abandonment of the self God al al the levels of One’s
eing ° He who created YOU demands YOUI whole lf” Totum exıg1it de

qui fecit fe  ”
When, therefore, Augustine ın De Doctrina Christiana, havıng stated

that the ulness and fulfilment of the law 1s tO be oun ıIn Oove for (30d
and ne1ghbour, adds that ‘“there 1s eed of precept that each DCISON
OVe hıimself” what has he ın mınd? Is there eed of such precept
because, sımply, people love themselves naturally Just AdSs iırrational
anımals do? In thıs Case COUuU g1ve INOIC determined emphasıs tOo the
short phrase ..  ut quiSque diligat praecepto HON ODUS est  29 Dy translatıng:
c  iın order for each PCISON toO love hımself there 15 eed of precept ”
(because thıs 1s precıisely hat each ONeC of us 1s naturally incliıned to) We
al] wısh be appYy, and lovıng ourselves 1S follow OUT natural ent
fOor beatıtude “*). Or, 1S Augustine’s meanıng that there IS dS ıt WEIC,
hıdden precept of self-love already contaıned in the double command-
ment and nolt requırıng urther explicıtation such that ““there 1s eed
of the (separate, explıcıt) precept that each PCISON 1s OVe imself’? If
the former 15 irue, the basıs for love of ne1ghbour as oneself’ in
Augustine 1s morally neutral natural egOo1sm, the first of urnaby’s three
categorıes of self-love If the latter, then love for ne1ghbour as oneself” 1S
ounded morally g00d love for (G0d ın accordance ıth the COIN-

mandment, the f of the forms identıified Dy Burnaby. Moreover, d S

SCC, the self-love emande by the double commandment 1s

17) Ibid., 124
18) Ihid.
19) Ibid., 1i
20) Sermo 3 C} (GC 41, 427) (ML 38, 212) Burnaby, CH : 121126
21) De Doctrina Christiana K 80, 30) l$ 3i (L 32 34, 34)152  R. Canning  exclusive, the enjoyment of which actually consists in the exclusion of  others’””!’). For Burnaby, this is to wish to put oneself in the place of  God; it is ‘“not selfishness, but blasphemous rebellion’’!®). The third,  morally right, love of self is the only one that properly deserves the name  of self-/ove. It consists in loving God, the Supreme Good. This love is not  ‘“the desire of private possession (which) is just what Augustine regards  as the perversion of self-love and the destruction of all love to God”!?),  but the total abandonment of the self to God at all the levels of one’s  being. ‘He who created you demands your whole self”” : ** Totum exigit de  te qui:fecit te???):  When, therefore, Augustine in De Doctrina Christiana, having stated  that the fulness and fulfilment of the law is to be found in love for God  and neighbour, adds that ‘“there is no need of a precept that each person  love himself””?!), what has he in mind? Is there no need of such a precept  because, simply, people love themselves naturally just as irrational  animals do? In this case we could give a more determined emphasis to the  short phrase ““ ut se quisque diligat praecepto non opus est” by translating:  ‘“in order for each person to love himself there is no need of a precept ”  (because this is precisely what each one of us is naturally inclined to). We  all wish to be happy, and loving ourselves is to follow our natural bent  for beatitude??). Or, is Augustine’s meaning that there is, as it were, a  hidden precept of self-love already contained in the double command-  ment and not requiring further explicitation such that ‘‘there is no need  of the (separate, explicit) precept that each person is to love himself””? If  the former is true, the basis for love of neighbour ‘as oneself” in  Augustine is morally neutral natural egoism, the first of Burnaby’s three  categories of self-love. If the latter, then love for neighbour ‘as oneself” is  founded on morally good love for God in accordance with the com-  mandment, the third of the forms identified by Burnaby. Moreover, as  we shall see, the self-love demanded by the double commandment is  17) Jbid., p. 121.  18) Jbid.  19) Jbid., p.117.  20) Sermo 34, 7 (CC 41, 427) (ML 38, 212). Cf. Burnaby, op. cit., p. 121-126.  21) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 84 (CSEL 80, 30) = 1, 35, 39 (CC 32, 29. ML 34, 34):  ‘“ ... ut se quisque diligat praecepto non opus est ”.  22) Cf. De Civitate Dei 10,3,2 (CC 47,275. CSEL 40/1, 450-451. ML 41,281):  “Non enim qui se diligit aliud vult esse quam beatus ”.ut quisque dılıgat praecepito 1O  —_ ODUS est  k
22) De ( ivitate Deıi 10, 3, (& ® SEL 40/1, 450-451. 41:.281)

' Non nım quı dılıgıt allu: vult SS5C quam beatus ”.
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para&oxically ase the Ve love for neighbour itsel£*?). As far AS

urnaby second form of self-love 1S concerned, UuMOr potestatis SUAE,
Augustine ıll call ıt hatred of self ın VeErYy dıfferent from
Luther, obvıously, for whom hatred of ourselves 18 the ea Augustine
1l] compaıgn vigorously prevent thıs hatred, outgrowth of °“the
anner ın 16 love ourselves ın obedience OUT elfish
nature 7 from becoming acceptable relatıonshıp tO ourselves and
fifrom eing sei or d the patiern of OUT love for neighbour.

‘T here 1s eed of precept that each PCISON love hımself”” Why
not? Let us examıne Augustine’s explanatıons losely

De Doctrina Christiana I 4A94 /

In the first instance, from De Doctrina Christiana, it INaY al glance
appCar that there 15 eed of specıfic commandments love oneself
and one’s body because such love naturally Stays wıth US, matter hOow
eprave otherwiıse INaYy ave become. INaAaYy SCCII then that natural
egO1sm, the natural desıire DTITESCIVC the self CVCnNn ın the mıdst of moral
collapse and mISeTY, ıll be held Out d>S the foundatıon of love fOor the
neıghbour as oneself’ urnaby  S first form of Augustinıan self-love
Let us test thıs hypothesıs agalnst the texti tself, which 11] be quoted in
full

Therefore, ıle there ATIC four realıties be OVe ONC that 15
above Uus, another that ourselves AIC, 1r together the SAaMllc
eve wıth ourselves, and fourth IC 1s eI0O0W us
AIC gıven regardıng the second and the fourth FOor, however far
INan AaWaY from the truth! selT-10ve and love for hıs OW body

(remanet) ıth hım For the spırıt that ees the unchangeable
1g 1C rules VeT all thıngs o€es ıIn order be hımself master
NC} hıs ıfe and OVCI hıs OW body And consequently he cannot but
OVe hıimself and hıs body“>).
23) As already hınted, it ADPDCAaIS that Luther hımself WOU NnOoTt ave objected

speakıng of genulne self-love ıf its foundatıon WEIC love for ne1ıghbour. See Luther, Der
Brief an die Römer 15, 2’ In Werke, Vol 56, 5F ‘“ Igıtur quı odıt el proximum dılıgıt,
hıc ( IN dılıgıt Quıa 1am exira se1ıpsum dılıgıt, iıdeo DUIC dılıgıt, um INn prox1mo
dılıgıt ””.

24) See Nygren, Cit£ /1
25) De Doctrina Christiana 1,4 80, 19-20 ie 18 ® A

3 Z ""Cum CIRO sınt dılıgenda, 11UI1N quod 1105 eST,; alterum quod NOS

8 tertıum quod 1uxta 1055 est, quartum quod inira 105 SsSt, de secundo ei quarto nu
praeceptla danda eran Quantumlıbet enım OMO excıdat verıtate, remanetl 1Ilı dılect10 Sul

dılecti0 COrporIis Su1l ugaxX enım anımus ab incommutabıliı lumıne omnıum regnatore ıd
agıt, ut Ipse <1bı regnet er COrporIı 5SUuo, ıdeo 110  — potest 1S1 COIDUS dılıgere ””.
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The sel1-10ve enviısaged ere 1S that of PCISON who AaWAVYV from
(GJ0d d master of hıs 1fe hımself. He wıishes pDut the self In the place
of God Rather INOTIC than the natural instinct for self-preservatıion. thıs
‘““remaıinıng ” self-love has the features of .  “blasphemous rebelliOn .
Burnaby’s second form We COUu almost SaYV that precept of self-love
has een g1ven, because certaın people INa Y wrongly 11 that thıs
perverted form, quıte opposed complete OVe for God, 15 eing held
out 18 hem d model easıng oneself, arrogantly playıng God,
wiıishing en]Ooy nes OW W!  9 all dımınısh human eing 26) they
AIC the opposıte of OoVve lıttle urther from the DaAsSsSagc quoted
above, Augustine states thıs specıfically :

Such Oove of self, however, 1s better called ate For it 15 18(0)1 rg
that INan want the infra-human creation hım ıf he hımself
1S unwillıng SCIVC the ONC greater than hımself. 1S quıte rıghtly
sald : He wh loves IN1quIty hates hıs OW soul ” (PS And
consequently the spiırıt becomes feebhle and the mortal body becomes

Orment tO H: For the spiırıt unavoıldably loves the mortal body
and 1S oppressed wıth the weıght of ıts corruption“ ’).

26) De TLibero Arbitrio 3’ 2 fO. 262-263 CC 29, 320 SEL /4, rSs3 S
°° autem tamquam obvıus s1bı placet <1ıb1 ad imıtandum Deum, ut potestate sua

fru1 velıt, fıt mMI1noT, quanito Cup! RR alorem154  R. Canning  The self-love envisaged here is that of a person who turns away from  God as master of his life to himself. He wishes to put the self in the place  of God. Rather more than the natural instinct for self-preservation, this  ‘“remaining”” self-love has the features of ‘“blasphemous rebellion”,  Burnaby’s second form. We could almost say that no precept of self-love  has been given, because certain people may wrongly think that this  perverted form, quite opposed to complete love for God, is being held  out to them as a model. Pleasing oneself, arrogantly playing God,  wishing to enjoy one’s own power, all diminish a human being*®); they  are the opposite of love. A little further on from the passage quoted  above, Augustine states this specifically :  Such love of self, however, is better called hate. For it is not right  that a man want the infra-human creation to serve him if he himself  is unwilling to serve the one greater than himself. It is quite rightly  said: ‘He who loves iniquity hates his own soul” (Ps. 10. 6). And  consequently the spirit becomes feeble and the mortal body becomes  a torment to it. For the spirit unavoidably loves the mortal body  and is oppressed with the weight of its corruption*”).  26) De Libero Arbitrio 3,25, 16, 262-:263 (CC'29. 320. CSEL /4. 153. ME 32, 1308);  “Si autem tamquam obvius sibi placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua  frui velit, tanto fit minor, quanto se cupit esse maiorem ... .  27) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46-47 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1,23; 23 (CC 32, 18-19. ML  34, 27): “ Talis autem sui dilectio melius odium vocatur. Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi  servire quad infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire nolit, rectissimeque dictum est: Qui  autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Et ideo fit infirmus animus et de mortali  corpore cruciatur. Necesse est enim ut illud diligat et eius corruptione praegravetur”.  Similar formulations, in conjunction with Ps. 10. 6, of loss of self as a result of making self  rather than God the centre of one’s life, occur also in Epistola 155, 4, 15 (CSEL 44, 445.  ML.33..672):©  videlicet ut intellegeretur nullam esse aliam dilectionem qua quisque  diligit se ipsum, nisi quod diligit Deum. Qui enim aliter se diligit, potius se odisse dicendus  est: fit quippe iniquus, privaturque luce iustitiae, cum a potiore ac praestantiore bono  aversus, atque inde vel ad seipsum conversus, ad inferiora et egena utique convertitur;  fitque in ipso quod veracissime scriptum est, Qui autem amat iniquitatem, odit animam  suam”” ; and in De Trinitate 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 445-446. ML 42, 1049-1050): ** Qui diligit  iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Qui ergo se diligere novit, Deum diligit, qui vero non diligit  Deum, etiam si se diligit, quod ei naturaliter inditum est, tamen non inconvenienter odisse  se dicitur, cum id agit quod sibi adversatur, et se ipsum tamquam suus inimicus insequitur  ... Quamvis enim se ita diligat, ut si alterutrum proponatur, malit omnia quae infra se  diligit, perdere, quam perire; tamen superiorem deserendo, ad quem solum posset custodire  fortitudinem suam, eoque frui lumine suo, cui canitur in Psalmo: Fortitudinem meam ad te  custodiam (Ps. 58. 10); et in alio, Accedite ad eum et illuminamini (Ps. 33.5); sic infırma et  tenebrosa facta est, ut a se quoque ipsa, in ea quae non sunt quod ipsa, et quibus superior  est ipsa, infelicius laberetur per amores quos non valet vincere, et errores a quibus non videt  qua redire ”.27) De Doctrina Christiana l’ 46-4’7 S0, 20) l 23 JM e 32 X19
34, Z7J ° Talıs autem S11 dılecti10 melıus odıum VOCAaTliur. Inıquum est en1ım, quılia vult S1b1
servıre quad infra est, CU: 1pse superl10T1 servıre nolıt, rect1ssımeque dıctum est Ou1

diligit Inıquitatem, ‚dit anımam SUam. ıdeo fıt infırmus anımus de mortalı
COTDOIC cruclatur. ecesse est enım ut iıllud dılıgat e1us corruptione praegravetur .
Sımıilar formulatıons, ın conjunction ıth Ps 6, of |0ss of self d result of makıng self
rather han God the centre of ne’s  2 lıfe, Iso ın ‚pistola 135 4, 15 44, 445

33 6/2) videlicet ut intellegeretur nullam SSC alıam dılectionem qua quıisque
dılıgit 1PSUm, 1S1 quod dılıgıt Deum. Quı1 Nnım alıter dılıgıt, pot1us odısse dıcendus
est fit quıppe IN1QUUuS, privaturque Iuce lustitiae, Cr potiore praestantıore ONO
AaVCISUS, inde vel ad se1ıpsum CONVCISUS, ad infer10ra utique convertitur ;
fitque In 1DSO quod veracıssıme scerıptum eST, QOuI1 Mal Inıquitatem, odit anımam
Suam ; and INn De Irınıtate 14, 14, 18 FG A, 445-446 42, 1049-1050) “ Qul1 diligit
Iniquitatem, odıt anımam SUamM Quıi CI gO ılıgere novıt, [Deum dılıgıt, quı CcIO NO dılıgıt
Deum, et1am S1 dılıgıt, quod e1 naturalıter iındıtum eSt. amen 970)8! inconvenılenter odısse

dıcıtur, Cr ıd agıt quod s1bı adversatur, ei 1psum amquam SUuUuS INIMICUS insequitur154  R. Canning  The self-love envisaged here is that of a person who turns away from  God as master of his life to himself. He wishes to put the self in the place  of God. Rather more than the natural instinct for self-preservation, this  ‘“remaining”” self-love has the features of ‘“blasphemous rebellion”,  Burnaby’s second form. We could almost say that no precept of self-love  has been given, because certain people may wrongly think that this  perverted form, quite opposed to complete love for God, is being held  out to them as a model. Pleasing oneself, arrogantly playing God,  wishing to enjoy one’s own power, all diminish a human being*®); they  are the opposite of love. A little further on from the passage quoted  above, Augustine states this specifically :  Such love of self, however, is better called hate. For it is not right  that a man want the infra-human creation to serve him if he himself  is unwilling to serve the one greater than himself. It is quite rightly  said: ‘He who loves iniquity hates his own soul” (Ps. 10. 6). And  consequently the spirit becomes feeble and the mortal body becomes  a torment to it. For the spirit unavoidably loves the mortal body  and is oppressed with the weight of its corruption*”).  26) De Libero Arbitrio 3,25, 16, 262-:263 (CC'29. 320. CSEL /4. 153. ME 32, 1308);  “Si autem tamquam obvius sibi placet sibi ad perverse imitandum Deum, ut potestate sua  frui velit, tanto fit minor, quanto se cupit esse maiorem ... .  27) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46-47 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1,23; 23 (CC 32, 18-19. ML  34, 27): “ Talis autem sui dilectio melius odium vocatur. Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi  servire quad infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire nolit, rectissimeque dictum est: Qui  autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Et ideo fit infirmus animus et de mortali  corpore cruciatur. Necesse est enim ut illud diligat et eius corruptione praegravetur”.  Similar formulations, in conjunction with Ps. 10. 6, of loss of self as a result of making self  rather than God the centre of one’s life, occur also in Epistola 155, 4, 15 (CSEL 44, 445.  ML.33..672):©  videlicet ut intellegeretur nullam esse aliam dilectionem qua quisque  diligit se ipsum, nisi quod diligit Deum. Qui enim aliter se diligit, potius se odisse dicendus  est: fit quippe iniquus, privaturque luce iustitiae, cum a potiore ac praestantiore bono  aversus, atque inde vel ad seipsum conversus, ad inferiora et egena utique convertitur;  fitque in ipso quod veracissime scriptum est, Qui autem amat iniquitatem, odit animam  suam”” ; and in De Trinitate 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 445-446. ML 42, 1049-1050): ** Qui diligit  iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Qui ergo se diligere novit, Deum diligit, qui vero non diligit  Deum, etiam si se diligit, quod ei naturaliter inditum est, tamen non inconvenienter odisse  se dicitur, cum id agit quod sibi adversatur, et se ipsum tamquam suus inimicus insequitur  ... Quamvis enim se ita diligat, ut si alterutrum proponatur, malit omnia quae infra se  diligit, perdere, quam perire; tamen superiorem deserendo, ad quem solum posset custodire  fortitudinem suam, eoque frui lumine suo, cui canitur in Psalmo: Fortitudinem meam ad te  custodiam (Ps. 58. 10); et in alio, Accedite ad eum et illuminamini (Ps. 33.5); sic infırma et  tenebrosa facta est, ut a se quoque ipsa, in ea quae non sunt quod ipsa, et quibus superior  est ipsa, infelicius laberetur per amores quos non valet vincere, et errores a quibus non videt  qua redire ”.Quamvıs nım ıta dılıgat, ut S1 alterutrum roponatur, malı omn1a UJUaC infra
dılıgıt, perdere, QqU am perıre ; amen super1orem deserendo, ad QUCIN solum posset custodıre
fortitudinem SUanmı, fTul lumıne 5SUO, CUul canıtur In Psalmo Fortitudinem MEMLIIN ad
custodiam (Ps 10); ei In alıo, Accedite ad eum el ıllumınamını (Ps 35159 SIC infırma eft
tenebrosa facta esL, ut qUOQUC 1psa, in QJUaC 10 sunt quod 1psa, quıbus super10r
est 1psa, infelıcıus laberetur pCI AINOTECS qU OS 918}  — valet vincere, ei CITOICS quıbus 110 videt
qua redire ”.
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Thefe 18 indeed inevıtabıilıty, necessity about thıs love “”necesse est

enım ul diligat”), but ıt 18 burden of necessity and captıvıty
DCISON has not the streng CSCAPDC .

ıf he abandons the ONC greater than hımself, he becomes
enfeebled and benighted that, fallıng WAaVY from hımself, he 15
miserabily drawn oWwn tOo realıties 1C dIC not hımself and
which he 1s super10r, Dy loves 1C he has not the strength
CONqUCI and Dy CITIOIS he oe€es notLt NOW NOW {O turn back from*®).

15 hardly lıkely that Augustine ıll enshrine such debilıtatıng self-
OVve ASs the MO of OVe for ne1ighbour. The OVEe of self that “ remaıns ,
which 15 iıdentified wıth wantıng control and rule one’s OW ıfe and
body, 1s fOor Augustine otally Out of harmony wıth OVe for others in
accordance wıth the commandment. If follow the immediate
continuatiıon of the {[WO quoted above from De Doctrina
Christiana, the truth of thıs assertion becomes yetl INOIC obvıous. At the
close of the former Passarc Augustine had eached the followıng
conclusion regardıng °the spirıt that ees the unchangeable 1g whiıich
rules OVeT all things ”: ““consequently he cannot but OoVve hımself and hıs
body ” (“€t deo AON potest ALSI ef el COFDUS diligere”). But hat oes
thıs INAanNnnNeI of self-love, which 15 and nOoT dignıfied by
precept, ead to? Augustine ollows wıthout hesıtation:

Moreover, he who be master OVCI hıs OW ıfe and OdY
thınks ıt 1S g attaınment for hımself ıf he 1s also able ord ıt
OVeT h1ıs Compan1ons, that 1S, OVeTI other people (1.e those IUuXta nOoS).
FOor it 1s characteriıistıic of Corrupt spırıt (D ONeC that has exchanged
Od’s 1g and truth fOor ıts OWNn) INOIC fOor thıs W OVeTI
others and claım dS ıts OW due what 15 properly due God
alone. Such love of self, however, 1s better called ate 29)

Not content play God for oneself, ONC prıdes oneself oıng for
others AS well, havıng W and mastery VeTI theır lıves and wınnıng
theır adulatıon. The COrrupt spırıt, seekıng ıts OW glory INnCN,
makes iInen ıts victıms and becomes ıts OW victim. Once the order of love
1s violated al ıts highest poınt, that (30d 1s longer honoured and

28) De Irınıtate 14, See teXL, part of which 18 translated here, under Drev10us
oftfe

29) De Doctrina Christiana E 20) K 25 D 58 32 34, 27}
e& Magnum alıquıid adeptum utal, S1 et1am SOCIIS, ıd est alııs hominıbus, dominarı
potuerit. nes Nnım V1it108S0 anımo ıd magıs sıbı Lamquam debitum vindıcare,
quod unı proprıe debetur deo Talıs autem Su1 1lect10 mel1ıus odıum vocatur .
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served d God, it breaks own all along the iıne Havıng asserted hat
“the (corrupt) spiırıt unavoldably loves the mortal body and 1S oppressed
ıth the weıght of ıts corruption ” ““necesse est enım ul diligat el PIUS
corruptione praegravetur ”), Augustine indicates the CONSCYUCNCECS of thıs
reakdown and suggests the remedy:

Immortalıty and the uncorruptedness of the body spring from the
health of the spirıt, and the health of the spırıt 1s clıng ırmly
the ONMNC who 1s better han ourselves, hat 1S, the unchangeable God
IN aspıre ave domıination, however, CVCI VeTI those wh: AIiIcC
naturally ne’s  d equals, that 1S, other people, 1S prıde and not al all
be tolerated 30)

The intolerabile prıde of wantıng be above and before nes fellow-
creatures, nNnes  7 natural equals, 15 CONSCQHUCNCEC of dısordered love for
self, self-love that has drıfted from ıts fırm moorings In adherence
the unchangeable God

1S worthwhiıle comparıng De Doctrina Christiana i 45-47 wıth
text from De (‚ivitate Dei 10, 3, In the latter texfi Augustine 18 noTt
specıfically dealıng wıth the question Wwhy precept of self-love 1s g1ven,
but perhaps, INaYy ın he O€s indırectly provıde aNnswer ıt Dy
indicating kınd of self-love that AaPpPCAaTIs be identified wıth Oone’s
(natural) desıre LO be happy °° For ıf INan loves hımself, hıs OTMC wısh 1S

achleve blessedness 31) However, from the contex(t, the identification
Can patently notL be extende {O INcan OUT wantıing be happy, [OUul
C  E 18 that VE love for self that the commandment love the
neighbour as oneself’ refers Indeed, the self-love that seeks ıts OW
bliss has be SChoole: instructed and orıentated Dy the double
commandment, ıf it 1s going LO lead'to anythıng INOTE than wretchedness
for ourselves and than OUT importunate demands that others SOLVO us
Whereas ın De Doctrina Christiana encountered barbarıc self-love
that W ds i1recte Just tO oneself, in De (ivitate Dei meeTt cıvılısed
self-love that 1s fully intent upDON God Only thıs latter CIS the
neighbour from the buffetting of OUT ego1sm and OUT prou rebellıous-

30) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 47 30, 20) M 23 23 (CC 3: 19 34, 237)
' Immortalıtas enım ei INnCOorrupti0 COTDOTIS de sanıtate anımı existit, sanıtas autem anımı
est firmissıme inherere pot10r1, hoc est incommutabiıli deo (Cum eIO et1am e1s quı sıbı
naturalıter sunt, hoc est.  ‚9 homiınıbus, domıiınarı affectat, intolerablıs omn1ıno superbıa
est

31) De (ivitate Dei 10, 3, CC 4 E 275 SEL 40/1, 450-451 41, 281) “ Non
nım quı dılıgıt alıud vult s5C quam beatus ”.
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NCSS$S and offers hım perspective hıs ıfe ın 1C do notf interpose
ourselves for God The tex{i reads:

For in order that MNan INaYy know how OVe hımself end has
een establıshed fOor hım {O IC he 15 {O refer all hıs actıon, that
he MaYy attaın tO 15S For ıf INa  - loves hımself, hıs ONC wısh 1S 18
achleve blessedness Now thıs end 18 g 7n clıng LO GO 79 (Ps /3 28)
Thus, ıf INan knows how love hımself, the commandment
Ove hıs ne1ghbour bıds hım {O do ql he Can {O rıng hıs ne1ıghbour

love God Thıs 1s the worship of God;: thıs 15 irue relıg10Nn; thıs 15
the ng kınd of devotion; Fhis 15 the service which 15 owed God
alone.

Therefore CVECIYV immortal Power, however ıts strengt
(virtus), ıll ave other wiısh, ıf ıt loves us ds tself, than that W!
fOor OUT happıness, should be subjected GOod, see1ng that it 15 such
subjection that also o1ves that W ıts blessedness If it o€s nolt
worshıp God, ıt 1s wretched, because eprive: of God: ıf it worshıps
God, ıt ıll not wısh ıtself be worshıipped 1ın the place of God?*)

What 1s sa1d of the angels, the ‘ımmortal Powers’ of strengt
virtus”), ın OUT regard), Cal also be sa1d of the relatıonshıp of human

32) De ( iviıtate Dei E (CC 4 7, 2752276 SEL 40/1, 450-451 41: 281) “
enım (0)4918 WE dılıgere nossel, constitutus est el f1nıs, qJUO referret omn1ı1a UQUaC agerel, uL
beatus essel; NO  — nNnım quı dılıgıt alıud vult SSC quamı beatus. Hıc autem f1inıs est
adhaerere Deo lam igıtur scl1ent1ı ılıgere 1Ipsum, 478 mandatur de prox1mo dılıgendo
sicut 1pSsum, quıd alıud mandatur, 151 ut el, quantum pOTtesL, cCommendet dılıgendum
Deum. Hıc est Deli cultus, aecC rel1g210, aecCc ectia pletas, 2eC tantum Deo debıita
servıtus. Quaecumque igıtur immortalıs quantalıbet virtute praedıta S1 10 dılıgıt
sıcut 1psam, el vult CSSC subdiıtos, beatı SIMUS, CUul Ipsa ubdıta beata est S1 CI SO NO
colıt Deum, miısera est. qul1a privatur Deo; S] autem colıt Deum, 970)8! vult olı PDIo Deo ’
Englısh translation (with slıght alteratıons): Henry Bettenson, Penguin, armondsworth,
1972, 376 Underlining ın the texi IS mıne.

33) In thıs Ontexti Augustine quotes the first part of the double commandment
In [WO forms: (1) the MOStT usual ONGC, correspondıng Matt Z ‘“ Dılıges omınum
Deum tuum ın tota corde [UO ei In tOta anıma tua et INn O1la K  ua and 11) the form
sed Dy eut 5 ın which the ast phrase 18 replace Dy .  In Ola virtute .
retaıns eut 1ın ıts entirety, unlıke Matt S, but inserts tota mente tua  Ar ell
Luke AF ollows hım In thıs, but 2tOt virtute tua  >7 becomes ° omnıbus virıbus tu1s  89
Extrapolating from the latter part of the texi ave quoted from De (ivitate Del, where
the word * vırtus ” Iso OCCUIS, could it NnOT be suggested that, assoclated ıth the meanıng
of lovıng G0d ıth all nes  2 strength, 18 the injJunction refraın from usıng that
ord ıt VeT others and UsSsCc ıt rather rıng others eır only OT'! Wıth regard
strength, ıts vıl UsSsCcC in ust for dominatıon and ıts g0o0d usec In lovıng SETVICE, SCC the famous
Passage contrastıng the [WO cıtles in Book 78 (CC 48, 451-4572 SEL 40/2, 56-57/

436) * Fecerunt iıtaque Cıvıtates uas A4INOTECS duo, errenam scılıcet INOT Sul ad
contemptum De1, caelestem CcIO INOT De1l ad contemptum Su1 Den1ique ]la ın
1psa 4aeC ın Domino glorı1atur. Illa Nnım quaerıt ab homiıinıbus glorıam ; U1C autem Deus
cConsclentiae test1s maxıma est glorıa. Illa In glorıa SWUz  v xaltat SUUM,; aecC dıcıt Deo
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beings who AL equals tO ONC another. gaın the warnıng 15 ounded
agalnst attempting tO isplace (G0d In one’s OW ıfe and In the l1ves of
others, and agaılınst domiınatıon, wishıing oneself be worshıpped ın the
place of God

But OMCONC IMaYy object that, ın thıs constellatıon. self-love ın
search of nNe S  19 OW happıness ST1 out LOp 34) Thıs objection

from mistaken conception of 1S5S In "Clınging G0d’ ASs the
fulfılment of pOSSsESSIVE desıre ; thıs makes of God Just ONC object

others capable of satısfyıng OUL needs. Therefore, ıt 15 instructive
refer agaın what has Jready een learnt of Augustinian frut deo and
foreshadow the treatment of God d Bonum Commune. H owever, CVCNMN

from thıs texti of De (ivitate Deı itself, it CINCI SCS that self-love, OUT desıre
attaın 1SS, achleve blessedness ın clinging the end that has

een establıshed for UuSs, God, 1s rather subjection Hım whom alone
worshıp and ervıice AIC due In thıs servıce of (GGod Hes  2 desıre for
happıness 1s traıned transcend the boundarıes of egO1SM, of natural
‘“ appetitus ”, and, In the spırıt of obedıient attention God, love the
ne1ıghbour by ringıng hım ove God

Thıs 1s theme whiıich return Oove for God 4S ervıice of
God and obedience tO hıs commandment. For the present let us repeatl
OUT findıngs far the natural OVve for oneself and one’s OW body, and
the natural desıre for one’s OW happıness, ATIC nOoTt In themselves alone
satısfactory explanatıons of why °“ there 1s eed of precept that each
PCISON OVve hıimself , ıf thıs 1s understood LO INCcCan that such self-love, In
which the precept has SaY, 1S eing encouraged d Chrıistian COUISC

of actiıon. Lovıng oneself 1S evidently not somethıng that PCISON oes
ell naturally, 1f he 1S ungulded and unaıded And, AS such, it 1s certamly

Su Gloria el exaltans D: (Ps 4) I1lı in princıpıbus 1US vel in e1s quas
subıugat natıonıbus dominandı lıbıdo dominatur:;: In hac servıunt Invicem in carıtate efi

praeposıt! consulendo ei subdıtiı obtemperando. I]la ın SU1S potentıbus dılıgıt virtutem
5>Ualll, aeCc dıcıt Deo Su Diıligam tE: Domuine, VIrTuUS (Ps 2)°

34) E£ Nygren, gape an Lros, 541, aDIODOS of De (ivitate DeL &:
‘ Augustine Ca  — actually SaYy that the commandment of love God Was gıven teach
rıghtly love ourselves ” ıf Augustine really favoured the precedence of self MVO1: (G0d
an the subjection' of God fulfiıllıng basıc human needs. Josef Brechtken, AugustInus
Doctor Carıtatis, 138, explicıtly and sımply iıdentiıfies the self-love that forms the basıs of
love fOr neighbour ıth the ““appetıtus ” for nes  A OW hıghest g00d u&158  R. Canning  beings who are equals to one another. Again the warning is sounded  against attempting to displace God in one’s own life and in the lives of  others, and against domination, wishing oneself to be worshipped in the  place of God.  But someone may object that, in this constellation, self-love in  search of one’s own happiness still comes out on top?*). This objection  stems from a mistaken conception of bliss in ‘clinging to God’ as the  fulfilment of a possessive desire; this makes of God just one object  among others capable of satisfying our needs. Therefore, it is instructive  to refer again to what has already been learnt of Augustinian frui deo and  to foreshadow the treatment of God as Bonum Commune. However, even  from this text of De Civitate Dei itself, it emerges that self-love, our desire  to attain to bliss, to achieve blessedness in clinging to the end that has  been established for us, God, is rather subjection to Him to whom alone  worship and service are due. In this service of God one’s desire for  happiness is trained to transcend the boundaries of egoism, of natural  ‘“appetitus”, and, in the spirit of obedient attention to God, to love the  neighbour by bringing him to love God.  This is a theme to which we shall return: love for God as service of  God and obedience to his commandment. For the present let us repeat  our findings so far: the natural love for oneself and one’s own body, and  the natural desire for one’s own happiness, are not in themselves alone  satisfactory explanations of why ‘“there is no need of a precept that each  person love himself””, if this is understood to mean that such self-love, in  which the precept has no say, is being encouraged as a Christian course  of action. Loving oneself is evidently not something that a person does  well naturally, if he is unguided and unaided. And, as such, it is certainly  suo: Gloria mea et exaltans caput meum (Ps. 3. 4). Illi in principibus eius vel in eis quas  subiugat nationibus dominandi libido dominatur; in hac serviunt invicem in caritate et  praepositi consulendo et subditi obtemperando. Illa in suis potentibus diligit virtutem  suam; haec dicit Deo suo: Diligam te, Domine, virtus mea (Ps. 17.2)”.  34) E.g. A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, p. 541, apropos of De Civitate Dei 10, 3, 2:  “ Augustine can actually say that the commandment of love to God was given to teach us  rightly to love ourselves”” — as if Augustine really favoured the precedence of self over God  and the ‘subjection’ of God to fulfilling basic human needs. Josef Brechtken, Augustinus  Doctor Caritatis, p. 138, explicitly and simply identifies the self-love that forms the basis of  love for neighbour with the ‘““appetitus ”” for one’s own highest good. ‘‘... es geht ihm nur  um die Parallele : ich strebe zum höchsten Gut — der andere strebt zum höchsten Gut; und  den Nächsten liebe wie sich selbst heisst: bei dem anderen Menschen den appetitus als  Elementarbefund so in Rechnung zu stellen und zu berücksichtigen wie bei sich selbst, eben  als appetitus, wie er ja gerade bei mir in der Selbstliebe das Ganze ausmacht” (my emphasis).CS geht ıhm 190088

dıe Parallele ich strebe 7U OCcNsten Gut der andere strebt ZU OCNstien Gut : und
den acnsten lıebe wI1e sıch selbst heıisst ; be1 dem anderen Menschen den appetıtus als
Elementarbefund In echnung tellen un:! berücksichtigen wıe bel sıch selbst. eben
als appetitus, WIE er Ja gerade hei MIr IN der Selhbstliebe das Ganze ausmacht‘” (my emphasıs).
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nNOTL recommended basıs for the future of nNnes relatıonshıp oneself
and for nes  a ealıngs wıth the neıghbour. Untutored, it ea the
desıre make others ubject tO one’s COIrTupt cself rather than be
oneself subject God Recourse theu of natural self-love.,
then, 1S, d ıt WEeTIC, only the first stroke of the Tus for Augustine; d>S has
Jlready been suggested and ds ıll 1O become quıte clear. ıth that first
stroke the plcture has Dy been completed.

