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WH  ® IHE NEIGHBOUR?

When he has the commandment of love for ne1ghbour before hım,
wh 0€s Augustine consıder the neıghbour {O be? How o€es he
desıgnate and characterise the ne1ghbour Christ commands us love as
ourselves’ and as he has OVEe: us’®? What makes people ne1ghbours
OIMNC another? How far 0€s the precept love the ne1ghbour g07? In
attempt to ADSWOI these questions er ın schematıc WaY the
princıpal figures of the ne1ghbour ave encountered ın assessing
Augustine’s lıfe-long grappling wıth the love-Ccommandment. For the
sake of clarıty they INaYy be grouped under number of eadıngs d

ollows: Anımus (anıma ), common ın the pre-400 per10d; question
comıng 1n the traın of thıs desıgnatıon 1s hat then of Carec for the
neighbour’s OdY f; Every PCISONMN as IMN Y ne1ghbour; Christ d the
neighbour; The We ll reflect each of these f1gures ın turn,
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acquaınting ourselves ıth the perspectives they OPDCNH and ryıng
deal ıth SOINC of the dıfficulties they g1ve rse to In thıs WaY hope
buıild full and comprehensive pıcture of the ne1ghbour whom the
commandment of Christ ımpels us OVve

IHE DE  N IHE NEIGHBOUR AS ANIMUS ANIMA)

In the per10d 396 it 1s quıte usual for Augustine spea of the
ne1ghbour AS the soul aniıma ) OT the ratıional soul ın INan (anımus ). In
387, renderıing the double commandment ıIn hıs OW words, he refers
the New Testament’s ““ne1ghbour” AS “Ccompanıon souls’”’ Elsewhere,
around the SAaInc time and shortly afterwards (393 A.D.), there dIC slıght
varıatıons thıs theme ‘“souls elated OUT OW (cognatis anımLS )
who dIC In and ın trouble” indıcate the human ne1ghbour:;: ÖT the
designatıon 15 sımply “the soul ıIn trouble’’ ( anımae laboranti) whom

ca us help®). Of interest In thıs latter Casc 1s that EeVvVecn the
18 SCCI1 d eing nCcIlude: amongst those ‘souls In TOUDIE

Liıkewise, ıIn De Vera Religione, datıng from 390, the ne1ghbour AaDPCAaIs
iın INanYy gulses ASs frıend, those Can actıvely help, all people
whom Can al least wısh well *).

And althoug pCersonN O€es NnOT love empora thıngs, he SCS
hem rıghtly and he takes CaIic of people accordıng theır
condıtıons of lıfe, CVECN ıf he 15 unable be equalliy mıindful of all
people If he 1S IMOTE inclıned tO spea ONMNC of hıs intıiımates than
an y ONC else, the 1CAasSson 18 noTt that he loves hım INOTC but that he has
greater confıidence in hım and INOTEC opportunıitıies SCC hım 1O the
exient that he hımself 1s ess t1ed OoOWN by tiıme, he tireats those Oost in
time better. Though he cCannoTt be of benefit all, whıiıle he loves all
people equalliy, he WOU be unjust ıf he WeTC faıl g1ve

De Musıca 6, 14,46 (ML 52.1 18/) “Iene ordınem, se1psa tota ılıgens quodD
est: ıd est Deum, SOCLAS ANLMAS tanquam se1ıpsam’”.

De Quantitate Anımae 34,78 (ML 32,1078): ‘“ Errantibus CIO cognatıs ANıMLS el

laborantibus, quantum licet raeceptum est, OPDCIM ferendam S5C SClAamMUus A  A &8 De
Musica A  'g (ML 32,1j' ıllos (numeros) quı de Aadıunctis ANLMLS
operantur162  R. Canning  acquainting ourselves with the perspectives they open up and trying to  deal with some of the difficulties they give rise to. In this way we hope to  build up a full and comprehensive picture of the neighbour whom the  commandment of Christ impels us to love.  A. THE DESIGNATION OF THE NEIGHBOUR AS ANIMUS (ANIMA)  In the period up to 396 it is quite usual for Augustine to speak ofthe  neighbour as the soul (anima) or the rational soul in man (animus). In  387, rendering the double commandment in his own words, he refers to  the New Testament’s ‘“neighbour” as ‘companion souls’’!). Elsewhere,  around the same time and shortly afterwards (393 A.D.), there are slight  variations on this theme: ‘“souls related to our own (cognatis animis)  who are in error and in trouble”’?) indicate the human neighbour; or the  designation is simply ‘“the soul in trouble” (animae laboranti) whom  mercy calls us to help*). Of interest in this latter case is that even the  enemy is seen as being included amongst those ‘souls in trouble’.  Likewise, in De Vera Religione, dating from 390, the neighbour appears  in many guises — as friend, enemy, those we can actively help, all people  whom we can at least wish well*).  And although a person does not love temporal things, he uses  them rightly and he takes care of people according to their  conditions of life, even if he is unable to be equally mindful of all  people. If he is more inclined to speak to one of his intimates than to  anyone else, the reason is not that he loves him more but that he has  greater confidence in him and more opportunities to see him. To the  extent that he himself is less tied down by time, he treats those lost in  time better. Though he cannot be of benefit to all, while he loves all  people equally, he would be unjust if he were to fail to give  1) De Musica 6,14,46 (ML 32,1187): ‘“ Tenet ordinem, seipsa tota diligens quod supra  se est, id est Deum, socias animas tanquam seipsam””.  2) De Quantitate Animae 34,78 (ML 32,1078): ‘ Errantibus vero cognatis animis et  laborantibus, quantum licet atque praeceptum est, opem ferendam esse sciamus ...””. Cf. De  Musica 6,14,45 (ML 32,1186-1187): *... omnesque illos (numeros) qui de adiunctis animis  operantur ... non ad superbam excellentiam suam, sed ad ipsarum animarum utilitatem  redigit”.  *  3) De Sermone Domini in Monte 1,21,69 (CC 35,78. ML 34,1264): ‘““Perfectio autem  misericordiae qua plurimum animae laboranti consulitur, ultra dilectionem inimici porrigi  non potest ...”.  4  *) De Vera Religione 256 (CSEL 77,66) = 47,91 (CC 32,246-247. ML 34,163): “Hic  vir quamdiu est in hac vita utitur amico ad rependendam gratiam, utitur inimico ad  patientiam, utitur quibus potest ad beneficientiam, utitur omnibus ad benevolentiam””.  z}  }  NT  f“  8NO  } ad superbam excellentiam SUahml, sed ad ıpsarum anımarum utılıtatem
redigıt .

De Sermone Domuini IN Monte ’  an( 3578 34,1264): ‘*“Perfect1i1o autem
miseriıcordiae qua plurımum anımae laborantıi consulıtur, ra dılectiıonem Inımı1cCı porrig]
19160}  - potest >

*) De Vera Religione 256 47,91 (CCvq 34,163) °“Hıc
VIT quamdıu est In hac ıta utıtur am1CO ad rependendam gratiam, utıtur IN1M1CO ad
patıent1am, utıtur quıbus potest ad beneficıentiam, utıtur omnıbus ad benevolentiam .

j  } a
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pfeference those INOTEC losely elated hım ( coniunctioribus).
The hond of the SpIUFILE, however, 1s superl10r ( anımı Coniunctio MAILOT }

the on of time and 1C ACCOMPDANY OUTL 1r 1ın thıs
body; but the bond (ea MAXIMA ) 15 that 1C rıumphs
VeT everything Therefore, the PCISONM wh loves (30d wıth al hıs
mınd and soul anımo ) ıll noTt be i1cte: Dy the ea of another,
because he knows that whoever o€es nOot Dass AaWAaY for (G0d oe€es
not Dass AWdY fOor hım eıther. For G0d 15 ord both of the lıvıng and
the dead

Beneath all the faces OUT ne1ghbour ın time and Can ave for
us, famılıar 0)8 strange, rıendly 0)J8 inımıcal, trusted 0)8 unknown, there
ex1ists spırıtual bond ( anımı Conluncti0 ) IC 1S and IMOTE

important (superIi1or ) than the natural closeness of famıly, rıends and
acquaıntances, Cevecn though love has egn wıth those INOTEC Josely
elated us ( coniunctioribus ) 7 ere 1S, however, greater bond yel