De Doctrina Christiana ). 5758

De Doctrina Christiana E 48-506, the DAa that Jo1s the tex{ti
discussed In the Previ1ous secti1on wıth that 1C 111 NO Dass under
revIeW, 1S chiefly concerned Show, ın accordance wıth Ephesı1ans Z
that ..  NO ONC CVGI hates hıs OW: Dody, but he ee it and 00 after ıt:
and that 1S the WAdY Christ Lreats the church . The spiırıt o€es NnOT 1g
agalnst the flesh In order destroy the body but that the body INAYy be
subjugated the spirıt and ıts ConcupIiscence tO evı]
Augustine consıders that he has already cshown that ONEC hates hımself
Dy havıng pomlnted Oout that OVve for sell; matter hOow corrupted,
emaıns SVENn when OIlC has fallen AaWdAdVY {from Tu The Man, who
rejecting (G0d be ord VeT hıs OW ıfe and that of others. thınks
he 1S oıng ell for hımself, CVCIl though he 1s actually hatıng hımself. He
1S nNOTL consc10usly moved COITUupL actıon, and CONsequent self-
destruction, by hatred of hıs OW soul, but DYy love hat 1s In fact
disordered

JI1owards the end of thıs PAsSsSarc Augustine g1ves us PreC10us hınt
of the shape hıs subsequent strokes ıll take * YheteloLe *, he AasSserts

35) Augustine deser1ibes thıs dısordered self-love in human beings and ın anımals In
De I riınitate 14, 14, 18 (CE A, 445-446 42, 18 1S certamly MONSIrUOUS

that, whıle all wısh be of benefit themselves, Man Yy do only hat 15 MOST

amagıng themselves’”. Between the natural wısh an the effectıve realıty of self-love
somethıng 1s needed The tex{i from De I rinıtate 14, 1& [UNS ‘““Quı1 CISO ılıgere novıt,
Deum dılıgıt, quı CLU 910)8| dılıgıt Deum, et1am S1 dılıgıt, quod e1 naturalıter indıtum OST.
amen HNON inconvenlenter odisse dıcıtur., CUu ıd agıt quod sıbı adversatur, 1psum
Llamquam SUUuS IN1ımI1cCus insequıtur. Quı1 profecto est horrendus, G: s1bı
prodesse velınt, multı 1918) aclant 1S1 quod e1s pern1Cc10s1ss>ımum sıt Sıimılem morbum
utorum anımalıum CUu deser1iberet : Dit, Inquıt, meliora DUS, EYFOFEMGQUE hostibus
ıllum! DIscissos NUdLS laniabant dentibus Cum morbus lle COrporIs fuer1t, CLE dıxıt
CITOTCEM, 181 quıa INNE anımal 1E sıbı natura concılıatum sıt ut custodıat quantum
potest, talıs lle erat morbus, ut qUOTUIM alutem appetebant, SsSua membra lanıarent ?”
Ihe Iınes quoted AIC from Vergıl, Georgics, I 513574
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MMUAan has he instructed ( praecipiendus } IN the WAYV IN which he 15
love himself in order be of benefit hımself. 1Io ou that he
loves hımself and wıshes {O be of benefit hımself 1S madness. He
also has be taught how love hıs body that he INa Yy take Caic
of 1t ın orderly ashıon and ıth prudence  36).

Natural self-love has be shaped and moulded For it be effective
and of benefit {O PCISON, he has be taught the WaY Thıs teachıng,
IC Augustine al thıs point oes noTt reveal, 1s In the nature of
instruction, CVCNMN precept (“ praecipiendus”). AaDPCAaLLS, therefore, that,
1le precept 15 needed for people OVe themselves, they do eed
SOINC kınd of precept 1f that love In g01ng ead them NOTL moral
mMI1SerYy and slavery corruption but benefit for themselves (“ut prosit
0L ) And, ASs Augustine makes plaın urther 0) the self-love In which
ONeC has een instructed for one’s OW benefit oes not create self-
centered WOT FOTr, unless DCISON has cConquered COVvetlOusness and hıs
OW corrupting baseness, he cannot relate the ne1ghbour but Dy
inflıcting harm hım In other words, not lovıng oneself ne s  —_ OW

benefit (“ ul prosit SiDt); ONe Cannot poss1ıbly love others theır benefit
“ qula HeEeMO potest quod HON habet, prodesse altert } Thıs oe€es
noTt INCanNn that ONC pleases oneself fırst, and only then 00 the
interests of the neıghbour.

In the 1g of thıs ınt Can o0ok al the text of 1 57458 gaın the
proceeds ın [WO mMmoOovements

Therefore there 18 eed of precept that each DCISON OVe
hımself and hıs body hıs 1S because love what aTe and
what 1s eI0W us (and 1s yel elated us) by unshakeable law of
nature, 1C has een promulgated also for beasts. For beasts LOO

36) De Doctrina Christiana @ 8Ü, 22) b 23 26 (D Z 34, 29)
eb us CISO dılıgendı praecıplendus est homin1, ıd est quomodo dılıgat ut prosıt s1bı
quın autem dılıgat ei prodesse s1bı velıt, ubıtare dementis est praecıpiendum et1am
quomodo COTDUS SUUM dılıgat, ut el ordınate prudenterque CoOonsulta  AT

37) De Doctrina Christiana 3, XS 80, 89) X 10, (8B 32, 8 /-88
34, 72) ..  arıtatem OCO mMOoLum anımı ad fruendum d20 propter 1psum eil

DroX1mo propter deum : cupıdıtatem autem mMOofum anımı ad fruendum DroX1mo
quolıbet COTDOIC 1O  — propter deum. Quod autem agıt indomıta cupiıdıtas ad COI -

rumpendum anımum el COTDUS SUUNM, agıtıum VOCalur: quod autem agıt alterı nOceal,
facınus dıcıtur. 2eC sunt duo BCNCIaA omnıum peccatorum, sed fagıtıa priıora sunt Quae
CUu exinanıverıint anımum ei ad quandam egestatem perduxerıint, In facınora prosılıtur,
quıbus removeantu impedimenta fagıtıorum aut adıumenta quaeran(tur. Item quod agıt
carıtas qUO S18} prosıit, utılıtas ©St; quod autem agıt ut prosıt prox1mo, beneficientlila
nomıiınatur. Et hıc praecedit utilıtas, quıla eINO potest quod NO prodesse alter1.
Quanto autem magıs TCRNUM cupıdıtatıs destruıltur,. carıtatıs augetur ”
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love themselves and theır bodies TIThus ıt remaıned for us accept
regardıng Hım who 15 above us and regardıng those who

dIC alongsiıde us the Same level*°®).
SO far the iıne of reasonıing 15 Ve famılıar : there 15 eed of precept
because Oove ourselves naturally 4S anımals do Note hat thıs OVve 1s
neıither the object of inJunction NOT 1S ıt approve OT dısapproved. 1s
sımply fact of nature correspondıing urnaby first form of self-
Ove each of us oe€es ook out fOor hıs OW g00d Then, wıth the second
MOWV! there 15

Consequently, the en of the precept 18 OVe (cfI. Tım and
thıs OVve 15 wofold, love for G0od and for the eıghbour NOow, ıf YOU
consıder yourse ASs w nole, that 1s d ratıional soul and body, and ıf
YOU consıder the ne1ıghbour dSs whole, that 1S d hıs ratıonal soul
and body for INan 1s composed of ratıional soul and body
yOUu ıll SCC that of things he loved has heen omitted IN
these [WO For when love for (J0d takes precedence and the
prescribed WaY of lovıng hım 1s SCCII requıre hat all the other
loves hım, nothing ave een sa1d about Oove
fOor yourself. But when it 1S sa1d °love YOUIL ne1ghbour AS yourself”,
love for yourself by yourself 1s nOoTt eft Out eıther 39)

Indeed, then, there 1s precept of self-love 15 nCcIude: ın the double
commandment and 15 mMOst learly SCCIH in the precept OVe the
ne1ıghbour AS oneself. “NO of thıngs be OVEe!l has SSn
omıtted iın these {[WO precepts . Therefore the self-love intended 1S MOTE

than the natural instinct INan has iın COMINIMMNON wıth anımals which had
een the theme of the first makes command
innate inclinatıon. Ihe NEWNESS of thıs self-love 1es precisely in the fact
that ıt 1s the object of commandment, albeıt ONC that takes SOINC

.95) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 80, 22) M Z6. A (CC M 7 34, 29)
rg0 quon1am praecepto NO ODUS est ut quisque ei COIDUS SUUIN dılıgat, es
quon1am ıd quod et ıd quod infra NOS, ad N OS ame pertinet, InCONCussa naturae

lege dılıgımus, quaCl in bestias et1am promulgata estL, Na bestiae COTDOTA SUua

dılıgunt, restabat ut el de Ilo quod D 1105 est ei de 1llo quod i1uxta 1105 est praecepla
UINECTIEIMMNU!161  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  4love themselves and their bodies. Thus it remained for us to accept  precepts regarding Him who is above us and regarding those who  are alongside us on the same level?®).  So far the line of reasoning is very familiar: there is no need of a precept  because we love ourselves naturally as animals do. Note that this love is  neither the object of an injunction nor is it approved or disapproved. It is  simply a fact of nature corresponding to Burnaby’s first form of self-  love: each of us does look out for his own good. Then, with the second  movement there is a shift:  Consequently, the end of the precept is love (cf. 1 Tim. 1. 5), and  this love is twofold, love for God and for the neighbour. Now, if you  consider yourself as a whole, that is as rational soul and body, and if  you consider the neighbour as a whole, that is as his rational soul  and body — for man is composed of a rational soul and a body —  you will see that no category of things to be loved has been omitted in  these two precepts. For when love for God takes precedence and the  prescribed way of loving him is seen to require that all the other  loves converge on him, nothing seems to have been said about love  for yourself. But when it is said ‘‘love your neighbour as yourself””,  love for yourself by yourself is not left out either  39)'  Indeed, then, there is a precept of self-love. It is included in the double  commandment and is most clearly seen in the precept to love the  neighbour as oneself. “No category of things to be loved has been  omitted in these two precepts”’. Therefore the self-love intended is more  than the natural instincet man has in common with animals which had  been the theme of the first movement. It makes no sense to command an  innate inclination. The newness of this self-love lies precisely in the fact  that it is the object of a commandment, albeit one that takes some.  %s) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 57 (CSEL 80, 22) = 1, 26, 27 (CC 32, 21. ML 34, 29):  “Ergo quoniam praecepto non opus est ut se quisque et corpus suum diligat, id.est  quoniam id quod sumus et id quod infra nos, ad nos tamen pertinet, inconcussa naturae  lege diligimus, quae in bestias etiam promulgata est, nam et bestiae se atque corpora Sua  diligunt, restabat ut et de illo quod supra nos est et de illo quod iuxta nos est praecepta  sumeremus .  39) /bid., 1, 58 (CSEL 80; 23) = 1, 26, 27 (CC 32, 21-22. ML 34, 29): “ Finis itaque  praecepti est dilectio et ea gemina, id est dei et proximi. Quod si te totum intellegas, id est  animum et corpus, et proximum totum, id est animum et corpus eius — homo enim ex  animo constat et corpore —, nullum rerum diligendarum genus in his duobus praeceptis  praetermissum est. Cum enim praecurrat dilectio dei eiusque dilectionis modus praescriptus  appareat, ita ut cetera in illum confluant, de dilectione tua nihil dictum videtur. Sed cum  dictum est: Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum, simul et tui abs te dilectio non  praetermissa est ”.39) Ibid., I; 58 8O, 23) E: 26, 24 (CC 32 21222 34, 29) ° Fınıs ıtaque
praecepti est dılect10 et gemina, ıd est de1 ei proX1m1. Quod S1 te intellegas, ıd est

anımum ei COTDUS, proximum um, ıd est anımum ei COTrDUS e1us OMO enım
anımo Onstiat COTDOITC nullum dılıgendarum In hıs duobus praeceptis
praetermıssum est Cum nım praecurrat ılect10 de1 e1usque dılection1ıs modus praescrıptus
real, ıta ut cetera in ıllum confluant, de dılectione [ua nıhıl dıctum videtur. Sed CU

dıctum est Diliges proximum [UUM IAmMmquam fe 1DSUM, sımul tul abs te dılect10 110

praetermissa est161  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  4love themselves and their bodies. Thus it remained for us to accept  precepts regarding Him who is above us and regarding those who  are alongside us on the same level?®).  So far the line of reasoning is very familiar: there is no need of a precept  because we love ourselves naturally as animals do. Note that this love is  neither the object of an injunction nor is it approved or disapproved. It is  simply a fact of nature corresponding to Burnaby’s first form of self-  love: each of us does look out for his own good. Then, with the second  movement there is a shift:  Consequently, the end of the precept is love (cf. 1 Tim. 1. 5), and  this love is twofold, love for God and for the neighbour. Now, if you  consider yourself as a whole, that is as rational soul and body, and if  you consider the neighbour as a whole, that is as his rational soul  and body — for man is composed of a rational soul and a body —  you will see that no category of things to be loved has been omitted in  these two precepts. For when love for God takes precedence and the  prescribed way of loving him is seen to require that all the other  loves converge on him, nothing seems to have been said about love  for yourself. But when it is said ‘‘love your neighbour as yourself””,  love for yourself by yourself is not left out either  39)'  Indeed, then, there is a precept of self-love. It is included in the double  commandment and is most clearly seen in the precept to love the  neighbour as oneself. “No category of things to be loved has been  omitted in these two precepts”’. Therefore the self-love intended is more  than the natural instincet man has in common with animals which had  been the theme of the first movement. It makes no sense to command an  innate inclination. The newness of this self-love lies precisely in the fact  that it is the object of a commandment, albeit one that takes some.  %s) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 57 (CSEL 80, 22) = 1, 26, 27 (CC 32, 21. ML 34, 29):  “Ergo quoniam praecepto non opus est ut se quisque et corpus suum diligat, id.est  quoniam id quod sumus et id quod infra nos, ad nos tamen pertinet, inconcussa naturae  lege diligimus, quae in bestias etiam promulgata est, nam et bestiae se atque corpora Sua  diligunt, restabat ut et de illo quod supra nos est et de illo quod iuxta nos est praecepta  sumeremus .  39) /bid., 1, 58 (CSEL 80; 23) = 1, 26, 27 (CC 32, 21-22. ML 34, 29): “ Finis itaque  praecepti est dilectio et ea gemina, id est dei et proximi. Quod si te totum intellegas, id est  animum et corpus, et proximum totum, id est animum et corpus eius — homo enim ex  animo constat et corpore —, nullum rerum diligendarum genus in his duobus praeceptis  praetermissum est. Cum enim praecurrat dilectio dei eiusque dilectionis modus praescriptus  appareat, ita ut cetera in illum confluant, de dilectione tua nihil dictum videtur. Sed cum  dictum est: Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum, simul et tui abs te dilectio non  praetermissa est ”.
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ookıng for But 1t that ın command Oove hım otally,
nothıing 1S saı1d of self-love, CVCI that there 1s place for ıt Is the fırst
part of the double commandment then ın conflıct thıs pomlnt wıth the
second part which Augustine SCCS d implyıng prescrıbed love for s:e
Or 15 Augustine NnOL rather concerned avo1d g1ving the impression hat
ust anı y form of self-love, iın the COmMm  N-scCH meanıng of the teIm, Can

dwell harmon10usly wıth OoOVve for (G0d ıth the ole heart, the ole
soul and the ole mınd? He oes not elaborate ere the prescribed
OVe for self he has detected and identifıied But, ASs SCC ın the exXis
NO be presented, it 1s only the self otally intent upON (30d whom
the commandment of self-love applıes

elf-love love for God

“CGileany.; Sdy>S Augustine in ‚pistola 155 wrıtten In 413-414
Macedonıius, FE 1s be understood that there 1s other love ıth
which ONC loves oneself than that ONC loves Goöd ” ) OVe for self and
OVe for God AIC 0)81  m@ TE 1S eed for S The
commandment remaıns double, not trıple commandment, losely
1s the love fOr self identıfied wıth love for God”) FOr, °“ because CHIC

nOoL lovıng God loves himself, and the precept of ove (J0d had been
g1ven, ıt Was noTl NECCSSaALY command INa  —_ Ove himself, SINCe ıIn
lovıng (J0d he loves himself”” *2). But thıs 0€s not g1ve us permissıon
speculate that Augustine MaYy aVE in mınd [070)8!| self outsıde of and
independent of the requırements of the dıviıne commandment, d ıf the
intention In lovıng God WEeEeIC take advantage of thıs grea opportunıty

WIN what 1s est for ourselves, what clakes the thırst of OUT natural
qU! for happıness. ere Call be doubt that, insofar d love (J0d 1s
commanded, self-love 1s commanded. °“One 0Ug Ove (J0d and
neself and the ne1ighbour ith the love the divine Iaw demands and
there 1s other OVve wıth which ONC loves oneself than that ONC loves

40) Epistola 153. 4, ] 5 44, 445 33 6/2) + videlıcet ut intellegeretur
nullam S5C alıam dılectionem qUuUa quisque dılıgıt se1pSUm, 181 quod dılıgıt eum  2R

41) Ihid. “(C’um CI SO ]la dılectione quUam dıvyına lex imperat, debeat OMO ılıgere
deum, se1psum, ei DroXIimum ; 1O  — hOcC trıa praecepta data Ssun(t, NC dıctum est,
In hıs trıbus. sed, In ALS duobus praeceptis Ola Lex pendet el Prophetae, ıd est ın dılectione
de1 tOLO corde, tOta anıma, ei tota mente, ei proxim1 Lamquam SUl 1DS1US .

42) Ibid., . 445-446 33, 672-673): ‘““Quia igitur NCMO, 181 eum
dılıgendo, dılıgıt se1psum ; 1O  - ODUS erat ut dato de de1 dilectione praecepto, et1am se1ıpsum
OMO dılıgere iubetur, 68 In dılıgat se1PSUm, quod dılıgıt eum  PE
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God"’“). 1s A integral part of the challenge fulfil the command-
ment love (G0d otally and OWS from nes alacrıty meetl thıs
challenge Ir there 18 hıdden commandment of self-love, ıt 1S the VeETIYV
commandment of Oove fOor (G0d In De Doctrina Christiana E 58
implıcıt precept of OVe self had een dıscovered in the second part of
the double commandment, OVvVe one’s ne1ghbour as oneself”:; In Letter
155 the self-love envisaged Dy the commandment 1s SC colincıde wıt h
Oove for God If fOor De Doctrina Christiana ıt “°seems ” that there 1S
mention of OVe for self in the presentation of the first part of the double
commandment, the [CASOoN 1s that selTI-10ve 1s NCHNIE in the
of total self-giving (G0od arlses ıIn and CONVCI SCS love God: it
DI'  CS that ONeC 1S ulYy intent upON (J0d tex{i from De Irinitate,
Book 14, datıng from late 418 OI early 419, also reveals thıs trend ıIn
Augustine’s hought eed when DCISON loves God, he loves
hıimself wıth love that 1S noTt blameworthy but üpricht” *"). °° But he
who 0€es nOoTt OVe God, CVCN ıf he loves himself, Ove which
naturally to hım, Call be rıghtly sa1d ate hımself, because he o€es
hat 1s V hımself and persecules hımself 1ıke hıs OW

enemy“ 747ı
Thus, CvVcCcn though the human mınd 18 constıituted that it

CCdSCS love itself, when ıt 1S hurtful ıtself, ıt ın fact hates itself*°®).
The mınd  K  S natural love for ıtself (and for the 0dY), then, susceptible

disorder, and eıng turned into the opposıte, 1s for Augustine
LOO0 unrelhable and shıfting base ; (& build and pattern love

43) Ihid. ( m CISO Ila dilectione divina lex Imperat, debhbeat OMO diligere
deum, el SEIDSUM, ei proximum nullam CSSC alıam diılectionem qua qu1ı1sque dılıgıit
se1ıpsum, 1S1 quod dılıgıt eum  Z

44) De Iriınıtate 14, 14, 18 C A, 446 42, ° Iam en1ım 10

sed ecte dılıgıt, CI Deum diltgit :
45) Ibid., (CC A, 445-446 42,“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  163  God-”43). It is an integral part of the challenge to fulfil the command-  ment to love God totally and flows from one’s alacrıty to meet this  challenge. If there is a hidden commandment of self-love, it is the very  commandment of love for God. In De Doctrina Christiana 1,58 an  implicit precept of love to self had been discovered in the second part of  the double commandment, to love one’s neighbour ‘as oneself” ; in Letter  155 the self-love envisaged by the commandment is seen to coincide with  love for God. If for De Doctrina Christiana it ‘“ seems” that there is no  mention of love for self in the presentation of the first part of the double  commandment, the reason is that self-love is included in the movement  of total self-giving to God. It arises in and converges on love to God; it  presupposes that one is fully intent upon God. A text from De Trinitate,  Book 14, dating from late 418 or early 419, also reveals this trend in  Augustine’s thought. ‘“Indeed, when a person loves God, he loves  himself with a love that is not blameworthy but upright”**). ‘““But he  who does not love God, even if _ he loves himself, a love which comes  naturally to him, can be rightly said to hate himself, because he does  what is contrary to himself and persecutes himself like his own  enemy” *47  Thus, even though the human mind is so constituted that it never  ceases to love itself, when it is hurtful to itself, it in fact hates itself*°).  The mind’s natural love for itself (and for the body), then, so susceptible  to disorder, error and to being turned into the opposite, is for Augustine  too unreliable and shifting a base on which to build and to pattern love  +3) Ibid.: ‘*Cum ergo illa dilectione quam divina lex imperat, debeat homo diligere  deum, et seipsum, et proximum  nullam esse aliam dilectionem qua quisque diligit  seipsum, nisi quod diligit deum ”.  44) De Trinitate 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 446. ML 42, 1050): ‘“Iam enim se non perverse  sed recte diligit, cum Deum diligit ”.  +5) Ibid., (CC 50 A, 445-446. ML 42, 1050): ‘*... qui vero non diligit Deum, etiam si  se diligit, quod ei naturaliter inditum est, tamen non inconvenienter odisse se dicitur, cum  id agit quod sibi adversatur, et se ipsum tamquam suus inimicus insequitur”’. Cf. Epistola  155, 4, 15 (CSEL 44, 445. ML 33, 672): “*  videlicet ut intellegeretur nullam esse aliam  dilectionem qua quisque diligit seipsum, nisi quod diligit deum. Qui enim aliter se diligit,  potius se odisse dicendus est : fit quippe iniquus, privaturque luce iustitiae, cum a potiore ac  praestantiore bono aversus, atque inde vel ad seipsum conversus, ad inferiora et egena  utique convertitur; fitque in ipso quod veracissime scriptum est, Qui autem amat  iniquitatem, odit animam suam (Ps. 10. 6)”.  %6) De Trinitate 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 445. ML 42, 1049): ‘“Sic itaque condita est  mens humana, ut numquam sui non meminerit, numquam se non intellegat, numquam se  non diligat. Sed quoniam qui odit aliquem, nocere illi studet; non immerito et mens  hominis, quando sibi nocet, odisse se dicitur”.quı CIO 19183  —_ dılıgıt Deum, et1am S1

dılıgıt, quod e1 naturalıter indıtum est, amen 10 inconvenılenter odiısse dıcıtur, cCcum
ıd agıt quod sıbı adversatur, el 1psum Lamquam SUuUusSs IN1ImMICUS insequitur ””. E ‚ptstola
155 15 44, 445 33, 6/2) videlıcet ut intellegeretur nullam SsSSC alıam
dılectionem qUa qu1isque dılıgıt se1psum, 1S1 quod dılıgıt eum Quı nım alıter dılıgıt,
potıus odisse dıcendus est fıt quıppe IN1QqUuUS, prıvaturque luce justitiae, CUu potıore
praestantıiore ONO AaVEISUS, inde vel ad seıpsum CONVCISUS, ad inferi10Tra el

utıque convertitur; fiıtque ın 1DSO quod veracıssıme scerıptum est, Oui autem MAT

InIquitatem, ndıt anımam SUAM (Ps 6)
46) De I rinitate 14, 14, (CCG A, 445 42, “* SIC ıtaque ondıta est

INCNS humana, ut NUMq Ua SUul1 10  — memuineriıt, NUMYUAIN NO  — intellegat, NUMY Ua
NO  >; dılıgat. Sed quon1am quı odıt alıquem, NOCETC 1lı studet : NO  —_ immerı1to INECNS

hominıs, quando s1ıbı C}  e odisse dicıtur ”.
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for one’s neighbour. He therefore grounds love for ne1ıghbour nof the
natural instinct oneself NOT the natural inclınatıon tO seek
nes  7 OW happıness, be of benefit oneself, but God, wh 15 not

shıftiıng and unrelıiable. Attachment God shores the foundatıons of
love for ne1ıghbour by g1ving the lover He  S strength and 1g beauty and
JOYy As the {exXti from De T rinitate continues:

When the human mınd loves God, and consequently d ave
sald, remembers hım and understands hım, it INa Yy rıghtly be
commanded wıth respect ıts ne1ghbour love hım AS ıt loves
itself. Indeed, when PCISON loves God, he loves hımself wıth love
that 1s not blameworthy but upright Ihrough partakıng of God,
NnOT only 1S PCISON hıs image, but he also arlses renewed from the
Ssea of the °° old 27  man he arNlses comely from hıs eformıty, happy
from hıs unhappıness. He IMNaYy love hıimself ıIn such WaY that, ıf
alternatıve tself, he prefers ove all those things eIOW
hımself which he loves, rather than perısh. But, ıf he abandons the
ONMNC greater than himself, he becomes enfeebled and benighted
that, fallıng WAaVY from hımself, he 15 miserably drawn oWwn
realıties 1c AT not hımself and which he 1S super10r, Dy loves
IC he has not the strengt CONYUCI and Dy CITOIS he O€es not
NOW hOow turn back from. Only by turnıng tO the ONMNC greater
than hımself Cal PCISON PIECSCIVC hıs streng and 15 he able
en]oy Hım AS hıs 1g whom the psalmıst SINgS: ‘“ Turnıing YOU

ave preserved IN Y strength ” (Ps 58 59) LAÄAX); and else-
where: ‘ Approac Hım and yOUu ıll be ıllumınated ” (Ps
373 34) Therefore, when hrough the of God the PCISON
wh has abandone: hım repen(ts, he crles Oout In the psalms: .. My
strengt has deserted me, and the 1g of ImMYy CYCS 1s longer ıth
me  27 (Ps 377 38) 10)7):164  R. Canning  for one’s neighbour. He therefore grounds love for neighbour not on the  natural instinct to preserve oneself nor on the natural inclination to seek  one’s own happiness, to be of benefit to oneself, but on God, who is not  shifting and unreliable. Attachment to God shores up the foundations of  love for neighbour by giving the lover new strength and light, beauty and  joy. As the text from De Trinitate continues:  When the human mind loves God, and consequently as we have  said, remembers him and understands him, it may rightly be  commanded with respect to its neighbour to love him as it loves  itself. Indeed, when a person loves God, he loves himself with a love  that is not blameworthy but upright. Through partaking of God,  not only is a person his image, but he also arises renewed from the  state of the ‘‘old man ”, he arises comely from his deformity, happy  from his unhappiness. He may love himself in such a way that, if an  alternative proposes itself, he prefers to love all those things below  himself which he loves, rather than perish. But, if he abandons the  one greater than himself, he becomes so enfeebled and benighted  that, falling way from himself, he is miserably drawn down to  realities which are not himself and to which he is superior, by loves  which he has not the strength to conquer and by errors he does not  know how to turn back from. Only by turning to the one greater  than himself can a person preserve his strength and is he able to  enjoy Him as his light to whom the psalmist sings: ‘ Turning to you  ] have preserved my strength ” (PS. 58 (59). 10: LXX); and else-  where: ‘“Approach Him and you will be illuminated” (Ps.  33 (34). 5). Therefore, when through the mercy of God the person  who has abandoned him repents, he cries out in the psalms: ‘My  strength has deserted me, and the light of my eyes is no longer with  me” (Ps. 37 (38). 10)”7). '“  Self-love loosened from God threatens to drag the neighbour down into  the same deformity and unhappiness, weakness and blindness as itself. It  *+7) De Trinitate 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 446-447. ML 42, 1049): ‘Cum autem Deum  diligit mens, et sicut dictum est, consequenter eius meminit, eumque intellegit, recte illi de  proximo suo praecipitur, ut eum sicut se diligat. Iam enim se non perverse sed recte diligit,  cum Deum diligit, cuius participatione imago illa non solum est, verum etiam ex vetustate  renovatur, ex deformitate reformatur, ex infelicitate beatificatur, Quamvis enim se ita  diligat, ut si alterutrum proponatur, malit omnia quae infra se diligit perdere, quam perire;  tamen superiorem deserendo, ad quem solum posset custodire fortitudinem suam, eoque  frui lumine suo, cui canitur in Psalmo: Fortitudinem meam ad te custodiam; et in alio:  Accedite ad eum et illuminamini; sic infirma et tenebrosa facta est, ut a se quoque ipsa, in ea  quae non sunt quod ipsa, et quibus superior est ipsa, infelicius laberetur per amores quos  non valet vincere, et errores a quibus non videt qua redire. Unde iam Deo miserante  poenitens clamat in Psalmis: Deseruit me fortitudo mea, et lumen oculorum meorum non est  mecum”.elf-love loosened from God threatens drag the ne1ighbour oOWnN into

the SAame eformıty and unhappıness, weakness and blındness AS ıtself.

47) De Iriınıtate 14, 14, 18 88 A, 42, 1049) "*Cum autem Deum
dılıgıt INCNS, ei sıcut dıctum esL, CONsequenter e1us memuinıt, CUM1ILYUC intellegıt, recte 1Ilı de
DroX1mo SUÜ:  ® praecıpıtur, ut CUu sicut dılıgat. lam nım 1O sed recte dılıgıt,
CUu Deum dılıgıt, CUI1US partıcıpatıone Imago Jla NON solum est, et1am veiustate
renOVvalur, C deformitate reformatur, inftelıcıtate beatıficatur, Quamyvıs enım ıta
dılıgat, uLt S1 alterutrum proponatur, malı Oomnıa qUaC infra dılıgıt perdere, QUalll perıire ;
am super1o0rem deserendo, ad qUCHM solum possetl custodıre fortıtudınem SUaml,
frul lumıne 5SUo, Cul canıtur ın Psalmo Fortitudinem Meam ad custodiam ; ef ın lı0
Ccedite ad eum 21 ıllumınamını SIC infırma tenebrosa acta esL, ut qQUOQUC 1psa, in ‚wfs

qQquUaCl NO Sunt quod 1pSa, el quıbus super10r est 1psa, infelıcıus laberetur pCI 4IN OTCS qU OS
110  — vale vincere, et CILIOICS quıbus 1O videt QJUua redıre. nde 1am Deo miserante
poenıtens clamat In Psalmıiıs: Deserult me fortitudo MEAd, 21 Ilumen oculorum MEOTUM HOn es!
mecum .
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has Vnothing of value 0)  er it sımply cCannot please the ne1ghbour ın
Paul’s (Rom 15 1-2) The upright PCISON lovıng hımself lovıng
(J0d 1s the lover Augustine understands the second part of the double
commandment to refer C the ne1ighbour 15 to be OVEe: AdSs the self of the
upright PCISON, created in the image of God and recreated and renewed,
arısıng ‘“comely from hıs deformiıty and appY from hıs unhappıness””.
No self other than thıs ıll do

Thıs 1S antıcıpate theme OVve for ne1ghbour dSs oneself — that
ıll be INOIC explicıtly handled shortly. For the present let us return
investigate hat urther 1g the relatıon of OVe for God tOo self-love
throws the latter.

I1 FURTHER SPECIFICA TION IHE F- L LOVE FOR GOoD

Augustine 's adiıcal USEe of Ps God INIQUIEY
hat OVe for self SOCS hand in hand wıth love fOr God 1s attested

from all the per10ds of Augustine’s work al least from 388 on?°) In fact,
d ave SCCH in ‚pistola 195 4, 13 datıng from 413-414, Augustine
Can refer LO them d ONMNC love: ° nullam A alıam dilectionem UU quLSque
diligit SEIDSUM, ALSI quod diligit eum  27 Any other OoOve of self, that 1S, aAaNYy
self-love that 1s nOoTt UulNYy intent upDON God and serving hım, Augustine
CcE self-hatred When He S  7 ıfe 1S nOoTt otally orlentated God, [OOTN 1S
eft fOor PCISON turn enjoyment of hımself, d$S ıf he WeIC

the end of all; hıs ea degeneratıon and loss of self in the multitude

48) See, fOor example : De Moribus Ecclesiae C’atholicae y (ML L YA
ate 388) ‘“ Sıquidem lle satıs dılıgıt, quı sedulo agıt, ut el CcIO perfruatur
[0) 4181 quod S1 nıhıl est alıud qUamı Deus, sıcut QUaC dıcta sunt docuerunt, quıs cunctarı
pDOotesL, quın SCSC ameLl, quı amator est Dett' Sermo Denis L17, (MA 1, 5/) ate Dr10T
400)“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  165  hashothing of value to offer; it simply cannot please the neighbour in  Paul’s sense (Rom. 15. 1-2). The upright person loving himself loving  God is the lover Augustine understands the second part of the double  commandment to refer to; the neighbour is to be loved as the self of the  upright person, created in the image of God and recreated and renewed,  arising ‘‘comely from his deformity and happy from his unhappiness ”.  No self other than this will do.  This is to anticipate a theme — love for neighbour as oneself — that  will be more explicitly handled shortly. For the present let us return to  investigate what further light the relation of love for God to self-love  throws on the latter.  II. FURTHER SPECIFICATION OF THE RELATION OF SELF-LOVE TO LOVE FOR GoD  A. Augustine’s radical use of Ps. 10.6: God or iniquity  That love for self goes hand in hand with love for God is attested  from all the periods of Augustine’s work at least from 388 on*®). In fact,  as we have seen in Epistola 155, 4, 15, dating from 413-414, Augustine  can refer to them as one love: “ nullam esse aliam dilectionem qua quisque  diligit seipsum, nisi quod diligit deum’””. Any other love of self, that is, any  self-love that is not fully intent upon God and serving him, Augustine  calls self-hatred. When one’s life is not totally orientated to God, room is  left for a person to turn to perverse enjoyment of himself, as if he were  the end of all; this leads to degeneration and loss of self in the multitude  48) See, for example: De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,26,48 (ML 32, 1331)  (Date: 388): ‘“Siquidem ille se satis diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur  bono: quod si nihil est aliud quam Deus, sicut ea quae dicta sunt docuerunt, quis cunctari  potest, quin sese amet, qui amator est Dei?”; Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87) (Date: prior to  400): *... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc te diligis, si diligis dominum. Si  vero deum non diligis, nec te ipsum diligis. Cum ergo te didiceris diligere diligendo deum,  rape proximum ad deum, Ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto bono quod deus est”; Sermo  Wilmart 2,5 (MA 1, 677) (Date: prior to 410): “ Video enim quia diligis te ipsum, quia  diligis deum”; Epistola 177, 10 (to Pope Innocent) (CSEL 44, 679. ML 33, 768): “Et  quoniam nisi diligat deum, nemo diligit seipsum, ideo dominus in iis duobus praeceptis  totam Legem Prophetasque dicit pendere”; Sermo 34, 8 (CC 41, 427. ML 38, 212) (Date:  418): “ Prorsus non diligebas te, quando deum non diligebas, qui fecit te; sed cum odisses  te, putabas quod amares te. Qui enim diligit iniquitatem odit animam suam (Ps: 106)7;  Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 87, 1 (CC 36, 544. ML 35, 1852) (Date: 418-421) : “ Neque  enim vera dilectione diligeremus invicem, nisi diligentes deum. Diligit enim unusquisque  proximum tamquam seipsum, si diligit deum; nam si non diligit deum, non diligit  seipsum ”’.ut, Cu dılexerIıs domınum, SC1AS quıla tunc te dılıgıs, S1 dılıgı1s domınum. 1
eIO eum NO  — dılıgıs, NC 1psum dılıg1s Cum CI ZO te dıdıcerıs ılıgere dılıgendo deum,
LapDc proximum ad deum, Ut sımul fruarıs bono, et ONO quod eus est  P Sermo
Wilmart Z (MA 1, 6/77) ate Dr10T7 410) ““ Vıdeo enım quıa dılıgıs te 1psum, qula
dılıgıs deum ”; Epistola KF (tOo Pope Innocent) 44, 679 30 768) °° Ht
quon1am 1S1 dılıgat deum, CINO dılıgıt se1psum, ıdeo domınus In 118 duobus praeceptis

egem Prophetasque dıcıt pendere ; Sermo 34, 188 41, AD 38, 212) ate
418) * Prorsus NO  ‘ dılıgebas te, quando eum 1918)  —_ dılıgebas, quı fecıt te: sed Cl odıiısses
t 9 putabas quod AIa ICs Qui nım diligit Inıquitatem odit anımam SUUaM (Ps 0):
Iractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 57, (CC 3 E 3 E ate 418-421) : “ Neque
enım cecIa dılectione dılıgeremus iNnVICem, 1S1 dılıgentes eum Dılıgıt nım UuNnusquisque
Droximum Lamquam se1psum, S1 dılıgıt deum ; Na S1 NO dılıgıt deum, NO dılıgıt
seıpsum“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  165  hashothing of value to offer; it simply cannot please the neighbour in  Paul’s sense (Rom. 15. 1-2). The upright person loving himself loving  God is the lover Augustine understands the second part of the double  commandment to refer to; the neighbour is to be loved as the self of the  upright person, created in the image of God and recreated and renewed,  arising ‘‘comely from his deformity and happy from his unhappiness ”.  No self other than this will do.  This is to anticipate a theme — love for neighbour as oneself — that  will be more explicitly handled shortly. For the present let us return to  investigate what further light the relation of love for God to self-love  throws on the latter.  II. FURTHER SPECIFICATION OF THE RELATION OF SELF-LOVE TO LOVE FOR GoD  A. Augustine’s radical use of Ps. 10.6: God or iniquity  That love for self goes hand in hand with love for God is attested  from all the periods of Augustine’s work at least from 388 on*®). In fact,  as we have seen in Epistola 155, 4, 15, dating from 413-414, Augustine  can refer to them as one love: “ nullam esse aliam dilectionem qua quisque  diligit seipsum, nisi quod diligit deum’””. Any other love of self, that is, any  self-love that is not fully intent upon God and serving him, Augustine  calls self-hatred. When one’s life is not totally orientated to God, room is  left for a person to turn to perverse enjoyment of himself, as if he were  the end of all; this leads to degeneration and loss of self in the multitude  48) See, for example: De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,26,48 (ML 32, 1331)  (Date: 388): ‘“Siquidem ille se satis diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur  bono: quod si nihil est aliud quam Deus, sicut ea quae dicta sunt docuerunt, quis cunctari  potest, quin sese amet, qui amator est Dei?”; Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87) (Date: prior to  400): *... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc te diligis, si diligis dominum. Si  vero deum non diligis, nec te ipsum diligis. Cum ergo te didiceris diligere diligendo deum,  rape proximum ad deum, Ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto bono quod deus est”; Sermo  Wilmart 2,5 (MA 1, 677) (Date: prior to 410): “ Video enim quia diligis te ipsum, quia  diligis deum”; Epistola 177, 10 (to Pope Innocent) (CSEL 44, 679. ML 33, 768): “Et  quoniam nisi diligat deum, nemo diligit seipsum, ideo dominus in iis duobus praeceptis  totam Legem Prophetasque dicit pendere”; Sermo 34, 8 (CC 41, 427. ML 38, 212) (Date:  418): “ Prorsus non diligebas te, quando deum non diligebas, qui fecit te; sed cum odisses  te, putabas quod amares te. Qui enim diligit iniquitatem odit animam suam (Ps: 106)7;  Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 87, 1 (CC 36, 544. ML 35, 1852) (Date: 418-421) : “ Neque  enim vera dilectione diligeremus invicem, nisi diligentes deum. Diligit enim unusquisque  proximum tamquam seipsum, si diligit deum; nam si non diligit deum, non diligit  seipsum ”’.
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of lower things*?). “ar VYOU consıder yourself ASs the end, hat 15 also the
end fOor yYOou But 1t 1S noTt the end in the of fulfilment, but ın the

of destruction ”” >°). For Augustine it appCars hat there 15 half-
WaY house between fulfilment and destruction. FEıther ONC loves God. In
which Casc OoON«C loves oneself and the en 15 fulfilment., OT ONC loves

“ImMquity : ın which Case ONC hates nes OW soul and the en 1S
destruction. There{fore, ıf ON«C o€es nolt OVe God, ONC necessarıly loves
“in1ıquıity ” and into of enmity ıth oneself. GTE 1s other
choice but God OT “anıquity . The optiıon 1S fundamental: aılure
choose the former implıes that ON«eC ıll the self-destructive WaYy of the
latter. 1S In thıs that Augustine employs Ps In GXIS dealıng
ıth self-love ; He who loves In1quıty hates hıs OW QQl ‘“ Where there
1S ove for neı1ghbour, there 15 necessarıly love for God LO  ®) For how Call

PCISON wh oes not Oove God ove hıs neıghbour d hımself. see1ng
that he oes not CVCN OVve hımself? He 15 ungodly and wıcked Not only
o€es the 0)401°% wh: loves In1quıity noTt love, he hates hıs OW soul ” 51) TO

49) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46 80, 1& 20) x D K 25 J
1e® 32 1/-19 34,j * LUnC est quıppe optımus homo, C ofta ıta SsSuaqa pergıt ın
incommutabılem vitam el LOLO adfectu nheret Ilı SI au propter dılıgıt, NO

refert qad deum, sed ad 1psum CONVEISUS 1O  —_ ad incommutabılem alıquıid convertıtur166  R. Canning  of lower things*°). ‘“ If you consider yourself as the end, that is also the  end for you. But it is not the end in the sense of fulfilment, but in the  sense of destruction ” °°). For Augustine it appears that there is no half-  way house between fulfilment and destruction. Either one loves God, in  which case one loves oneself and the end is fulfilment, or one loves  “iniquity””, in which case one hates one’s own soul and the end is  destruction. Therefore, if one does not love God, one necessarily loves  “jniquity ”” and falls into a state of enmity with oneself. There is no other  choice but God or “iniquity”. The option is fundamental; failure to  choose the former implies that one will go the self-destructive way of the  latter. It is in this sense that Augustine employs Ps. 10. 6 in texts dealing  with self-love; ‘ He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”’. ‘‘ Where there  is love for neighbour, there is necessarily love for God too. For how can  a person who does not love God love his neighbour as himself, seeing  that he does not even love himself? He is ungodly and wicked. Not only  does the one who loves iniquity not love, he hates his own soul”°*). To  49) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 41 & 46 (CSEL 80, 18 & 20) = 1,22,21 & 1, 23, 23  (CC 32, 17-19. ML 34, 26-27) : ‘ Tunc est quippe optimus homo, cum tota vita sua pergit in  incommutabilem vitam et toto adfectu inheret illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se  refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus non ad incommutabilem aliquid convertitur ...  Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire nolit,  rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Et ideo fit  infirmus animus et de mortali corpore cruciatur”. Cf. De Trinitate 14, 14, 18.  >°) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10, 5 (ML 35, 2058): ““ Si ibi ponis finem, finiris; sed non  finiris quasi perficiaris, sed finiris ut consumaris ”.  51) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 83, 3 (CC 36, 536. ML 35, 1846): “ Itaque ubi  dilectio est, ibi necessario fides et spes; et ubi dilectio proximi, ibi necessario etiam dilectio  Dei. Qui enim non diligit Deum, quomodo diligit proximum tamquam seipsum, quan-  doquidem non diligit et seipsum? Est quippe impius et iniquus; qui autem diligit  iniquitatem, non plane diligit, sed odit animam suam”. Ps. 10. 6 also has this contrasting  function in the following texts: De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1, 23, 23 (CC  32, 19. ML 34, 27); De Disciplina Christiana 4, 4-5, 5 (CC 46, 211-212. ML 41, 671-672);  Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715); Epistola 155, 4,15 (CSEL 44, 445. ML 33, 672): “ Qui autem  amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Quia igitur nemo, nisi deum diligendo, diligit  seipsum”’; Sermo Denis 16,6 (MA 1,.79): “Peccas propter amicum tuum, et, ne illum  offendas, negas Christum ... Iste tibi amicus non esset, si tu tibi esses; sed, quoniam ipse  inimicus es tibi, amicum putas inimicum tibi. Unde autem ipse inimicus es tibi? Quia amas  iniquitatem: Qui autem amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Sed non negatur Christus, ut  amico impio et perverso placeatur ... contemne amicum hominem, habebis amicum deum.  Sed illic ubi amicum habebis deum, sine amico proximo non eris””. The ‘amicus homo’ of  the penultimate sentence is really an enemy since he leads people to deny Christ. This is  “iniquity”, self-hatred; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816): ‘‘ Sirenim male te  diligis, et inutiliter; ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo autem te male  diligis? Quomodo innuit Scriptura, quae neminem palpat, et convincit quia non te diligis;  immo convincit quia et odisti te: Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. SiInıquum est en1m, qula vult s1bı servıre quod infra est, CUu 1pse super10T1 servıre nolıt,
rect1ssımeque dıctum est QuI1 Au diligit Inıquitatem, odıt anımam SUAM Et ideo fıt
infırmus anımus ef de mortalı COTDOIC eruclatur ”. ( De I riınıtate 14, 18

50) In Epistolam Toannıs, r 10, (ML Y ga y ıbı DONIS finem, finırıs; sed 918)  —

finırıs quası perficlarIs, sed finırıs ut consumarıs ”.
51) Iractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 83, (C£L; 36, 536 35 que ubı

dılect10 est.; ıbı necessar10o fides ei SPCS, ei ubı 1lect10 DroX1m1, ıbı necessarı1o eti1am dılect10
De1l Quı enım 11ON dılıgıt Deum, quomodo dılıgıt proximum Lamquam se1ıpsum, qUan-
doquıdem NO  — dılıgıit seıpsum ? Est quıppe iImp1us el IN1QUUS ; qul AauU. diligit
inıquitatem, NO plane dılıgıt, sed odıt ANıUımMAaAM SUAM . Ps 1Iso has thıs contrastıng
function iın the followıng De Doctrina Christiana E 46 S0, 20) 23 73 (CIC
32 19 34, Z 79; De Disciplina Christiana 4-5, (CG 46, f 8 AD 41, 671-672);
Sermo 128, 3i (ML 38, /45): ‚pistola 135 4115 44, 445 33, 67/72) “"Qui autem
mal Iniquitatem, odit anımam SUaM Quia igıtur NCIMO, 181 eum dılıgendo, dılıgıt
se1ıpsum ' ; Sermo Denıis 16, (MA 1, 79) °“ Peccas propter amıcum LUUM, e ıllum
offendas, rıstum166  R. Canning  of lower things*°). ‘“ If you consider yourself as the end, that is also the  end for you. But it is not the end in the sense of fulfilment, but in the  sense of destruction ” °°). For Augustine it appears that there is no half-  way house between fulfilment and destruction. Either one loves God, in  which case one loves oneself and the end is fulfilment, or one loves  “iniquity””, in which case one hates one’s own soul and the end is  destruction. Therefore, if one does not love God, one necessarily loves  “jniquity ”” and falls into a state of enmity with oneself. There is no other  choice but God or “iniquity”. The option is fundamental; failure to  choose the former implies that one will go the self-destructive way of the  latter. It is in this sense that Augustine employs Ps. 10. 6 in texts dealing  with self-love; ‘ He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”’. ‘‘ Where there  is love for neighbour, there is necessarily love for God too. For how can  a person who does not love God love his neighbour as himself, seeing  that he does not even love himself? He is ungodly and wicked. Not only  does the one who loves iniquity not love, he hates his own soul”°*). To  49) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 41 & 46 (CSEL 80, 18 & 20) = 1,22,21 & 1, 23, 23  (CC 32, 17-19. ML 34, 26-27) : ‘ Tunc est quippe optimus homo, cum tota vita sua pergit in  incommutabilem vitam et toto adfectu inheret illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se  refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus non ad incommutabilem aliquid convertitur ...  Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire nolit,  rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Et ideo fit  infirmus animus et de mortali corpore cruciatur”. Cf. De Trinitate 14, 14, 18.  >°) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10, 5 (ML 35, 2058): ““ Si ibi ponis finem, finiris; sed non  finiris quasi perficiaris, sed finiris ut consumaris ”.  51) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 83, 3 (CC 36, 536. ML 35, 1846): “ Itaque ubi  dilectio est, ibi necessario fides et spes; et ubi dilectio proximi, ibi necessario etiam dilectio  Dei. Qui enim non diligit Deum, quomodo diligit proximum tamquam seipsum, quan-  doquidem non diligit et seipsum? Est quippe impius et iniquus; qui autem diligit  iniquitatem, non plane diligit, sed odit animam suam”. Ps. 10. 6 also has this contrasting  function in the following texts: De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1, 23, 23 (CC  32, 19. ML 34, 27); De Disciplina Christiana 4, 4-5, 5 (CC 46, 211-212. ML 41, 671-672);  Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715); Epistola 155, 4,15 (CSEL 44, 445. ML 33, 672): “ Qui autem  amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Quia igitur nemo, nisi deum diligendo, diligit  seipsum”’; Sermo Denis 16,6 (MA 1,.79): “Peccas propter amicum tuum, et, ne illum  offendas, negas Christum ... Iste tibi amicus non esset, si tu tibi esses; sed, quoniam ipse  inimicus es tibi, amicum putas inimicum tibi. Unde autem ipse inimicus es tibi? Quia amas  iniquitatem: Qui autem amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Sed non negatur Christus, ut  amico impio et perverso placeatur ... contemne amicum hominem, habebis amicum deum.  Sed illic ubi amicum habebis deum, sine amico proximo non eris””. The ‘amicus homo’ of  the penultimate sentence is really an enemy since he leads people to deny Christ. This is  “iniquity”, self-hatred; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816): ‘‘ Sirenim male te  diligis, et inutiliter; ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo autem te male  diligis? Quomodo innuit Scriptura, quae neminem palpat, et convincit quia non te diligis;  immo convincit quia et odisti te: Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. SiIste tıbı aMICUS NO  — esset, S1 t1bı sed, quon1am ıpse
IN1ImMI1CUS tıbıi, amıcum Inımıcum t1bı nde au Ipse IN1ımMI1CUS tıbı? Quıia INnas

inıquıtatem : Ou1 autem Mal Inıquitatem, odit anımam S$UAaM Sed 1918)  —_ negatur rıstus, ut
aM1CO 1mp10 ef placeatur166  R. Canning  of lower things*°). ‘“ If you consider yourself as the end, that is also the  end for you. But it is not the end in the sense of fulfilment, but in the  sense of destruction ” °°). For Augustine it appears that there is no half-  way house between fulfilment and destruction. Either one loves God, in  which case one loves oneself and the end is fulfilment, or one loves  “iniquity””, in which case one hates one’s own soul and the end is  destruction. Therefore, if one does not love God, one necessarily loves  “jniquity ”” and falls into a state of enmity with oneself. There is no other  choice but God or “iniquity”. The option is fundamental; failure to  choose the former implies that one will go the self-destructive way of the  latter. It is in this sense that Augustine employs Ps. 10. 6 in texts dealing  with self-love; ‘ He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”’. ‘‘ Where there  is love for neighbour, there is necessarily love for God too. For how can  a person who does not love God love his neighbour as himself, seeing  that he does not even love himself? He is ungodly and wicked. Not only  does the one who loves iniquity not love, he hates his own soul”°*). To  49) De Doctrina Christiana 1, 41 & 46 (CSEL 80, 18 & 20) = 1,22,21 & 1, 23, 23  (CC 32, 17-19. ML 34, 26-27) : ‘ Tunc est quippe optimus homo, cum tota vita sua pergit in  incommutabilem vitam et toto adfectu inheret illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se  refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus non ad incommutabilem aliquid convertitur ...  Iniquum est enim, quia vult sibi servire quod infra se est, cum ipse superiori servire nolit,  rectissimeque dictum est: Qui autem diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Et ideo fit  infirmus animus et de mortali corpore cruciatur”. Cf. De Trinitate 14, 14, 18.  >°) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10, 5 (ML 35, 2058): ““ Si ibi ponis finem, finiris; sed non  finiris quasi perficiaris, sed finiris ut consumaris ”.  51) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 83, 3 (CC 36, 536. ML 35, 1846): “ Itaque ubi  dilectio est, ibi necessario fides et spes; et ubi dilectio proximi, ibi necessario etiam dilectio  Dei. Qui enim non diligit Deum, quomodo diligit proximum tamquam seipsum, quan-  doquidem non diligit et seipsum? Est quippe impius et iniquus; qui autem diligit  iniquitatem, non plane diligit, sed odit animam suam”. Ps. 10. 6 also has this contrasting  function in the following texts: De Doctrina Christiana 1, 46 (CSEL 80, 20) = 1, 23, 23 (CC  32, 19. ML 34, 27); De Disciplina Christiana 4, 4-5, 5 (CC 46, 211-212. ML 41, 671-672);  Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715); Epistola 155, 4,15 (CSEL 44, 445. ML 33, 672): “ Qui autem  amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Quia igitur nemo, nisi deum diligendo, diligit  seipsum”’; Sermo Denis 16,6 (MA 1,.79): “Peccas propter amicum tuum, et, ne illum  offendas, negas Christum ... Iste tibi amicus non esset, si tu tibi esses; sed, quoniam ipse  inimicus es tibi, amicum putas inimicum tibi. Unde autem ipse inimicus es tibi? Quia amas  iniquitatem: Qui autem amat iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Sed non negatur Christus, ut  amico impio et perverso placeatur ... contemne amicum hominem, habebis amicum deum.  Sed illic ubi amicum habebis deum, sine amico proximo non eris””. The ‘amicus homo’ of  the penultimate sentence is really an enemy since he leads people to deny Christ. This is  “iniquity”, self-hatred; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816): ‘‘ Sirenim male te  diligis, et inutiliter; ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo autem te male  diligis? Quomodo innuit Scriptura, quae neminem palpat, et convincit quia non te diligis;  immo convincit quia et odisti te: Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Sicontemne amıcum homınem, habebis amıcum eum
Sed ıllıc ubı amıcum habebis deum, sıne amıco prox1mo NO  —; T1S  7 The “am1ıcCus OomMO of
the penultımate sentencC' 18 really SInNce he ea! people deny Chriıst hıs 15
‘““inıquity ”, self-hatred ; En In DS 140, (GE 40, 3% °“°S1 nım male te

dılıg1s, ei inutilıter ; ıta ei proximum dılıgendo, quıd e1 consulıs ? Quomodo autem male
dılıgıs? Quomodo innult Scriıptura, quaC nemınem palpat, ei convıncıt quıa NO  —; dılıgı1s;
Immo conviıncıt qul1a eft odıstı Qu18 Inquıt, diligit Iniquitatem, odit anımam SUUAMMM 1
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the extent that aTe not entirely intent upON God, Augustine SCCS us d

lovıng in1ıquity and thereby hatıng OUT OW souls. Not love (J0d 15
iıtself Ove In1quity. What thıs OoOWn tOo 1S the injunction: choose

dırect yOoUur ole ıfe God OI perısh. And perishing oneself
eıng of value others.

In eudaımonistic framework, however, ıt MaYy be objecte: that thıs
close assoclatıon of self-love and love for (GG0od only boosts the attention
gıven the self and 15 al heart egocentrIic. One 15 concerned primarıly
increase one’s ove for God because thıs advantage the self,
growth in self-love De Irınıtate S, 8 LZ. read in thıs 1g WOU be
scandalous assertion of the primacy of self INOTE love God, the
INOIC OVve ourselves  ” 52). Ose Brechtken SCCS the ıinner identity of
Oove for (GG0od and self-love d confirmatıon of the unquestioned all-
pervasıveness of the ‘“ appetitus’-schema iın Augustine. TIhe self, seekıng
enjoyment fOr iıtself, ‘“ necessarıly ”” loves God wh provıdes t?) hat

CIBO dılıg1s inıquıtatem, quod teıpsum dılıgas? Erras: ita ei proximum dılıgens, ad
inıquıtatem duces, ei dılect10 {ua aqueus erıt dılect1. Aarıtas CTZO de rorde DUTFO est QuUaC est

secundum Deum, el FOoNSCIENTIA bona, et fide NO  - ficta Tım 9 De I rinıtate S, 6,
(r 50, 283-284 42, 956) and 18 CC A, 445-446 42, 1049-1050); Sermo
34, ICe 41, AT 38, 212)

52) De Trinıtate 5 S, 12 (l 50, 289 959)167  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  the extent that we are not entirely intent upon God, Augustine sees us as  loving iniquity and thereby hating our own souls. Not to love God is  itself to love iniquity. What this comes down to is the injunction: choose  to direct your whole life to God or perish. And perishing oneself means  being of no value to others.  In a eudaimonistic framework, however, it may be objected that this  close association of self-love and love for God only boosts the attention  given to the self and is at heart egocentric. One is concerned primarily to  increase one’s love for God because this means advantage to the self,  growth in self-love. De Trinitate 8, 8, 12, read in this light, would be a  scandalous assertion of the primacy of self:: ‘‘The more we love God, the  more we love ourselves”’52). Josef Brechtken sees the inner identity of  love for God and self-love as confirmation of the unquestioned all-  pervasiveness of the ““ appetitus” -schema in Augustine. The self, seeking  enjoyment for itself, ‘““necessarily”” loves God who provides it°°). That  ergo diligis iniquitatem, putas quod teipsum diligas? Erras: ita et proximum diligens, ad  iniquitatem duces, et dilectio tua laqueus erit dilecti. Caritas ergo de corde puro est quae est  secundum Deum, er conscientia bona, et fide non ficta (1 Tim. 1. 5)”; De Trinitate 8, 6, 9  (CC 50, 283-284. ML 42, 956) and 14, 14, 18 (CC 50 A, 445-446. ML 42, 1049-1050); Sermo  34, 8 (CC 41, 427. ML 38, 212).  52) De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 (CC 50, 289. ML 42, 959): ““... nos autem ipsos tanto magis  diligimus, quanto magis diligimus deum”. A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, p. 541, gives as his  sole support for the contention that Augustinian man loving God ‘*does so ultimately in  order to obtain satisfaction for the demands of self-love”” a short quotation from Tractatus  in Evangelium Ioannis 83, 3 (CC 36, 536. ML 35, 1846): “ Qui autem se propter habendum  deum diligunt, ipsi se diligunt: ergo uf se diligant, deum diligunt”. (Nygren’s emphasis,  p. 541, n.3). He obviously takes the “se” to mean simply ‘“themselves”, such that  individuals’ love for God promotes each individual’s love for himself. Read in context,  however, there is no doubt that the ‘“se”” should be translated as ‘‘one another”, and that  the sentence refers not to self-love but to love for one another ‘as Christ has loved us’.  “Discernitur quippe ista dilectio ab illa dilectione qua se invicem diligunt homines sicut  homines; nam ut discerneretur, adiunctum est: sicut dilexi vos. Utquid enim diligit nos  Christus, nisi ut regnare possimus cum Christo? Ad hoc ergo et nos invicem diligamus, ut  dilectionem nostram discernamus a ceteris, qui non ad hoc se invicem diligunt, quia nec  diligunt. Qui autem se propter habendum deum diligunt, ipsi se diligunt ; ergo ut se diligant,  deum diligunt. Non est haec dilectio in omnibus hominibus; pauci se propterea diligunt, ut  sit deus omnia in omnibus ”.  53) J. Brechtken, Augustin Doctor Caritatis, p. 143, in commenting on Tractatus in  Evangelium IToannis 83,3 (CC 36, 536. ML 35, 1846): “  et ubi dilectio proximi, ibi  necessario etiam dilectio Dei. Qui enim non diligit deum, quomodo diligit proximum  tamquam seipsum, quandoquidem non diligit et seipsum?”” Brechtken remarks: ‘“ Was soll  dieses ‘tamquam te ipsum’ und die damit angezielte Verbindung von Nächsten- und Selbst-  (Gottes-)Liebe, wenn doch letzteres, aktidentisch wie es bei Augustin von jeher gemeint ist,  nicht anderes als die Totalität des appetitus bestätigt und dieser appetitus nicht im  geringsten in Frage gestellt wird? Inwiefern muss ich überhaupt ‘notwendigerweise’ GottNOS autem 1DSOS magıs
dılıgimus, quanto magıs dılıgımus eum  32 Nygren, gape and Lros, 541, g1ves AS hıs
sole SUuppOTL for the contention that Augustinıan INa  — lovıng God ‘““does ultımately In
order obtaın satısfactıon for the demands of self-love  22 short quotation from I ractatus
IN Evangelium Toannıs 83, (CE 36, 536 9y “Quı1 autem propter habendum
eum dılıgunt, 1ps1 ılıgunt : CISO 1Ul diligant, deum diligunt ”. (Nygren’s emphasıs,

541, He obvıousliy es the ..  se  P? INCcCan sımply ‘““themselves””, such that
indıvıduals’ love for (GJ0d promotes each indıvıdual’s love fOor hımself. ead ın ConftexlL,
however, ere 1S ou that the ..  se  27 should be translated n  one another , and that
the sentence refers not self-love but love fOor ONC another as CHhrist has loved us
° Discernitur quıppe ista dılect10 ab ]la dılectione qua Invicem ılıgunt homiıines siıcut
homiınes; 1a ut dıscerneretur, adıunctum est SICul dilexı VOoS Utquıd nım dılıgıt 1 OS

rıstus, 181 ut regNaIc possımus CUu T1SLO hoc CTZO ei N OS Invicem dılıgamus, ut
dılectionem NnOstiram diıscernamus ceterI1s, quı NO ad hoc Invicem ılıgunt, qula NC

dılıgunt. Quı1 autem propter habendum eum dılıgunt, 1pS1 dılıgunt ; CISO ut dılıgant,
eum dılıgunt. Non est 2eC dılect10 ın omnıbus hominıbus: paucı propterea dılıgunt, ut
sıt eus omn1a In omnıbus ”.

53) Brechtken, ugustıin Doctor Caritatis, 143, ın commenting Iractatus In
Evangelium Toannıs 83, (GCE 36, 536 35, 6 ei ubı dılect10 DroX1m1, ıbı
necessarı1o et1am dılect10 De1 Quı enım 110  — dılıgıt deum, quomodo dılıgit proximum
Lamquam se1psum, quandoquıdem NO diligit et seıpsum ? ” Brechtken remarks: '“ Was sol]
dıieses 'tamquam te 1psum’ un: dıe damıt angezlielte Verbindung VO Nächsten- un! Selbst-
(Gottes-)Liebe, wWwenn doch letzteres, aktıdentisch WwI1e be1 Augustin VOIN jeher gemeınt ist,
nıcht anderes als dıe Totalıtät des appetitus bestätigt und diıeser appetıtus nıcht 1m
geringsten In rage gestellt wırd? Inwıefern IMNUuss ıch überhaupt ‘notwendigerwelse’ Gott



168 Canning

the self o€es seek enjoyment for ıtself 1s self-evident (“ schon VON sich
selbst „) oug nOot much 15 saı1d the matfter of ““appetitus ”
when Augustine designates legıtımate self-love wıth the ormula Se
referre ad eum > not deal needs be sa1d because c  self-love 1S
of itself already ırmly inserted In the ‘'appetitus’, wıthout there eing al y

55)urther indication of where the “appetitus’ 1S headıng
Our dıfficulty wıth thıs presentation 15 the inference hat the

orlıentatiıon God ( se referre ad deum ) 1s only heightening of the
‘appetitus’-strıving of that self-love (obvıousliy, natural self-love) which
..  18 of itself already fırmly inserted 1n the ‘appetitus’ d Is Augustinian self-
ove Just deprived desıre that ll remaın MmMDLY, until, in conjunction
wıth love fOor God, it 1s fılled wıth the enjoyment of ıts SUDICHMC 200 In
thıs Casc there 1s reakıng OPCH of the 27 self-transcendence. The

that 1n merely satısfactiıon and quietist1c rest in the full enjoyment
of God really changes, eXcept that its cravıng has een filled and ıt
1s replete wıth eing Is it ultımately thıs self-seekıng self, fundamentally
d it Was in the beginnıng, that OIMNC loves ıIn lovıng Go0od? Or oe€es the
introduction of the comandment of love for (J0d into the discussıon of
self-love perhaps demand certaın basıc changes öf the self iC .  18 of
itself Jready fırmly inserted iın the ‘appetitus’”? Is the impact of the
commandment 1TNOIC that of indıicator dırecting us seek OUTI

lıeben, und WAarTr auf fruitive W eıse, IN fruitiver Absicht das meıint Ja doch diese Innere
Identität mıt der Selbstliebe Nächstenlıebe realısıeren ? Hıer ist doch es
verkehrt, und damıt dıe Nächstenlıebe In iıhrem eigentliıchen Wesen vollıg verkannt, NUurTr

weıl schon In blınder Fixierung auf dıe Totalıtät des appetıtus das 'tamquam te 1psum'’
überstrapazılert, überinterpretiert ist  27 (My emphasıs). Ca  — be argued hat the necessity of
love for (30d in Iractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 83, 18 OCcasıoned Dy the CONCEIN hat love
of ne1ıghbour be genuıne (for, nOoL lovıng God, ON«C ates oneself lovıng In1ıquıty) and hat
the bond jJoınıng Chriıstian lovers be somethıng INOIC solıd than honour J0 thıeves,
namely, the desıre that God be all In all Brechtken’s presupposıtiıon be that
Augustine that self 1s ‘“necessarıly ” instinctually incliıned (J0d In search of the
enjoyment of fulfılment for ıtself. hıs 1S for Brechtken bad sıgn for counter-instinctual
self-sacrıficıng love which 1$ thereby caught and contorted iın the appetitus-vortex.

54) .8 De Doctrina Christiana 1,41 SU, 18) 1’ 22,; 0® 32
34, 26) : au propiter dılıgıt, 1O0O  —_ refert ad deum, sed ad ıpsum CONVEISUS

19883  — ad incommutabılem alıquıid convertitur .
55) Oose Brechtken, CIt., 119, speakıng f °°se referre ad eum  D ‘‘ Damıt führt

Augustın 1er iıne weıtere ut1-‘Definıtlion e1n, dıe zumındest geeignet ist, uch das N1ıCcC
dıirekt als 'gebrauchen' bestimmende Verhältnis mMI1r selbst 1mM bekannten Rahmen des
appetıtus benennen, uch WeNn damıt dem appetitus-Sachverhalt ach Nn1ıcC 1e] gesagtl
ist Nun ist das etztere 1er In der Selbstlıebe ja eın besonderer angel, da ja dıe
Selbstlıebe ohnehın fest In den appetıtus eingefügt ist, schon Von sich selhst her, hne
Angewiılesenheıt auf weıtere appetitus-Bestimmungen ' (My emphasıs).
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happıness in (GG0od rather han in lower thiıngs, sımple rechannelıng of
the mMmOomentium of natural desıre ; OI 15 it the force of the commandment’’s
requırements rıng us beyond undetermined natıve ego1sm which,
outsıde the commandment, easıly slıps into enslavement {O the infra-
human creation, hatred and OSS of self, and the desıre LO enslave others

worshıp and service of G0od and the gıft to hım of one’s 1fe in all ıts
dıiımensions? Does the commandment call Just fOor change of dırection
of Jlready present desiıre for happıness, OT o€es ıt requıre, In the face
of the Hıghest Good, transformatıon of thıs desıre and of the self ın
search of happıness?

In the former interpretation God 15 really what want hım De,
the fulfilment of OUT natural desıre ; iın the second (J0d con{fronts UuS 4S he
1S and demands adıcal transformatıon of the self loving hım and iıtself.

love for the self, nOTL natural egO1sm, 1S accordıng tO Sermo the
basıs for authentic self-love The perspective nes ıfe offered Dy the
plans of OoOve ea adıcal change of attıtude towards oneself
which nables ONC love (G0od he 18 (u  15 est”) for the first time.

(GJ0d wıshes make yOUu ıke hımself and yOU ATC ryıng make
hım ıke yourse You should rather be pleased ıth God 4S he 1S,
not yOUu want hım be For YOU aTe evıl, and yYOUu wısh God {O be
1ıke yourself, nNnOT as he 18 If however he pleased yYOUu aASs he 1S, yOUu
WOU be corrected and yYOUu WOU dırect yOUur heart that rule,
hostilıty 1Cc deforms yOou Let (G0d be pleasıng YOU AS he IS
Oove hım A he 18 He hımself oes noTt love yOUu as you AIC, rather he
hates yOUu ASs YOU AL Therefore, hatıng YOU dSs yYyOUu AIC, he has
compassıon yOUu ın order LO make yOUu what YOU aTiec NOL yetl For
he o€s nOoTL promıiıse yOUu that he ıll make YOU what he 15 X OB 11]
be hat he 1S, but only after fashıon; that 1S, yOU 111 be
imıtator of God Just 1ıke image, but noTLt 4S the Son 1s the image of
the Father169  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  happiness in God rather than in lower things, a simple rechanneling of  the momentum of natural desire; or is it the force of the commandment’s  requirements to bring us beyond undetermined native egoism — which,  outside the commandment, easily slips into enslavement to the infra-  human creation, hatred and loss of self, and the desire to enslave others  — to worship and service of God and the gift to him of one’s life in all its  dimensions? Does the commandment call just for a change of direction  of an already present desire for happiness, or does it require, in the face  of the Highest Good, a transformation of this desire and of the self in  search of happiness?  In the former interpretation God is really what we want him to be,  the fulfilment of our natural desire; in the second God confronts us as he  is and demands a radical transformation of the self loving him and itself.  God’s love for the self, not natural egoism, is according to Sermo 9 the  basis for authentic self-love. The perspective on one’s life offered by the  plans of God’s love leads to a radical change of attitude towards oneself  which enables one to love God as he is (“ qualis est”’) for the first time.  God wishes to make you like himself and you are trying to make  him like yourself. You should rather be pleased with God as he is,  not as you want him to be. For you are evil, and you wish God to be  like yourself, not as he is. If however he pleased you as he is, you  would be corrected and you would direct your heart to that rule,  hostility to which deforms you. Let God be pleasing to you as he is;  love him as he is. He himself does not love you as you are, rather he  hates you as you are. Therefore, hating you as you are, he has  compassion on you in order to make you what you are not yet. For  he does not promise you that he will make you what he is. You will  be what he is, but only after a fashion; that is, you will be an  imitator of God just like an image, but not as the Son is the image of  the Father ... Therefore, as I began to say, God hates you as you  are, but he loves you just as he wants you to be, and therefore he  exhorts you to change. Be of one mind with him, and begin to wish  what is good first and to hate yourself as you are. Let this be the  beginning of harmony with the word of God for you, that you hate  yourself as you are. When you begin to hate yourself as you are, just  as God hates you as such, you begin to love God as he is>°°).  56) Sermo 9,9 (CC 41, 124-126. ML 38, 82): ‘“ Vult te deus facere similem sui, et  conaris tu deum facere similem tui. Placeat tibi ergo deus qualis est, non qualem illum esse  vis. Perversus enim es, et talem vis deum qualis es, non qualis est. Si autem placeat tibi  qualis est, corrigeris, et diriges in eam regulam cor tuum, a qua nunc alienus distortus es.  Placeat tibi deus qualis est, ama qualis est. Non te ipse amat qualis es, sed odit te qualis es.  Ideo tui miseretur, quia odit te qualis es, ut faciat te qualis nondum es. Faciat te, dixi, qualisTheref{fore, 4S egan SdY, God hates yYOUu ASs yOUu
AaIc, but he loves yOUu Just he yOUu DE: and therefore he
exhorts yYOUu tO change. Be of ONC mınd ıth hım, and egn wısh
what 1S g00d first and ate yourse d yOUu AI Let thıs be the
beginning of harmony ıth the word of God for yOU, that yOUu ate
yourse ASs yOUu dICc When yOUu egıin hate yourse AS YOU aIc, Just
d God hates yOUu dSs such, yOU eg1in love God d he 1s°°)
56) Sermo 9, CC 41, 124-126 38, 82) ** Vult te eus facere sıimılem Sul, ei