Ibid., 756757 47/,91 CC 34,163) °°Ht
temporalıa NO  —_ dılıgat, ıpse recte utıtur temporalıbus el DIO SO hominıbus
consulıt, 81 aequalıter NO potest omnıbus. uare S1 alıquem famılıarıum SUOTUM promptius
qUam quemlıbet alloquıtur, NO  — Cu magıs dılıgıt, sed ad CUu maı0orem fiducı1am el

apertior1s temporIıs 1anuam. Iractat nım temporı deditos melıus quanito ıpse MINuUs
oblıgatus est tempore. Cum ıtaque omnıbus quod parıter dılıgıt prodesse 910)8| possıt, 181
conıunctioribus prodesse malıt inıustus est Anımiı au conıuncti10 ma1l0r est quam
OCOrum aut temporum quıbus ın hoc COTDOIC g1gN1mur; sed wfs maxıma est quacCl omnıbus
praevalet. Non CIRO iste afflıgıtur CUluSsquam, quon1am quı tOLO anımo eum dılıgıt,
nOvıt NC sıbı perıre quod deo NO  — perıt; eus autem domiınus est ei V1IVoTrTum ei
mortuorum .
John Burleigh In hıs translatıon Irue Religion iın Augustine : Farlier Writings (The
Library of Christian Classıcs, ATZ: renders “C’um iıtaque omnıbus, quod parıter dılıgıt
prodesse NO  — possıit, 181 conıunctioribus prodesse malıt inıustus est  DA *Ar he cannot help
al] whom he loves equally wıthout preferring benefit ose who ATC INOTC closely related

hım, he 1S unjust . hıs 1$ the opposıte of OUT translatıon. Presuming consistency in
Augustine thıs poımnt, clear parallel in De Doctrina Christiana 1,61
e (CC K AA speaks ın favour of OUT version : ‘“Omnes au

dılıgendiI sunt Sed CUu omnıbus prodesse NO pOSssIS, h1ıs potissımum consulendum est quı
PIO OCOrum uve] quarumlıbet oportunıtatıbus constrictius t1bı quası
quadam lunguntur””. Furthermore, ıt 1S dıfficult reconcıle Burleigh’s version ıth
the BIaINMAT of the sentence Why 18 -  CcCum  d translated E R And the *“nısı malıt  27
clause 1S hıghly awkward ıf appende the ..  CcumAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  163  ;5reference to those more closely related to him (coniunctioribus).  The bond of the spirit, however, is superior ( animi coniunctio maior )  to the bonds of time and space which accompany our. birth in this  body; but the greatest bond (ea maxima) is that which triumphs  over everything. Therefore, the person who loves God with all his  mind and soul (animo) will not be afflicted by the death of another,  because he knows that whoever does not pass away for God does  not pass away for him either. For God is lord both of the living and  the dead>).  Beneath all the faces our neighbour in time and space can have for  us, familiar or strange, friendly or inimical, trusted or unknown, there  exists a spiritual bond (animi coniunctio) which is stronger and more  important (superior) than the natural closeness of family, friends and  acquaintances, even though love has to begin with those more closely  related to us (coniunctioribus) °). There is, however, a greater bond yet  5) Ibid., 256-257 (CSEL 77,66) = 47,91 (CC 32,247. ML 34,163): “Et quamquam  temporalia non diligat, ipse recte utitur temporalibus et pro eorum sorte hominibus  consulit, si aequaliter non potest omnibus. Quare si aliquem familiarium suorum promptius  quam quemlibet alloquitur, non eum magis diligit, sed ad eum habet maiorem fiduciam et  apertioris temporis ianuam. Tractat enim tempori deditos tanto melius quanto ipse minus  obligatus est tempore. Cum itaque omnibus quod pariter diligit prodesse non possit, nisi  coniunctioribus prodesse malit iniustus est. Animi autem coniunctio maior est quam  locorum aut temporum quibus in hoc corpore gignimur; sed ea maxima est quae omnibus  praevalet. Non ergo iste affligitur morte cuiusquam, quoniam qui toto animo deum diligit,  novit nec sibi perire quod deo non perit; deus autem dominus est et vivorum et  mortuorum”.  John H.S. Burleigh in his translation Of True Religion in Augustine: Earlier Writings (The  Library of Christian Classics, 6), p. 272, renders ‘‘Cum itaque omnibus, quod pariter diligit  prodesse non possit, nisi coniunctioribus prodesse malit iniustus est”’ as: “If he cannot help  all whom he loves equally without preferring to benefit those who are more closely related  to him, he is unjust””. This is the opposite of our translation. Presuming consistency in  Augustine on this point, a clear parallel in De Doctrina Christiana 1,61 (CSEL 80,23) =  1,28,29 (CC 32,22. ML 34,30) speaks in favour of our version: ‘“Omnes autem aeque  diligendi sunt. Sed cum omnibus prodesse non possis, his potissimum consulendum est qui  pro locorum et temporum vel quarumlibet rerum oportunitatibus constrictius tibi quasi  quadam sorte iunguntur”’. Furthermore, it is difficult to reconcile Burleigh’s version with  the grammar of the sentence. Why is ‘‘cum”’ translated as “if””? And the “nisi  malit””  clause is highly awkward if appended to the ‘‘cum ... non possit”” clause, as in Burleigh’s  construction.  °) Augustine suggests in this same work, De Vera Religione 247 (CSEL 77,63) =  46,88 (CC 32,244-245. ML 34,161) that there would have been no giving birth and no  bonds of kinship if the fall had not corrupted human nature; therefore, in order to be a fit  candidate for the kingdom of God, one has to hate the ties of flesh and blood. ‘““Sed nec sic  quidem ab homine homo diligendus est ut diliguntur carnales fratres vel filii vel coniuges  vel quique cognati aut adfines aut cives. Nam et ista dilectio temporalis est. Non enim ullas  tales necessitudines haberemus quae nascendo et moriendo contingunt, si natura nostra, in  praeceptis et in imagine dei manens, in istam corruptionem non relegaretur. Itaque ad  pristinam perfectamque naturam nos ipsa veritas vocans praecipit ut carnali consuetudini910}  — possıt” clause, ın Burleigh’s
construction.

Augustine in thıs SadInlle work, De Vera Religione 24 7
46,88 (CC 32,244-245 34,161) that ere would ave een g1ving bırth and
ON of kınshıp ıf the fall had noTt corrupted human nature; therefore, In order be fit
candıdate for the kıngdom of God, OMNC has hate the t1es of flesh and 00l NEC SIC
quıdem ab homiıne OMmMO dılıgendus est ut dılıguntur carnales ratres ve]l fılıı ve] conluges
ve] qu1ique cognatı aut adfınes aut C1ves. Nam eit ista dılect10 temporalıs est Non nım ullas
tales necessitudines haberemus QuUaC nascendo et morjendo contingunt, 81 natura nostra, In
praeceptis el in imagıne de1 ManNnecNs, ıIn istam corruptionem NO  — relegaretur. Itaque ad
pristınam perfectamque naturam 11055 1psa verıtas VOCAalls praecıpıt ul carnalı consuetudiını
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(ea MAXIMA by 1C OMNC 1S g1ven OVCI mınd and soul anımo ) God
hıs total God riıumphs VT the lımıtations of ıfe in thıs
body, it prevaıls ECvVecn OVeT the separatıon brought about Dy e2
omplete attachment G0d eaOVe ONCS AdIC nOoTt ost for
us It 1S worth noting that egon Sackı. in hıs French translatıon of thıs
DassSagc SCCS the Aanımı! CoNlunctL0 super10r and MAXIMA referring

the Sd1I1lle bond, such that the former also includes (30d and the latter
the ne1ghbour. hıs 1s nOoTt Ouft of the question, for the spirıtual bond
between human beings does, when people ATC ully intent upDON God,
endure beyond ea has the characterıistic of MAXIMAG of ‘trıumph-

resistamus, docens nemınem SSC de1 quı NO istas carnales necessitudıines
oderıt  k hıs WaY of thınkıng sounds through in ManYy of Augustine’s subsequent assert1ons
In De Vera Religione and influences all hıs reflections love for ne1ıghbour here, C
“Oderiımus CISO temporales necessıtudıines, S1 aeterniıtatıs carıtate flagramus” 230
'  9 ® igıtur natura humana sıne carnalı condıcıone dılıgenda est  Y (251
In the Retractationes, however. Augustine fırmly rejects the opınıon that g1ving birth 1S the
OutcCcome of SIN, and therefore Iso ıts corollary that the relatıons establıshed by 1r and
condıtioned by tiıme ATIC be ate' See 11286 36,63-64) 1,13,8 (ML 32,605)
“hunc SCHNSUMM DTIOTSUS inprobo ad hoc nım ucıt, ut credantur 1ı cConı1uges primı
NO  —; generaturı pOosteros homiınes, 1S1 peCccassentT, Lamquam NECECSSC fuer1t, morıturı
gıgnerentur, S1 de concubıtu marıs el feminae gignerentur. Nondum nım videram
fer] potul1sse, NO  — moriıturı de NO moriıiturIıis nasceren(tur, S1 DeCCaLo 1lo Nn NO  -
mutaretiur In deterius humana natura ,5 See further, Retractationes 1,18,5 36,91-
92) K3 (ML 32,615-616) where Augustine rejects sımılar interpretation OUun In De
Sermone Dominı IN Monte n  gl (CC 35,45-46 34,1250): “ Hoc eit de ei de matre