COnarıs eum facere sımılem tu1l Placeat tıbı CI SO eus qualıs est, 1O  — qualem ıllum SSC
VIS Perversus nım CS, alem VIS eum qualıs CS, NO  - qualıs est ] autem placeat tıbı
qualıs est, corrigerI1s, ei dırıges ın CA regulam COT (UuUuMm, qua UNC alıenus dıstortus
Placeat tıbı eus qualis eSL, aAm qualıs est Non te Ipse mat qualıs CS, sed odıt te qualıs
Ideo tu1l miseretur, quıla odıt qualıs CS, ut facıat qualıs nondum Facıat (e. dix1, qualıs
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ove for God aSs God PTeSUDDOSC that pEeTSON dıistance himself
from hıs present self; that, ın imıtatıon of God, he hate hıs present
self ° ’). FoOor thıs self tends distort the realıty öf God, fabricate God

pleasıng to ıtself in ıts OW image. LOO 1S hereby deformed (J0d hates
ıt as such and W. in hıs Compassıon, Te-C ıt ın hıs OW image,

make it hat ıt 15 nOot yet We begıin 1ve ın harmony ıth the word
of God, be of ONC mınd wıth hım and dırect OUT hearts hıs
commandment >®), when MO OUT love for self hıs Oove for
ourselves, when, d ıt WEIC, love hım lovıng ourselves ??). In other

nondum Nam tıbı 978}  — promiuittit qula facıet te qualıs est Nam erıs qualıs eSt; sed qad

quemdam modum, ıd eSL; iımıtator de1 velu 1mago, sed 19883  — qualıs Imago est fiılıus170  R. Canning  Love for God as God seems to presuppose that a person distance himself  from his present self; that, in imitation of God, he hate his present  self7). For this self tends to distort the reality of God, to fabricate a God  pleasing to itself in its own image. It too is thereby deformed. God hates  it as such and wants, in his compassion, to re-create it in his own image,  to make it what it is not yet. We begin to live in harmony with the word  of God, to be of one mind with him and to direct our hearts to his  commandment 58), when we model our love for self on his love for  ourselves, when, as it were, we love him loving ourselves°?). In other  nondum es. Nam illud tibi non promittit quia faciet te qualis est. Nam eris qualis est, sed ad  quemdam modum, id est, imitator dei velut imago, sed non qualis imago est filius ... Brigo  ut dicere coeperam, odit te deus qualis es, sed amat te talem qualem te esse vult, et ideo ille  te ut muteris hortatur. Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es.  Hoc sit tibi initium concordiae cum sermone dei, ut incipias primo tu odisse te qualis es.  Cum coeperis et tu odisse te talem qualis es, sicut te talem odit deus, incipis jiam ipsum  diligere deum qualis est ”’.  57) This conscious “ self-hatred”, with a view to becoming more pleasing to God, is  evidently not to be confused with that unwitting self-hatred which is the lot of those who  love not God but iniquity. Cf. Ps. 10. 6: “He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”. The  former may be compared with Luther’s “Est enim diligere se ipsum odisse”. See Luther,  Der Brief an die Römer 9, 3, in Werke,Vol. 56, p. 392; ef. 152 pi'517”However, for  Luther, hatred of self is explicitated as pleasing not oneself but the neighbour while for  Augustine here it is a matter of allowing oneself to be loved, led and commanded by God  “as he is”, not by the deformed self which is hateful to God.  58) In Sermo 9, 7 (CC 41, 120. ML 38, 82), shortly prior to our passage, the double  commandment of Matt. 22. 37-40 is quoted and commented upon. It is, therefore, more  than likety that “regula”” and ‘“sermo dei” in our text refer to God’s commandment.  Furthermore, there is a notably close association between the commandment and God  himself as he is: “ Si autem placeat tibi (deus) qualis est, corrigeris, et diriges in cam regulam  cor tuum, a qua nunc alienus distortus es. Placeat tibi deus qualis est, ama qualis est ...  Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es. Hoc sit tibi initium  concordiae cum sermone dei ...”.  59) In De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 (CC 50, 287. ML 42, 957) Augustine states that to see love  is to see God, the Trinity, who is Love. He continues: ‘“Sed commonebo, si potero, ut  videre te videas; adsit tantum ipsa, ut moveamur caritate ad aliquod bonum. Quia cum  diligimus caritatem, aliquid diligentem diligimus, propter hoc ipsum quia diligit aliquid. Ergo  quid diligit caritas, ut possit etiam ipsa caritas diligi? Caritas enim non est, quae nihil  diligit. Si autem se ipsam diligit, diligat aliquid oportet, ut caritate se diligat. Sicut enim  verbum indicat aliquid, indicat etiam se ipsum, sed non se verbum indicat, nisi se aliquid  indicare indicet; sic et caritas diligit quidem se, sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non  caritate se diligit. Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?’”” (My emphasis).  Now, if we love “ caritas ” loving something (“ aliquid diligentem ”’), and if God, the Trinity,  is the “ caritas”” we see and love, then we properly love God, who is Love, loving something.  According to Sermo 9, 9, among the ‘somethings’ God loves are ourselves as he wants us to  be. Therefore, when we love God ‘“as he is”, we could say with De Trinitate that we love  him in his very act of love for ourselves by which he makes us what he wants us to be. We  love ourselves when we love him loving ourselves. Of course, the ‘“something” God lovesErgo
dicere,odıt te eus qualıs CS, sed mat te alem qualem CSSC vult, ei iıdeo lle
ut muter1s ortatur Concorda CUu ıllo, ei incıpe prımo ene velle eit odısse te qualıs
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ılıgere eum qualıs est  AL

57) hıs CONSCIOUS ‘“ self-hatred ””, ıth 1e W becoming INOTIC pleasıng God, 18
evıdently not be confused ıth that unwiıtting self-hatred which 1$ the lot of ose wh
love noOot God but In1quıty. CX Ps °° He who loves In1quıity ates hıs OW soul ”” The
former INAYy be compared ıth Luther’s enım ılıgere 1psum odısse . See Luther,
Der Brief Üan die Römer 9, 5 ın Werke,Vol. 56, 302 cf. 15 S11 However, for
Luther, hatred of self 15 explicıtated pleasıng nOoT oneself but the ne1ghbour whıle fOor
Augustine ere it 15 atiter of allowıng oneself be loved, led and commanded Dy God
.&  as he 22  1s nOot Dy the deformed self which 1S hateful God

58) In Sermo 9, e 41, 120 38, 82), shortly Dr10T7 OUT Ppassagc, the double
commandment of Matt 37 -40U 18 quoted and commented upon It 1S, therefore, LUNOIC

than lıkely that ela and “ sermo de1 ” ıIn OUTI text refer 0d’s commandment.
urthermore, ere 18 notably close assoclatıon between the commandment and God
hımself he 15 « 1 autem placeat tıbı (deus) qualıs est, cCorrigerI1Ss, ei dırıges iın e regulam
COI tuum, qua U1NC alıenus dıstortus Placeat t1bı eus qualıs est, AIl qualıs est170  R. Canning  Love for God as God seems to presuppose that a person distance himself  from his present self; that, in imitation of God, he hate his present  self7). For this self tends to distort the reality of God, to fabricate a God  pleasing to itself in its own image. It too is thereby deformed. God hates  it as such and wants, in his compassion, to re-create it in his own image,  to make it what it is not yet. We begin to live in harmony with the word  of God, to be of one mind with him and to direct our hearts to his  commandment 58), when we model our love for self on his love for  ourselves, when, as it were, we love him loving ourselves°?). In other  nondum es. Nam illud tibi non promittit quia faciet te qualis est. Nam eris qualis est, sed ad  quemdam modum, id est, imitator dei velut imago, sed non qualis imago est filius ... Brigo  ut dicere coeperam, odit te deus qualis es, sed amat te talem qualem te esse vult, et ideo ille  te ut muteris hortatur. Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es.  Hoc sit tibi initium concordiae cum sermone dei, ut incipias primo tu odisse te qualis es.  Cum coeperis et tu odisse te talem qualis es, sicut te talem odit deus, incipis jiam ipsum  diligere deum qualis est ”’.  57) This conscious “ self-hatred”, with a view to becoming more pleasing to God, is  evidently not to be confused with that unwitting self-hatred which is the lot of those who  love not God but iniquity. Cf. Ps. 10. 6: “He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”. The  former may be compared with Luther’s “Est enim diligere se ipsum odisse”. See Luther,  Der Brief an die Römer 9, 3, in Werke,Vol. 56, p. 392; ef. 152 pi'517”However, for  Luther, hatred of self is explicitated as pleasing not oneself but the neighbour while for  Augustine here it is a matter of allowing oneself to be loved, led and commanded by God  “as he is”, not by the deformed self which is hateful to God.  58) In Sermo 9, 7 (CC 41, 120. ML 38, 82), shortly prior to our passage, the double  commandment of Matt. 22. 37-40 is quoted and commented upon. It is, therefore, more  than likety that “regula”” and ‘“sermo dei” in our text refer to God’s commandment.  Furthermore, there is a notably close association between the commandment and God  himself as he is: “ Si autem placeat tibi (deus) qualis est, corrigeris, et diriges in cam regulam  cor tuum, a qua nunc alienus distortus es. Placeat tibi deus qualis est, ama qualis est ...  Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es. Hoc sit tibi initium  concordiae cum sermone dei ...”.  59) In De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 (CC 50, 287. ML 42, 957) Augustine states that to see love  is to see God, the Trinity, who is Love. He continues: ‘“Sed commonebo, si potero, ut  videre te videas; adsit tantum ipsa, ut moveamur caritate ad aliquod bonum. Quia cum  diligimus caritatem, aliquid diligentem diligimus, propter hoc ipsum quia diligit aliquid. Ergo  quid diligit caritas, ut possit etiam ipsa caritas diligi? Caritas enim non est, quae nihil  diligit. Si autem se ipsam diligit, diligat aliquid oportet, ut caritate se diligat. Sicut enim  verbum indicat aliquid, indicat etiam se ipsum, sed non se verbum indicat, nisi se aliquid  indicare indicet; sic et caritas diligit quidem se, sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non  caritate se diligit. Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?’”” (My emphasis).  Now, if we love “ caritas ” loving something (“ aliquid diligentem ”’), and if God, the Trinity,  is the “ caritas”” we see and love, then we properly love God, who is Love, loving something.  According to Sermo 9, 9, among the ‘somethings’ God loves are ourselves as he wants us to  be. Therefore, when we love God ‘“as he is”, we could say with De Trinitate that we love  him in his very act of love for ourselves by which he makes us what he wants us to be. We  love ourselves when we love him loving ourselves. Of course, the ‘“something” God lovesConcorda CUu ıllo, ei incıpe prımo ene velle ei odisse te qualıs Hoc sıt tıbı inıt1um
concordıae Cu SEeETIMONC de1170  R. Canning  Love for God as God seems to presuppose that a person distance himself  from his present self; that, in imitation of God, he hate his present  self7). For this self tends to distort the reality of God, to fabricate a God  pleasing to itself in its own image. It too is thereby deformed. God hates  it as such and wants, in his compassion, to re-create it in his own image,  to make it what it is not yet. We begin to live in harmony with the word  of God, to be of one mind with him and to direct our hearts to his  commandment 58), when we model our love for self on his love for  ourselves, when, as it were, we love him loving ourselves°?). In other  nondum es. Nam illud tibi non promittit quia faciet te qualis est. Nam eris qualis est, sed ad  quemdam modum, id est, imitator dei velut imago, sed non qualis imago est filius ... Brigo  ut dicere coeperam, odit te deus qualis es, sed amat te talem qualem te esse vult, et ideo ille  te ut muteris hortatur. Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es.  Hoc sit tibi initium concordiae cum sermone dei, ut incipias primo tu odisse te qualis es.  Cum coeperis et tu odisse te talem qualis es, sicut te talem odit deus, incipis jiam ipsum  diligere deum qualis est ”’.  57) This conscious “ self-hatred”, with a view to becoming more pleasing to God, is  evidently not to be confused with that unwitting self-hatred which is the lot of those who  love not God but iniquity. Cf. Ps. 10. 6: “He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”. The  former may be compared with Luther’s “Est enim diligere se ipsum odisse”. See Luther,  Der Brief an die Römer 9, 3, in Werke,Vol. 56, p. 392; ef. 152 pi'517”However, for  Luther, hatred of self is explicitated as pleasing not oneself but the neighbour while for  Augustine here it is a matter of allowing oneself to be loved, led and commanded by God  “as he is”, not by the deformed self which is hateful to God.  58) In Sermo 9, 7 (CC 41, 120. ML 38, 82), shortly prior to our passage, the double  commandment of Matt. 22. 37-40 is quoted and commented upon. It is, therefore, more  than likety that “regula”” and ‘“sermo dei” in our text refer to God’s commandment.  Furthermore, there is a notably close association between the commandment and God  himself as he is: “ Si autem placeat tibi (deus) qualis est, corrigeris, et diriges in cam regulam  cor tuum, a qua nunc alienus distortus es. Placeat tibi deus qualis est, ama qualis est ...  Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es. Hoc sit tibi initium  concordiae cum sermone dei ...”.  59) In De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 (CC 50, 287. ML 42, 957) Augustine states that to see love  is to see God, the Trinity, who is Love. He continues: ‘“Sed commonebo, si potero, ut  videre te videas; adsit tantum ipsa, ut moveamur caritate ad aliquod bonum. Quia cum  diligimus caritatem, aliquid diligentem diligimus, propter hoc ipsum quia diligit aliquid. Ergo  quid diligit caritas, ut possit etiam ipsa caritas diligi? Caritas enim non est, quae nihil  diligit. Si autem se ipsam diligit, diligat aliquid oportet, ut caritate se diligat. Sicut enim  verbum indicat aliquid, indicat etiam se ipsum, sed non se verbum indicat, nisi se aliquid  indicare indicet; sic et caritas diligit quidem se, sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non  caritate se diligit. Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?’”” (My emphasis).  Now, if we love “ caritas ” loving something (“ aliquid diligentem ”’), and if God, the Trinity,  is the “ caritas”” we see and love, then we properly love God, who is Love, loving something.  According to Sermo 9, 9, among the ‘somethings’ God loves are ourselves as he wants us to  be. Therefore, when we love God ‘“as he is”, we could say with De Trinitate that we love  him in his very act of love for ourselves by which he makes us what he wants us to be. We  love ourselves when we love him loving ourselves. Of course, the ‘“something” God loves170  R. Canning  Love for God as God seems to presuppose that a person distance himself  from his present self; that, in imitation of God, he hate his present  self7). For this self tends to distort the reality of God, to fabricate a God  pleasing to itself in its own image. It too is thereby deformed. God hates  it as such and wants, in his compassion, to re-create it in his own image,  to make it what it is not yet. We begin to live in harmony with the word  of God, to be of one mind with him and to direct our hearts to his  commandment 58), when we model our love for self on his love for  ourselves, when, as it were, we love him loving ourselves°?). In other  nondum es. Nam illud tibi non promittit quia faciet te qualis est. Nam eris qualis est, sed ad  quemdam modum, id est, imitator dei velut imago, sed non qualis imago est filius ... Brigo  ut dicere coeperam, odit te deus qualis es, sed amat te talem qualem te esse vult, et ideo ille  te ut muteris hortatur. Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es.  Hoc sit tibi initium concordiae cum sermone dei, ut incipias primo tu odisse te qualis es.  Cum coeperis et tu odisse te talem qualis es, sicut te talem odit deus, incipis jiam ipsum  diligere deum qualis est ”’.  57) This conscious “ self-hatred”, with a view to becoming more pleasing to God, is  evidently not to be confused with that unwitting self-hatred which is the lot of those who  love not God but iniquity. Cf. Ps. 10. 6: “He who loves iniquity hates his own soul”. The  former may be compared with Luther’s “Est enim diligere se ipsum odisse”. See Luther,  Der Brief an die Römer 9, 3, in Werke,Vol. 56, p. 392; ef. 152 pi'517”However, for  Luther, hatred of self is explicitated as pleasing not oneself but the neighbour while for  Augustine here it is a matter of allowing oneself to be loved, led and commanded by God  “as he is”, not by the deformed self which is hateful to God.  58) In Sermo 9, 7 (CC 41, 120. ML 38, 82), shortly prior to our passage, the double  commandment of Matt. 22. 37-40 is quoted and commented upon. It is, therefore, more  than likety that “regula”” and ‘“sermo dei” in our text refer to God’s commandment.  Furthermore, there is a notably close association between the commandment and God  himself as he is: “ Si autem placeat tibi (deus) qualis est, corrigeris, et diriges in cam regulam  cor tuum, a qua nunc alienus distortus es. Placeat tibi deus qualis est, ama qualis est ...  Concorda cum illo, et incipe primo bene velle et odisse te qualis es. Hoc sit tibi initium  concordiae cum sermone dei ...”.  59) In De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 (CC 50, 287. ML 42, 957) Augustine states that to see love  is to see God, the Trinity, who is Love. He continues: ‘“Sed commonebo, si potero, ut  videre te videas; adsit tantum ipsa, ut moveamur caritate ad aliquod bonum. Quia cum  diligimus caritatem, aliquid diligentem diligimus, propter hoc ipsum quia diligit aliquid. Ergo  quid diligit caritas, ut possit etiam ipsa caritas diligi? Caritas enim non est, quae nihil  diligit. Si autem se ipsam diligit, diligat aliquid oportet, ut caritate se diligat. Sicut enim  verbum indicat aliquid, indicat etiam se ipsum, sed non se verbum indicat, nisi se aliquid  indicare indicet; sic et caritas diligit quidem se, sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non  caritate se diligit. Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?’”” (My emphasis).  Now, if we love “ caritas ” loving something (“ aliquid diligentem ”’), and if God, the Trinity,  is the “ caritas”” we see and love, then we properly love God, who is Love, loving something.  According to Sermo 9, 9, among the ‘somethings’ God loves are ourselves as he wants us to  be. Therefore, when we love God ‘“as he is”, we could say with De Trinitate that we love  him in his very act of love for ourselves by which he makes us what he wants us to be. We  love ourselves when we love him loving ourselves. Of course, the ‘“something” God loves59) In De Trinıtate Ö, Ö, (CC 50, BFE 42, 957) Augustine states that SCC love
18 SCC God, the Trıinıty, wh: 15 Love. He continues: commonebo, S1 DOTETO, ut

videre te videas; adsıt tantum 1psa, ut carıtate ad alıquod bonum. Qu1a C’UÜU:
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rcarıtate diligit. Quıid CIgO dılıgıit carıtas 181 quod carıtate dılıgımus? ” (My emphasıs).
Now, ıf love *“carıtas ” lovıng something alıquıid dılıgentem ''), and ıf God, the Trinıity,
15 the *carıtas ” SCC and love, then properly love God, who 15 LON®; lovıng something.
According Sermo 9, 9, the ‘somethıngs’ God loves ATC ourselves AS he wants
be Therefore, when love God ..  as he a  N could Sa Y ıth De I rınıtate that love
hım in hıs VE act of love for ourselves by which he makes hat he wants be We
love ourselves when love him loving ourselves. Of COUTISC, the “ something” (30d loves
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words, G0od remaıns God, and 15 loved and obeyed and pleasıng Just d

he 1S, when W amenable hıs exhortatıon change, ATC corrected.
Fulfilment of the first part of the double commandment o€es therefore

HE  S God-given VIs1on the self and ıts future, and
preparedness for adıcal change from self that 15 hateful tOo God
ONeC he 1s makıng ovable to hımself. In short, from Sermo 9, rıngıng
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of In1quıity. Or, d S the LOTO eXis ıll ave ıt, the INOTIC ully
ATieC ırecite AWaVY from ourselves God, the INOIC ruly love
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OVe for God obedience and service of him
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INaYy Iso be the ne1ighbour. Therefore, INaYy spea. LOO of OUTI love fOor God, which 15
the SdadIne tiıme genulne love of self, love fOor him loving OUT neighbour. In ıts VeC. CSSdCIICE,
then, genulne love of self WOU be brought face face ıth the ne1ghbour OVEe: DYy (J0d
These aATC SsOTINC of the implications of the 5 breadth and dynamısm of love
emphasısed ın De Irinıtate S, S, For, unless **carıtas ” loves itself loving something, ıt
oes nOoTt OVve ıtself ıth Carıtas: e&“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  171  wörds‚ God remains God, and is loved and obeyed and pleasing just as  he is, when we, amenable to his exhortation to change, are corrected.  Fulfilment of the first part of the double commandment does therefore  imply a new God-given vision on the self and its future, and a  preparedness for radical change — from a self that is hateful to God to  one he is making lovable to himself. In short, from Sermo 9, bringing  self-love into the arena of our love for God entails the breaking open of  the self, its being challenged by God’s loving perspective on its life to  transcend itself in accordance with the commandment to love him  wholly, as he is (‘‘qualis est”).  There is further evidence for this trend in Augustine in those texts in  which he stresses that love for God is service, subjection, worship and  obedience, and especially in the passages in which God demands to be  loved more than the self, indeed with the whole self, ex toto. Taking the  former texts, we become aware that loving God means serving, being  subject to, adoring him and heeding his commandment. De Trinitate  8, 8, 12 (“ The more we love God, the more we love ourselves’”’) can be  read in this light too: the more we serve, adore and are subject to him  and his commandment, the more we love ourselves. For the alternative is  to make an idol of something less than God — one’s own wishes perhaps  — and to reverence and be enslaved to that. The alternative is, following  psalm 10. 6, to love iniquity, and, being subjected to it and dictated to by  it, to hate one’s own soul. The paradoxical nature of the alerting sentence  from De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 should not be overlooked: the more God, not  ourselves, becomes master of our lives, the more we love ourselves, that  is, the less we are inclined to want to be sole masters of our own destiny  and of that of others. The more we are servants of God, the less we are  servants of iniquity. Or, as the ex fofo texts will have it, the more fully we  are directed away from ourselves to God, the more we truly love  ourselves. The self loved is the self ex toto intent upon God and his law.  B. Love for God as obedience to and service of him  This does not mean to say that the human wish to achieve  may also be the neighbour. Therefore, we may speak too of our love for God, which is at  the same time genuine love of self, as love for him loving our neighbour. In its very essence,  then, genuine love of self would be brought face to face with the neighbour loved by God.  These are some of the implications of the openness, breadth and dynamism of love  emphasised in De Trinitate 8, 8, 12. For, unless ‘“caritas”” loves itself loving something, it  does not love itself with caritas: ‘ ... sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non caritate se  diligit ”.sed 181 alıquıd dılıgentem dılıgat, 11O0  —; carıtate
dılıgit“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  171  wörds‚ God remains God, and is loved and obeyed and pleasing just as  he is, when we, amenable to his exhortation to change, are corrected.  Fulfilment of the first part of the double commandment does therefore  imply a new God-given vision on the self and its future, and a  preparedness for radical change — from a self that is hateful to God to  one he is making lovable to himself. In short, from Sermo 9, bringing  self-love into the arena of our love for God entails the breaking open of  the self, its being challenged by God’s loving perspective on its life to  transcend itself in accordance with the commandment to love him  wholly, as he is (‘‘qualis est”).  There is further evidence for this trend in Augustine in those texts in  which he stresses that love for God is service, subjection, worship and  obedience, and especially in the passages in which God demands to be  loved more than the self, indeed with the whole self, ex toto. Taking the  former texts, we become aware that loving God means serving, being  subject to, adoring him and heeding his commandment. De Trinitate  8, 8, 12 (“ The more we love God, the more we love ourselves’”’) can be  read in this light too: the more we serve, adore and are subject to him  and his commandment, the more we love ourselves. For the alternative is  to make an idol of something less than God — one’s own wishes perhaps  — and to reverence and be enslaved to that. The alternative is, following  psalm 10. 6, to love iniquity, and, being subjected to it and dictated to by  it, to hate one’s own soul. The paradoxical nature of the alerting sentence  from De Trinitate 8, 8, 12 should not be overlooked: the more God, not  ourselves, becomes master of our lives, the more we love ourselves, that  is, the less we are inclined to want to be sole masters of our own destiny  and of that of others. The more we are servants of God, the less we are  servants of iniquity. Or, as the ex fofo texts will have it, the more fully we  are directed away from ourselves to God, the more we truly love  ourselves. The self loved is the self ex toto intent upon God and his law.  B. Love for God as obedience to and service of him  This does not mean to say that the human wish to achieve  may also be the neighbour. Therefore, we may speak too of our love for God, which is at  the same time genuine love of self, as love for him loving our neighbour. In its very essence,  then, genuine love of self would be brought face to face with the neighbour loved by God.  These are some of the implications of the openness, breadth and dynamism of love  emphasised in De Trinitate 8, 8, 12. For, unless ‘“caritas”” loves itself loving something, it  does not love itself with caritas: ‘ ... sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat, non caritate se  diligit ”.
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blessedness O€s not play important role in Augustine’s thought. But,
insofar 4S ıt bears the relatıon between self-love and ove fOr God, it 1s
IMNOTIEC often than nOot accompanıed by, empere and transformed Dy the
idea of love for G0od d service of hım, and, d SCC, by other iıdeas
that take ıt beyond the realm of ublıme seliTishness and categories of
individualıstic possess10n, C that of God 4S Bonum Commune. We ave
already encountered thıs endıing of themes iın De (’ivitate Del 10., 3,
ate 416) ‘““Clinging Go  79 (Ps 28), which DCISON wıshıing
attaın 1SS 15 dırected by the commandment do, 1s deseribed ASs

worshiıp of God, the servıce which 1S wed God alone, and ıt includes
followıng 0d’s commandment love the ne1ghbour. Happıness lıes In
eing subjected God, nOotLt wıshing oneself be worshıpped in hıs
place°°): At the V en of the fourteenth book of the SadImnec work.,
wrıtten couple of later, 1€e between 418 and 420, in contrastıng
the eavenly cıty the earthly CIty, Augustine agaın brings together the
ideas of love fOr God (pietas) ASs rıg worshiıp of the firue (30d and 4S

man’s only wisdom, 1C Can ook be rewarded®*). Thıs wısdom 15
cshown exee] that of the WIsSe InNenNn of the earthly Cıty who PUTrSucC the
g00ds of the body 0)8 of theır OW mınd ()1: of both And, al least As early
AdS 412, in De Gratia Novi Testamenti, Augustine unhesitatıngly charac-
er1ises thıs SUPTCMC and irue wısdom IC 1s Oove and worshıp of (50d
ıth the ole eart and the ole soul 4S gıft of God, love hat 1s
poured into OUT hearts hrough the Holy Spirıt who 15 given tOo us (Rom

Thus, the INOTEC ONC loves and adores God under the inf{luence ör

60) See De (‚ ivitate Dei 10, 3‚ (UE 47, 275276 SEL 40/1, 450-451 41, 281)
““ Ut enım OmMOoO SCSC ılıgere nosset, constıitutus est e1 f1n1s, qUO referret omn1a quaC agerel,
ut beatus essetl; NO  — nım qu1 dılıgıt alıud vult SSC qUamı beatus Hıc autem finıs est
adhaerere IDeo (cf. Ps 28) lam igitur scl1ent1 dılıgere 1pSsum, CU mandatur de
DroX1mo dılıgendo siıcut 1pPSum, quıd alıud mandatur, 1S1 ut el, quantum potest,
commendet dılıgendum Deum. Hıc est Del cultus, aecC CIa rel1g10, aeC recta pletas, aeCcC
tantum Deo debıita servıtus. Quaecumque igıtur immortalıs quantalıbet virtute
praedıta S1 1105 dılıgıt sicut 1psam, el vult s5C subdiıtos, ut eal SIMUS, CUul ei 1psa ubdıta
beata est 1 CIRO 1O0O cColr Deum, misera esL, quıa privatur Deo; S1 autem COIl Deum, NO

vult olı Pro Deo ”
61) De (ivitate Dei 14, 28 (CC 48, 452 SEL 40/2, 41, 436) u& ın hac

(cıvıtate Deı) autem nu est hominıs sapıent1a 181 pletas, qua recte colıtur Deus, ıd
exXxpeclans praemıum ın socletate sanctorum NO  —_ solum homınum, et1am angelorum,

ıl Deus OmMnNLa In OMNIiDus COor. 15
62) De Gratia Novıi Testamenti ‚pistola 140, 18, 45 44, 193 An 3537}

° DIx: nNnım homiını sıcut scrıptum est Ecce pietas AI sapıent1a (Job 28 28 LAXX) Porro
pletas cultus De1 est, NC colıtur le 1S1 amando. Sıumma igitur ei CIa sapıentıa est in

Ilo pr1mo, Diliges omınum Deum [UUM Ol0O corde [UO, el OLa Aanıma UG

Ma 37) DCI hocC sapıent1a est caritas De1i NC dıffundıtur In cordıbus nostrIis, 181
DeTI Spirıtum sanctum quı datus est nobıs (cf. Rom 33
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the Holy Spirıt, the INOTC OMNC 15 ruly WISE, the INOTC ONC loves oneself.
The OVe for (G0d that engenders wisdom and happıness 1s INOTIC matter
of graced reverentlal eing than egocentric havıng. But hat of the
reward thıs nables ONMNC eXpect / In De ( ’iviıtate Deı 14, 28 above. the
“ praemium 18 unambıguously desceribed in of communlıity ; God 1S
MOTEe than indıvıdual g00d; the reward 111 be ..  ın the COMPAaNY of the
saınts, not only holy Inen but also holy angels, that °CG0od MaYy be all iın
all’ (OTr Furthermore, even ın eternal lıfe, when (0d 1
OVEe: ully, the attıtude of service 1s retaıned, the law of love 1$ kept in ıts
ulness (*“Ipsam egis plenitudinem servabimus””)°*). ven in the time of
reward, of being all in all, the self remaıns subject in 1ts
enthrallment God, CVCN ifNO happıly, longer ave an Yy fear of
strayıng from 10ove, which 15 the ulness of the law

But perhaps these eudaimonism-transforming accompanyıng ideas
ATC feature only of Augustine’s later works. In thıs regard it 1s
instructive COMPDAaIC [WO from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae,
datıng from 388 God 1$ the SUDTEMEC and iIrue g00d Who Can ou
therefore, that the lover of God loves himself, Ssince he 1s hereby lovıng
hıs OW hıghest good®>)?

63) De (’ivitate Deli 14, 28 (GC SEL 40/2, 57 41, 436) x ıd
eXpeclans praemıum In socletate sanctorum NO solum homiınum, et1am angelorum,
Ul SIt Deus OMNILA IN omnibus . Burnaby addresses thıs question of the reward, the growth
of love for self ensumng from love for God, In Amor Del, FA °The less love hat 1S
OUT OW (proprium), the INOTEC closely ATC joıned God (De I rınıtate 12, 16) he INOTEC

love God, the TINOIC love ourselves’ (De I rinıtate &, 12) ese [WO sentences from De
Iriniıtate conflıct ıth ONC another only ıf intention 15 confused ıth ect, aCct ıth
CONSCYUCNCC. 1Io hım wh: loves God, the prıvate interest of the self CANNOLT be the end
sought. Augustine knows“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  178  thé Holy Spirit, the more one is truly wise, the more one loves oneself.  The love for God that engenders wisdom and happiness is more a matter  of graced reverential being than egocentric having. But what of the  reward this enables one to expect? In De Civitate Dei 14, 28 above, the  ‘“ praemium” is unambiguously described in terms of community; God is  more than an individual good; the reward will be ‘‘in the company of the  saints, not only holy men but also holy angels, so that ‘God may be all in  all” (1 Cör. 15..28)°). Furthermöre, even ın eternal life, when God 1s  loved fully, the attitude of service is retained, the law of love is kept in its  fulness (‘“ipsam legis plenitudinem servabimus””)°*). Even in the time of  reward, of God’s being all in all, the self remains subject in its  enthrallment to God, even if now, happily, we no longer have any fear of  straying from love, which is the fulness of the law.  But perhaps these eudaimonism-transforming accompanying ideas  are a feature only of Augustine’s later works. In this regard it is  instructive to compare two texts from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae,  dating from 388. God is the supreme and true good. Who can doubt,  therefore, that the lover of God loves himself, since he is thereby loving  his own highest good®>)?  63y De .Civilate Dei / 14;, 28'(@C 48 452 ESEL 40/2; 57: ML '41}436): *. d  expectans praemium in societate sanctorum non solum hominum, verum etiam angelorum,  ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus””. J. Burnaby addresses this question of the reward, the growth  of love for self ensuing from love for God, in Amor Dei, p. 122: ‘“ The less we love what is  our own (proprium), the more closely are we joined to God (De Trinitate 12, 16). “The more  we love God, the more we love ourselves’ (De Trinitate 8, 12). These two sentences from De  Trinitate conflict with one another only if intention is confused with effect, act with  consequence. To him who loves God, the private interest of the self cannot be the end  sought. Augustine knows ... that to love God in order that our love for self may be satisfied  is impossible. The self-love which is native to the human soul will become injurious to the  self, will' turn in effect to self-hatred, unless the image of God is restored by the  transformation of this self-love into the love of Him in whose image the soul was made (cf.  De Trinitate 14, 18). But the lover of God no more intends a private good for himself than  is the lover of iniquity consciously moved by hatred of his own soul”.  °4) En. in ps. 118, sermo 13,4 (CC 40, 1707. ML 37, 1538) (post-422): “ Plenitudo  legis caritas (Rom. 13.10) ... Neque enim praecepta legis, sicut hic, etiam ibi accepturi  sumus quae custodiamus, sed ipsam legis, ut dixi, plenitudinem sine ullo peccandi timore  servabimus; quia et Deum plenius, cum viderimus, amabimus, et proximum, quia Deus erit  omnia in omnibus; nec falsae cuiquam de proximo suspicioni erit locus, ubi nullus ulli erit  occultus ”’.  B De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 26, 48 (ML 32, 1331): “ Non enim fieri potest  ut seipsum, qui Deum diligit, non diligat : imo vero solus se novit diligere, qui Deum diligit.  Siquidem ille se satis diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur bono: quod si  nihil est aliud quam Deus, sicut ea quae dicta sunt docuerunt, quis cunctari potest, quin  sese amet, qui amator est Dei?”that love God INn order hat OUT love fOor self MaYy be satısfıed
IS impossible. The selfi-1love which 18 natıve the human soul ıll become INJUF10US the
self, ıll turn in effect self-hatred, unless the image of God 1s restored Dy the
transformatıon of thıs seli-love into the love of Hım In whose image the soul Was made ter.
De Iriınitate 18) But the lover of G0od LNOIC intends prıvate g00d for hımself than
18 the lover of In1quıity conscio0usly moved by hatred of hIs OW soul ”

64-) En IN DS 118, E3 (CE 40, 707 S (post-422): ‘* Plenitudo
egis Carıtas Rom K3 10)“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  178  thé Holy Spirit, the more one is truly wise, the more one loves oneself.  The love for God that engenders wisdom and happiness is more a matter  of graced reverential being than egocentric having. But what of the  reward this enables one to expect? In De Civitate Dei 14, 28 above, the  ‘“ praemium” is unambiguously described in terms of community; God is  more than an individual good; the reward will be ‘‘in the company of the  saints, not only holy men but also holy angels, so that ‘God may be all in  all” (1 Cör. 15..28)°). Furthermöre, even ın eternal life, when God 1s  loved fully, the attitude of service is retained, the law of love is kept in its  fulness (‘“ipsam legis plenitudinem servabimus””)°*). Even in the time of  reward, of God’s being all in all, the self remains subject in its  enthrallment to God, even if now, happily, we no longer have any fear of  straying from love, which is the fulness of the law.  But perhaps these eudaimonism-transforming accompanying ideas  are a feature only of Augustine’s later works. In this regard it is  instructive to compare two texts from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae,  dating from 388. God is the supreme and true good. Who can doubt,  therefore, that the lover of God loves himself, since he is thereby loving  his own highest good®>)?  63y De .Civilate Dei / 14;, 28'(@C 48 452 ESEL 40/2; 57: ML '41}436): *. d  expectans praemium in societate sanctorum non solum hominum, verum etiam angelorum,  ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus””. J. Burnaby addresses this question of the reward, the growth  of love for self ensuing from love for God, in Amor Dei, p. 122: ‘“ The less we love what is  our own (proprium), the more closely are we joined to God (De Trinitate 12, 16). “The more  we love God, the more we love ourselves’ (De Trinitate 8, 12). These two sentences from De  Trinitate conflict with one another only if intention is confused with effect, act with  consequence. To him who loves God, the private interest of the self cannot be the end  sought. Augustine knows ... that to love God in order that our love for self may be satisfied  is impossible. The self-love which is native to the human soul will become injurious to the  self, will' turn in effect to self-hatred, unless the image of God is restored by the  transformation of this self-love into the love of Him in whose image the soul was made (cf.  De Trinitate 14, 18). But the lover of God no more intends a private good for himself than  is the lover of iniquity consciously moved by hatred of his own soul”.  °4) En. in ps. 118, sermo 13,4 (CC 40, 1707. ML 37, 1538) (post-422): “ Plenitudo  legis caritas (Rom. 13.10) ... Neque enim praecepta legis, sicut hic, etiam ibi accepturi  sumus quae custodiamus, sed ipsam legis, ut dixi, plenitudinem sine ullo peccandi timore  servabimus; quia et Deum plenius, cum viderimus, amabimus, et proximum, quia Deus erit  omnia in omnibus; nec falsae cuiquam de proximo suspicioni erit locus, ubi nullus ulli erit  occultus ”’.  B De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 26, 48 (ML 32, 1331): “ Non enim fieri potest  ut seipsum, qui Deum diligit, non diligat : imo vero solus se novit diligere, qui Deum diligit.  Siquidem ille se satis diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur bono: quod si  nihil est aliud quam Deus, sicut ea quae dicta sunt docuerunt, quis cunctari potest, quin  sese amet, qui amator est Dei?”eque nım praeceptla eg1s, sıcut hic, et1am ıbı accepturı

QUaC custodiamus, sed 1psam legı1s, ut dix1, plenıtudınem siıne ullo peccandı tiımore
servabımus: qul1a ei Deum plen1us, C viderımus, amabımus, DroX1imum, qula Deus erıt
Oomn1ı1a ın omnı1ıbus; NC falsae CuU1lquam de DroXx1mo SUSpPIC1ON! er1ıt 1OCUS, ubı nullus ullı rıt
Ooccultus“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  178  thé Holy Spirit, the more one is truly wise, the more one loves oneself.  The love for God that engenders wisdom and happiness is more a matter  of graced reverential being than egocentric having. But what of the  reward this enables one to expect? In De Civitate Dei 14, 28 above, the  ‘“ praemium” is unambiguously described in terms of community; God is  more than an individual good; the reward will be ‘‘in the company of the  saints, not only holy men but also holy angels, so that ‘God may be all in  all” (1 Cör. 15..28)°). Furthermöre, even ın eternal life, when God 1s  loved fully, the attitude of service is retained, the law of love is kept in its  fulness (‘“ipsam legis plenitudinem servabimus””)°*). Even in the time of  reward, of God’s being all in all, the self remains subject in its  enthrallment to God, even if now, happily, we no longer have any fear of  straying from love, which is the fulness of the law.  But perhaps these eudaimonism-transforming accompanying ideas  are a feature only of Augustine’s later works. In this regard it is  instructive to compare two texts from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae,  dating from 388. God is the supreme and true good. Who can doubt,  therefore, that the lover of God loves himself, since he is thereby loving  his own highest good®>)?  63y De .Civilate Dei / 14;, 28'(@C 48 452 ESEL 40/2; 57: ML '41}436): *. d  expectans praemium in societate sanctorum non solum hominum, verum etiam angelorum,  ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus””. J. Burnaby addresses this question of the reward, the growth  of love for self ensuing from love for God, in Amor Dei, p. 122: ‘“ The less we love what is  our own (proprium), the more closely are we joined to God (De Trinitate 12, 16). “The more  we love God, the more we love ourselves’ (De Trinitate 8, 12). These two sentences from De  Trinitate conflict with one another only if intention is confused with effect, act with  consequence. To him who loves God, the private interest of the self cannot be the end  sought. Augustine knows ... that to love God in order that our love for self may be satisfied  is impossible. The self-love which is native to the human soul will become injurious to the  self, will' turn in effect to self-hatred, unless the image of God is restored by the  transformation of this self-love into the love of Him in whose image the soul was made (cf.  De Trinitate 14, 18). But the lover of God no more intends a private good for himself than  is the lover of iniquity consciously moved by hatred of his own soul”.  °4) En. in ps. 118, sermo 13,4 (CC 40, 1707. ML 37, 1538) (post-422): “ Plenitudo  legis caritas (Rom. 13.10) ... Neque enim praecepta legis, sicut hic, etiam ibi accepturi  sumus quae custodiamus, sed ipsam legis, ut dixi, plenitudinem sine ullo peccandi timore  servabimus; quia et Deum plenius, cum viderimus, amabimus, et proximum, quia Deus erit  omnia in omnibus; nec falsae cuiquam de proximo suspicioni erit locus, ubi nullus ulli erit  occultus ”’.  B De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 26, 48 (ML 32, 1331): “ Non enim fieri potest  ut seipsum, qui Deum diligit, non diligat : imo vero solus se novit diligere, qui Deum diligit.  Siquidem ille se satis diligit, qui sedulo agit, ut summo et vero perfruatur bono: quod si  nihil est aliud quam Deus, sicut ea quae dicta sunt docuerunt, quis cunctari potest, quin  sese amet, qui amator est Dei?”65) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 26, 45 (ML 32 ' Non enım fıer1 potest

se1psum, quı Deum dılıgıt, NO dılıgat 1mMoO Cn solus novıt dılıgere, quı 1Deum dılıgıt
S1quiıdem lle satıs dılıgıt, quı sedulo agıt, ut ei CIO perfruatur ONO quod S1
nıhıl est alıud qUam Deus, sıcut quaCc dıcta Ssunt docuerunt, quıs cunctarı potest, quın
SCSC amet, quı amator est De1?”
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I£ therefore for those wh: love God all thıngs turn g00d (ef
Rom 28), ONC doubts that nolLt only 15 the SUPICHMC 200d
(whıch 1s also called the g00d DUar excellence) be OVE: but that
oug (debeamus) love it in such WaYy dAS love nothıng INOIC

than ıt Thıs 1S hat the words, ‘“ wıth the ole soul, and the whole
heart, and the ole mınd ”, INCan and CXDICSS. ese thıngs havıng
been establıshed and mMOst ırmly elleve wh ıll ou ask,
that there 15 anythıng excellent for us but (G0d and hat cshould
(oporteat) hasten attaın hım before all the rest Moreover, ıf
nothıng separates us from hıs love (CT. Rom 38, 39),; what COUuU
be better, what COUu be IMOTE certaın than thıs 500d 7 )%

Thıs INaYy sound ıke the eudaımonistic qU! fOor happıness ın possessing
ıts hıghest g00d, but there dIC elements 1ın the texti that ınt al somethıng
IMNOIC The oblıgatıon (“ debeamus , ‘“ oporteat ”) love the SUPICHIC
g00d .  1ın such WaY ASs love nothıng INOIC than lt” takes us beyond
the 1e€ of natural inclinatıiıon. For natıve ego1lsm it 1s nOoTL natural OoVve
(G0d INOIC than myself, which for Augustine 15 the only healthy WdYy of
lovıng myself® ’). If Augustıine envisages PCISON who percelves that in
God, the g00d DUar excellence, 1S the satısfactıon of all hıs desıres and hıs
ultımate securIıty, why 1s the introduction of commandment ove
Hım necessary ? Is it not that one’s SpOnNtanecOus desıres easıly ead
dolatry and ook the satıisfactıon of the self rather than God A4ASs he
1s? It 1s then d ıf God d God has be asserted for man’s g00d For
alılure respect the order establıshe Dy hım, In 1C the actıve ıfe 1S
tO be subordinated LO the contemplatıve, ea! havoc the
natural instincts al all levels of human eıng hat m1g be called
unhealthy love of self. er returns, the soul 1S restored health, when
ONeC 1s unıted God ın subjection hım (**deo eubditus haereat”)°®).

66) Ibid., I 11} (ML 3 “ Ol igıtur dılıgentibus Deum omn1a procedunt in
bonum: el SUTINIMMNUM bonum quod et1am optımum dıcıtur. NO modo dılıgendum CSSC CINO

ambigıt, sed ıta dılıgendum ut nıhıl amplıus dılıgere debeamus; ıdque sıgnıfıcatur ei

exprimıtur quod dıctum est FEx [O1a anıma, @} OL0O corde, el IOla qu1s qUaCSO
dubitaverıt, hıs omnıbus constitutis, ef firmıssıme creditıs, nıhıl nobiıs alıud DSSe optimum,
ad quod adıpıscendum postposıt1s ceterIıs festinare oporteal, qUuUamı Deum? Item S1 nulla ICS

abh 1US charıtate 1105 separat, quıd CSSC 110  — solum mel1us, sed et1am certius hoc ONO
potest ” It 15 unclear ın the final whether Augustine OUT love fOor G0d hıs
love for As ave SCCI1 In Chapter ÖOne. ıt 1S possıble hat ın I; 26, 51 (ML 32
where the ontext 18 sımılar, Augustine has the latter iın mıind : and iın © 30, (ML
32 ıt 1S rather INOIC than possıble.

67) Ibid., 1, 26, 49 (ML P °° T e autem 1psum salubrıter dılıgıs, S1 plus qUam te

dılıg1s Deum .
68) See De Vera Religione 262 F 67) 48, 03 (CC A 248 34, 163-164)

Date 390) “Quem CISO electa ıbertas, abh mutabılıum er CSSC appetal;
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The second texti from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae further elaborates
the natiure and the effect of the ° heatissıma vıta  Yr which love for (30d
brings

You commend us quıte rıghtly, catholıc CHhurch; irue mother of
Christians, worshiıp (colendum) God hımself MmMOST purely and
MOST chastely Attamıng hım 1s the moOost blessed ıfe You do not

PDFrOPDOSC us an Yy created ıng that 1s be adored (adorandam)
and that AIC commanded (servire Jubeamur) YOou
xclude from that uncorrupted and iınviıolable eternity, whom
alone INan 1s be subjected (subjiciendus) and ın un1on (cohaerendo)
ıth whom alone the ratıiıonal soul 1s nNnOT unhappy, a]] that has een
created, all that 1s subject change and time“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  175  The second text from De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae further elaborates  the nature and the effect of the “ beatissima vita” which love for God  brings:  You commend us quite rightly, catholic church, true mother of  Christians, to worship (colendum) God himself most purely and  most chastely. Attaining him is the most blessed life. You do not  propose to us any created thing that is to be adored (adorandam)  and that we are commanded to serve (servire jubeamur). You  exclude from that uncorrupted and inviolable eternity, to whom  alone man is to be subjected (subjiciendus) and in union (cohaerendo)  with whom alone the rational soul is not unhappy, all that has been  created, all that is subject to change and to time ... Not only do you  commend to us worship of God alone, but you also embrace love  and caritas for the neighbour, such that you abound in the remedy  for the various maladies which souls suffer on account of their  sins  69).  It is to be noted that both love for God and love for neighbour belong to  the remedy by which the disordered self is restored to health. Again the  theme of worship, adoration, service and subjection to God qualifies love  for him and happiness in union with him. True freedom and true mastery  over one’s life consist in being united with and subject to God (““deo  subditus haereat”’), who alone rules over all things, and, in this sense, to  love him more than oneself7°). The wisdom flowing from such freedom,  ie. service of God7!), and the perspectives opened up by it on one’s life,  (ie. perfection: invincibility to the proud desire:to lord it over others, to  envy and other destructive passions), encourage one to hate one’s present  et quem regnare delectat, uni omnium regnatori Deo subditus haereat, plus eum diligendo  quam seipsum. Et haec est perfecta iustitia, qua potius potiora, et minus minora  diligimus ”.  ©9) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 30,62 (ML 32, 1336): ‘ Mezito, Ecclesia  catholica, mater Christianorum verissima, non solum ipsum Deum,,cujus adeptio vita est  beatissima, purissime atque castissime colendum praedicas; nullam nobis adorandam  creaturam inducens, cui servire jubeamur; et ab illa incorrupta et inviolabili aeternitate, cui  soli homo subjiciendus est, cui soli rationabilis anima cohaerendo non misera est, excludens  sed  omne quod factum est, quod obnoxium commutationi, quod subditum tempori;  etiam proximi dilectionem atque charitatem ita complecteris, ut variorum morborum,  quibus pro peccatis suis animae aegrotant, omnis apud te medicina praepolleat ”.  79) De Vera Religione 262 (CSEL 77;67) = 48, 93 (CC 32,248. ML 34, 164): *...  uni omnium regnatori Deo subditus haereat, plus eum diligendo quam seipsum ”.  71l) De Vera Religione 245-246 (CSEL:77, 63). =46, 87.(CC.32, 244. ML 34; 161):  “ Diligamus ergo, ut praeceptum est, etiam inimicos nostros, si vere invicti esse volumus.  Non enim per seipsum quisquam hominum invictus est; sed per illam incommutabilem  legem, qui quicumque serviunt, soli sunt liberi. Sic enim eis quod diligunt auferri non potest :  quae res una invictos facit et perfectos viros””.Not only do YOU
commend us worshiıp of God alone, but yOUu also embrace Oove
and Carıtas for the ne1ıghbour, such hat YOU abound in the remedy
for the Varıo0us maladıes whıich souls suffer AaCCOUNT of theır
S1NSs 69)

It 15 be noted that both OVve fOor God and love fOor ne1ghbour belong
the remedy Dy which the disordered self 15 restored health gaın the
theme of worshıp, adoratıon, servıice and subjection God qualıifies love
fOr hım and happıness ın unıon wıth hım Irue reedom and irne masterYy
NOr ne s ıfe consıst ın eing unıted wıth and ubject God (ud
subditus haereat‘), who alone rules VOGE all things, and, In thıs,
love hım INOIC than oneself ’°). The wısdom flowıng from such ireedom,
1.€ Service of God ’*), and the perspectives opened Dy it nes  DE lıfe,
LE perfection: invincıbılıty the prou desıire:to ord ıt OVeI others,
CHVY and other destructive pass10ns), ENCOUTALC ON«C hate nes present

QUECIMN regNaAIC electat, unı omnıum regnatorı Deo subdıtus haereat, plus C dılıgendo
se1ıpsum. Et aeC est perfecta lustit1a, quUa potıus potiora, el MINus mınora

dılıgimus ”.
69) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae l 30, (ML 2 ‘‘ Merı1to, Eccles1ia

catholıca., mater Christianorum ver1ssıma, NO solum 1psum Deum,,cujus adept10 ıta est

beatıssıma, purıssıme castıssıme colendum praedicas; nullam nobıs adorandam
creaturam inducens, Cul servıre Jubeamur; ei ab ıll Incorrupta invilolabılı aeternitate, CUul
sol]ı OMOoO subjicıendus estL, Cul solı rationabılıs anıma cohaerendo NO miısera eSL, excludens

sedINNE quod factum esL, quod obnoxium commutatıon1, quod subdıtum _tempori;
et1am prox1im1] dılectionem charıtatem ıta compleecterı1s, ut varlıorum morborum.,
quıbus PTO peccatıs SUlS anımae aegrotant, Omnı1s apud te medicına praepolleat ””.

70) De Vera Religione 262 D 6/) 48, 03 (CC 32 248 34, 164) +

unı omnıum regnatorı Deo subdıtus haereat, plus Gr dılıgendo qUamM se1ıpsum .
71) De Vera Religione 245-246 (CSEL AF 63) 46, (88 32, 244 34, 161)

* Dılıgamus CIO, ut praeceptum eSL, et1am IN1m1COS nOSLTOS, S1 (3 A invıctı CSSC volumus.
Non nım DeT se1ıpsum quısquam homınum invıctus est; sed DEr am incommutabilem
legem, qul quicumque serviunt, solı Sunl liberi. SI1IC nım e1s quod ılıgunt auferr1 1918} potest :
UJUaC [CS ula Inviıctos aCı1 perfectos VITOS .
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oolısh self which 1s not in the ervice of (G0d but al the beck and call of
ıts diısordered OVve of changeable things /*).

Thus, the paradox cutting ACTOSS the eudaımonstic {ramework,
which 1 introduced Dy the iıdea of servıice God and submissıon hıs
law, MaYy be traced CVECN dS far back d De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae
For De Vera Religione, perfection, freedom, wiısdom and invincıbılıty
prıde and disorder AIC attaıned not Dy man’s OW fforts (H
IDSUM ) but by the observance of unchangeable law ’°). The
alternative lovıng God, then, in serving hım, 1s slavery corruption,
foolıshness, aAaITOSAaNCE and weakness 74) OVve for (10d 15 obedience tO
hım and hıs unchangeable law Augustine’s readıng of Jn 3: 1.€€
“Thıs 1S OVe for God that keep hıs commandments ”, brings nto the
foreground element hat has already previously been alluded 88} At
least twıce ın the tenth öf the COommentary the letter of John,

commandments Can be SCCMN be summed ın Ove for
neighbour ’ >). hus love fOor ne1ıghbour 15 indıspensable obedient
ervıice LO (J0d and therefore also indıspensable genulne love for self.
When accept God dS OUT Hıghest Good, he demands that take hım
commandment and all, wıth the ne1ghbour f8)  © Thıs 1s quıite dıfferent
iıdea that IC SCCS love for ne1ighbour ASs increasıng OUT OW OVve for

72) De Vera Religione 262-263 E 6/) 48, 03 (GC 32 248 34, 164)
‘“ Sapıentem anımam perfectam alem dılıgat, qualem am videt ; tultam NO talem,
sed qula SSC perfecta el sapıens potest: qula NEC se1ıpsum debet tultum dılıgere. Nam quı
dılıgıt tultum, NON proficıet ad sapıentiam ; NC fıet quısque qualıs cupıt CS5S5C, 181 oderıt
qualıs est  d In CONLEXL, thıs ollows immediıately after the texti quoted In 68 above.

73) De Vera Religione 245 FF 63) 8 / (BC 32. 244 34, 161) ” Non
enım DCI 1psum qu1squam homınmum invıictus est, sed DeCI ıllam iıncommutabılem egem,
Cul quicumque serviıiunt solı Ssunt lıber1”.

74) See agaın De Doctrina Christiana _ 46-4’7 80, 20) . Z 3 (CC S A
34, Z “"Inıquum est en1m, qulia vult sıbı servıre, quod infra SSE, CUu ıpse

super10T1 serviıre nolıt. rectissımeque diıctum est Oul diligit Inıquitatem, odıt anımam
SUUM (Ps el ideo fıt infırmus anımus ei de mortalı COIDOIC erucılatur. ecesse est
nım ut dılıgat et e1us corruptione praegravelur. Immortalıtas Nnım ei Incorruptio0
COrporIs de sanıtate anımı exIistit, sanıtas autem anımı est firmıssıme inherere potIiorI1, hoc
est incommutabıliı deo Cum CTO et1am e1s quı s1bı naturalıter sun(t, hoc est,
hominıbus. dominarı affectat, intolerabilıs Oomnıno superbia est  m (T De I riınıtate
14, 14, 18 FÜn A, 445-446 1049-1050).

75) In Epistolam Toannis, Ir. (ML 35 quı Deum dılıgıit, praecepta
e1us dılıgıit. Et QUaC Sunt praecepta Dei? Mandatum do voDIiS, U[l VOS InhvIcCem diligatis
(Jn 13 TIhe ANSWET plural question 18 the sıngular: love for ne1ıghbour. 1R 10,7
(ML 35 2058-2059%) Iso contaıns cCommentary Jn ” Haec est nım dılect10 Delı,
ut praecepta e1us servemus . Even though the double commandment 15 quoted, the whole
texXxLi speaks of love for neıghbour.
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God conceıved ASs tranquillıty, enjoyment, reward for ourselves ’°). That
Oove for ne1ghbour 1s integra the Ove for (30d in which ONC ruly loves
oneself 15 expressed VEIY forcefully In antı-Donatist SCITINON, De
Utilitate Zeiunil, poss1ibly dating from The self-love of indıvidual
who has, fOr example, een able tO subdue hıs OW flesh INaYy el] fall
chort of the authentic self-love that springs from obedience God’’)
ere 15 INOVC ın thıs texi beyond the integrity of the indıvıdual self
that of the communlıty self In commandment. The fact
that thıs chıft OS explicıtly In hıghly polemical SCTINON o€s noTt of
ıtself invalıdate the WadY of ınkıng d ideologıcal CONSIrTruCL esigne

cast the fastıng practices of the Donatısts and cudgel them
back into the unity of the Catholica As ave SCCIL, the soclal aspect of
self-love d obedience God 15 hınted al ın earlıer works (De Moribus
Ecclesiae Catholicae) '®), and 1s also present in non-polemical works (e.g
De Doctrina Christiana) 1s nOoTt devised ere merely for the OCCAaSs1OnN,
and, AS SCC, has broader than polemical resonance ’?).

'76) See, for example, ultgren, Le commandement d’amour che  A Augustin, 180
*ÖI notre aAm du prochaın visant [amneneT celu1-cı Dieu apporte accrolssement de
l’amour de Dıieu, est ONC DAd un1ıquement otre prochaın quı profite de |’amour dont
ı] est l’object, ma1s OUuUS profitons OUsSs aussı, t donne qu«c notre AIl de Diıeu
S’accroilt Iu1 aussı, pendant qu«C OUusSs pratıquons |’amour du prochaın. es' SUuT pomnt de
VueC egocentrique qJuUcC ICDOSC la conception de |’amour du prochaın un degre
certaın' DOUT OUS elever |’amour du Diıeu. Maıs S  est precısement conception quı
rsque de COMpromellre l’amour du prochaın ”.

77) See De Iriınıtate 14, 14, (e® A, 446 42, 1050): ““Quamvıs enım ıta
dılıgat, ut 81 alterutrum proponatur, malıt omn1a JUaC infra dılıgıt perdere, UUa perire ;
amen superi1orem deserendo, ad YJUCIM solum pOSselL custodıre fortıtudinem SUam, q
frul lumıne Su Cul canıtur In Psalmo Fortitudinem Meam ad custodiam : el ın 10
Accedite ad UumM e|] Ulluminamini..

78) NSee De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae k4 30, (ML 32; LoOove for neighboür
belongs the remedy Dy which the dısordered self 18 restored health

79) Augustine’s argumen ere [UNS yYyOu aAaTic concerned about the integrity of yYOUIL
OW Dody; then be concerned Oou the integrity and unıty ofthe church, 1.e Christ’s body,
of which yOUu along ıth others ATC members. hıs movemen from the integrity of the
ındıvidual body that of the collectivity found In thıs text 18 paralleled the level of the
ear and soul by Augustine’s growingly communıitarıan understandıng of cts d, 1.e
“ the ole of behevers Wds unıted ear and 10)]  iBAr multıtudinıs autem credentium
erat COr UNUM el anıma UNa  32 Verhehjyen In hıs artıcle, * Acts 3135 ın the Maonastıc
ex{is of aın Augustine , In Second Annual Course Augustinian Spirituality, Rome,
1976, 47-59, shows that Augustine orıgıinally understood COr NUmM iın the ..  of the
COr sSIimplexX, the ındıvıdual ear! integrated, unıfıed and al hıs ear 18 able
remaın free Irom the dısorderly multıtude of temporal thıngs whiıich OINC and BU, which ATC

orn an! IC dıe The COr simplex and because simplex Iso ENOUNCE:!

empora and ephemeral thıngs for ıt loves that whıich 18 ternal anı ONC, and wWwants
remaın attacne: OUT Lord wh 18 one  c (p 49-50 Verhe1ujen 1$ ere paraphrasıng En INn
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But, 18 YOUIL flesh obeys YOU and YOU do not obey yOUuTr God., ATIC

YOU noTt condemned Dy that flesh when 1{ IN submıissıve you? ..
And YOU Say What grealter eing cshould obey ? You had saı1d
hat yYOU WEeIC lover of uSUce. Then lısten Christ speakıng: uA
191  S commandment SIVC yOou hat yOUu love ONeC another ” (Jn
13 34) Therefore ear yOur Lord SIVINS the commandment tO love
ONe another He makes of us all body for hımself. In thıs body
aTec AS members and 1l has ONeC head the Lord and Savl10ur hımself
But yOUu ear yourse AWdYy from the members of Chriıst yYOU do nOot
OoOVve unıty If an y part of YOUIL body 15 not agreement wıth the
other’ YOU seek somebody remedy thıs Why then do YOU
nOoTt seek be healed that YOU INaYy be recalle tOo the OT the
members of Christ and be agreement wıth that Dody and wıth
yOoUur OWI] - Y ou do nOL the members of Chrıst
What then AICcC yOUI fasts and al what benefit AIC CYy. YOou 1n
G0od who ı15 served ı (In unitate serviatur) Dy all wh: beliıeve 1
hım (G0d unworthy of the NAaMCe, and yel YOU wısh

80)unıty yYOUL body, yOUur members, yOUIL alr

In thıs texti self Oove eing elated OVe for (obedience to) (GG0d 15

drawn far beyond the natural indıyvıdualıstic CONCECINMN for the harmony
and health of ONC OW body and beyond the desıre subdue 1l and 18

DS 4, 10, datıng from 392) H owever, Augustıine’ rel1g10us Rule, whiıich Verheijjen ates 397,
ıth the quotation of cts 372 d, 10 obvıousiy understood collectively. Verhe1jjen

consıders that ‘“thanks letter from Paulınus of ola (1 Epistola Augustine’
correspondence datıng Irom 395) Augustine egan attrıbute ANILIMA Nad and COr 4ANUM

IMOTEC collectıve MCAaAaNIN£ and understand ese erms the of unanımıly and
concord between several DCISONMNS Also, the ule al the beginnıng of aın Augustine

epıscopate the ascetical ea expressed by cts 35 15 enveloped the ea
of Iraterniıty, expressed understood 10 collectıve aın Augustıine
realızed that hıs fraternıty monastery 15 cConcre form of the brotherly spırıt of the
whole church the ANIMAa UN  D 15 the UNEINAG Christi (cf the letter Laetus Epistola
243 (p 58) For development of thıs COommMuUunNnıtarıan interpretation of cts

35 SC 48 Va Bavel OS “* De eerstie christelıke COMMUNC het relıgıeuze
leven ” Tijdschrift VOOr geestelijk leven (1979) 498 547 especılally 50)7/ 515

80) De Utilitate Teiuni (CE 236 237 4() F} *Quı1d S 1 dIiO {ua

obediıt tıbı et NO  —_ obediıs Deo tuo? Nonne ab 1DSa damnarıs CUu 1bı obtemperat ?
Et CUul INnquıt 1LL11410OI1 obtemperem ?” Ecce TIStUS loquıtur lustıtiae amatorem

dixeras Mandatum do vobis, Ul VOS diligatis udı CI RO omınum [uUUumM

mandatum dantem ut 1105 NVICOCII dılıgamus Cum nobıs omnıbus Lamquam membrıs
COTDUS s1bı facıat quod COTrDUS habeat 3000888!| omınum ei Salvatorem
contra dıvellıs te membrıs Christı NO  — 1114s unıta S] autem alıquıd [UO CODOTC
dıssentıat ab alııs partıbus qUaCT1S QqUul emendet Cur CTrgO 918)  — QqUaCTI1IS emendarı
COMPAaINI membrorum Chriıstı LTLEVOCOIIS ei 1DSO COTDOIC el tuo?
membrıs Chriıstı 9(8)  — en! unıtatem Quıid sunt CIBO aut CUl Te1l prosunt Cc1UNla tua?
ndıgnum eum CUul ab omnıbus QqUu1 08 credunt unıtate sSserviatiu ei amen VIS

membrıs [UI1S COIDOIC LUO, capıllıs {UIS unıtatem SCIValIl
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ave control OVeCeT it Essentı1al to worthy love for God 1s serving hım in
unıty (“In unitate serviatur ') wıth Christ’s other members, such that
breach of that integrity INdYy be consıdered aılure Oove oneself
properly.

Loving God MOYE than oneself, OTO

In SCIINON preache before 410 Augustine defines self-love OT love
of self AS ““the love wıth which YOU love yourse such that yOU OVve
Go 81) In VIEW of the consıdered In the previ10ous section COU
110 paraphrase thıs assertion: self-love 15 the love wıth 1cC ONC loves
oneself In such WdYy d> tO subject oneself reign and rule; the
self ONC loves 1s the self serving God wholly, 0)8 al least OPCH serving
hım wıth the ole heart, the ole soul and the ole mind, C VE

though ıt 1s nNOoL ully poss1ıble in thıs lıfe?). The other sıde the relatıon
1s that, lovıng (GJ0d INOTEC than ourselves, love ourselves best,
becomiıing WI1ISse and ruly free from attachment changeable things®°).
For Sermo Denıs 17 6, g1ven pr10r 400, the ole Law and the
rophets AT sa1d 9} hang the double commandment d formulated
““such that, when yYOU ave OVEe: the Lord, YOU INdaYy then NOW hat yYOU
OVe yourself, ıf yOU love the Lord ) The OVve for the Lord precedes

81) Sermo Wilmart 2 (MA 1, 6/7) ““ Haec est CTIgO dılect10 [ua ve]l dılecti0 tul, ıd
est, dılect10 qQUa te dılıg1s, eum dılıgas  27

82) The lack of love’s wholeness ın thıs ıfe 1$ recognized especılally in antı-Pelagıan
C De Perfectione Iustitiae OMINLS S, 42, N 44, 00-301) ate

416) ‘° In ua plenıtudıne carıtatıs praeceptum implebitur, Diliges Dominum Deum
[UUM [OTLO corde [UO, e1 e} ola AanNnıma [UG, el D [[Ua Nam 433 est uC
alıquıd carnalıs concupiscentliae, quod vel continendo frenetur, 1O0O  —> mnı modo ota
anıma dılıgitur Deus“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  f79  have control over it. Essential to a worthy love for God is serving him in  unity (*‘in unitate serviatur”) with Christ’s other members, such that a  breach of that integrity may be considered a failure to love oneself  properly.  C. Loving God more than oneself, ex toto  In a sermon preached before 410 Augustine defines self-love or love  of self as ‘““the love with which you love yourself such that you love  God”’8'). In view of the texts considered in the previous section we could  now paraphrase this assertion: self-love is the love with which one loves  oneself in such a way as to subject oneself to God’s reign and rule; the  self one loves is the self serving God wholly, or at least open to serving  him with the whole heart, the whole soul and the whole mind, even  though it is not fully possible in this life®?). The other side to the relation  is that, loving God more than ourselves, we love ourselves best,  becoming wise and truly free from attachment to changeable things®°).  For Sermo Denis 17, 6, given prior to 400, the whole Law and the  Prophets are said to hang on the double commandment as formulated  “such that, when you have loved the Lord, you may then know that you  love yourself, if you love the Lord’”’®*). The love for the Lord precedes  81) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 677): “Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id  est, dilectio qua te diligis, ut deum diligas”.  82) The lack of love’s wholeness in this life is recognized especially in anti-Pelagian  texts e.g. De Perfectione Iustitiae Hominis 8, 19 (CSEL 42, 17-18. ML 44, 300-301) (Date:  416): “In qua plenitudine caritatis praeceptum illud implebitur, Diliges Dominum Deum  tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima tua, et ex tota mente tua. Nam cum est adhuc  aliquid carnalis concupiscentiae, quod vel continendo frenetur, non omni modo ex tota  anima diligitur Deus ... Cur ergo non praeciperetur homini ista perfectio, quamvis eam in  hac vita nemo habeat? Non enim recte curritur, si quo currendum est nesciatur. Quomodo  autem sciretur, si nullis praeceptis ostenderetur?”” In this life, however, progress in  openness to total love for God is made in concrete love for neighbour. See Tractatus in  Joannis Evangelium 17,9 (CC 36, 175. ML 35, 1532): “Diligendo proximum, et curam  habendo de proximo tuo, iter agis. Quo iter agis, nisi ad Dominum Deum, ad eum quem  diligere debemus ex toto corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente? Ad Dominum enim nondum  pervenimus, sed proximum nobiscum habemus. Porta ergo eum cum quo ambulas, ut ad  eum pervenias cum quo manere desideras ”.  83) See De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1, 26, 49 (ML 32, 1331): “ Te autem ipsum  salubriter diligis, si plus quam te diligis Deum”’ ; De Vera Religione 262 (CSEL 77, 67) =  48, 93 (CC 32, 248. ML 34, 163-164) : “Quem delectat ergo libertas, ab amore mutabilium  rerum liber esse appetat, et quem regnare delectat, uni omnium regnatori deo subditus  haereat plus eum diligendo quam se ipsum”.  $4) Sermo Denis 17, 6 (MA I, 87): “... ut, cum tu dilexeris dominum, scias quia tunc  te diligis, si diligis dominum ”.COr CT BO 10 praecıperetur homıiın1ı ista perfect10, quamVvıs Cd ın
hac ıta CINO habeat? Non enım rectfe currıtur, S1 qJUO urrendum est nesclatur. Quomodo
autem scıretur, S1 nullıs praecept1is ostenderetur ?” In thıs lıfe, however, In

otal OVve for God 1S made in Concrete love for neighbour. See Iractatus IN
Ioannıs Evangelium I} (CE 36, 5 35, ““ Dılıgendo proximum, eit curam
habendo de prox1mo LUO, iıter ag1s. Quo ıter ag1s, 151 ad omınum Deum, ad CUu QUCIMN
dılıgere debemus LOLO corde, tOtLa anıma, tota mente ‘” omınum enım nondum
perven1ımus, sed proximum nobıscum habemus orta CTISO 438 Cu qUO ambulas, ut ad
Cu perven1as Cu qJUO [I[NAaNCIC desıderas ”.

83) See De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae F 26, 49 (ML 2 e autem 1psum
salubriter dılıgıs, S1 plus QUamı dılıgıs Deum ““ De Vera Religione 262 E 67/)
48 03 (CC 3 248 $  ' 163-164) ...  Quem electa CT O ıbertas, ab mutabılıum

lıber CSSC appetat, et Y UCINMN regNaAIC electat. unı omnıum regnatorIı deo subdıtus
haereat plus C dılıgendo QUalll 1ıpsum ””.

84) Sermo Denis 1, 87) . u G dılexerıis domiınum, SCI1As qul1a [uncC
te dılıgis, 61 dılıgıs domınum .
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ove of self and accompanıes it: the selfove 1s that lovıng the Lord, that
which consıders iıtself ‘“ worthless ” ın cComparıson hıim ??); nOoTt that
which coolly and independently S1ZeSs the possI1bılıties for wisdom,
happıness and reedom and OptS for God A offerıng the est deal tO
achleve them The g0o0od that AdCCIUCS tO the self lovıing (30d 1s noTt the
prıze earned hrough havıng orlıentated nes  > instinctual love fOor self
appropriately nes est advantage, but the gift that paradoxıcally
OWS from person’s preferring tO be rather than ne s  7 OW the
gıft that unsolicıted meef total self-gıft In the
commandment. Before 396 Augustine has phrased thıs tentatıvely d

ollows
But when God 15 OVEe: INOTIC than the soul such that INa  - prefers
be rather than hıs OW (uf malıit homo PIUS A S GUUÜFN SUUS)

then he ruly est for the soul, and consequently for the body
He 1S not NO ıimpelle: Dy anı y instinct be solicıtous about
hımself; he only aCCepts what 15 presented and offered hım On
the other hand, love’s polson 15 the hope acquıre and keep
temporal thıngs 86)
85) Ibid., (MA L, e “Ipse ama(tor, In comparatıone rel quacl amanda esL,

vilescere <1bı Ipsa est Jla carıtas QUaC iubetur TO10 corde, Ola anıma, el OTA

Sed adıunzxıt ei aıt Diliges proximum [UUM, LAMQUAM IDSUM. In ALSs duobus
praecept1is O1la lex pendet el prophetae; ut, Cu. dılexeris domınum, SC1AS quıla {unc te

dılıgı1s, S1 dılıg1s domınum. 1 (n eum 1918)  — dılıgıs, L1CC 1psum dılıgıs  22 ‘ Vılescere ” 18
be understood noOoTt ın the of downplayıng INa  —_ g1ve God gIOTY, but AS stressing that
man’s iTrue greatness 1S be found nOot in enjoyment of hımself but of God Ihe
‘“contemnıt ” of De Libero Arbitrio 3 23, 76, 262263 (LC 29, 320 SEL /4, 153
32, g1ves uüs the key the PTroOpCI understandıng of “ vyılescere ” Sermo Denis I:
‘‘ Melıor est autem CUu oblıvıscıtur SUl prac carıtate incommutabiılıs Delı, vel se1ıpsum
pen1ıtus In ıllıus comparatione contemniıt. 1 autem Lamquam obvıus sıbı placet sıbı ad

imıtandum Deum, ut potestate Sua fru1l velıt, fit mM1nOT, quanio cupıt CSSC

malorem . 1S interesting ote that ‘“ contemnere ” 1S sed iın ater eX(IS, In conjunction
ıth JIn 15 ] 3 (1e “ NO ONe has greater love than thıs lay own hıs ıfe fOor hıs rıends ’’)
and Jn 16, descrıibe the attıtude of marityrs owards eIr l1ves ın thıs WOT'| dee, fOor
example, De Natura 21 Gratia 70, 60, 298 44, 290) ate 415) In En IN DS
102, (GC 4U, 4572 LWn ate 412) the ‘*contemnere ” of ne’s  &, OW present ıfe
18 equated ıth sServıice of God, Ven dyıng for hım, but thıs death 18 behalf of
‘*“brothers ” and “ friends . One ‘“despises ” oneself ın the service of G0od iın favour of
others °°Hoc enım consıderantes martyres ei omnıno sanctı quı vitam 1ıpsam
contempserunt, sıcut audiıstıs iın pıstola loannıs, anımas SsSUuas DIO fratrıbus posuerunt
(cf. JIn 16), QquacCl est perfect10 carıtatıs, dıicente Domino: Maıorem carıtatem €eMO

habet, qUAM ul anımam SUAM DYO AMICLS SULS (Jn L5 I3 hOoc CIgO consıderantes
sanctı martyres, contempserunt anımas SUas hıc, ut ıbı CAdS invenırent, sequentes verba
Dominı dicentis ; Qui Mal anımam SUAM, perdet CM el qul perdiderit MJA propter M IN
vıtam Invenıet CM (Jn 25) Voluerunt nım retrıbuere: quı1? quıd? ei cu1?
Omınes mıinısteriıum SUUMM u ad mortem Deo retriıbuerunt .