de ceteris vinculıs sanguılnıs intellegendum est, ut in e1s oderımus quodu humanum
nascendo et morliendo sortitum est >> The [T[CasSson for the change 18 the SdINlle above. On
atre for Kın, he concludes: a  ac DCT hoc alıter solvenda quaest10 est, CUr domiıinus
praeceperit dılıgendos InN1mM1COS, CUl lıo 10Cc0 praecıpiat dıo aDendoOos el parentes ei {1l10S,
1910)8! siıcut hıc soluta NT, sed sıcut Ca poster1us solvimus, ıd est ut dılıgamus iN1m1COS
Iucrandos de1 ei Oderımus ın propInquıs, S1 inpediunt de1””
Since the iıdea of dıstancıng oneself Irom relatıonshıps of flesh and 0701 1S domiınant in De
Vera Religione, however, ONCc Cal S5D the [Cason that led urleig. hıs translatıon
consıdered in the Drevi1Ous otfe For Burleigh, DCTISON wh: prefers benefit those INOTC

closely elated hımself 1$ unjust ; thıs makes f ““conıunctioribus” 15 conceı1ved In
erms of ‘“temporales necessitudınes” and °carnalıs cCondicl1o0’. Then, the "autem ” of the
followıng sentence (*Anımı con1l1uncti0 mal0r est MaYy be read continuation
of the SdINe thought, offerıng explanatıon for the injJustice of carıng for nes OW
first Because of the actors mentioned above, however, belıeve that the “autem ” should
be translated ‘““however”, introducıng contrastıng thought, indıcatıng that, although love
15 begıin home, ıt 1s called by the spirıtual bond beyond ıt Thus, for the
Augustine of De Vera Religione, it May be the ‚ASC that .6  those INOTC closely related us  wr
INa Yy rıghtly be consıdered d havıng fırst claım OUT Jovıng help, ven though ATIC
hate the emporal, carnal bond that Joıns us them an allow OUT love prevaıl VT ıt

See (FEuvres de Saint ugustin (Bıblıotheque Augustinijenne, Parıs, 1951, 161
\r, le hıen spiırıtuel est superieur CUuX de eit de lıeu quı president notre nalıssance

charnelle ei d’autant plus etroıt qu'’ıl trıomphe de tout  27
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ing OVOTI everything’. If WeTC follow thıs ıne of hought,
COU envisage the Aanımı CONLUNCTIO, In that ıt 15 super10r the t1es of
flesh and 00 and of famılıarıty, d unıtıng those whom and time
and the lımıtations of ıfe ..  ın thıs body” dıvıde, aASs prevaılıng VeCT

dıstance and enmity, d ell as ()VGI ea ın challenging human Oove
beyond the famıly hearth In letter wrıtten INOIC than LwentLY later
(ın S4414 A.D.) the unıfyıng function 1ICcC the human spırıt ( anımus )
moOost probably has ıIn De Vera Religione 15 CVECNMN INOTIC learly fulfilled Dy
the human [CAasonNn ratio) in the second part of the double command-
ment “the neıghbour 1ın question 15 NOl be understood A those wh AIiIcC

elated us by [070] but those wıth whom chare [CASON ratio }
iC ]Jo1ns all InenNn and ıIn single community ” ®).

But, ASs early d the Soliloquia, it 1S stated hat the ratıonal soul
(rationalis anıma ) 1s be OVe ın people, nOT theır anımalıty. Thus, ONC

INaYy Cevecn OVve the wıcked PCTISON, whıle hatıng the evıl usec he makes of
hıs ratıonal soul”?). The wıcked OVve dIC presumably the ManYy
(plurimos ) whom lovers of beauty and wısdom seek chare ıIn theır
enjoyment and thus become theır friends *°). hıs conception of the
wıcked becomıng riends of the g00d, in Augustine’s pre-400
per10d, 15 remıinıscent of the WdYy 1ın which he ıll from De Doctrina
Christiana 0) and especılally ın In Epistolam Toannıs, spea of love of
enemıles. De Vera Religione, whıiıle allowıng anıma stand for the
neıghbour, wıtnesses somethıing simılar. “A PCISONM loves WI1Ise and
perfect soul (sapıentem anımam perfectam) Just 4S he SCCS it: d

oolısh soul he oes not love dS such, but because ıt 1$ capable of
perfection and w1isdom. For NOT o€es he ove hımself AS fool Whoever
loves hımself d fool makes towards wısdom ; 1OT 11]

Epistola 55,4,14 44 ,444 33,6/2) * Proximus SdadNec hOoc 10CO, 1O  —_

sangu1nıs propınquıtate, sed ratıon1ıs socletate pensandus esL, In qua SOCH Sunt
homiınes’””.

Soliloquia 12 (ML 32,8/3) HT homınes Sunt, ei COS aAM 1O  ; quod
anımalıa, sed quod homıiınes sunt; ıd eSL, quod rationales Aanımas habent, quas 8801
et1am In latronıbus Licet enım mıiıhı In qUOVIS ratıonem, CUu um 1ure oderım quı
male utıtur quod AaIlllı Itaque magıs am amıCOs INCOS, quanto magıs ene utuntur
anıma rationalı, vel certe quantum desıderant ene ut1  27
(: the desıgnatıon of the ne1ıghbour ın De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, (CCA,

ate 389-396):Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  165  ing over everything’. If we were to follow up this line of thought, we  could envisage the animi coniunctio, in that it is superior to the ties of  flesh and blood and of familiarity, as uniting those whom space and time  and the limitations of life ‘in this body”” divide, as prevailing over  distance and enmity, as well as over death, in challenging human love  beyond the family hearth. In a letter written more than twenty years later  (in 413-414 A.D.) the unifying function which the human spirit (animus)  most probably has in De Vera Religione is even more clearly fulfilled by  the human reason (ratio): in the second part of the double command-  ment ““the neighbour in question is not to be understood as those who are  related to us by blood, but those with whom we share reason (ratio)  which joins all men and women in a single community”’ ®).  But, as early as the Soliloquia, it is stated that the rational soul  (rationalis anima) is to be loved in people, not their animality. Thus, one  may even love the wicked person, while hating the evil use he makes of  his rational soul®). The wicked so loved are presumably among the many  (plurimos) whom lovers of beauty and wisdom seek to share in their  enjoyment and thus to become their friends!°). This conception of the  wicked becoming friends of the good, uncommon in Augustine’s pre-400  period, is reminiscent of the way in which he will from De Doctrina  Christiana on, and especially in In Epistolam Ioannis, speak of love of  enemies. De Vera Religione, while allowing anima to stand for the  neighbour, witnesses something similar. ‘A person loves a wise and  perfect soul (sapientem animam atque perfectam) just as he sees it; a  foolish soul he does not love as such, but because it is capable of  perfection and wisdom. For nor does he love himself as a fool. Whoever  loves himself as a fool makes no progress towards wisdom; nor will a  8) Epistola 155,4,14 (CSEL 44,444. ML 33,672): ‘“Proximus sane hoc loco, non  sanguinis propinquitate, sed rationis societate pensandus est, in qua socii sunt omnes  homines”,  ?) Soliloquia 1,2,7 (ML 32,873): ‘““Et homines sunt, et ecos amo, non eo quod  animalia, sed eo quod homines sunt; id est, ex eo quod rationales animas habent, quas amo  etiam in latronibus. Licet enim mihi in quovis amare rationem, cum illum iure oderim qui  male utitur eo quod amo. Itaque tanto magis amo amicos meos, quanto magis bene utuntur  anima rationali, vel certe quantum desiderant ea bene uti”.  Cf. the designation of the neighbour in De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 30 (CC 44A,39. ML  40,20) (Date: 389-396): ‘*... utitur etiam ceteris rationalibus animantibus ad societatem ...”.  10) Soliloquia 1,13,22 (ML 32,881): ‘“Quem modum autem potest habere illius  pulchritudinis amor, in qua non solum non invideo caeteris, sed etiam plurimos quaero qui  mecum appetant, mecum inhient, mecum teneant, mecumque perfruantur; tanto mihi  amiciores futuri, quanto erit nobis amata communior”.utıtur et1am ceterıs rationalibus aniımantibus ad socıetatem
10) Soliloquia 9 (ML 32,881) ...  Quem modum autem potest habere ıllıus

pulchritudinis dINOT, In qua NO  — solum 1O invıdeo caeterI1s, sed et1am plurımos qUaCTO quı
ant, inhıent, teneant, perfruantur; mıhı]

amıclores futurı, quanio TrIıt nobıs amata communılo0r”.
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DCISON become such ASs he desıres be unless he hates hıimself such AS he
185  9 11) The ratıonal soul both in oneself and In others 15 then Ove NnOT

only because ıt 1S capable of wısdom and perfecti0on, but that
towards these MaYy be made.