86) De Diıversıs Quaestionibus 55, 36, (CCG A, 40, 25) Cu eus
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Preferring be rather than nes  8 OW that PECIsSoN 15 OPDCH
noTt only fulfıl Hıs commandment but recelve Hıs g1  S, “t0 accept
hat 1S presented and offered tOo hım  I7 Irue self-love 18 iıtself gıft of
God, not strıving the mo of desıre fOor empora thıngs.

pCerson est for hımself, not Dy eing solıcıtous about hımself in
LO instinct, but by carıng INOIC g1ve hımselfA God, by

desiırıng he rather than acquire Zz00ds for himself, OW
God POSSCSS hım rather than PDOSSCSS multıtude of things.

Irue self-love that by which peTSoN ıth al that lıves 1in hım
loves God (“ [OLO quod IN VIVIt, eum Lligit ”) Can be
described in ms of the frul of God, nOot of changeable things®”). But
thıs 1s STrESS that only God 1s worthy of frul and total self-gıift, and that

ave frui-attitude towards realıties other than God WOou be LO love
In1quıity and therefore ate ne’s  7 OW soul (e1. Ps Furthermore,
ıt 1S Dy and favour that ONC loves oneself loving hım,
enjoyıng (or hopıng tO en]Joy) hım, not temporal thıngs. The gıft theme in
these ms 18 strongly present CVECN dS early d De Vera Religione
Turning from mortal affections Ffrul of God, isdom, the
Unchangeable, about hrough the Holy Spirıt wh 1S himself the
gift of God Thus, ONMNC Can spırıtually (“ spiritualiter ‘‘) love oneself, siınce
the Holy Spirıt makes lovıng G0d wıth all nNe:s  2 ıfe possıble. The VC
self which 18 offered hım iın all ıts dimens1ı1ons °°omnes cogitationes
[UAS el vıtam el intellectum ” the VE ıfe that 18 intent
upDOoN hım; fruli of the nchangeable, 1s from the VC beginnıng
gift°°):
magıs dılıgıtur (QUaIN anımus, ut malı OMO 1US CSSC qUam SUUS, tunc ( anımo

consulıtur, COoONnsequenter et COrporI1, nobıs 1ıd NO curantıbus alıquo appetıtu
Ssatagente, sed tantum prompta ablata sumentıbus. Carıtatıs autem VeENCNUMmM eSL, 5SDCS
adıpıscendorum aut retinendorum temporalıum ””.

87) De Vera Religione 65-66 A 18) A 18® AZ. 202 34, 132) I
autem, dum In hoc stadıo vitae humanae anıma egıt, vincat CAds, qUas adversum nutrıvıt,
cupıdıtates ruendo mortalıbus l ad CASs vincendas gratia de1 adıuvarı credat mente 1lı
Sserviens ei ona voluntate, sıne dubıtatiıone reparabıtur ei multis mutabilibus ad NUumM
Incommutabile reverltlelur reformata DCI sapıent1am NO {ormatam, sed DCI QUamMı formantur
unıversa, frueturque deo DEr spirıtum SANCIUM, quod est donum deL Ita fıt OMO spırıtalıs
Oomnıa ludicans, ut ıpse nemiıine ludıicetur, dılıgens domınum eum SU UT In LOLO corde, ın
totla anıma, In LOLa ntie el dılıgens proximum SUUMN NO  — carnalıter, sed Lamquam
Ipsum. Se spirıtualiter diligit, qul ex toto quod In VIvıl deum diligit. In hıs nım
duobus praeceptI1s tota lex pendet el prophetae ” (My emphasıs).

88) De Doctrina Christiana E 41-472 80, 18-19 k Z (866 42 EL
3- HIC 1DSO qui1squam Tul ebel, S1 lıquıide advertas, qul1a NC 1psum
debet propiter Ipsum dılıgere, sed propter ıllum quUO fruendum est Iunc est quıppe
optıimus homo. CUu tota ıta sUua pergıt In incommutabılem vitam ei LOTLO adfectu inheret
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Now wısh refer {[WO urther that present worthy self-
Oove d OVve for (J0d ..  exX fOt0O fe  T gaın meet the paradox that only
when ON«C 18 € A fOlO gıven God, e LOTLO dırected AdWdY from Oone’s
instinctually egolst1c self, O0€s ONMNC ruly love and fınd preservatıon for
oneself. The double commandment oes embrace self-love: ıt oe€es not
leave it the instincts, which ead INany OVve themselves and
lose theır of orlıentation: shaky foundatıon fOr OVe of ne1ghbour.
Prior 410 Augustine spoke hıs congregatiıon In these words:

There{iore. ıf there aATeC three thıngs be OoVe why AIC there only
[WO precepts ? Listen. (God dıd nOoTt Judge that yOUu had be
instructed Oove y ourself, for there 1s ONe wh o€s not OVve
hımself. But, because INanYy, lovıng themselves a  N: lose hemsel-
VCS, rule d how YOU AIC Oove yourse has een g]ven yOU
ın that yOUu ATC told love yOUL God ıth YOUIL ole self. Do YOU
wısh Ove yourself ? ove God wıth YOUL ole SEl for there YOU
ıll find yourself and nNnOoTt lose yourself ıIn yourself. If yYOU love
yourself ın yourse (fe IN te), yYyOUu ıll fall AaWAY from yourse LO0
and 111 Oout of yourse ın search of multıtude of thıngs
Look, SaYy yYOUu ave chosen {O Oove yourself; let us SCr whether yYOUu
remaın CVECIMN in yourself. You do nOL; havıng fallen AaWaVY from God,
YOU fall AWdVY from yourse (8)  S) For iın God 185 YOUTr strengthening;
YOU should cling hım and make hım yYOUT fortress and place of
refuge. NOow, however, YOU ave slackened the bond of your ove for
hım, yOUu ave broken off wıth hım turn yourself. And YOU do
nOoL remaın in yourself. Listen therefore the Apostle When he
sa1ld : °° FOTr there ıll be INnenNn lovıng themselves ””, he 1M-
mediately ° lovers of money ” (2 Tım Dıdn’t 5Sd y YOU WOU
nOoTL even remaın ın yourself? YOou AIC noTt ATIC you ? Look
hOW VOU, wh ave abandone: God, ave become ost CVCIN

yourself182  R. Canning  Now we wish to refer to two further texts that present worthy self-  love as love for God ‘ ex toto te””. Again we meet the paradox that only  when one is ex toto given to God, i.e. ex toto directed away from one’s  instinctually egoistic self, does one truly love and find preservation for  oneself. The double commandment does embrace self-love; it does not  leave it to the instincts, which lead many to love themselves badly and to  lose their sense of orientation: a shaky foundation for love of neighbour.  Prior to 410 Augustine spoke to his congregation in these words:  Therefore, if there are three things to be loved, why are there only  two precepts? Listen. God did not judge that you had to be  instructed to love yourself, for there is no one who does not love  himself. But, because many, loving themselves badly, lose themsel-  ves, a rule as to how you are to love yourself has been given to you  in that you are told to love your God with your whole self. Do you  wish to love yourself? Love God with your whole self, for there you  will find yourself and not lose yourself in yourself. If you love  yourself in yourself (fe in te), you will fall away from yourself too  and will go out of yourself in search of a multitude of things  Look, say you have chosen to love yourself; let us see whether you  remain even in yourself. You do not; having fallen away from God,  you fall away from yourself too. For in God is your strengthening;  you should cling to him and make him your fortress and place of  refuge. Now, however, you have slackened the bond of your love for  him, you have broken off with him to turn to yourself. And you do  not remain in yourself. Listen therefore to the Apostle. When he  said: ‘For there will be men loving themselves’”, he added im-  mediately ‘‘lovers of money ” (2 Tim. 3. 2). Didn’t I say you would  not even remain in yourself? You are not money, are you? Look  how you, who have abandoned God, have become lost even to  yourself ... [The example of the Prodigal Son is adduced. Lost, he  illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus non ad  incommutabile aliquid convertitur. Et propterea iam cum defectu aliquo se fruitur, quia  melior est cum totus haeret atque constringitur incommutabili bono, quam cum inde vel ad  se ipsum relaxatur. Si ergo te ipsum non propter te debes diligere, sed propter illum ubi  dilectionis tuae rectissimus finis est, non suscenseat alius homo, si etiam ipsum propter  deum diligis. Haec enim regula dilectionis divinitus constituta est: Diliges, inquit,  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum, deum vero ex toto corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente, ut  omnes cogitationes tuas et omnem vitam et omnem intellectum in illum conferas a quo  habes ea ipso quae confers”. And further 1, 64 (CSEL 80, 24) = 1,29, 30 (CC.32, 23. ML  34, 30): *... quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate vivere est,  et a quo habent omnes qui eum diligunt et quod sunt et quod eum diligunt, de quo nihil  metuimus ne cuiquam possit cognitus displicere, et qui se vult diligi, non ut sibi aliquid, sed  ut eis qui diligunt aeternum praemium conferatur, hoc est ipse quem diligunt?” (My  emphasis).The example of the rodıga Son 1s dduced 1OStT. he

1lı S1 autem propter dılıgıt, 1O refert qad deum, sed ad 1ıpsum CONVEISUS NO  — ad
incommutabiıle alıquıd convertitur. Et propterea 1am Cu defectu alıquo frultur, quı1a
melıor est C haeret constringıtur incommutabıliı bono, quam Cu inde ve] ad

1psum relaxatur. 1 CISO 1psum NO  — propter te es ılıgere, sed propter ıllum ubı
dilection1ıs (uae rect1ssımus finıs esSt. NO SuscCenseat alıus homo, 61 et1am 1psum propter
eum dılıgı1s. Haec enım regula dılection1ıs dıvınıtus constıituta est Diliges, inquıt,
proxXximum [UUM IAMQUAM IDSUM, eum CIO O10 corde, Ola aAnNnımd, O1aP ut

cogitationes [uas vitam ntiellectum In ıllum conferas qUO
es 1DSO QUaC confers . And urther f &0, 24) _ 29, 23
34, 30)182  R. Canning  Now we wish to refer to two further texts that present worthy self-  love as love for God ‘ ex toto te””. Again we meet the paradox that only  when one is ex toto given to God, i.e. ex toto directed away from one’s  instinctually egoistic self, does one truly love and find preservation for  oneself. The double commandment does embrace self-love; it does not  leave it to the instincts, which lead many to love themselves badly and to  lose their sense of orientation: a shaky foundation for love of neighbour.  Prior to 410 Augustine spoke to his congregation in these words:  Therefore, if there are three things to be loved, why are there only  two precepts? Listen. God did not judge that you had to be  instructed to love yourself, for there is no one who does not love  himself. But, because many, loving themselves badly, lose themsel-  ves, a rule as to how you are to love yourself has been given to you  in that you are told to love your God with your whole self. Do you  wish to love yourself? Love God with your whole self, for there you  will find yourself and not lose yourself in yourself. If you love  yourself in yourself (fe in te), you will fall away from yourself too  and will go out of yourself in search of a multitude of things  Look, say you have chosen to love yourself; let us see whether you  remain even in yourself. You do not; having fallen away from God,  you fall away from yourself too. For in God is your strengthening;  you should cling to him and make him your fortress and place of  refuge. Now, however, you have slackened the bond of your love for  him, you have broken off with him to turn to yourself. And you do  not remain in yourself. Listen therefore to the Apostle. When he  said: ‘For there will be men loving themselves’”, he added im-  mediately ‘‘lovers of money ” (2 Tim. 3. 2). Didn’t I say you would  not even remain in yourself? You are not money, are you? Look  how you, who have abandoned God, have become lost even to  yourself ... [The example of the Prodigal Son is adduced. Lost, he  illi. Si autem se propter se diligit, non se refert ad deum, sed ad se ipsum conversus non ad  incommutabile aliquid convertitur. Et propterea iam cum defectu aliquo se fruitur, quia  melior est cum totus haeret atque constringitur incommutabili bono, quam cum inde vel ad  se ipsum relaxatur. Si ergo te ipsum non propter te debes diligere, sed propter illum ubi  dilectionis tuae rectissimus finis est, non suscenseat alius homo, si etiam ipsum propter  deum diligis. Haec enim regula dilectionis divinitus constituta est: Diliges, inquit,  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum, deum vero ex toto corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente, ut  omnes cogitationes tuas et omnem vitam et omnem intellectum in illum conferas a quo  habes ea ipso quae confers”. And further 1, 64 (CSEL 80, 24) = 1,29, 30 (CC.32, 23. ML  34, 30): *... quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit, quo perfrui beate vivere est,  et a quo habent omnes qui eum diligunt et quod sunt et quod eum diligunt, de quo nihil  metuimus ne cuiquam possit cognitus displicere, et qui se vult diligi, non ut sibi aliquid, sed  ut eis qui diligunt aeternum praemium conferatur, hoc est ipse quem diligunt?” (My  emphasis).quıd 1105 iın socletate dılection1s de1 convenıt, qQUO perfrul eate Vivere SSt:
el GUO habent qul eum diligunt d quod SUNTI quod C: ilıgunt, de qQUO nıhıl
metulmus Culquam possıt cognıtus dısplıcere, eft quı vult dılıg1, 1O sıbı alıquid, sed

e1s quı dılıgunt 4e praemıum conferatur, hoc est 1pse QUCIN dılıgunt ?”” (My
emphasıs).
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5Say> “I ıll rnse and O IMY Father ” (Lk 18)|‘Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  183  says: T will rise and 20 tomy Father” (Lk. 15. 18)] ... Therefore a  rule has been laid down for you as to how you are to love yourself:  love the one better than you and you have loved yourself. I mean  better by nature, not by will. For many people are found to be better  than you by will, but only God is so by nature: God, the creator, the  unmade maker. Attach yourself to him. Listen now at last and say  ... “It is good for me to cleave to God ” (Ps. 72. 28), that is, not to be  unfaithful and to take myself away from God. Do you wish to see  what is promised you in this matter? ‘“But anyone who cleaves to  the Lord is one spirit with him ” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Therefore self-love or  love of yourself is this: the love with which you love yourself such  that you love God®°).  Only strengthened and supported by God, the creator, the source of life,  can self-love be prevented from turning to sour selfishness. Only when a  person is with all his being intent upon God, the only being better and  stronger than he by nature, is he freed from loving himself badly and to  perdition. The rule of self-love contained in the commandment breaks  through the tendency to love oneself in oneself (‘‘te in te”’), and directs  the self to be fully open to the gifts of the source of life, to take refuge in  God’s strength (which prevents one slipping into little idolatries), and to  become ‘“one spirit with him” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Then a person will truly  ‘love himself such that he loves God’; ‘when he has loved the Lord, he  will then know that he loves himself, if he loves the Lord’. Considering  89) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 676-677): ‘“ Ergo si tria sunt diligenda, quare duo sunt  praecepta? Quare? Accipite. Non iudicavit deus monendum te, ut diligas te: nemo est enim,  qui non diligat se. Sed quoniam multi male se diligendo perdunt se, dicendo tibi ut diligas  deum tuum ex toto te, ibi tibi data est regula quemadmodum diligas te. Vis diligere te?  Dilige deum ex toto te: ibi enim invenies te, ne in te perdas te. Si te in te diligis, casurus es et  a te, et multa quaesiturus es praeter te ... Ecce eligisti amare te: videamus si remanes vel in  te. Falsum est, non ibi remanes: a deo lapsus, et abs te laberis. Ibi est enim firmamentum:  ibi haerere debuisti, illum tibi facere locum munitum et domum refugii. Nunc vero  vinculum amoris tui relaxasti, vel dirupisti ab illo ad te; non remanes nec in te. Audi  denique ipsum apostolum. Cum dixisset, Erunt enim homines seipsos amantes, continuo  subiecit: amatores pecuniae (2 Tim. 3. 2). Nonne dixi quia non eras remansurus vel in te?  Numquid pecunia tu es? Ecce et a teipso peristi, qui a deo recessisti ... Ergo constituta est  tibi regula, quemadmodum te diligas: dilige meliorem te, et dilexisti te. Sed meliorem dico  natura, non voluntate. Multi enim homines inveniuntur meliores te voluntate, sed solus  deus natura: creator, institutor, factor a nullo factus. Ibi te fige. Intellege aliquando, et dic  mihi autem adherere deo bonum est (Ps. 73.28), hoc est, non fornicari a deo, non me  tollere a deo. Vis videre autem in hac re quid tibi promittatur? Qui autem adheret domino  unus spiritus est (1 Cor. 6. 17). Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua  te diligis, ut deum diligas”. Cf. Zbid., 2, 3 (MA I, 676): ““ ... ex toto, quod in te vivit, diliges  fontem vitae”.Therefore
rule has een a1ld OWN for yYOU AdSs how YOU aATeC love yourself :
OVve the ONC better than YOU and yOUu ave OVE| yourself. INnecan
better Dy nature, NnOoL Dy ll For INally people ATIC oun LO be better
than YOU by wiıll, but only (G0d 15 Dy nature God, the crea(tor, the
unmade maker. Attach yourse hım Listen 110 al ast and 5SdYy‘Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  183  says: T will rise and 20 tomy Father” (Lk. 15. 18)] ... Therefore a  rule has been laid down for you as to how you are to love yourself:  love the one better than you and you have loved yourself. I mean  better by nature, not by will. For many people are found to be better  than you by will, but only God is so by nature: God, the creator, the  unmade maker. Attach yourself to him. Listen now at last and say  ... “It is good for me to cleave to God ” (Ps. 72. 28), that is, not to be  unfaithful and to take myself away from God. Do you wish to see  what is promised you in this matter? ‘“But anyone who cleaves to  the Lord is one spirit with him ” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Therefore self-love or  love of yourself is this: the love with which you love yourself such  that you love God®°).  Only strengthened and supported by God, the creator, the source of life,  can self-love be prevented from turning to sour selfishness. Only when a  person is with all his being intent upon God, the only being better and  stronger than he by nature, is he freed from loving himself badly and to  perdition. The rule of self-love contained in the commandment breaks  through the tendency to love oneself in oneself (‘‘te in te”’), and directs  the self to be fully open to the gifts of the source of life, to take refuge in  God’s strength (which prevents one slipping into little idolatries), and to  become ‘“one spirit with him” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Then a person will truly  ‘love himself such that he loves God’; ‘when he has loved the Lord, he  will then know that he loves himself, if he loves the Lord’. Considering  89) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 676-677): ‘“ Ergo si tria sunt diligenda, quare duo sunt  praecepta? Quare? Accipite. Non iudicavit deus monendum te, ut diligas te: nemo est enim,  qui non diligat se. Sed quoniam multi male se diligendo perdunt se, dicendo tibi ut diligas  deum tuum ex toto te, ibi tibi data est regula quemadmodum diligas te. Vis diligere te?  Dilige deum ex toto te: ibi enim invenies te, ne in te perdas te. Si te in te diligis, casurus es et  a te, et multa quaesiturus es praeter te ... Ecce eligisti amare te: videamus si remanes vel in  te. Falsum est, non ibi remanes: a deo lapsus, et abs te laberis. Ibi est enim firmamentum:  ibi haerere debuisti, illum tibi facere locum munitum et domum refugii. Nunc vero  vinculum amoris tui relaxasti, vel dirupisti ab illo ad te; non remanes nec in te. Audi  denique ipsum apostolum. Cum dixisset, Erunt enim homines seipsos amantes, continuo  subiecit: amatores pecuniae (2 Tim. 3. 2). Nonne dixi quia non eras remansurus vel in te?  Numquid pecunia tu es? Ecce et a teipso peristi, qui a deo recessisti ... Ergo constituta est  tibi regula, quemadmodum te diligas: dilige meliorem te, et dilexisti te. Sed meliorem dico  natura, non voluntate. Multi enim homines inveniuntur meliores te voluntate, sed solus  deus natura: creator, institutor, factor a nullo factus. Ibi te fige. Intellege aliquando, et dic  mihi autem adherere deo bonum est (Ps. 73.28), hoc est, non fornicari a deo, non me  tollere a deo. Vis videre autem in hac re quid tibi promittatur? Qui autem adheret domino  unus spiritus est (1 Cor. 6. 17). Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua  te diligis, ut deum diligas”. Cf. Zbid., 2, 3 (MA I, 676): ““ ... ex toto, quod in te vivit, diliges  fontem vitae”.It 15 g0o0od for tO cleave en (Ps 28), that 1S, not tO be
unfaıthful and take myself AWAVY from G0d Do yOUu wısh tO SCC
what 15 promised YOU ıIn thıs matter? °° But an yONC wh. cleaves tO
the Lord 18 ONMNC spırıt wıth hım  979 COr 5 Therefore self-love (T
OVe of yourse 1s hıs the OVe wıth which YOU love yourse such
that yOUu love God®?”?)

Only strengthened and supported Dy God, the Crea(tor, the SOUICC of lıfe,
Can seli-I1ove be prevented from turnıng SOUI selTlishness Only when
PCISON 1s wıth all hıs eıng intent uDON God, the only eing better and

than he Dy nature, 1s he San from lovıng hımselfa and
perdıtion. The rule of self-love contaıned in the commandment breaks
hrough the endency OVve oneself In oneself (“le IN Le ; and dırects
the self {O be fully OPCH the g1 of the SOUICEC of lıfe, take refuge in

strength (whıichVONC slıppıng into lıttle idolatrıes), and
become ..  one spiırıt ıth hım  79 (VOL 1/) TIhen PCISON ıll ruly
‘love hımself such that he loves God’; "when he has OVE the Lord, he
11l hen KNOW that he loves himself, ıf he loves the LOrı Consıdering

89) Sermo Wiılmart Z (MA 6 676-677): u& Ergo S1 trıa Sunt dılıgenda, U: duo Sunt

praecepta ? Quare? ccıpıte. Non iudicavıt eus monendum te, ut dılıgas CINO est en1ım,
quı 1O dılıgat Sed quon1am mult1ı male dılıgendo perdunt dıcendo t1bı ut dılıgas
eum L[UUM LOLO O, ıbı tıbı data est regula quemadmodum dılıgas Vıs dılıgere te”
Dılıge eum LtOLO ıbı enım invenles A ın te perdas ] te ın dılıgıs, CASuIrus el

t6: multa quaesıturus praeter te‘Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  183  says: T will rise and 20 tomy Father” (Lk. 15. 18)] ... Therefore a  rule has been laid down for you as to how you are to love yourself:  love the one better than you and you have loved yourself. I mean  better by nature, not by will. For many people are found to be better  than you by will, but only God is so by nature: God, the creator, the  unmade maker. Attach yourself to him. Listen now at last and say  ... “It is good for me to cleave to God ” (Ps. 72. 28), that is, not to be  unfaithful and to take myself away from God. Do you wish to see  what is promised you in this matter? ‘“But anyone who cleaves to  the Lord is one spirit with him ” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Therefore self-love or  love of yourself is this: the love with which you love yourself such  that you love God®°).  Only strengthened and supported by God, the creator, the source of life,  can self-love be prevented from turning to sour selfishness. Only when a  person is with all his being intent upon God, the only being better and  stronger than he by nature, is he freed from loving himself badly and to  perdition. The rule of self-love contained in the commandment breaks  through the tendency to love oneself in oneself (‘‘te in te”’), and directs  the self to be fully open to the gifts of the source of life, to take refuge in  God’s strength (which prevents one slipping into little idolatries), and to  become ‘“one spirit with him” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Then a person will truly  ‘love himself such that he loves God’; ‘when he has loved the Lord, he  will then know that he loves himself, if he loves the Lord’. Considering  89) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 676-677): ‘“ Ergo si tria sunt diligenda, quare duo sunt  praecepta? Quare? Accipite. Non iudicavit deus monendum te, ut diligas te: nemo est enim,  qui non diligat se. Sed quoniam multi male se diligendo perdunt se, dicendo tibi ut diligas  deum tuum ex toto te, ibi tibi data est regula quemadmodum diligas te. Vis diligere te?  Dilige deum ex toto te: ibi enim invenies te, ne in te perdas te. Si te in te diligis, casurus es et  a te, et multa quaesiturus es praeter te ... Ecce eligisti amare te: videamus si remanes vel in  te. Falsum est, non ibi remanes: a deo lapsus, et abs te laberis. Ibi est enim firmamentum:  ibi haerere debuisti, illum tibi facere locum munitum et domum refugii. Nunc vero  vinculum amoris tui relaxasti, vel dirupisti ab illo ad te; non remanes nec in te. Audi  denique ipsum apostolum. Cum dixisset, Erunt enim homines seipsos amantes, continuo  subiecit: amatores pecuniae (2 Tim. 3. 2). Nonne dixi quia non eras remansurus vel in te?  Numquid pecunia tu es? Ecce et a teipso peristi, qui a deo recessisti ... Ergo constituta est  tibi regula, quemadmodum te diligas: dilige meliorem te, et dilexisti te. Sed meliorem dico  natura, non voluntate. Multi enim homines inveniuntur meliores te voluntate, sed solus  deus natura: creator, institutor, factor a nullo factus. Ibi te fige. Intellege aliquando, et dic  mihi autem adherere deo bonum est (Ps. 73.28), hoc est, non fornicari a deo, non me  tollere a deo. Vis videre autem in hac re quid tibi promittatur? Qui autem adheret domino  unus spiritus est (1 Cor. 6. 17). Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua  te diligis, ut deum diligas”. Cf. Zbid., 2, 3 (MA I, 676): ““ ... ex toto, quod in te vivit, diliges  fontem vitae”.Ecce elıgıstı i{e videamus S1 TeIMMAanes vel In
e Falsum est. NO ıbı 1EINAaNcs deo lapsus, abs te aberıs Ibı est enım firmamentum :
ıbı haerere debuıistı, ıllum t1bı facere locum munıtum el domum refug1l Nunc CcIO

vinculum aMOTIS tu1 relaxastı, vel dırupistı abh llo ad l 110  — TeINAaNCcsS LICC ın udı
den1ıque Ipsum apostolum. Cum dıxisset, YTun. nım homines SEIDSOS amantes, continuo
subilecıt : AMATLOrFes pecunlae (2 Tım Nonne 1X1 quı1a 10  — CI as TIEINANSUTU:! vel iın te”
Numquıd pecunı1a eg Ecce ei te1pso perıstl, quı deo recessIist1‘Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  183  says: T will rise and 20 tomy Father” (Lk. 15. 18)] ... Therefore a  rule has been laid down for you as to how you are to love yourself:  love the one better than you and you have loved yourself. I mean  better by nature, not by will. For many people are found to be better  than you by will, but only God is so by nature: God, the creator, the  unmade maker. Attach yourself to him. Listen now at last and say  ... “It is good for me to cleave to God ” (Ps. 72. 28), that is, not to be  unfaithful and to take myself away from God. Do you wish to see  what is promised you in this matter? ‘“But anyone who cleaves to  the Lord is one spirit with him ” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Therefore self-love or  love of yourself is this: the love with which you love yourself such  that you love God®°).  Only strengthened and supported by God, the creator, the source of life,  can self-love be prevented from turning to sour selfishness. Only when a  person is with all his being intent upon God, the only being better and  stronger than he by nature, is he freed from loving himself badly and to  perdition. The rule of self-love contained in the commandment breaks  through the tendency to love oneself in oneself (‘‘te in te”’), and directs  the self to be fully open to the gifts of the source of life, to take refuge in  God’s strength (which prevents one slipping into little idolatries), and to  become ‘“one spirit with him” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Then a person will truly  ‘love himself such that he loves God’; ‘when he has loved the Lord, he  will then know that he loves himself, if he loves the Lord’. Considering  89) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 676-677): ‘“ Ergo si tria sunt diligenda, quare duo sunt  praecepta? Quare? Accipite. Non iudicavit deus monendum te, ut diligas te: nemo est enim,  qui non diligat se. Sed quoniam multi male se diligendo perdunt se, dicendo tibi ut diligas  deum tuum ex toto te, ibi tibi data est regula quemadmodum diligas te. Vis diligere te?  Dilige deum ex toto te: ibi enim invenies te, ne in te perdas te. Si te in te diligis, casurus es et  a te, et multa quaesiturus es praeter te ... Ecce eligisti amare te: videamus si remanes vel in  te. Falsum est, non ibi remanes: a deo lapsus, et abs te laberis. Ibi est enim firmamentum:  ibi haerere debuisti, illum tibi facere locum munitum et domum refugii. Nunc vero  vinculum amoris tui relaxasti, vel dirupisti ab illo ad te; non remanes nec in te. Audi  denique ipsum apostolum. Cum dixisset, Erunt enim homines seipsos amantes, continuo  subiecit: amatores pecuniae (2 Tim. 3. 2). Nonne dixi quia non eras remansurus vel in te?  Numquid pecunia tu es? Ecce et a teipso peristi, qui a deo recessisti ... Ergo constituta est  tibi regula, quemadmodum te diligas: dilige meliorem te, et dilexisti te. Sed meliorem dico  natura, non voluntate. Multi enim homines inveniuntur meliores te voluntate, sed solus  deus natura: creator, institutor, factor a nullo factus. Ibi te fige. Intellege aliquando, et dic  mihi autem adherere deo bonum est (Ps. 73.28), hoc est, non fornicari a deo, non me  tollere a deo. Vis videre autem in hac re quid tibi promittatur? Qui autem adheret domino  unus spiritus est (1 Cor. 6. 17). Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua  te diligis, ut deum diligas”. Cf. Zbid., 2, 3 (MA I, 676): ““ ... ex toto, quod in te vivit, diliges  fontem vitae”.ETrgO constituta est
tıbı regula, quemadmodum te dılıgas dılıge melıorem te. dıilexist1 Sed melıorem 1CO
natura, 10 voluntate Multı nım homiınes invenıuntur melıores te voluntate, sed solus
eus natura cCreator, instıtutor, factor nu factus Ibı te fıge Intellege alıquando, ei dıc

mIih1 adherere deo honum est (Ps /3 28), hOC esL, 110  —_ fornicarı deo, NO  —

ollere deo Vıs videre autem In hac quıd t1bı promıittatur? QuIi AU adheret domino
NUS SpIrFItus es!t (r 17) Haec est CIBO 1lect10 {ua ve] dılect10 tul, ıd eSL, dılect10 qua
te dılıg1s, ut deum dılıgas  Ad ( Ibid., Z (MA 3 676) C6‘Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  183  says: T will rise and 20 tomy Father” (Lk. 15. 18)] ... Therefore a  rule has been laid down for you as to how you are to love yourself:  love the one better than you and you have loved yourself. I mean  better by nature, not by will. For many people are found to be better  than you by will, but only God is so by nature: God, the creator, the  unmade maker. Attach yourself to him. Listen now at last and say  ... “It is good for me to cleave to God ” (Ps. 72. 28), that is, not to be  unfaithful and to take myself away from God. Do you wish to see  what is promised you in this matter? ‘“But anyone who cleaves to  the Lord is one spirit with him ” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Therefore self-love or  love of yourself is this: the love with which you love yourself such  that you love God®°).  Only strengthened and supported by God, the creator, the source of life,  can self-love be prevented from turning to sour selfishness. Only when a  person is with all his being intent upon God, the only being better and  stronger than he by nature, is he freed from loving himself badly and to  perdition. The rule of self-love contained in the commandment breaks  through the tendency to love oneself in oneself (‘‘te in te”’), and directs  the self to be fully open to the gifts of the source of life, to take refuge in  God’s strength (which prevents one slipping into little idolatries), and to  become ‘“one spirit with him” (1 Cor. 6. 17). Then a person will truly  ‘love himself such that he loves God’; ‘when he has loved the Lord, he  will then know that he loves himself, if he loves the Lord’. Considering  89) Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 676-677): ‘“ Ergo si tria sunt diligenda, quare duo sunt  praecepta? Quare? Accipite. Non iudicavit deus monendum te, ut diligas te: nemo est enim,  qui non diligat se. Sed quoniam multi male se diligendo perdunt se, dicendo tibi ut diligas  deum tuum ex toto te, ibi tibi data est regula quemadmodum diligas te. Vis diligere te?  Dilige deum ex toto te: ibi enim invenies te, ne in te perdas te. Si te in te diligis, casurus es et  a te, et multa quaesiturus es praeter te ... Ecce eligisti amare te: videamus si remanes vel in  te. Falsum est, non ibi remanes: a deo lapsus, et abs te laberis. Ibi est enim firmamentum:  ibi haerere debuisti, illum tibi facere locum munitum et domum refugii. Nunc vero  vinculum amoris tui relaxasti, vel dirupisti ab illo ad te; non remanes nec in te. Audi  denique ipsum apostolum. Cum dixisset, Erunt enim homines seipsos amantes, continuo  subiecit: amatores pecuniae (2 Tim. 3. 2). Nonne dixi quia non eras remansurus vel in te?  Numquid pecunia tu es? Ecce et a teipso peristi, qui a deo recessisti ... Ergo constituta est  tibi regula, quemadmodum te diligas: dilige meliorem te, et dilexisti te. Sed meliorem dico  natura, non voluntate. Multi enim homines inveniuntur meliores te voluntate, sed solus  deus natura: creator, institutor, factor a nullo factus. Ibi te fige. Intellege aliquando, et dic  mihi autem adherere deo bonum est (Ps. 73.28), hoc est, non fornicari a deo, non me  tollere a deo. Vis videre autem in hac re quid tibi promittatur? Qui autem adheret domino  unus spiritus est (1 Cor. 6. 17). Haec est ergo dilectio tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua  te diligis, ut deum diligas”. Cf. Zbid., 2, 3 (MA I, 676): ““ ... ex toto, quod in te vivit, diliges  fontem vitae”.LOLO, quod in te Vvivit, dılıges
fontem vitae”.



184 Canning

hımself WOrthless . that 1S, losıng hımself d it wWeTiTC God who alone 1S
essentially better than he, PCISON 1ın hıs Lrue, emınently ovable self.

Thıs paradox 1S moOst sharply pose ın eIIMON datıng from 418
The price of wheat 1S yYOUI, the price of farm YOUT sılver,

the price of pear YOUI gold The price of love 15 YOU184  R. Canning  himself ‘‘worthless ”, that is, losing himself as it were to God who alone is  essentially better than he, a person finds his true, eminently lovable self.  This paradox is most sharply posed in a sermon dating from 418:  The price of wheat is your money, the price of a farm your silver,  the price of a pearl your gold. The price of love is you ... If you wish  to have love, seek yourself and find yourself. For why are you afraid  to give yourself? Are you afraid you will annihilate yourself?  Rather, if you do not give yourself, you lose yourself ... For see if  Jesus wished to release to you any part of yourself with which to  love yourself, when he says to you: ‘‘ You are to love the Lord your  God with your whole heart and your whole soul and your whole  mind”’. What remains of your‘heart to love yourself? What remains  of your soul, of your mind? ““With the whole” he says. He who  created you claims your whole self. (Totum exigit de te, qui fecit  te) -  God alone has the right to require that we give ourselves to him entirely.  He leaves no side of our being unclaimed by which we might be able to  love ourselves in ourselves and escape the necessity of self-giving. Fears  for the preservation of the self militate against the demand of the  cömmandment to love God ex toto, and therefore against an upright love  of self. “ You lose yourself if you do not give yourself””. Seeking to  preserve the self leads inevitably to its loss and to love of and enslave-  ment to iniquity. Only if there is no refusal to respect God’s, the creator  and source of life’s, claims to the whole self, does a person find himself,  in a proper, obedient and orderly fashion, loving himself.  III. FIRST STEPS IN THE RELATION BETWEEN SELF-LOVE AND LOVE FOR  NEIGHBOUR  A. Testing the genuineness of self-love as a protection for the neighbour  We alluded above to the intolerable pride of wanting to be above  and before one’s fellow-creatures, one’s natural equals, which is the  consequence of a disordered love for self, a self-love that has drifted from  9°) Sermo 34,7 (CC 41, 426-427. ML 38, 212): ‘““Pretium triticl, nummus tuus;  pretium fundi, argentum tuum; pretium margaritae, aurum tuum; pretium caritatis, tu ...  Si vis autem habere caritatem, quaere te, et inveni te. Quid enim times dare te, ne consumas  te? Immo si non te dederis, perdis te ... Vide enim, si aliquid voluit dimittere in te unde  ames vel te, qui tibi dixit: ‘ Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima  tua, et ex tota mente tua. Quid remanet de corde tuo, unde diligas te ipsum? Quid de anima  tua? Quid de mente tua? Ex toto, inqui?. Totum exigit de te, qui fecit te”.If YOU wısh
ave love, seek yourse and fiınd yourself. For why ATE yOUu afraıd
g1ve yourself? Are YOU afraıd YOU 1l] annıhıiılate yourself?