Gunnar Hultgren s objections
(CGsunnar ultgren has al least {[WO maJor dıfficulties wıth thıs

presentation of the ne1ighbour A anıma, rationalis anıma and AaNLıMUS 1ın
the pre-400 per10d. Fiırstly, love for neıghbour 1S over-spirıtualıised. In
denyıng the eternal value of natural t1es Augustine robs love fOr
ne1ghbour of ıts indıvıdual character. The ınk between the OoVe that

naturally and Christian love 1s LOO EeNUOUS One MaYy ell ask
SayS ultgren, whether there 1s anythıng personal about thıs love al
all econdly, VC lıttle iımportance 1s attache the materı1al sıde of
OVve fOor ne1ghbour. 0 be SUTC, Augustine dwells al SOINC length ıt In
De Moribus ‚27,52-54, but he SCCS help fOr the body only iın 1eW of the
soul : De Moribus ‚28,55-58 ven though SOINC formulatıons of love’s
actıvıty ATeC general that it 1s dıfficult tO determiıne theır character. c.g
ODEM ferre, subventum velle, consulere, adiuvare, praestare beneficium,
wherever love for ne1ghbour 1s presented under CONC form, it 15
almost always matter of spiırıtual heip” : hıs spirıtual help 1S,

ll) De Vera Religione 262 48,93 (CC 34,164)
‘“Sapıentem anımam perfectam alem dılıgat qualem am videt, tultam NO  — alem,
sed quı1a SS5C perfecta ei sapıens potest, qula NEC 1psum debet tultum dılıgere. Nam quı

dılıgıt stultum, NO  3 proficiet ad sapıentiam ; NC fıet qu1isque qualıs cupit CSSC 1S1
oderıt qualıs est  E

12) ultgren, Le commandement d’amour chez ugustin, 175 2 heu de
demander S1 l’on peut CIMNCOIC parler ans Cas d’un personnel VE un«ec

sujet et uUunc autre obje el S’1 reste ENCOIC ul quelque chose de la
communaute naturelle. La communaute naturelle depouillee de qu'ıl avaıt lu1ı de
‘corporel’ ei d’ındıyıiduel devıent unc forme ıde de substance”. Brechtken, Augustinus
Doctor Carıtatis, 108, has sımılar dıfficulty ıth the desıgnatıon of the neıghbour the
OTMNC who Can en]JOoy God ıth (De Doctrina Christiana 1,60 80,23)) ° A ber Wdas

das ufs (Janze gesehen, WenNnn sıch Ende nıcht lasst, nıcht thısch exXxa
bestimmen asst, Was meın Verhältnıiıs A U8 anderen Menschen, Was dıe ch-Du Relatıon
eigentlıch ist und se1n soll?”” Cr Iso 139 It MaYy, thınk., be consıdered questionable
whether the indıvıdual, hıghly personal (and of necessity rather rare .1 NOou” relationshıp
should be pose the determinıng standar:' of ve;  my relatıonshıp other people

13) ultgren, CH.- 178 ‘““Cependant, le erme ‘prochaın’
ealıte l’ame, apport de l’amour SCTAa d’ordre spirıtuel par excellence. Comme le

volt, ugustın consıdere l’apport materıel destine alıder le D tant qucC Support de
|’ame, Cie preparatoıre. es rarement, du reste, qu’Augustin attache cetl

apport materıel une ıimportance. est TAal qu’aılleurs 11 parle de l’activıte de |’ amour
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according ultgren, rather negatıve, merely the absence of malıce and
the abstention from evıl action **); ıt 15 passıve, for ONC must nOoTt OW
ne s tranquıiıllıty of mınd be disturbed *>°); it 15 moralıisation of love
for ne1ghbour ın that it offers only external help nOT personal support,
and rationalisation in that it 1s reason’s the motivatıon of
the ordo and the advantage be had for oneself ın increasıng

ans des termes S1 generauxX qu'ıl est dıfficıle d’en discerner le caractere. Cependant, la Ou
|’amour du prochain est represente SOUS une forme concrete Iustre Dal des exemples, 11
est DITESQUC touJours question de l’aıde spirıtuelle””,

14) Ibid., 179 On thıs poıint, Hultgren refers princıpally De Moribus Ecclesiae
Catholicae ‚26,49-51. ““Agendum autem In DrImIS CSL ut benevolı SIMUS, 1d est ut nulla
malıtıa, Nnu dolo malo adversus homınem utamur. Quıid nım homin1ı homiıne PTO-
pınquius ?” 9 (ML Z I2 :  O SCCS love for ne1ıghbour in of Rom 13 10.
1.e “Dıiılectio prox1im1]ı malum NO operatur” and ‘“cunabula carıtatıs De1i” Further,
9 (ML 3213320 “Atque utinam ut facıle est ene instıtuto el benigno dılıgere
proximum ıta facıle esse vel consulere, vel nıihil nocere’. Hultgren’s readıng of ese 1S
OPCNH eriticısm. According Lewiıs and ort, Latın Dictionary, 441, ‘*consulere”

""tO take AICc for SOINC pDEeTSON thing, be mındful of, take AT of, o0ok C have
regard for  37 15 dıfficult SCC how thıs Can be construed ‘““negatıve ” ın De Moribus
: Moreover, part of the evıl that love for ne1ghbour o€s nOot do (cf. Kom 3.10 ın
De Moribus 1,26,50) 15 faıl help nes ne1ıghbour when ONC Can Thus, ven though the
construction 15 negatıve, the help for ne1ıghbour envisaged 15 posıtıve. CUu duobus
modis peccetur ın homıine, un  ® S] aedatur, /io S17 CUM potest NN adjuvetur ; 1psa sınt
quıbus malı homiınes SSC dıcantur, qUOTUIM neutrum, quı dılıgıt, facıt satıs, OpPINOT, quod
volumus demonstrat ısta sententia : Dilectio proxXimı malum AON operatur . Fıinally, the
negatıve formulatıon ın De Moribus 9' nu  a malıtıa, nullo dolo malo’’) 1S Just 178
step (“ln prim1s””), and ıt ollows the thought that ıt 18 dıifficult not j in fulfillıng OUTI

duties owards OUT fellow human beings. The first step then 15 protect OUT ne1ghbour
from an Y possıble mishandlıng OUTI part arısıng from disordered self-love But the
second step 15 bring OUT ne1ghbour love G0od perfectly: «Te autem 1Ipsum salubrıter
dılıgis, S1 plus qUamı dılıgıs Deum. Quod CTSO ag1s eCUM, ıd agendum 434 proxX1mo 6SE;
hOocC est, ut Ipse et1am perfecto dılıgat Deum. Non nım '3 dılıgıs tanquam teıpsum,
1 19183  — ad ıd bonum ad quod 1pse tendis, adducere satagıs””. hıs INdYy be spırıtual, but it 18
certamly nNnOTL negatıve.

15) Almost all the virtues gıven in the ‘““Catalogue ” In De Moribus ’  9 (ML
32  S ATC sa1d be passıve. See Hultgren, CH.. 179 fınd thıs
questionable. dee: for example IB (Ecclesia catholıca) domiıinos SETVIS, Ssumm1 Del
CommunıIıs Dominıi consıderatione placabiles, el ad consulendum QqUamn coercendum DFrO-
pensiores facıs””.

Most surprisingly of all, bearıng OMNC another’s burdens (Gal 6:2), described ıIn De
Diversis Quaestionibus 853, P, 15 consıdered Dy ultgren, 179, ...  une a
passıve”” (My emphasıs). If thıs 18 passıve, then the actıon of the kenotic T1S OUuUT

behalf (Phıl 2.5-8) 15 passıve, for thıs 1s the mode!l Augustine g1ves of burden-bearıng. The
Christ be mıiıtated .6  nNnon adtendı SU.  w sed nostra”: quaestio S (CC 203

Likewise, Paul maiıntaıns “ Omnibus omnia factus \LZ4 Ul lucri facerem Cor.
9.22),. cogıtando scılıcet in Vit10 et1am Er potulsse, nde cuplebat alıum lıberare.
Conpatiendo enım potıus ıd agebat NO  — mentiendo quaest1o 71,4 (CC A,
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nes  z OW love for God!®) Thus, love for ne1ghbour risks eing
compromısed.

The form thıs love ill take, ıf ıt 1s determined Dy the COMNCEITIN for
OUT OW love of God, ıll be markedly dıfferent from that taken by

love before all else concerned ıth the needs of the ne1ghbour. f ıt
1s above all matter of preserving and developıing OUT OW. love for
God., ıt 1S perhaps noOot tO perform posıtıve aCcts of ove 1s
enough then refraın from evıl act1ons, OT perhaps Just ear hıs
love ıIn ourselves. Thıs easıly noticeable dıimıinution of love for
ne1ghbour ın Augustine DTOVCS, therefore, that he Was unable
avo1d the danger of egocentrism * ’).
Such, for ultgren, 1s the Outcome of Augustine’s OVCT -emphasıs

the spirıtual aspect of love, of payıng LOO much attention souls,
includiıng nes  2 OW: and nOotL enough posıtıve, actıve, materı1al,
personal CaiIic for others. Thıs crit1que ultgren ıll appIy also, Mutatıs
mutandis, basıng all people’s eing ne1ghbours COININON human
nature OI the fact that there 1s ONC whom AICc to do evıl (cf.
Rom

Response objections
Regardıng the first poıint, Can certaın extent sympathıse wıth

ultgren that Augustine has Over-stressed the spirıtual the detriment
of the naturalness and freshness of other dımensı1ons, especılally of the
closest human relatıonshıips. Thus, ear iın De Sermone Domuiniı In
Monte that g00d Chriıstian loves the of God, the “human
eing  79 (homo ) ın hıs wiıfe, but that he hates her 4S hıs wıfe quo UXOFr

est) and the corruptible, mortal conliunctionem copulationemque that

16) ultgren, CLt., 181 “Une ratıonalısatıon du faıt qJucC ‘'Tesprit' d’amour
est represente Dar la ra1son quı consıdere |’amour du prochaın motive tant Dal V’ordo
qJu«cC Darl l’avantage qu’'en tıre l’amour de Diıeu. Et uUunNnc moralısatıon du faıt quC “l ’actiıon’
est qu ’ une ıde exterieure ei 1O  - pas apport personnel de I’homme’.

1'7) Ibid., 180 “°La forme UJUC prendra cetl UrL, S21l  ] est determıne pal le SOUCI de
nOfire PIODIC de Dıeu, SCI A sensıblement dıfferente de celle quc prendra AINOU

tOut SOUCIEUX des besolins du prochaın. S’1] s’agıt urtout d’entretenir ei d’eduquer
notre DITODIC de Dıeu, Il est peut-etre pas necessaire d’accomplır des actes d’amour
posıtıfs. OUuUs suffira alors de OUS absteniır des mMmauvalses act1ons, peut-etre sera-t-ıl

de OUS cetl dımınution de |’amour du prochaın facıle
CONstLater hez ugustın OUS DIOUVC ONnNC quc celu1-cı na Das evıter le danger
egocentr1que””.
For critique of the kınd of Augustinian eudaımonısm presupposed in ese statements,
the reader 18 referred the foregoing artıcles.
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Joiıns him her, ACTIOSS tOo us as forced, ıf NnOT repellent *®). It
should be remembered, however, that thıs 15 precisely the WdY of
reasonıng, OoOun also ıIn De Vera Religione Da and in De Genesi CONIFAa
anichaeos ’  ’ 17 Augustine later systematıcally and fırmly
rejects 19) The spiırıtual headstrongness of the 181  S CONVvert g1ves WaY
INOTE balanced visiıon “*). Preaching al 1ppo in 412, Augustine dıs-
tingulshes between dıvıne and human love, and between lawful and
unlawful human love. WOU be ınhuman and reprehensıble nNnOL love
one’s wiıfe, chıladaren and frıends, he states; but Pagans, Jews and heretics
love those losely elated them as well* *). eediess tO SaY, unlawiIiu
human love, such ASs that for prostitute, cannot be reconcıled ıth love
for God But lawful human love Can be

Ove YOUTI children, love yOUI SPOUSCS, CVCN though it be ıIn
worldly WdY (saeculariter ). For yOUu should love them as Christ
nNts yOU (secundum Christum) d help them AS G0od
yOu (secundum eum Oove in them only Christ and hate 1in

18) De Sermone Domuiniı In Monte ’  9 {8® 5,45-46 34,1250): °°SIC invenıtur
bonus chrıistianus ılıgere In un  v femına creaturam de1, qUam reformarı el renovarı
desıderat, odısse autem conıunctionem copulatıonemque corruptibilem mortalem,
hoc est ılıgere in quod OMO esL, odısse quod UXOI est Ita et1am dılıgıt Inımıcum, NO  — in
quantum IN1IMICUS est, sed In quantium OMO eSsL, ut hoc e1 velıt proveniıre quod sıbı, ıd est ut
ad ICegNum caelorum COTrrectus renovatusque pervenlat. Hoc el de ef de matire ei de
ceterI1s vinculıs sangu1nıs intellegendum est, ut in e1s oderımus quod u humanum
nascendo ei moriendo sortitum eSsL, dılıgamus autem quod nobıscum potest ad ]la
perducı, ubı CINO dıcıt INCUS, sed unı deo nOSsterT; NC mater MCAa, sed

Ilı Hıerusalem mater nOstra; NEC frater IMCUS, sed de omnıbus frater nOster.

Conımugium CIO CUMmM 1llo siımul nobıs In 11UIMN redactıs quası unıus COoN1ug1s er1t, quı 105 de
prostitutione hu1lus saeculı SUul sangu1nıs effusıone lıberaviıt. Necesse est CISO ut oderıt
UQUaC transeunt dıscıpulus Christı In h1s qQU OS ad venıre desıderat quac SCINDCI
manebunt ; el magıs aecC in e1s oderit, quanito magıs COS dılıgıt”.
See ultgren, 6it. LE, La conception artıfıcıelle de ”’homme tant qu un etre
partage deux ei la reflexiıon quı calcule SUurTr les CONsequences de |’amour, menacen E  oter

Ll’amour du prochaın SOM naturel ei fraicheur”. Regardıng *la reflexiıon quı calcule’””, ıl
should be noticed that iın thıs text ONC desıres fOr another human eing, ne s wife, the SdaINle

transformation, renewal and ternal ıfe ın the kıngdom of God that ONC desıires fOor oneself.
Thıs, ıle VC spirıtual, 15 not insıgnıfıcant. The dıfficulty ere 15 rather that Augustıine
SCCS the relatıonshıp nes  2 wiıfe “wıfe ” transıent empora| bond and therefore
be ate' In 1eW of the ternal hıs eal hım obscure the specıficıty of the marrıage
relatıonshıp by approachıing ıt in the SaIllc WaYy he 0€s love of enemtıles.

19) Se ote above. For De Genesi contra Manichaeos A  S (cf. Hultgren,
Cit:. ı /4), SCC Retractiones 1,9,3 36,48-49) 1402 (ML 32,599)

20) See Sermo 159,2 (ML 38,8068) ate 418), where ‘“conıugales amplexus ” eature
the ‘“lawful delıghts”.

21) Sermo 349, 1&2 (ML 39,1529-1530).
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yYOUIT OoVve NeSs whatever resistance tO Christ VYOU fiınd there For
thıs 1s dıvine love. What o0€s yOUuUr transıtory and mortal affectiıon
benefit them? Rather when yOU love, humanly speakıng, love Chriıst
HN® do NOTL 5>d y that YOU AaIc not love VYOUIL SPOUSC, but OVe
Chriıst INOTIC do nOoTt SaYy that yYOU aATeC noft love yYOUIL parents OT

yOUur children, but love Christ TIHOTIT est YOU 1n these aAaTC
OW words, lısten the Lord He who loves father mother MOYEe
than 15 NOl worthy of me ” 22)
We INAaYy find it grudging and insufficıent ave famıly relatıon-

sh1ps described AS wn and ave love for famıly referred d

““transıtory and mortal”. er important advance has en made OVeT

the earlıer XISsS It 1S nOT the bond of flesh and (070] that 15 be atTei
but allıy resistance the healıng and ılluminatıng W of Christ
Moreover, whereas in the Soliloquia the wıicked person’'s evıl UsCc of hıs
ratıonal soul Wdas the object of hatred, and ın De Vera Religione the
imperfect and oolısh soul, ere it 15 anythıng that stands ın the WdYy of