Rather, ıf YOU do not g1ve yourself, yOUu lose yourse184  R. Canning  himself ‘‘worthless ”, that is, losing himself as it were to God who alone is  essentially better than he, a person finds his true, eminently lovable self.  This paradox is most sharply posed in a sermon dating from 418:  The price of wheat is your money, the price of a farm your silver,  the price of a pearl your gold. The price of love is you ... If you wish  to have love, seek yourself and find yourself. For why are you afraid  to give yourself? Are you afraid you will annihilate yourself?  Rather, if you do not give yourself, you lose yourself ... For see if  Jesus wished to release to you any part of yourself with which to  love yourself, when he says to you: ‘‘ You are to love the Lord your  God with your whole heart and your whole soul and your whole  mind”’. What remains of your‘heart to love yourself? What remains  of your soul, of your mind? ““With the whole” he says. He who  created you claims your whole self. (Totum exigit de te, qui fecit  te) -  God alone has the right to require that we give ourselves to him entirely.  He leaves no side of our being unclaimed by which we might be able to  love ourselves in ourselves and escape the necessity of self-giving. Fears  for the preservation of the self militate against the demand of the  cömmandment to love God ex toto, and therefore against an upright love  of self. “ You lose yourself if you do not give yourself””. Seeking to  preserve the self leads inevitably to its loss and to love of and enslave-  ment to iniquity. Only if there is no refusal to respect God’s, the creator  and source of life’s, claims to the whole self, does a person find himself,  in a proper, obedient and orderly fashion, loving himself.  III. FIRST STEPS IN THE RELATION BETWEEN SELF-LOVE AND LOVE FOR  NEIGHBOUR  A. Testing the genuineness of self-love as a protection for the neighbour  We alluded above to the intolerable pride of wanting to be above  and before one’s fellow-creatures, one’s natural equals, which is the  consequence of a disordered love for self, a self-love that has drifted from  9°) Sermo 34,7 (CC 41, 426-427. ML 38, 212): ‘““Pretium triticl, nummus tuus;  pretium fundi, argentum tuum; pretium margaritae, aurum tuum; pretium caritatis, tu ...  Si vis autem habere caritatem, quaere te, et inveni te. Quid enim times dare te, ne consumas  te? Immo si non te dederis, perdis te ... Vide enim, si aliquid voluit dimittere in te unde  ames vel te, qui tibi dixit: ‘ Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima  tua, et ex tota mente tua. Quid remanet de corde tuo, unde diligas te ipsum? Quid de anima  tua? Quid de mente tua? Ex toto, inqui?. Totum exigit de te, qui fecit te”.For SCC ıf
Jesus wıshed release yOU an Yy part of yourse wıth 1C
OVe yourself, when he SayS tO yYOou Y O AIcC love the Lord YOUT
God ıth YOUIL ole heart and yOUIL ole soul and yYOUur ole
mınd.. What remaıns of your’‘heart love yourself? What remaıns
of yYOUI soul, of yYOUTr mınd? Wıth the whole  I9 he Sdy>S He wh
created YOUu claıms yOur ole self. (Totum exig1t de LE; qul fecit
te) 90)

(GJ0d alone has the ng requiıre that g1ve ourselves hım entirely.
He leaves sıde of OUT eing unclaımed Dy which m1g be able
OoOVve ourselves iın ourselves and CSCAPC the necessity of self-g1ving. Fears
fOor the preservatıon of the self miılıtate agalnst the demand of the
cömmandment love G0od [OTO, and therefore agaınst upright OVve
of self. "You lose yourse. ıf yOU do noTt gıve yourself”. Seekıng tO

the self ea inevıtably ıts loss and OVe of and enslave-
ment In1quity. Only 1f there 18 efusal respect ®: the creator
and SOUTITCE of lıfe’s, claıms the ole self, o€es pCerson find hımself,
ın PTrODCILI, ODedıiıen and orderly fashıon, lovıng hıimself.

111 FIiRST IHE BETITWEEN i z AN  e LOVE FO

NEIGHBOUR

I esting the genulineness of self-love protection for the neighbour
We alluded above the intolerable pride of wantıng be above

and before ne’s fellow-creatures, nNne’s  4 natural equals, i (3 1s the
CONSCHUCNCEC of disordered love fOor self, self-love hat has drıfted from

90) Sermo 34, (CC 38:212) ‘“ Pretium trıticl, 1UINMMUS (UUS;
pretium fundı, argentum LUUM ; pretium margarıtae, LUUM ; pretium carıtatıs,184  R. Canning  himself ‘‘worthless ”, that is, losing himself as it were to God who alone is  essentially better than he, a person finds his true, eminently lovable self.  This paradox is most sharply posed in a sermon dating from 418:  The price of wheat is your money, the price of a farm your silver,  the price of a pearl your gold. The price of love is you ... If you wish  to have love, seek yourself and find yourself. For why are you afraid  to give yourself? Are you afraid you will annihilate yourself?  Rather, if you do not give yourself, you lose yourself ... For see if  Jesus wished to release to you any part of yourself with which to  love yourself, when he says to you: ‘‘ You are to love the Lord your  God with your whole heart and your whole soul and your whole  mind”’. What remains of your‘heart to love yourself? What remains  of your soul, of your mind? ““With the whole” he says. He who  created you claims your whole self. (Totum exigit de te, qui fecit  te) -  God alone has the right to require that we give ourselves to him entirely.  He leaves no side of our being unclaimed by which we might be able to  love ourselves in ourselves and escape the necessity of self-giving. Fears  for the preservation of the self militate against the demand of the  cömmandment to love God ex toto, and therefore against an upright love  of self. “ You lose yourself if you do not give yourself””. Seeking to  preserve the self leads inevitably to its loss and to love of and enslave-  ment to iniquity. Only if there is no refusal to respect God’s, the creator  and source of life’s, claims to the whole self, does a person find himself,  in a proper, obedient and orderly fashion, loving himself.  III. FIRST STEPS IN THE RELATION BETWEEN SELF-LOVE AND LOVE FOR  NEIGHBOUR  A. Testing the genuineness of self-love as a protection for the neighbour  We alluded above to the intolerable pride of wanting to be above  and before one’s fellow-creatures, one’s natural equals, which is the  consequence of a disordered love for self, a self-love that has drifted from  9°) Sermo 34,7 (CC 41, 426-427. ML 38, 212): ‘““Pretium triticl, nummus tuus;  pretium fundi, argentum tuum; pretium margaritae, aurum tuum; pretium caritatis, tu ...  Si vis autem habere caritatem, quaere te, et inveni te. Quid enim times dare te, ne consumas  te? Immo si non te dederis, perdis te ... Vide enim, si aliquid voluit dimittere in te unde  ames vel te, qui tibi dixit: ‘ Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima  tua, et ex tota mente tua. Quid remanet de corde tuo, unde diligas te ipsum? Quid de anima  tua? Quid de mente tua? Ex toto, inqui?. Totum exigit de te, qui fecit te”.SI VIS autem habere carıtatem, QUaACITIC te, el inven] Quıid enım t1ımes are IS
te? Immo S1 NnON dederıs, perdıs184  R. Canning  himself ‘‘worthless ”, that is, losing himself as it were to God who alone is  essentially better than he, a person finds his true, eminently lovable self.  This paradox is most sharply posed in a sermon dating from 418:  The price of wheat is your money, the price of a farm your silver,  the price of a pearl your gold. The price of love is you ... If you wish  to have love, seek yourself and find yourself. For why are you afraid  to give yourself? Are you afraid you will annihilate yourself?  Rather, if you do not give yourself, you lose yourself ... For see if  Jesus wished to release to you any part of yourself with which to  love yourself, when he says to you: ‘‘ You are to love the Lord your  God with your whole heart and your whole soul and your whole  mind”’. What remains of your‘heart to love yourself? What remains  of your soul, of your mind? ““With the whole” he says. He who  created you claims your whole self. (Totum exigit de te, qui fecit  te) -  God alone has the right to require that we give ourselves to him entirely.  He leaves no side of our being unclaimed by which we might be able to  love ourselves in ourselves and escape the necessity of self-giving. Fears  for the preservation of the self militate against the demand of the  cömmandment to love God ex toto, and therefore against an upright love  of self. “ You lose yourself if you do not give yourself””. Seeking to  preserve the self leads inevitably to its loss and to love of and enslave-  ment to iniquity. Only if there is no refusal to respect God’s, the creator  and source of life’s, claims to the whole self, does a person find himself,  in a proper, obedient and orderly fashion, loving himself.  III. FIRST STEPS IN THE RELATION BETWEEN SELF-LOVE AND LOVE FOR  NEIGHBOUR  A. Testing the genuineness of self-love as a protection for the neighbour  We alluded above to the intolerable pride of wanting to be above  and before one’s fellow-creatures, one’s natural equals, which is the  consequence of a disordered love for self, a self-love that has drifted from  9°) Sermo 34,7 (CC 41, 426-427. ML 38, 212): ‘““Pretium triticl, nummus tuus;  pretium fundi, argentum tuum; pretium margaritae, aurum tuum; pretium caritatis, tu ...  Si vis autem habere caritatem, quaere te, et inveni te. Quid enim times dare te, ne consumas  te? Immo si non te dederis, perdis te ... Vide enim, si aliquid voluit dimittere in te unde  ames vel te, qui tibi dixit: ‘ Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima  tua, et ex tota mente tua. Quid remanet de corde tuo, unde diligas te ipsum? Quid de anima  tua? Quid de mente tua? Ex toto, inqui?. Totum exigit de te, qui fecit te”.ıde en1ım, S1 alıquıd voluıt dımıiıttere In te nde
INCsSs ve] ie. quı tıbı 1X1 “ Diliges dominum deum IUuUumM [OLO corde [UO, Ola ANIMA
[UG, el tO1la [Ui  S Quıid remanet de corde LUO, nde dılıgas te ıpsum ? Quıid de anıma
tua? Quid de tua? ! 8 LOTO, Inquıit. otum ex1gıt de 6, quı ecı te  Skl
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Its 1Irım moorings ın adherence the unchangeable God:*) Augustine’s
AWAaTiTENECSS of thıs prou desıire of the soul ea hım several OCCAaS1ONS,
al least from 397 untıl 1NCAal the en of hıs lıfe. LO ralse warnıng CIY
agaınst AaITOBANCC and insıst hat the selI-love hat SCITIVECS ASs the basıs
fOr OVe of ne1ghbour be genulne. Hıs ultımate CONCETN In thıs 15 that the
ne1ghbour 19(0)1 be subjected the se ego1sm 910)8 corrupted Dy ıts
iıdolatrous and disordered attachments. Therefore, he hesıitates
commıt the neighbour OUT love, for fear hat the ne1ıghbour m1g
COHNNMNE off the for OUT havıng had anythıng do wıth hım The
anxıety of Augustine {O protect the ne1ghbour from perverted self-love 1S
perhaps est illustrate by quoting al SOIMNC length from De Disciplina
Christiana, probably datıng f{from 397

You ask yourse how ave love IN Y neighbour? Look
attentively al yourself, and d yOU OVe yourself, OVe yYyOUI ne1gh-
bour LO  © etre Can be mistake about ıt Therefore, should ıke

entrust yYOUr ne1ghbour tOo yYOU for yOU {O OVve hım dSs yourse
should lıke {O do that, but there 15 ST1 somethıng hat makes
hold back should 1ıke Say OVe YOUT ne1ıghbour dS YOU OoOVve
yourse And yvel hesıtate, because first want discuss hOow YOU
oug love yourse hope that yOU ıll nOL take thıs amıss. hıs
1s not matter that Can be ea ıth lıghtly in passıng can’t make
ıt LOO CasS Y for yYOU, for YOU dIC the ONeC whom the ne1ıghbour 15 {O
be entrusted?“*).

Look how IManYy ne1ghbours ONC sıngle PCISON has Hıs neı1gh-
bours AdIc all those whom he ın ONEC WdYy OI another, all those
wıth whom he Can into relatıon. Seeing hat INanYy
ne1ghbours dIeC 18 be entrusted ONC PECISON for hım LO Oove them AdSs

91) De Doctrina Christiana L 4 / &0, 20) . 23 23 ( 32 3 ZI}
Augustine had pominted the endency of the proud soul U domiınate early De Musica

13 (ML 3 ate 389) ” Ist: autem anımae appetıtus est Su habere alıas
anımas: 10 DECCOTUM, QuUas dıvino lure CONMNCESSUM 6Sst, sed rationales, ıd esL, DroXximas 5>Uas,

sub eadem lege SOC1As CONSOortes De hıs autem appetit operarı anıma superba, ei
excellentior videtur aecC act1o QUalnı Ila de corporıbus, quanito anıma Omnı1s mnı

COTDOTE est melıo0r. Sed operarı de anımıs ratıonalıbus, NO  —; pCI COIDUS, sed DCI se1lpsum,
solus Deus potest ””.

92) De Disciplina Christiana 3, (CC 710 40, 670-671): “ QuaerI1s quomododılıgas proximum ? Attende IpSsum, ei quomodo te dılıgıs, S1C dılıge Droximum. Non est
ubı olo 1am CTIZO ıbı commiıttere ıbı proximum (uum, ut dılıgas Cu Lamquam te
IpSsum ; volo, sed adhuc timeo. olo 1bı dicere : Dılıge proximum [uum sıcut dılıgısIpsum, timeo ; adhuc nım dıscutere olo quomodo dılıgas te Ipsum. olı CISOferre. Non Ipse facıle dımıttendus, CUul est DrOoXImus commiıttendus: NO  —_ transıtoriıe
ecum agendum est  O:
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hımself, how ıt 1S investigate ıf that PCISON really loves
himself?°).

Let us follow Augustine In thıs investigation:
How do yYOU love yourself? Each of yOUu lıstenıng ıIn thıs

school (1.e the hurch) OT rather, lıstening God hrough
consıder how YOU love yourself. If ask yOUu whether yOU OVvVe
yourself, YOU ıll of COUISC answel that yOUu do ST all. wh hates
1imse That 15 hat yOUu ıll SaYyY wh: hates 1imse But ımplıed
in love for yourself 1s that YOU do not love what 15 evıl. For ıf YOU
love eviıl, then tell yOUu 81 it 1S notl wh 5Sd y . but lısten LO the
psalm ‘“ Whoever loves evı] hates hıs OW soul ’ (Ps If,
therefore, yYOU love eviıl, lısten the truth, truth that has wısh

flatter, but that YOU quıte openly YOU ate yourself. The
IMNOTIC YOU protest that YOU OVve y ourself, the INOTIC ıtterly yOUu ate
yourself, for ‘“ whoever loves evıl hates hıs OW SOMl

What then 1s be sa1d of the lesser part of INan, namely, Gl hıs
OdYy If PDCISONMN hates hıs soul, hOw Can he love hıs OdY Indeed,
those wh OoOVve evıl and ate theır souls uUusc theır bodies only for all
1n of disgraceful thıngs. How then could yYOU, wh love evıl, want
the neighbour be entrusted yOUu for yOUu Oove hım A

yourself”? Why ATIC YOU etting yourse rack and ruin? If yOU
love yourself ın such WaY d rıng about yOUIF OW destruction,
then yOUu ıll certainly also COrrupt yYOUI ne1ighbour whom yOU OVe
d yourself. If thıs 1s the WaY thıngs ATIC ıth yOUM, ıt’s far better that
yOUu cCorrupt only yourselrf. FEıther set YOUT OVe ın OrderT. OI keep
AaWdVY from others altogether **).

93) Ibid., 4, S& 46, 210 40, 6/1) ıdete CI SO quan(itos DroxX1mos habeat 11US

omMoO (Omnes homıiınes ıIn qU OS incurrerit, quıbus jung] potuerit, DroX1m1ı 1US sunt

Quomodo CISO discutiendus est utrum dılıgat S! quı committendı Ssunt LOL proX1m1, ut S1IC
COS dılıgat Lamquam T

94) Ibid., (L 46, 40, 6/71) Quomodo dılıgıs? Qu1squıis audıs, 1immo
qu1Squ1s eum pCI audıs, in hac OMO dıscıplınae, attende te, quomodo te dılıg1s
TOIeCLO Nnım S1 interrogem utrum dılıgas (e: respondes quıla dılıgıs. ““ Qui1s Nnım
O07 Ergo NO dılıgıs in1quıtatem, S1 dılıgıs. Nam S1 dılıgıs inıquıtatem, NON CRHO d1ico,
psalmum udı Qu1 diligit Inıquitatem, odıt anımam SUUFHN (Ps 10..6) Ergo 61 dılıg1s
inıquıtatem, ud]ı verıtatem ; verıtatem 1O  —_ palpantem, sed aperte t1ıbı dıcentem: *Odıs
te  IA Quanto magıs dıicıs quıl1a INas O, d1s Oult, autem, diligit Inıquitatem, odıt anımam
S5Uam Quıid diıcam des quaCl Dars vilıor est homiınıs? S] anımam odıt, Carnenm quomodo
dılıgıt ? Den1ique quı aman inıquıtatem, eit oderunt anımam SUam, turpıtudinem
exercen! de Sua lam CI O, quı dılıgıs inıquıtatem, quomodo ıbı volebas commıttı
proximum, ut dılıgeres C“ (amquam te” Homo, quı perdıs te‘? S1 Nnım 1ıpse SIC te dılıgıs
ut perdas te, SIC profecto perdıturus est ei Cu quCcm dılıgıs siıcut te olo CIRO
dılıgas: vel solus per1. Aut corrige dılect1ıonem. aut TESDUC sOocletatem .
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Augustine’s interest that the ne1ghbour benefit from OUT OVve 1S
feigned But what 15 disorder and hat order?

Y ou 1l] tell love IN Y neıghbour d myself. Good, g00d,
hear VYOU sayıng ıt J]ready What yOU want do 1s 4 and gel
Tun wıth the ONEe YOU love ASs yourself. Y ou SaYy ave
g00d time oday and rın AdSs much dS Can  27 dee, iın lovıng
yourself ın thıs mistaken WAdY, yOUu TawWw another y ourself, and
YOU ead hım what yOUu yourself love187  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  Augustine’s interest that the neighbour benefit from our love is un-  feigned. But what is disorder and what order?  You will tell me: I love my neighbour as myself. Good, good, I  hear you saying it already. What you want to do is to go and get  drunk with the one you love as yourself. You say: ‘© We’ll have a  good time today and drink as much as we can”. See, in loving  yourself in this mistaken way, you draw another to yourself, and  you lead him to what you yourself love ... Listen rather to the truth  and do the truth: ‘““lift up your heart”; then you will not be telling  lies in the school (i.e. the church). When you hear, ““lift up your  heart”’, make the response; but see that your response is true. Love  yourself genuinely, and then love your neighbour as yourself  without fear. For what else does lifting up one’s heart mean than  what has already been said: ‘‘ You shall love the Lord your God  with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your  mind ??>)7  Loving oneself genuinely, that is, lifting up one’s heart and being fully  intent upon God, one may love the neighbour without fear of deceiving,  ensnaring or harming him®°®). If a person loves God — love for God  being understood, as explained above, as a gift of the Holy Spirit the  enjoyment of which lies in service of, subjection and complete self-giving  25) Ibid;, 5,5 . (CC 46: 2141-212. ML 40, 671-672) : ‚ Dicturus mihi eris: ‘Diligo  proximum tamquam me ipsum’. Audio plane, audio. Inebriari. vis cum illo, quem diligis  tamquam te ipsum. Bene nobis faciamus hodie, quantum possumus bibamus. Vide quia sic  te diligis, et illum ad te trahis, et ad quod amas vocas. Necesse est ut quem diligis tamquam  te ipsum, illuc illum trahas ad quod et tu amas ... imo verum audi et verum fac. Sursum  cor; ne mentiaris in domo disciplinae. Quando enim audis, responde: sed sit verum quod  respondes. Sic te dilige, et diliges proximum tamquam te ipsum. Quid enim sursum habere  cor, nisi prius quod dictum est: Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota  anima tua, et ex tota mente tua?”.  9) See Sermo 278, 8 (ML 38, 1272) (Date: 400-410): ‘“ Ille enim innocens est, qui  nulli nocet: quia dilectionis proximi regula ab ipso est. Hoc enim dixit Deus, Diliges  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Quomodo ergo in te salva est dilectio proximi, quando  dilectio tui per intemperantiam vulneratur?””; Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715) (Date: 412-  416): “ Prius vide si jam nosti diligere te ipsum; et committo tibi proximum, quem diligas  sicut te ipsum. Si autem nondum nosti diligere te, timeo ne decipias proximum tuum sicut  te”; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816) (Date : 414-415): * Finis praecepti est  caritas de corde puro (1 Tim. 1. 5). Iam videte utrum inter se latrones habeant caritatem de  puro corde. Purum cor in caritate hoc est, quando diligis hominem secundum Deum; quia  et te ipsum sic debes diligere, ut non erret regula, Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum.  Si enim male te diligis et inutiliter, ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo  autem te male diligis? ... Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Si ergo  diligis iniquitatem, putas quod te ipsum diligas? Erras: ita et proximum diligens, ad  iniquitatem duces, et dilectio tua laqueus erit dilecti”.Listen rather the truth
and do the truth °Jlıft yOUur heart“; then yYyOU ıll NnOTL be elling
hes ıIn the school (VE the hurch) When yOUu hear. SI YOUT
hHeart‘, make the ICSPONSC, but SCC that yOour 18 irue OVe
yourself genumnely, and then ove yOur ne1ghbour ASs yourse
wıthout fear. For what else o€es ıftıng ne s  2 heart INecan than
what has Jready een Ssa1ld: N E OoVve the Lord YOUI (G0d
wıth all YOUT heart, and wıth all yOUTF soul, and wıth all yOUuTr
mind *° )2

Lovıng oneself genulnely, that 1S, ıftıng one’s heart and eing Uuly
intent upON God, ONe MaY ove the ne1ighbour wıthout fear of dece1ving,
ensnarıng OT harmıng hım °); If pCeTrSON loves God Oove for (G0d
eing understood, ASs explaıned above, d S gıift of the Holy Spirıt the
enjoyment of1C 1e6Ss ın servıice of, subjection and complete self-g1ving

95) Ibid., D (L 11-21 4U, 671-672): ‘“ Dıcturus mıhı I1sS ‘Dılıgo
proximum Lamquam Ipsum)’. Audıo plane, audıo. Inebriarı. vis Cu ıllo, qUCM dılıgıs
tamquam {e 1pSum. Bene nobıs facıamus 1e, quantum bıbamus ıde quıa S1C
te dılıgı1s, ıllum ad te trahıs, ad quod INa ecesse est ut QUECIM dılıgıs (amquam
te 1PSUm, iılluc ıllum trahas ad quod INas187  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  Augustine’s interest that the neighbour benefit from our love is un-  feigned. But what is disorder and what order?  You will tell me: I love my neighbour as myself. Good, good, I  hear you saying it already. What you want to do is to go and get  drunk with the one you love as yourself. You say: ‘© We’ll have a  good time today and drink as much as we can”. See, in loving  yourself in this mistaken way, you draw another to yourself, and  you lead him to what you yourself love ... Listen rather to the truth  and do the truth: ‘““lift up your heart”; then you will not be telling  lies in the school (i.e. the church). When you hear, ““lift up your  heart”’, make the response; but see that your response is true. Love  yourself genuinely, and then love your neighbour as yourself  without fear. For what else does lifting up one’s heart mean than  what has already been said: ‘‘ You shall love the Lord your God  with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your  mind ??>)7  Loving oneself genuinely, that is, lifting up one’s heart and being fully  intent upon God, one may love the neighbour without fear of deceiving,  ensnaring or harming him®°®). If a person loves God — love for God  being understood, as explained above, as a gift of the Holy Spirit the  enjoyment of which lies in service of, subjection and complete self-giving  25) Ibid;, 5,5 . (CC 46: 2141-212. ML 40, 671-672) : ‚ Dicturus mihi eris: ‘Diligo  proximum tamquam me ipsum’. Audio plane, audio. Inebriari. vis cum illo, quem diligis  tamquam te ipsum. Bene nobis faciamus hodie, quantum possumus bibamus. Vide quia sic  te diligis, et illum ad te trahis, et ad quod amas vocas. Necesse est ut quem diligis tamquam  te ipsum, illuc illum trahas ad quod et tu amas ... imo verum audi et verum fac. Sursum  cor; ne mentiaris in domo disciplinae. Quando enim audis, responde: sed sit verum quod  respondes. Sic te dilige, et diliges proximum tamquam te ipsum. Quid enim sursum habere  cor, nisi prius quod dictum est: Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota  anima tua, et ex tota mente tua?”.  9) See Sermo 278, 8 (ML 38, 1272) (Date: 400-410): ‘“ Ille enim innocens est, qui  nulli nocet: quia dilectionis proximi regula ab ipso est. Hoc enim dixit Deus, Diliges  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Quomodo ergo in te salva est dilectio proximi, quando  dilectio tui per intemperantiam vulneratur?””; Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715) (Date: 412-  416): “ Prius vide si jam nosti diligere te ipsum; et committo tibi proximum, quem diligas  sicut te ipsum. Si autem nondum nosti diligere te, timeo ne decipias proximum tuum sicut  te”; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816) (Date : 414-415): * Finis praecepti est  caritas de corde puro (1 Tim. 1. 5). Iam videte utrum inter se latrones habeant caritatem de  puro corde. Purum cor in caritate hoc est, quando diligis hominem secundum Deum; quia  et te ipsum sic debes diligere, ut non erret regula, Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum.  Si enim male te diligis et inutiliter, ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo  autem te male diligis? ... Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Si ergo  diligis iniquitatem, putas quod te ipsum diligas? Erras: ita et proximum diligens, ad  iniquitatem duces, et dilectio tua laqueus erit dilecti”.1ImMO audı ei fac Sursum
COI ; mentIlarıs In OMO dıscıplınae. Quando enım audıs, responde : sed sıt quod
respondes. SI1IC te dılıge, ei dılıges proximum (amquam te Ipsum. Quıid enım SUTSUIM habere
COT, 181 DrıIus quod dıiıctum est Diliges dominum deum I[UUM 1010 corde [UO, 21 @} O1a
Aanımda [UGA, el C men ME

96) See Sermo 278, (ML 38, ate 400-410): enım Innocens eSE: quı
nullı noce qul1a dılection1s proxim1ı regula ab 1DSO est Hoc nım dıxıt Deus, Diliges
DroXIimum I[UUM [AMQUAM IDSUM. Quomodo CIgO In te salva est dılect10 DroX1m1, quando
dılect10 tu1 DECI intemperantıam vulneratur?”: Sermo 128, S: (ML 38, /15) ate AT 2
416) ** Prius ıde S1 jJam nost1ı dılıgere te 1IPSUum ; el commıtto t1bı DroXIimum, QUCIMN dılıgas
sıcut 1psum. S1 autem nondum nost1 ılıgere te, timeo dec1ıplias proximum tuum sıcut
te  K& En IN D& 140, (GE 4U, Y ate 414-415) “* FInNLS praecept1 est

Carıtas de corde DUTFO Tım lam videte utru inter latrones habeant carıtatem de
DUTO corde. Purum COI ın carıtate hoc est, quando dılıgı1s homiınem secundum Deum; quıa

ıpsum S1IC es dılıgere, ut NO  —_ erre regula, Diliges DproXIimum IUUM 1IAMqUuam 1DSUM,
S1 enım male te dılıg1s inutıilıter, ıta proximum dılıgendo, quıd e1 consulıs ? Quomodo
autem male dılıgıs?187  “Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  Augustine’s interest that the neighbour benefit from our love is un-  feigned. But what is disorder and what order?  You will tell me: I love my neighbour as myself. Good, good, I  hear you saying it already. What you want to do is to go and get  drunk with the one you love as yourself. You say: ‘© We’ll have a  good time today and drink as much as we can”. See, in loving  yourself in this mistaken way, you draw another to yourself, and  you lead him to what you yourself love ... Listen rather to the truth  and do the truth: ‘““lift up your heart”; then you will not be telling  lies in the school (i.e. the church). When you hear, ““lift up your  heart”’, make the response; but see that your response is true. Love  yourself genuinely, and then love your neighbour as yourself  without fear. For what else does lifting up one’s heart mean than  what has already been said: ‘‘ You shall love the Lord your God  with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your  mind ??>)7  Loving oneself genuinely, that is, lifting up one’s heart and being fully  intent upon God, one may love the neighbour without fear of deceiving,  ensnaring or harming him®°®). If a person loves God — love for God  being understood, as explained above, as a gift of the Holy Spirit the  enjoyment of which lies in service of, subjection and complete self-giving  25) Ibid;, 5,5 . (CC 46: 2141-212. ML 40, 671-672) : ‚ Dicturus mihi eris: ‘Diligo  proximum tamquam me ipsum’. Audio plane, audio. Inebriari. vis cum illo, quem diligis  tamquam te ipsum. Bene nobis faciamus hodie, quantum possumus bibamus. Vide quia sic  te diligis, et illum ad te trahis, et ad quod amas vocas. Necesse est ut quem diligis tamquam  te ipsum, illuc illum trahas ad quod et tu amas ... imo verum audi et verum fac. Sursum  cor; ne mentiaris in domo disciplinae. Quando enim audis, responde: sed sit verum quod  respondes. Sic te dilige, et diliges proximum tamquam te ipsum. Quid enim sursum habere  cor, nisi prius quod dictum est: Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota  anima tua, et ex tota mente tua?”.  9) See Sermo 278, 8 (ML 38, 1272) (Date: 400-410): ‘“ Ille enim innocens est, qui  nulli nocet: quia dilectionis proximi regula ab ipso est. Hoc enim dixit Deus, Diliges  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Quomodo ergo in te salva est dilectio proximi, quando  dilectio tui per intemperantiam vulneratur?””; Sermo 128, 3, 5 (ML 38, 715) (Date: 412-  416): “ Prius vide si jam nosti diligere te ipsum; et committo tibi proximum, quem diligas  sicut te ipsum. Si autem nondum nosti diligere te, timeo ne decipias proximum tuum sicut  te”; En. in ps. 140, 2 (CC 40, 2026-2027. ML 37, 1816) (Date : 414-415): * Finis praecepti est  caritas de corde puro (1 Tim. 1. 5). Iam videte utrum inter se latrones habeant caritatem de  puro corde. Purum cor in caritate hoc est, quando diligis hominem secundum Deum; quia  et te ipsum sic debes diligere, ut non erret regula, Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum.  Si enim male te diligis et inutiliter, ita et proximum diligendo, quid ei consulis? Quomodo  autem te male diligis? ... Qui autem, inquit, diligit iniquitatem, odit animam suam. Si ergo  diligis iniquitatem, putas quod te ipsum diligas? Erras: ita et proximum diligens, ad  iniquitatem duces, et dilectio tua laqueus erit dilecti”.Qui au  M, Inquıt, diligit Inıquitatem, odit anımam 1 CIgO
dılıg1s inıquıtatem, quod te ipsum dılıgas? Erras: ıta eil proximum ılıgens, ad
inıquitatem duces, ei dılect10 tua aqueus erıt dılect1
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to hım the ne1ıghbour Can be commiıtted hıs love wıthout fear. for
lovıng God CeNSUTES irue (**vera dilectione”) and helpful love for
neighbour?”). Or lovıng God (which 18 gıft hat has be prayed fOor
and ; [Bg TeEStSs W from the pull of In1quity), ONMNC loves oneself such
that OIlC Cal wholesomely (“ salubriter””) also OVe the ne1ıghbour 4S

Oneselt ” ®). The bearıng of thıs mature sStatement (post-422) of love’s
constellatıon 1s towards enablıng sound and ordered love of ne1ghbour.

Durıng the Samne per10d Augustine asks hımself how he 1s to
understand the psalmıst’s Pprayer .. stranger earth;: do NnOL hıde
yOUuIr commandments from me  27 (Ps 118 19) Is the double
commandment Ma 7-40 not quıite clear? But, it INAaY SCCTITH that,
1ıle it 1s dıfficult NOW God, the neighbour 1s INOTEC easıly known.
The lawyer who as Jesus ..  who 1S InNYy ne1ghbour?” W das led hımself
Judge that the ne1ıghbour 1s the ONMNC wh shows (EE. 29)

And it 1s clear that, when ıt {O works of ONe 1s
be exclude: from the CaIiec of hım wh loves hıs ne1ghbour. But there
AIC INanYy who do not NOW themselves, for not everybody has the
qualıity of knowıing hımself ASs he oug COINC {O NOW hımself.
How therefore o€es PCISON love the ne1ighbour AdSs hımself ıf he
doesn’t CVecn NOW hımself? FOor, ın the SLOTY of that yOUNSCI 10)  —;
who eft fOor diıstant COUNLTY where he squandered hıs fortune
ıfe of debauchery, it 1S nNOT wıthout sıgnıfıcance that, before sayıng
“I ıll leave thıs place and SO IN Y father ” (LK ıs 18), he
returned hımself. He had SOIC far ıIn hıs rovIngs that he had
CVCN abandone: hımself. He WOU not ave returned tO hımself,
however, ıf he had ost all knowledge of hımself. Nor WOU he AVEe
sa1d : “I ıll leave thıs place and InNYy father , if he WeIC totally
ackıng ıIn knowledge of God It 15 irue, there{fore, that these realıties
dIC known in SOINC CASUI But not wıthout do request
further knowledge that MaYy NOW them Cvcn INOIC deeply

97) See Sermo Wilmart Z (MA I 6/77) ate Dr10Tr 410) “ Haec est CIgO dılecti10
{ua ve]l 1lect10 tul, 1ıd BSLE; dılecti0 qJUua dılıgıs, ut eum dılıgas lam commıtto t1bı el
DroXimum, qUCIM dılıgas Lamquam 1IDSUum ; video enım qul1a coepistı ılıgere 1psum.
Quem dılıgıs CI£O Llamquam 1psum, duc qUO duxıstı te 1psum ”’; Iractatus IN Evangelium
Toannıs ö7, (CC 36, 544 35, ate 418-421): 6R. Canning  188  to him — the neighbour can be committed to his love without fear, for  loving God ensures a true (‘““vera dilectione”) and helpful love for  neighbour?”). ‘“For loving God (which is a gift that has to be prayed for  and which wrests power from the pull of iniquity), one loves oneself such  that one can wholesomely (“ salubriter”) also love the neighbour as  oneself””®®). The bearing of this mature statement (post-422) of love’s  constellation is towards enabling a sound and ordered love of neighbour.  During the same period Augustine asks himself how he is to  understand the psalmist’s prayer: ‘‘I am a stranger on earth; do not hide  your commandments from me” (Ps  118 (119). 19). Is the double  commandment (Matt. 22. 37-40) not quite clear? But, it may seem that,  while it is difficult to know God, the neighbour is more easily known.  The lawyer who asked Jesus ‘‘who is my neighbour?”’ was led himself to  judge that the neighbour is the one who shows mercy (cf. Lk. 10. 29).  And it is clear that, when it comes to works of mercy, no one is to  be excluded from the care of him who loves his neighbour. But there  are many who do not know themselves, for not everybody has the  quality of knowing himself as he ought to come to know himself.  How therefore does a person love the neighbour as himself if he  doesn’t even know himself? For, in the story of that younger son  who left for a distant country where he squandered his fortune on a  life of debauchery, it is not without significance that, before saying  “I will leave this place and go to my father” (Lk. 15. 18), he  returned to himself. He had gone so far in his rovings that he had  even abandoned himself. He would not have returned to himself,  howenver, if he had lost all knowledge of himself. Nor would he have  said: ‘I will leave this place and go to my father”, if he were totally  lacking in knowledge of God. It is true, therefore, that these realities  are known in some measure. But not without cause do we request  further knowledge so that we may know them even more deeply.  ?7) See Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 677) (Date: prior to 410): ‘“ Haec est ergo dilectio  tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua te diligis, ut deum diligas. Iam committo tibi et  proximum, quem diligas tamquam te ipsum; video enim quia coepisti diligere te ipsum.  Quem diligis ergo tamquam te ipsum, duc quo duxisti te ipsum”’; Tractatus in Evangelium  Toannis 87, 1 (CC 36, 544. ML 35, 1852) (Date: 418-421): “... (caritas) de corde puro et  conscientia bona et fide non ficta (1 Tim. 1. 5). Hac diligimus invicem, hac diligimus deum.  Neque enim vera dilectione diligeremus invicem, nisi diligentes deum. Diligit enim  unusquisque proximum tamquam seipsum, si diligit deum: nam si non diligit deum, non  diligit seipsum ”.  °8) En. in ps. 118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40, 1759. ML 37, 1582) (Date: after 422):  “Quanto autem magis regnat in quocumque dei caritas, tanto minus ei dominatur  iniquitas. Quid ergo aliud petit, quam ut donante deo diligat deum? Diligendo enim deum,  diligit seipsum, ut diligere salubriter possit et proximum sicut seipsum ... ”.(carıtas } de corde DUTO e|]
COoNnscıientia ONa el fide AOoON ficta Tım Hac dılıgımus Invicem, hac dılıgımus deum.
eque nNnım erIia dılectione dılıgeremus Invicem, 1S1 dılıgentes eum Dılıgıt enım
Uunusquisque proximum tamquam se1psum, S1 dılıgıt eum 1a S1 NO dılıgıt deum, NO

dılıgıt se1ıpsum .&
98) En IN DS 118, Z ( 40, 759 S ate er 422)

“Quanto autem magıs regnat In UOCUMHMIGUC de1 carıtas, m1inus e1 dominatur
in1quıtas. Quıid CIgO alıud petit, qUuUam ut donante deo dılıgat deum ? Dılıgendo nNnım deum,
dılıgıt se1psum, ut dılıgere salubrıter possıt e{ proximum sicut se1ıpsumR. Canning  188  to him — the neighbour can be committed to his love without fear, for  loving God ensures a true (‘““vera dilectione”) and helpful love for  neighbour?”). ‘“For loving God (which is a gift that has to be prayed for  and which wrests power from the pull of iniquity), one loves oneself such  that one can wholesomely (“ salubriter”) also love the neighbour as  oneself””®®). The bearing of this mature statement (post-422) of love’s  constellation is towards enabling a sound and ordered love of neighbour.  During the same period Augustine asks himself how he is to  understand the psalmist’s prayer: ‘‘I am a stranger on earth; do not hide  your commandments from me” (Ps  118 (119). 19). Is the double  commandment (Matt. 22. 37-40) not quite clear? But, it may seem that,  while it is difficult to know God, the neighbour is more easily known.  The lawyer who asked Jesus ‘‘who is my neighbour?”’ was led himself to  judge that the neighbour is the one who shows mercy (cf. Lk. 10. 29).  And it is clear that, when it comes to works of mercy, no one is to  be excluded from the care of him who loves his neighbour. But there  are many who do not know themselves, for not everybody has the  quality of knowing himself as he ought to come to know himself.  How therefore does a person love the neighbour as himself if he  doesn’t even know himself? For, in the story of that younger son  who left for a distant country where he squandered his fortune on a  life of debauchery, it is not without significance that, before saying  “I will leave this place and go to my father” (Lk. 15. 18), he  returned to himself. He had gone so far in his rovings that he had  even abandoned himself. He would not have returned to himself,  howenver, if he had lost all knowledge of himself. Nor would he have  said: ‘I will leave this place and go to my father”, if he were totally  lacking in knowledge of God. It is true, therefore, that these realities  are known in some measure. But not without cause do we request  further knowledge so that we may know them even more deeply.  ?7) See Sermo Wilmart 2, 4 (MA I, 677) (Date: prior to 410): ‘“ Haec est ergo dilectio  tua vel dilectio tui, id est, dilectio qua te diligis, ut deum diligas. Iam committo tibi et  proximum, quem diligas tamquam te ipsum; video enim quia coepisti diligere te ipsum.  Quem diligis ergo tamquam te ipsum, duc quo duxisti te ipsum”’; Tractatus in Evangelium  Toannis 87, 1 (CC 36, 544. ML 35, 1852) (Date: 418-421): “... (caritas) de corde puro et  conscientia bona et fide non ficta (1 Tim. 1. 5). Hac diligimus invicem, hac diligimus deum.  Neque enim vera dilectione diligeremus invicem, nisi diligentes deum. Diligit enim  unusquisque proximum tamquam seipsum, si diligit deum: nam si non diligit deum, non  diligit seipsum ”.  °8) En. in ps. 118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40, 1759. ML 37, 1582) (Date: after 422):  “Quanto autem magis regnat in quocumque dei caritas, tanto minus ei dominatur  iniquitas. Quid ergo aliud petit, quam ut donante deo diligat deum? Diligendo enim deum,  diligit seipsum, ut diligere salubriter possit et proximum sicut seipsum ... ”.A
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1H08: (GJ0d has be known In order for us LO know how OVe
hım And LO NOW how OVve the ne1ghbour ASs oneself, PCISoN
oug first Oove hımself in lovıng God But how 111 he ucceed ıIn
oıng thıs ıf he knows neither (30d 1910)8 hımself? .1.herefore. quıte
rıghtly ON 5SdyS God “I ge Cafth: do noTt hıde yOUr
commandments from me  27 99)

The prodigal’s love WOU ave been of advantage hıs ne1ghbour,
for he had abandone hımself tO debauchery. Only when he efiurns fully

hımself by abandoning hımself OVe for God, 18 he nabled {O OVve
and cshow hıs INanYy neiıghbours in accordance SVn wıth the
hıdden depths of the Lord’s cCcCommandment. Indeed, self-love IC
coincıdes wıth love for (J0d 1s ın certaın first (“ prIusS debhet
diligendo eum iligere SeIDSUM ), but thıs priority 15 designed EHNSUTE
that the ne1ıghbour NOL be subjected {O the dangerous OVve of OINCONEC
who has nOoL, ıth help, acquıred the degree of self-knowledge that
1S required of hım, Le OÖOINCONC who has nOoTL thıs place and SOoNC
the father’, Uuly intent uUuDON Hım

Luther’s COMNICETIN for irue love of ne1ghbour en hım tO reject all
self-love by which he understands the self seekıng ıts OW AS
“crooked ”” “SO the of the precept 1S SCCTH be, Oou OoOve
thy ne1ıghbour ASs thyself, hat 1S, hou lovest hyself alone and PCI-
versely, but ıf Ihou wert direct thıs kınd of OVe thy ne1ghbour, then
thou wouldst ruly OVe  779 100). For Augustine, the other hand, lovıng
oneself alone and perversely, loving the self seekıng ıts OWientaıls

99) En IN 118, S, (C8. 686 Sl 1519-1520)“Love your Neighbour as Yourself”  189  Thus, God has to be known in order for us to know how to love  him. And to know how to love the neighbour as oneself, a person  ought first to love himself in loving God. But how will he succeed in  doing this if he knows neither God nor himself? Therefore, quite  rightly one says to God: ‘I am a stranger on earth; do not hide your  commandments from me”’??).  The prodigal’s love would have been of no advantage to his neighbour,  for he had abandoned himself to debauchery. Only when he returns fully  to himself by abandoning himself to love for God, is he enabled to love  and to show mercy to his many neighbours in accordance even with the  hidden depths of the Lord’s commandment. Indeed, self-love which  coincides with love for God is in a certain sense first (‘“prius debet  diligendo deum diligere seipsum””), but this priority is designed to ensure  that the neighbour not be subjected to the dangerous love of someone  who has not, with God’s help, acquired the degree of self-knowledge that  is required of him, i.e. someone who has not ‘left this place and gone to  the father”, fully intent upon Him.  Luther’s concern for true love of neighbour leads him to reject all  self-Ilove — by which he understands the self seeking its own — as  “crooked””. ““So the sense of the precept is seen to be, ‘Thou shalt love  thy neighbour as thyself, that is, Thou lovest thyself alone and per-  versely, but if Thou wert to direct this kind of love to thy neighbour, then  thou wouldst truly love’””1°°), For Augustine, on the other hand, loving  oneself alone and perversely, loving the self seeking its own, which entails  99) En. in ps. 118‚ sermo 8,2 (CC 40, 1686. ML 37, 1519-1520): *... patuitque in  facienda misericordia neminem alienum esse deputandum ab eo qui diligit proximum. Sed  multi nec seipsos noverunt; quia et seipsum nosse, quemadmodum homo sibi debet  innotescere, non omnium hominum est. Quomodo ergo diligit proximum tamquam  seipsum, qui nescit et seipsum? Non enim frustra ille filius iunior, qui profectus in regionem  longinquam, ubi dissipavit substantiam suam vivens prodige, ut diceret‘;: Surgam, et ibo ad  patrem meum (Lk. 15.18), prius reversus est in semetipsum, nisi quia tam longe  peregrinatus est, ut relinqueret etiam semetipsum. Nec tamen reverteretur ad se, si omni  modo nesciret se; nec diceret: Surgam, et ibo ad patrem meum, si penitus ignoraret deum.  Quoecirca et aliquatenus ista sciuntur, et ut magis magisque sciantur, non immerito sciendo  poscuntur. Quapropter ut sciamus diligere deum, sciendus est deus; et ut sciat homo  diligere proximum tamquam seipsum, prius debet diligendo deum diligere seipsum; quod  unde poterit, si nescit deum, si nescit et seipsum? Recte itaque dicitur deo: Incola ego sum in  terra; ne abscondas a me mandata tua (Ps. 118. 19)”.  100) Martin Luther, Werke, vol. I, Weimar, 1883, p. 654 : ‘‘ Ideo sensus praecepti esse  videtur ‘Diliges proximum tuum sicut teipsum, id est, diligis te solum et perverse, si autem  295  amorem eiusmodi in proximum tuum dirigeres, iam vere diligeres  . Quoted in translation  by A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, p. 712, n.2.patultque iın
facıenda miseriıcordıia nemınem alıenum S5C deputandum ab quı dılıgıt DroXimum. Sed
multı NC se1PSOS nOveruntl; quıla se1ıpsum quemadmodum OMO sıbı
innotescere, 10 Oomnıum homınum est Quomodo CIO dılıgıt proximum Lamquam
se1psum, quı nescıt ef seıpsum ? Non nım rustra He fiılıus 1UN10T, quı profectus In regionem
longınquam, ubı dıssıpavıt substantıam SU am Vivens prodıge, ut dıceret Surgam, e| IDO ad
altrem Meum (£Lk 18), prıus est ın semet1psum, 181 quıa tam onge
peregrinatus est, ut relınqueret et1am semet1psum. Nec amen reverterefiur ad S1 mMnı
modo nescıret S T diceret Surgam, iIbo ad patrem FNEUM, 61 penıtus ignoraret eum
Quocirca eft alıquatenus ista scıuntur, ut magıs mag1ısque sclantur, NO  —; immerı1to sc1endo
DOSCUNLUT. Quapropter ut SClAamus dılıgere deum, sc1endus est deus; ut sclat OMO
dılıgere proximum Lamquam se1ıpsum, prıus dılıgendo eum dılıgere se1psum ; quod
nde poterit, S1 nescıt deum, S1 nescıt ei seıpsum ? eCIe itaque dıicıtur deo Incola egO WZ7 IN
Tra , abscondas mandata [UGA (Ps 118

100) Martın Luther, Werke, vol 8 Weımar, 1883, 654 ‚“ Ideo SCI1ISUS praecept1 DE
videtur ‘Dılıges proximum tuum sıcut teıpsum, ıd est, dılıgıs solum ei DECIVEISC, S1 autem

‚MdINOTEM eiusmodı In proximum tuum dırıgeres, 1am er dılıgeres Quoted In translatıon
by Nygren, gape and Eros, 712
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OSS of self d>D, for example, when ONEC becomes lover of 15
by dırecting ove of thıs SaJmec intensıty God Augustine has

God spea ın thıs veın In the continuation of the texi quoted above from
De Disciplina Christiana:

What 1S old YOU of God? Look, thıs 1Ss what 1sdom herself SaVyS
YOU love ..  as YOU OoVve money * TOV It 15 unworthy

and insulting rıng 1sdom into relatıon wıth But, In the
Book of Proverbs, ONC love 1S compared wıth the other ın thıs WaY
FOrF from experlence know that YOU A 1G attached that,
impelle Dy love fOr ıt, yOUu take all SOTTS of burdens upon
yourselves, DutL wıth hunger, Journey ACTOSS the SCaJ and leave
yourselves exposed tO the dangers of wınd and Can e
yOUu somethiıng preferable tO be OVEe: But ave nothıing er
that ıll make the OVve that inspıres yOU an Y °° Love d

passıonately 4S that : SaYy>S God, “I do not desıire that yOUu Ove
INOTeE Sa Y wıicked people, Sa Y elfish people YOU OVe

love 4S fervently Certaimly, Incomparably better
than but desıre greater love than that OVe much
d yOUu love money ” 101)°

eing prepare: take all of burdens and CXDOSC oneself
danger for the Oove of God tO whom OC 1s otally g1ven VCI thıs 1s
ove ruly for Augustine. 1S {O straıghten and deepen one’s love for self
Dy openıing the self wholly and wıth al intensıity uUumMmMmMoons hıs
ervice 102) and thıs IManner of lovıng ourselves In obedience, nolt LO OUT

elfish nature, but commandment tO love hım, 15 selt or d

patiern for OUT OoVve neıghbour. Thus, lovıng God, OVe ourselves,

101) De Disciplina Christiana (L 46,A 4U, 6/5) * De deo quıd 1ıbı
dıicıtur? Ecce hoc tıbı dıcıt 1psa sapıentla : mate illam ILAMUAM pecunıam TOV
Indıgnum esL, In1ur10sum eSu ut sapıent1a pecunı1ae cComparetur, sed 1NOIL amorTI1 COIMNN-

paratur eo enım hıc S1IC VOS pecun1am, ut ubente AIl pecunı1ae abores
susc1platıs, leliun1a toleret1s, INaAaIiIc transeatıs, vent1is fluctıbus VOS commiıttatıs. eo
nde elıgam quod ametis, sed 10  —_ eOo quod am ad ATINOTCIMN qUO amatıs. S1IC amatlte.,
plus olo amarı, aıt eus Improbis 1O0quUOT, aVAarls 10quor: Pecunıam dılıgıtıs, tantum

ılıgıte. erte melıor sl incomparabılıter : olo vobıs amplıorem AaINOICH, quantum
dılıgıtıs pecunı1ıam tantum amate . Presuming cConsıstency In De Disciplina Christiana,

ave pomnt Out that thıs love for (J0d ıth the SAdlIllc Intensit y A that for inferior thıngs
1S nOoTt love of the SAdl1I1llc kind (as ıf ıt WEIC basıc primitıve ımpulse sımply turnıng ıts desıre

hıgher object) See Ibid., $ 46, 209 40, 6/0) “ Ecce quod dıscıtur ın OMO
dıscıplinae : Dılıgere deum, ılıgere DroxXxImum ; eum Lamquam deum, proximum (amquam

Non enım Inven1s deo, ut possıt t1bı 1C1 Dılıge eum sicut dılıgıs ıllum
102) Ibid., 6, 108 4U, 67/72) ““Quaerere es quomodo dılıgas te

1Ipsum : ei audıre es Diliges dominum deum I[UUM [OLO rorde [UO, e1[ ola menlte [UG,
21 O1a Aanıma [ UG Matt Z
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longer alone and perversely, but wholly God-directed and uprıightly;
lovıng ourselves in hıs WAaY, AIC ın posıtıon fulfil the Lord’s
precept OVe the ne1ıghbour which Can be SCCI1 d summıng and
fulfiıllıng all that Can be as of love  103). The ne1ghbour, the other,
then. marks genulne OVve whatever WdYy YOU o0k al it: and the Stress
iIrue OVe for self 1S ın VIEW of thıs fulfilment

Love for neighbour throws back 12. self-Ilove
In dıstinguishıng between love for G0od and love for ne1ıghbour

referred unusual texi from De Disciplina Christiana 3,
OÜ AL love the Lord, yYOUTr God., wıth yYyOUL ole heart, and

wıth YOUTF ole soul and ıth yYOUTr ole mınd. And yYOUu ATEC
love YOUI ne1ighbour d S yourself. On these [WO commandments
depend the ole Law and the rophets ” Ma 3: 39-40 See
what 15 learnt in the school] (Le the hurch) OoVve God and OVe
yYOUI ne1ghbour, (GJ0d dS G0d and yOUT ne1ghbour AS yourse FOor
YOU do nOoTt find an yONC wh 1s equa LO God, and therefore ON
Call 5Sd y yOou love (J0d AdAS YOU love SO-and-so. But concerning the
ne1ıghbour rule has een fashıoned fOr yOU, SINCEe yOUu yourse ave
been created equa. yOUuUIr ne1ıghbour. You ask yourself : how ave

OVve ne1ıghbour? Look attentively al yourself, and d yOUu love
y ourself, love YOUTF ne1ghbour _O  ®) etTe Caln be mistake about
it 104)
103) Ibid., D, (CC 46, AL 40, 6723 ‘“ Qui1a ergo duo praecepta sun(t, 61

Z1UM dıceret. NO sufficeret? Sufficıt UuNUumMm, S1 intellegatur. Nam alıquando SIC loquıitur
scrıptura, sıcut Paulus apostolus: Non adulterabis. HON homicidium facies, CONCUPISCES :
217 S7 quod es!7 aliud mandatum, IN hoc recapitulatur : Diliges DroXimum IUUM

1IDSUM. ıliectio DFrOXImI malum operaltur. Plenitudo autem egIS, CAarıtas
RKRom 13 9-10) Quıid est carıtas? Diılectio videtur dix1isse de dılectione de1, sed solam
DroxX1ım1ı dılectionem dixıt suffiıcere ad iımplendam egem Qui1dquıid est alıud mandatı, ın
hoc SCIINOMNC recapıtulatur, ın hOocC SCIIHNOMNC impletur. In quo ? Diliges proXıimum IUUM

ILAMguam 1DSUM. kcce NUMm est erte duo sSsunt ın quıbus praecept1s ota lex pendet
prophetae. Vıdete quomodo plus breviatum 6St, ucC plgr1 Ecce JUaC duo erant,
1Um factum est Prorsus proximum dılıge, el sufficıt Sed dılıge quomodo te 1Ipsum dılıgı1s,
1918)  —_ quomodo te 1psum odıstı. Dılıge proximum [UUM amquam 1pSum, sed prIus est
dılıgas 1psum .

104) De Disciplina Christiana 53 (GC 46, 209-210 40, 6/70) “ Diliges dominum
deum. € A tOLO corde [UO, e| . Aanımda [UA, el O1a IUG 1 diliges proxXxiımum
[UUM LAMquam IDSUM. In h“is Auobus praecept1is ola lex pendet el prophetae. Ecce quod
dıscıtur In OMO dıscıplinae : ılıgere deum, dılıgere Proximum ; eum (amquam deum.
proximum L(amquam te Non enım Inven1s deo., ut possıt tıbı ı e Dılıge eum sıcut
dılıgı1s ıllum De prox1mo inventa est t1bı regula, qula inventus CS prox1imo [UO Dar 1ıpse.
QuaerI1s quomodo dılıgas proximum ? Attende te 1pSum, quomodo dılıg1s, SIC dılıge
proximum. Non est ubı erres .
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The nCce of interest 1s “De DFOXIMO Inventa est fihi regula,
QqU1A Inventus DFrOXIMO [UO DUar IDSEe *. We ave translated the

““concerning the ne1ghbour rule has been fashıoned for yYOU,
SInCe YOU yourse ave een created equa yYOUIL ne1ıghbour ” 105)' Thıs
formulatıon ollows logıically from the observatıon that ONEC Can be
found equa God, and that therefore there Cal be rule of love for
(G0d but G0d hımself. For OINCONEC Can be oun equa {O the ne1ghbour,
namely, 9ur VeC selves, and therefore rule of OVe for ne1ghbour has
een fashıoned fOor us °° Love YOUIF ne1ıghbour 4S yourself ”” As such the
progression of thought 1S faırly straıghtforward. 1s only when ook
al what Augustine m1g ave sald, but ın fact dıd NnOLT SdYV, that it
becomes possıble perceive the texti al another eve INAY SCCIN us
hat the texti 4S ıt stands sımply underlınes the role of the self 4S tule,
CAadSuTe and OIm of love for ne1ghbour, wıthout sayıng anythıng INOIC
about the nature of thıs privileged self. In thıs CasSC, ““ quia Inventus
DFrOXIMO [UO DUar IpSse ” WOU be read In LOO carefree INanneT d ıf ıts
meanıng WeIC equıvalent ‘sınce YOUI ne1ıghbour: has een created
equa VOU, and ASs yOUu love yourself, YOU ATE love yOUr ne1ighbour
wh 1S yOUIL equal’ In fact, however, find ın Augustine hat the places
assıgned the self and the ne1ıghbour dICc the IEVETISEC of what those
approachıing the Passapc Irom Brechtkenıian ‘love-as-appetitus’ DCI -
spective WOU MMoOoTe easıly ave antıcıpated. nstead of 'myself and then
the ne1ıghbour d equal’, dIeC old that ..  you yourse ave een
created equa VOUF neighbour  I7 Thıs places the ne1ghbour, not the self,
al the centre of the comparıson. Thus, the self OVEe: dS MO for love
of ne1ıghbour 1s the self that 1S equa the neıghbour. In such
perspective the love of self that 1s tO be pattern of OVve for ne1ghbour
cCannot poss1ıbly be understood d4s arbıtrarıness 0)8 self-wıll, 1NOT dS the
individualistic desıre fOor prıvate JOY sought ın the love fOr God The cırcle
1S broken OPDCH bDy the discovery that there dIC others whom Can be

105) Siınce the preposıtıon ""de ’’ Can be understood In the ofE “"9röm”
indıcate thing’s orıgın derıvatıon (see Lewıs and Short, Latın Dictionary,
13 A, it 15 NnOTL Out of the question grammatıcally that the first part of the sentence be
rendered, .6  rom (ve IN) the ne1ghbour rule has een fashıoned for R  you whıich WOU
make the ne1ghbour hımself the rule of love for self and for the ne1ıghbour. Congenial thıs
1S the interpretation 11l er of the explanatory subordinate clause of the ntience, it
accords less ell than

ole } 09ncerning the ne1ghbour ” ıth the ogıcal sStructure of the PaAassaryc
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compared and whose equa A dSs fellow-creature **°). My equalıty
wıth the ne1ghbour UINIMMNONS reject the desıre conduct OW

ıfe d ıf ONC else existed, and acknowledge and take the
neiıghbour into AaCCOUunNtT CVCNMN in mY ove of self. 1S d IL then, precept
of sell-10ve COu be formulated as ollows OVEe yourself ın relatıon
yYOUI ne1ghbour whom yOUu ave een created equa In VIEW of the
following S  DS Augustine takes in the SCIINON De Disciplina Christiana

hıs suspicıon of self-love wıthout urther specıfication, hıs hesitancy
entrust the ne1ghbour ove ase ıt, and hıs Ooroug scrutiıny of
self-love test it for genulneness ıt 1S not unlıkely that he J]ready
SCHNSCS at thıs pomlnt the necessity of broadenıng the CONCcepL of self-love d

foundatıon of OVe for ne1ghbour. He o€es in such WdYy d make
it imposs1ble tOo ın of the self nOoTL only wıthout (J0d but also wıthout
the ne1ghbour.

LNHhus. element of otherness 15 introduced into the VETY love of
self. The ne1ghbour, whom the Lord commands love, and whom
the self 1s equal, 1S present in self-love d gulde ıts genulneness. 1s
almost AS ıf the commandment stated that WEIC love ourselves AS

OoOVve OUT ne1ghbour whose equa aIc, OT ourselves AS orlıentated
towards lovıng the ne1ghbour, 0)8 ourselves together wıth OUT ne1ghbour.

glance al SOINC later XIS shows that Augustine dıd indeed understand
OVve for ne1ighbour throw back 1g self-love ın thıs WdYy

In the second book of De Doctrina ® hristidna read :
At hıs evel, DCISON cleanses the CYC of hıs heart that he O€es

noTt put CVECN the ne1ıghbour hımself before the truth, NOT o€es he SCC

pleasıng others the SaJIne evel d> truth: hbecause this A the CUAUASE
ith the ONE he loves himself, If 18 he the CASe ith himself 100
Therefore, the holy mMan ıll be incere and PUIC of eart that he
ıll not be turned AWaVY from truth eıther Dy desıre gratify Inen

106) hıs 1S equalıty under G(0d dEE, for example, In Epistolam Toannıs, Ir S,
(ML 9: where Augustıine 1S referring the PTODCI attıtude of the g1ver owards the
needy “Opta aequalem, ut mbo sub un  ® s1ıt1s CUul nıhıl praestarı potest ”' Love strıves fOor
equalıty : ‘“charıtate optabat (Apostolus) aequales : Ibid., ITr S, (ML 35; It
18 not Ontent rest in superlorIity others In havıng others OPCNH the poss1ıbılıty of
exploıutation created by theır dependency. Its opposıte 18 the prıde of dominatıion. See De
( ivitate Dei 19, 168 48, 677 SEL 40/2, 393 41, 639) “° SI1C nım superbıa
imitatur Deum. dıt NamMmquec CUu SOCNS aequalıtatem sub ıllo, sed inponere vult SOCIIS
dominationem SU am PIo o dıt CI O iustam De1 el mat Inıquam suam .
Perverse self-love 15 reflected in hatred for that which makes equal others under
G0d and ın desıre be above them iın the place of God
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OTL by regard avo1d whatever inconvenlences dısturb thıs
lfe i

One does noTt put gratifyıng the ne1ighbour before clinging the truth;
therefore dl should not put pleasıng oneself before ıt eıther. Although ıt
1S eTe framed negatıvely, the rule for person’'s relatıonshıp hımself 15
brought ome hım Dy lookıng al hıs relatıonshıp hıs ne1ighbour
whose equa he S In thıs Casec such rule eeps hım intent
nothıng ess than truth Hıs gulde ın ıfe 1$ not the satısfactıon of hıs
neighbour’s desıres which INdYy be COrrupvt, deceıtful. and WCTI-
UungrTY NOT hen 18 it be the satisfactıon of hıs OW desıres. The
figure of the nei1ghbour, hıs equal, makes hım sharply of thıs and
pomts hım ın the diırection of sincere and DUIC selI-l1love which allows
ONC deflect it from intentedness the truth

In the twenty-first book of De ( ivitate Del Augustine 1s cContest-

ing the attıtude of those who wısh avo1d personal conversiıon Dy
considering that, by g1ving pıttance the DOOTL, they AIC performıing
AaCTS of iın adequate proportion theır S1NS.

And yel ıf they had distrıiıbuted a]] theır g00ds the needy
members of Christ in atonement fOor Just ONeC S1IN, thıs COU noTt aV
een of any ervice them, ıf they had not abandone such (evıl)
practices Dy the acqulisıtion of the ° love which o€es ev1l .
Therefore; anyONC wh WOU perform AaCTS of ın adequate
proportion hıs S1NS should begıin wıth hımself ın theır perform-
ANCC FOr 1t 1s nOL do oneself what ONC o€es nes  42
neighbour, sınce ave ear'‘ G0od Sayıng, ” OB love yYyOUTL
ne1ıghbour d yourself ” ; and ave een told “t0 ave COMPAS-
S10N OUT OW soul Dy pleasıng GO A If anyOoNC o€es noTt cshow
thıs hıs OW soul, hat 1S, Dy pleasıng God, hOw Can he be

107) De Doctrina Christiana Z SA 30, 39) Z { e 32 34, 40)
I hOocC autem gradu iıta purgat oculum cordiıs, ut verıtatı 1psum quıdem praeferat aut
confierat pDroxXximum ; CISO NEC 1Ipsum, qula 11CC ıllum QUCIN dılıgıt sıcut 1psum. Erıt CISO
iste SANCLUsS La  =] sımplıcı corde mundato, ut homiıinıbus placendı studı10
detorqueatur O NEC respectu devıtandorum quorumlıbet incommodorum SUOTUIMM QUaC
adversantur U1C vitae .

108) De Doctrina Christiana : S0, 23) { 27 28 (GC 3:
34, 29), where hat 18 one all INCI, that S, others whom ONC 18 equal, indıicates NOW
ON 18 relate oneself. °° Ht S1 eum mnı homiıne amplıus dılıgendus est, amplıus
qu1sque eum debet dılıgere QUahmn ıpsum ”. If others ATC OVEe: best when they ATC

properly elated (G0d and when (30d IS loved INOTEC than they, learn that | love myself
best DYy lovıng (J0d more than myself.
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saı1d perform aCTts of adequate proportion h1s sıns?
ere another TeX1 Scripture {b SdIne effect .. If INa  — 15

hımself whom ıll he be generous ” 109)
gaın the 15 from conduct towards the ne1ighbour conduct
towards the self‘! 10) ° HOT 1l 15 not do oneself hat ONC oe€es

ONC ne1ghbour In thıs the perıls for the ne1ıghbour of
DCISON NOT showıng hımself (spiırıtually) ASs he oes hıs
ne1ıghbour (materı1ally) AIC poıinted ouft If INan 15 INnNCan hımself
whom ıll he be generous ? ”

For En DS 140 ale 414-415) Il 15 precıisely the dıstinetive
OVve from DUIC heart requıred Dy the commandment of OVe for (10d
and ne1ıghbour that necessitates close on of OoOVve for self
Lovıng others dSs orıentated towards G0od demands that ONC love for
self be of thıs kınd LOO The precept of Oove for ne1ghbour forces PCISON

IEVICW h1ıs ıfe nNntiatlıon and test hımself for self deception
end of the precept 15 ove (caritas) COMINS from DUIC

heart ” Tım See whether thleves ave Ove COMIN£ from

109) De (‚iviıtate Deiı Y (GCE 48 8() ] SEL 40/2 5/4 SLS /47) Quı
DIO un  C scelere Su.  Q dıstrıbuerent indıgentibus membriıs Christı 151 desisteren
alıbus factıs habendo Carıtatem quaCl NO  — agıl COr | 3 alıquıd C155

prodesse NO  — posset Quı CISO dıgnas PTO SUulS$S peccatıs eleemosynas facıt CcCas facere
1DSO Indıgnum est C1MN1IM ut S 1O facıat ( U1 facıt Cu audıat

diıcentem omınum Diliges UUuM aMQqUAM fe D: Ma D 39) lItemque
audıat Miserere [uAae ANLT. placens Deo Ecclus 24) Hanc eleemosynam 1d est
Deo placeat NO facıens AaN1Maec s»Uuxa4ac quomodo dıgnas DIo pEeCCAalıs SUul1S$S eleemosynas
facere dıcendus est? hOoc C111 ıllud plu est Qui <Ihl malignus ( honus rıl

Ecclus Y
110) hıs 15 Iso irue of De ( Ivitate Deıl 4 / A SEL 40/1 38

34) * Falsum INquıt festimonıum AON dices Adversus DFYOXALIMUM IUUM Exodus
16) Nec ideo amen 5 ] adversus falsum testiimonıum dıixeriıt abh hoc

CI1IMINeE putaverıt alıenum qQUONILAIN regulam dılıgend1 semetlt1pso 1lector
aCCcepDIL quando quıdem scrıptum est Diliges LAMUAM D: TIhe
ormula from the self the ne1ıghbour regulam dılıgend1 semel1pso
dılector accepıt > C hımself the lover learns the rule of love for ne1ıghbour ”. Augustine
n however from hat ap  te ıth regard others hat 15

ap  e ıth regard oneself One forbıdden DIVC alse 1tness agaılınst ONC

ne1ıghbour (ef Exodus 16) therefore because of the rule of love Iso forbıdden
Oowards oneself How much INOIC hen 1l unlawiu COMMIT sulcıde Augustine
CONLiinNueSs Ontext the commandment °“thou nOT kıll Dy ‘““the
ne1ghbour ” leaves us doubt that INa Yy Just COMNCETIN kıllıng others NnOT ourselves IThe
ormula regulam dılıgendi semelt1pDSO 1lector accepıt mMust be read the
OoOntext of the thesıs Augustine ere defendıing, Christians ave authorıty
COMMIT suıcıde Aalıy CITCUMSLANCE
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DUIC heart DUIC heart ın love 15 thıs when yOU love INan d
orlıentated God quando diligis hominem secundum deum) For ın
thıs WadYy yOUu should love yourse LOO that there May be
mistake about the rule : °° Love yOUur ne1ghbour AS yourself” Ma

39) If YOU love yoursea and uselessly, how Cal you-brıing
anı Y advantage the neighbour when it 1S ıke thıs that YOU Oove hım
dS we But HhOwWw do yOUu love yourse badly? Scripture, M
fatters ONC, intimates it yOou CONVINCES YOU that YOU do not
love yourself, indeed that YOU ate yourself. “He wh loves In1quity
hates hıs OW soul ” (Ps If therefore yOU OVve IN1quıty, do yYOU
ın perhaps that yOUu Oove yourself? You ATIC mistaken. Lovıng
YOUI neighbour ıke thıs YOU ead hım In1quıty also, and YOUI OVve
1l] be for the beloved Therefore, °°love comiıing from DUIC
heart, and g00d Consclence, and unfeigned faıth ” IN the love that 1s
orlıentated God Thıs OVe d designated Dy the Apostle has [WO

those of OVve for God and Oove for neighbour ***).

Fıinally, in lıne wıth thıs idea that love for the ne1ıghbour 15
determıinıng factor of true OVve for self and hat 1S already throws 1g
that selT-10ve IC Augustine insısts be In order before he ıll entrust
the ne1ghbour it, ıt 18 instructive consıder texfi from hıs
cCommentary the first letter ofJohn He Can remark there When YOU
OVe those who ave become ONMNC wıth VOU, ıt 1s almost the SdadIne 4S lovıng
yourself” 112)_ Lovıng others ın the SdIlle cCcCommunılon of love, OIlC d ıt
WeIiIC loves oneself. The self envisaged 1S obviously the self in community,
nOotL the self alone In Luther’s We ave SCCNH thıs broadenıing of the
cConcept of self al work ıIn other C De Utilitate Teiunit 6, 7-8 113)
and also CONCETN est love fOr self be misunderstood d referring

FEn ın DS 140, 188 - 37 ** FInıs praecepti est Carıtas de
corde DUYO 1ım lam videte utrum inter latrones habeant carıtatem de DUTO
corde. Purum COI in carıtate hOC esL, quando dılıgıs homınem secundum deum: qula ei te

1psum SIC es ılıgere, ut 19(8)  — regula: Diliges proxiımum IAamquam IDSUM. S1
nım male te dılıges el inutilıter, ıta ei proximum dılıgendo, quıd el consulıs ? Quomodo
au te male dılıgıs? Quomodo innult Scriptura, quaCl nemınem palpat, ei convıncıt qula
NO te dılıg1s; Immo conviıncıt qula et odıstı te QOu1e Inquıt, diligif Inıquitatem, odit
anımam S1 CISO dılıgı1s inıquıtatem, quod te 1ıpsum ılıgas? Erras: ıta el

proximum dılıgens, ad inıquıtatem duces, el dılect10 t[ua aqueus T1It dılect1. 'Arıitas CIBO de
DUTO corde est quacCc est secundum deum, 21 CONSCLIENLIA ONa 21 fide AON ficta Ista carıtas
definıta ab Apostolo habet duo praecepla: dılection1s del, et dılection1s proxim1 ””

112) In Epistolam Ioannıs, r 8 (ML 35. ‘“ Prope nım dılıgıs, quı COS

dılıgıs quı tıbı adhaerent  27
113) De Utilitate Teiuniu 6, 1606 46, E 40, 712) ‘““Indıgnum Deum utlas, CUul

ab omnıbus quı ıIn 6R credunt, ın unıtate servlatur
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nes private interests and galin. Heie. however, it 15 A4Ss if Augustine 1s
of the dangers CVCN of self-love of hıs kınd The NCEe havıng

ıts egocentricıty, MaYy degenerate into elfıish ..  We  27 But thıs
{O00 15 broken OPCNH by commandment, the Lord’s commandment of
ove for ne s enemtles l4) Thıs iımplıes nOot resting content ıth lovıng
the °*brothers ” have, those who aATIeC ONMNC ıth us, but strıving
make ° brothers ” CVCN of those who hate uS, OUT enem1es .7 gaıln, ASs
has often een the CAasec in thıs chapter, it 1s not the neutral self, eıther

OTr ASs ..  27  we that predominates in Augustine’s understandıng of
Christian love, but the Lord’s commands iC SUINIMNON us continual
self-transcendence.

RAYMOND (CANNING, OS

114) In Epistolam Toannıs, ir &, (ML 33, * Extende dılectionem ıIn DroX1mos,
NEC ıllam extensionem. rope enım dıliıgıis, quı COS dılıgıs quı tıbı adhaerent.
Extende ad 1gnOt0S, quı tıbı nıhıl malı fecerunt. Iranscende eit 1PSOS: pervenl1, ut dılıgasIN1m1cos. Hoc certe OMINus Jubet  22

115) Ibid., {r. S, (ML 35 “Opta Ilı (inımıco) ut habeat ecum vitam
aeternam ; opta Ilı ut sıt frater {[uus 1 CITSO hoc dılıgendo INImM1ICUm, ut sıt frater LuUus,
Cu Cu dılıgıs, Tratrem dılıg1s ””.