plan eing fulfilled In another. of Christ eing UNY formed ın hım
Ove 1S be ‘“ secundum Christum170  R. Canning  your loved ones whatever resistance to Christ you find there. For  this is divine love. What does your transitory and mortal affection  benefit them? Rather when you love, humanly speaking, love Christ  more. I do not say that you are not to love your spouse, but love  Christ more. I do not say that you are not to love your parents or  your children, but love Christ more. Lest you think these are my  own words, listen to the Lord: ‘“ He who loves father or mother more  than me is not worthy of me” (Matt. 10.37) ...?7).  We may find it grudging and insufficient to have family relation-  ships described as “lawful”” and to have love for family referred to as  “transitory and mortal”. Yet, an important advance has been made over  the earlier texts. It is not the bond of flesh and blood that is to be hated  but any resistance to the healing and illuminating power of Christ.  Moreover, whereas in the Soliloquia the wicked person’s evil use of his  rational soul was the object of hatred, and in De Vera Religione the  imperfect and foolish soul, here it is anything that stands in the way of  God’s plan being fulfilled in another, of Christ being fully formed in him.  Love is to be ‘“secundum Christum ... secundum Deum’”  Seven or eight years later, Augustine is explaining what is new about  Christ’s commandment in Jn. 13.34: ‘““love one another as I have loved  you”. Its newness is that it renews, making a ‘““new person”, a new  people. By adding ‘“as I have loved you”, Christ distinguished this  renewing love from the carnal love (carnali dilectione) of husbands and  wives, parents and children, and of all other kinds of human bonds  23).  This love makes us members of the Body of the Son of God, sharing one  another’s joys and trials (cf. 1 Cor. 12.25-26).  (Those who keep the new commandment) do not love one  another as the corrupt do, nor is their love like that of human beings  22) Sermo 349,7 (ML 39,1532-1533): ‘‘Amate filios vestros, amate conjuges vestras,  etsi saeculariter. Nam secundum Christum amare debetis, ut secundum Deum illis  consulatis, et non in eis nisi Christum diligatis, et oderitis in vestris si Christum habere  noluerint. Ipsa enim est charitas illa divina. Nam quid eis proderit transitoria et mortalis  charitas vestra? Tamen quando et humanitus diligitis, plus Christum amate. Non dico ut  non diligas uxorem; sed plus dilige Christum. Non dico ut non diligis patrem, non dico ut  non diligas filios; sed plus dilige Christum. Audi illum dicentem, ne mea putes ista verba:  Qui amat patrem aut matrem plus quam me, non est me dignus (Matt. 10.37) ...”  23) Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 65,1 (CC 36,490-491. ML 35,1808): ‘““Innovat  quippe audientem, vel potius obedientem, non omnis, sed ista dilectio quam Dominus ut a  carnali dilectione distingueret, addidit: sicut dilexi vos (Jn. 13.34). Nam diligunt invicem  mariti et uxores, parentes et filii, et quaecumque alia inter se homines necessitudo humana  devinxerit (ut taceamus de dilectione culpabili atque damnabili, qua diligunt invicem  adulteri et adulterae ...)”secundum Deum

Seven 0)8 e1g later, Augustine 1s explaınıng hat 1s 191  S about
Christ’s commandment in JIn 3 .34 ‘love ONC another dSs ave OVve
Ug  you Its NEWNECSS 1S that it TeNCWS, makıng ..  NECW person , NC

people By addıng ..  as ave OVEe: en  yOoUu’”, Chriıst distinguished thıs
renewıng love from the carnal love (carnalı dilectione of usbands and
WI1VeS, parents and children, and of all other 1n of human on23)
hıs love makes us members of the Body of the Son of God, sharıng ONC

another’s JOyS and trıals (CL. Cor 12:25-26).
(Those wh keep the NC  S commandment) do not love OMNC

another A4Ss the COITUpL do, 910)8 1s theır love ıke that of human beings

22) Sermo 349, 7 (ML 39,  c ‘Amate fiılı0s vestTrOos, amate conjuges vestras,
ets1 saecularıter. Nam secundum Chrıistum debetis, ut secundum Deum ıllıs
consulatıs, ei 11O  - ın e1s 1S1 Christum dılıgatıs, el oderıtıs In vestrI1ıs S1 Christum habere
noluerint. Ipsa nım est charıtas ]la dıvına. Nam quıd e1s proderit transıtorli1a ei mortalıs
charıtas vestra? 1 amen quando ei humanıtus dılıgıtıs, plus Christum amate Non 1C0O ut
NO  e} dılıgas UXOICH1, sed plus dılıge T1stum Non dico ut 1O  — dılıgıs patrem, NO 1C0O ut
NO dılıgas f1l10s; sed plus dılıge Christum udı ıllum dıcentem, I1CAad ista verba:
Qui Mal atrem aul malrem plus qUUAM M ANonNn est dignus Ma

23) I ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 65,1 (GC 9  w 35,1808): "Innovat
quıppe audıentem, ve]l potıus obedientem, 1910} Omnı1s, sed ista ılect10 quam OMINus ut
carnalı dılectione distingueret, addıdıt : SICUL dilexi VOS (Jn Nam dılıgunt Invicem
marıiıt1ı ei UXOTCS, paren ei ılın, ei UACCUMIYUC lıa inter homiınes necessitudo humana
devınzxeriıt (ut AaCEamMmus de dilectione culpabılı damnakbılı, quäa dılıgunt 1invicem
adulterı ei adulterae
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for each other because they AdIiIc human beings Rather they OVve ONC

another because they ATC gods and all SOMNS of the Maost Hıgh, that
they mMay be brothers of hıs only Son 1 heır love for ONeC another 1s
that ıth whıich the Son has OVve them; Dy it he ıll ead people
that end which satısfıes them and theır desıre ıth g00d (Ps 102
103):5). For nothıng ll be ackıng desıre when God ıll be all
In all Cor Such end 15 wıthout end174  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  för each other because they are human beings. Rather they love one  another because they are gods and all sons of the Most High, so that  they may be brothers of his only Son. Their love for one another is  that with which the Son has loved them; by it he will lead people to  that end which satisfies them and fills their desire with good (Ps. 102  (103).5). For nothing will be lacking to desire when God will be all  in all (1 Cor. 15.28). Such an end is without end ... ‘“Love is strong  as death” (Cant. 8.6). For by this love it comes about that, while still  living in this corruptible body, we die to this world and our life is  hidden with Christ in God (cf. Col. 3.3). Love itself for us means  dying to the world and life with God. For if we speak of death when  the soul leaves the body, may we not speak of death when our love  leaves the world? Love therefore is as strong as death. What is  stronger than this love which conquers the world**)?  On the one hand, we might consider this text as a highly developed  example of Augustine’s spiritualising tendency and again lament that, in  defining Christian love in contrast to ‘“human”” love, the latter appears,  perhaps rather shabbily, as carnalis dilectio. Already in Epistola 243 to  Laetus specifically maternal love had been underrated in favour of a  broader ecclesial love?>). Is it not possible, however, that love in blood  relationships may provide the fertile soil for higher forms? And why  could married people, children and parents, those whom life throws  together, when they have been renewed by the love of Christ, not  experience a deepening of these very relationships and know their love  for one another to be more than “transitory and mortal affection””,  indeed as strong as death? Augustine does not specifically develop this  side of the question. But what he does is not without merit. He sees all  24) Jbid., (CC 36,491. ML 35,1808-1809): ‘‘... non sicut se diligunt qui corrumpunt,  nec sicut se diligunt homines, quoniam homines sunt; sed sicut se diligunt, quoniam dii sunt  et filii Altissimi omnes, ut sint Filio eius unico fratres, ea dilectione invicem diligentes, qua  ipse dilexit eos, perducturus eos ad illum finem qui sufficiat eis, ubi satietur in bonis  desiderium eorum. Tunc enim aliquid desiderio non deerit, quando omnia in omnibus Deus  erit. Talis finis non habet finem  . Valida est sicut mors dilectio (Cant. 8.6). Hac enim  dilectione fit ut in isto adhuc corruptibili corpore constituti moriamur huic saeculo, et vita  nostra abscondatur cum Christo in Deo, immo ipsa dilectio est mors nostra saeculo, et vita  cum Deo. Si enim mors est quando de corpore anima exit, quomodo non est mors quando  de mundo amor noster exit? Valida est ergo sicut mors dilectio. Quid ea validius, qua  vincitur mundus ?”.  25) Epistola 243,4 (CSEL 57,571. ML 33,1056): “Quod ergo tu illi etiam carnali  necessitudine annecteris, ad sortem valere debet familiarius colloquendi, et apertiore ianua  consulendi ut hoc ipsum, quo te privatim diligit, interficiatur in ea, ne quod ex utero suo  genuit, pluris pendat, quam quod ex utero ecclesiae genita est tecum”’. Note, however, that  the carnal relationship between mother and son (‘““carnali necessitudine””) is envisaged as  giving the son a greater possibility of promoting this more extensive love in his mother.°°LOve 1S Stırong
AS eath” an 8.6) For by thıs love it about that, ıle STl
lıyıng ın thıs corruptible body, dıe tOo thıs WOT and OUT ıfe 18
hıdden ıth Christ 1n God (cL. Col 3.3) OVve iıtself for us

dyıng the world and ıfe wıth God For if spea ofea when
the soul leaves the body, MaYy not spea of (h when OUT love
leaves the world? Oove therefore 18 AS StıronNg A4s ea What 18
S than thıs love aC> the WOT.e}
On the ONeC hand, mıg consıder thıs texi d hıghly developed

example of Augustine’s spirıtualısıng endency and agaın lament that. In

efinıng Chrıstian love ın CONTTrAa: °“human ” love, the latter appCals,
perhaps rather shabbiıly, 4S carnalis dilectio. Already in Epistola 243
Laetus specıfically maternal love had een underrated ın favour of
broader eccles1ial love*>). Is ıt nOoL possıble, however, that love In [078]
relationshıps MaYy provıde the ertıle <O1] for hıgher forms? And why
COU marrıed people, chıladaren and parents, those whom ıfe throws
together, when they ave een renewed by the love of Christ, not

experience deepening of these VC relatıonshıps and NOW theır love
fOr ONe another be IMOTEC than ““transıtory and mortal affection ,
indeed AS Stırong as death? Augustine 0€s not specıfically develop thıs
sıde of the question. But hat he o€s 1s nOLt wıthout merit. He SCCS all

24) Ibid., (L 35  -174  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  för each other because they are human beings. Rather they love one  another because they are gods and all sons of the Most High, so that  they may be brothers of his only Son. Their love for one another is  that with which the Son has loved them; by it he will lead people to  that end which satisfies them and fills their desire with good (Ps. 102  (103).5). For nothing will be lacking to desire when God will be all  in all (1 Cor. 15.28). Such an end is without end ... ‘“Love is strong  as death” (Cant. 8.6). For by this love it comes about that, while still  living in this corruptible body, we die to this world and our life is  hidden with Christ in God (cf. Col. 3.3). Love itself for us means  dying to the world and life with God. For if we speak of death when  the soul leaves the body, may we not speak of death when our love  leaves the world? Love therefore is as strong as death. What is  stronger than this love which conquers the world**)?  On the one hand, we might consider this text as a highly developed  example of Augustine’s spiritualising tendency and again lament that, in  defining Christian love in contrast to ‘“human”” love, the latter appears,  perhaps rather shabbily, as carnalis dilectio. Already in Epistola 243 to  Laetus specifically maternal love had been underrated in favour of a  broader ecclesial love?>). Is it not possible, however, that love in blood  relationships may provide the fertile soil for higher forms? And why  could married people, children and parents, those whom life throws  together, when they have been renewed by the love of Christ, not  experience a deepening of these very relationships and know their love  for one another to be more than “transitory and mortal affection””,  indeed as strong as death? Augustine does not specifically develop this  side of the question. But what he does is not without merit. He sees all  24) Jbid., (CC 36,491. ML 35,1808-1809): ‘‘... non sicut se diligunt qui corrumpunt,  nec sicut se diligunt homines, quoniam homines sunt; sed sicut se diligunt, quoniam dii sunt  et filii Altissimi omnes, ut sint Filio eius unico fratres, ea dilectione invicem diligentes, qua  ipse dilexit eos, perducturus eos ad illum finem qui sufficiat eis, ubi satietur in bonis  desiderium eorum. Tunc enim aliquid desiderio non deerit, quando omnia in omnibus Deus  erit. Talis finis non habet finem  . Valida est sicut mors dilectio (Cant. 8.6). Hac enim  dilectione fit ut in isto adhuc corruptibili corpore constituti moriamur huic saeculo, et vita  nostra abscondatur cum Christo in Deo, immo ipsa dilectio est mors nostra saeculo, et vita  cum Deo. Si enim mors est quando de corpore anima exit, quomodo non est mors quando  de mundo amor noster exit? Valida est ergo sicut mors dilectio. Quid ea validius, qua  vincitur mundus ?”.  25) Epistola 243,4 (CSEL 57,571. ML 33,1056): “Quod ergo tu illi etiam carnali  necessitudine annecteris, ad sortem valere debet familiarius colloquendi, et apertiore ianua  consulendi ut hoc ipsum, quo te privatim diligit, interficiatur in ea, ne quod ex utero suo  genuit, pluris pendat, quam quod ex utero ecclesiae genita est tecum”’. Note, however, that  the carnal relationship between mother and son (‘““carnali necessitudine””) is envisaged as  giving the son a greater possibility of promoting this more extensive love in his mother.NO sıcut dılıgunt quı Corrumpunt,
NEC sicut ılıgunt homines, quon1am homiınes Suntl; sed sıcut dılıgunt, quon1am dı1 sunt
ei fılıı Altıssım ı ut sınt Fılıo e1us un1co fratres, diılectione Invicem dılıgentes, qua
1ıpse dılexıt COS, perducturus COS ad um finem quı sufficıat e1S, ub] satıetur In bonıiıs
desıderiıum OIUIl JI1unc nım alıquıid desiıder10 1O  — deerı1t, quando omnıa in omnıbus Deus
erıt Talıs finıs 110  - finem Valida es!t sicul MOS ılecti0o an 8.6) Hac nım
dılectione fit ut In iSstOo uCcC corruptıbıilı COTDOIC constitut1 morl1amur Uu1C saeculo, ei ıta
nostra abscondatur CUu Chrısto in Deo, immo 1psa dılect10 est ILHNOTIS nOostira saeculo, ei ıta
CUMmM Deo 1 enım INOTS est quando de COTDOTIC anıma exıt, quomodo NO  — est INOTIS quando
de mundo 1INOTI nOoster exıt ? Valıda est CTZO sıcut INOIS dilecti0. Quıid valıdıus, quäa
vincıtur mundus j e

25) Epistola 243,4 33,1056): 55Q Od CTZO Ilı et1iam carnalı
necessitudıne annecterI1Ss, ad sortem valere famılı1arıus colloquendi1, ei apertiore 1anua
consulendiı ut hoc 1pSsum, quUO te privatım dılıgıt, interficıatur ın C: quod utero SUÜU!  ®

genult, plurıs pendat, quam quod utero ecclesiae genita est tecum . Note, however, that
the carna|l relationshıp between mother and s10)  - (‘“carnalı necessitudıne ) 18 envisaged
g1ving the SO  - greater possı1bılıty of promoting thıs INOTEC extensive love In h1s mother.



179 Canning

LOO ell the danger of confusıng Christian love wıth the CAasc and
immediacy of famıly affection, 1C MaYy mask deal of prıde and
selfishness:;: famıilıarıty wıth relatıve OT frıiend INaYy TE fOor
hıs 0)48 her deepest self, for the plan hat (G0d has for them Besides, thıs
..  NewWw love makes of us 875  < people in 1C dS members of Christ’'s
body, dIC called share In wıder cırcle of No ONeC ll
deny that famılıes OT gTOUDS d ole IMNaVY dısplay sellishness
outsıders ı1le claımıng love OMNC another. Thus, In startlıng Dassagc
from De Disciplina Christiana, the NaIrTOoW cırcle of the Roman law of
SUCCesSsSION 1S broken OPCNH Dy the appeal of the POOTI Chriıst of Matt 25.40
(“ When YOU dıd it ONMNC of the least of miıne, yOUu dıd ıt me; }

put Christ before VOM,; and yOUu place YOUT chılaren OVCI agaınst
hım Is 1t really Just hat YOUT SO  vo) has everythıng he needs 1ve
luxuri10usly, 1le the Lord uffers want? “When yOUu dıd ıt ONC
of the least of miıne, yOU dıd it me  27 Ma Haven’'t YOU
GVl read that? Haven’'t yOUu taken an Y notice of it? ‘“When yOUu
faıled LO do it ONC of the least of mıne, yOUu faıled do 1t me  27
Ma172  R. Canning  too well the danger of confusing Christian love with the ease and  immediacy of family affection, which may mask a great deal of pride and  selfishness ; familiarity with a relative or friend may breed contempt for  his or her deepest self, for the plan that God has for them. Besides, this  “new” love makes of us a new people in which, as members of Christ’s  body, we are called to share in a wider circle of concerns. No one will  deny that families or groups as a whole may display selfishness to  outsiders while claiming to love one another. Thus, in a startling passage  from De Disciplina Christiana, the narrow circle of the Roman law of  succession is broken.open by the appeal of the poor Christ of Matt. 25.40  (‘“When you did it to one of the least of mine, you did it to me”’):  I put Christ before you; and you place your children over against  him. Is it really just that your son has everything he needs to live  luxuriously, while the Lord suffers want? ‘When you did it to one  of the least of mine, you did it to me” (Matt. 25.40). Haven’t you  ever read that? Haven’t you taken any notice of it? ‘“When you  failed to do it to one of the least of mine, you failed to do it to me”  (Matt. 25.45) ... Look who is suffering poverty. And you dare to  count your children. Count your children by all means. Add another  one to their number, namely your Lord Christ. If you have one son,  let Christ be your second heir. If you have two or three sons, let him  be the third of fourth heir?°®).  This is the other side to the exhortation to ‘love Christ more’ of  Sermo 349; while there the accent was spiritual, here it is social. Even so,  the “spiritual”’ love for neighbour ‘as Christ has loved us’ presented in {n  Ioannis Evangelium 65,1 — that is, love in order that people become  brothers and sisters of Christ, that God be all in all — has a world-  conquering strength. Having died to attachment to the world, its life is  hidden in Christ with God. Ordinary human affection can find itself  powerless in the face of evil and of death, but the love of Christ that,  hidden in God, sees others as gods and as children of the God who will be  all in all to them, is filled with the hope of being stronger than death?”).  ?°) De Disciplina Christiana 8,8 (CC 46,216. ML 40,673-674): ‘Christum illi oppono,  filios suos mihi reponit. Ita vero magna iustitia, ut habeat unde luxurietur filius tuus, egeat  dominus tuus? Cum enim uni ex minimis meis fecisti mihi fecisti (Matt. 25.40). Non legisti,  non advertisti? Cum uni ex minimis meis non fecisti, nec mihi fecisti ... Ecce quis eget, et  filios tuos numeras? Postremo numera filios tuos, adde unum illum inter illos, dominum  tuum. Unum habes, sit ille secundus; duos habes, sit tertius; tres habes, quartus sit ...”.  Cf. En. in ps. 38,12 (CC 38,414. ML 36,424); Sermo 9,20 (CC 41,147. ML 38,90).  ?7) In a novel by Iris Murdoch, the bankruptcy in the face of death of affections that  we perhaps too readily call ‘“love”” and the need for a higher love are well brought out. SeeLook wh 1S suffering DOVverty And yOUu are

YOUT chılaren Count YOUT ren Dy all Add another
ONe theıir number, namely yOUr Lord Christ M yYOUu ave ONe SOI,
let T1S be yOUTr second eIr If yOU ave [WO OI three SONS, let hım
be the ir of oOu Heit?).
hıs 1s the other sıde the exhortatıon ‘love Christ more’ of

Sermo 349; ıle there the accent Was spiırıtual, ere ıt 18 soclal. ven S
the ““spirıtual”” love for ne1ghbour as Chriıst has oOve us presented ıIn In
Toannıs Evangelium 65,1 that 1S, love in order that people become
brothers and sisters of Christ, that God be all in all has world-
Conquerıing strength. Havıng dıed attachment the WOTr. ıts ıfe 1S
hıdden In Chriıst wıth God Ordınary human affection Can fınd iıtself
powerless 1ın the face of evıl and of ea but the love of Chrıst that,
hıdden 1n God, SCCS others dASs gods and aA4s ren of the God wh ıll be
all In all them, 1s filled wıth the hope of eing than death*”).

26) De Disciplina Christiana S, (e® 40,6 /3-6 7/4): ...  Christum Ilı OPDDONO,
fiılıos sUu OS mıhı reponıt Ita CIO lustitlia, ut habeat nde luxuriletur fılıus (UuS,
dominus tuus? Cum nım unl INULIMLS meis fecisti mihi fecisti Ma Non legıist1,
NO advertistı? Cum Unl INLIMLS MEeLS NOn fecisti, Nec mihl fecisti172  R. Canning  too well the danger of confusing Christian love with the ease and  immediacy of family affection, which may mask a great deal of pride and  selfishness ; familiarity with a relative or friend may breed contempt for  his or her deepest self, for the plan that God has for them. Besides, this  “new” love makes of us a new people in which, as members of Christ’s  body, we are called to share in a wider circle of concerns. No one will  deny that families or groups as a whole may display selfishness to  outsiders while claiming to love one another. Thus, in a startling passage  from De Disciplina Christiana, the narrow circle of the Roman law of  succession is broken.open by the appeal of the poor Christ of Matt. 25.40  (‘“When you did it to one of the least of mine, you did it to me”’):  I put Christ before you; and you place your children over against  him. Is it really just that your son has everything he needs to live  luxuriously, while the Lord suffers want? ‘When you did it to one  of the least of mine, you did it to me” (Matt. 25.40). Haven’t you  ever read that? Haven’t you taken any notice of it? ‘“When you  failed to do it to one of the least of mine, you failed to do it to me”  (Matt. 25.45) ... Look who is suffering poverty. And you dare to  count your children. Count your children by all means. Add another  one to their number, namely your Lord Christ. If you have one son,  let Christ be your second heir. If you have two or three sons, let him  be the third of fourth heir?°®).  This is the other side to the exhortation to ‘love Christ more’ of  Sermo 349; while there the accent was spiritual, here it is social. Even so,  the “spiritual”’ love for neighbour ‘as Christ has loved us’ presented in {n  Ioannis Evangelium 65,1 — that is, love in order that people become  brothers and sisters of Christ, that God be all in all — has a world-  conquering strength. Having died to attachment to the world, its life is  hidden in Christ with God. Ordinary human affection can find itself  powerless in the face of evil and of death, but the love of Christ that,  hidden in God, sees others as gods and as children of the God who will be  all in all to them, is filled with the hope of being stronger than death?”).  ?°) De Disciplina Christiana 8,8 (CC 46,216. ML 40,673-674): ‘Christum illi oppono,  filios suos mihi reponit. Ita vero magna iustitia, ut habeat unde luxurietur filius tuus, egeat  dominus tuus? Cum enim uni ex minimis meis fecisti mihi fecisti (Matt. 25.40). Non legisti,  non advertisti? Cum uni ex minimis meis non fecisti, nec mihi fecisti ... Ecce quis eget, et  filios tuos numeras? Postremo numera filios tuos, adde unum illum inter illos, dominum  tuum. Unum habes, sit ille secundus; duos habes, sit tertius; tres habes, quartus sit ...”.  Cf. En. in ps. 38,12 (CC 38,414. ML 36,424); Sermo 9,20 (CC 41,147. ML 38,90).  ?7) In a novel by Iris Murdoch, the bankruptcy in the face of death of affections that  we perhaps too readily call ‘“love”” and the need for a higher love are well brought out. SeeEcce quıs egel, ef
filıo0s [UOS numeras? Postremo 1UIMNCITIA fiılıo0s LUOS, adde NUum ıllum inter ıllos, domınum
[tuum Unum abes, sıt lle secundus: uos abes, sıt terti1us; tres abes, quartus sıt en  Z
Bn En In 38:12 C 36,424); Sermo 9,20 C

27) In novel Dy Irıs Murdoch, the bankruptcy in the face of death of affections that
perhaps LOO readıly call ‘“1love  27 and the eed for hıgher love HIS ell brought Ouf See
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Wich Hultgren’s second eriticısm regardıng the spirıtualısıng of love
for ne1ghbour Dy Augustine it 18 not CAS Y be sympathetic. 10 be
SUIC, ıth few nOT insıgnıfıcant exceptions it 15 irue that, ın the
per10 prıor 400, whenever Augustine concretises love for ne1ighbour ıt
1S mostly mattier of spırıtua help Spiırıtual help, however, INaYy ave
practical materı1al CONSCYUCHNCECS. For example, the ireatment of help for
the neıghbour’s soul ın De Moribus, 1C 1s introduced as disciplina
(educatıon for ıfe), al least partıiy entaıiıls eaching others to perform the
corporal works of mercy *?). Moreover, dS ave indıcated In referring

the dduced Dy ultgren in thıs regard, there AdIC elements
present in them i agaınst understandıng ““spirıtual ” ASs

SYNONYIN for ‘““negatıve” and ““passıve”. Does ONC ave be of materı1al
advantage others In order be able help them actıvely and
posıtıvely? Furthermore, 4S c<hall SCC, althoug spırıtua. love of
ne1ıghbour remaıns ın the foreground throughout Augustine’s hie: there
1S nevertheless impressive body of pDOst 400 XIS 1C ShOW love for
neighbour dS materı1al 91ving the 191070 H In cCommentary from 407

Bruno s Dream, Penguin, armondsworth, 1969, 138 Iwo dIc dıscussıng the
ea of eır father; ONeC Was present the time and the other 15 questioning her Oou it
“""We WEeIC tryıng deceıive ourselves. WAas terrıble SCC hım realızıng the truth”

God, hat dıd yYOUu do?
hıs hand, saıd loved hım

SUuDDOSC that 1S the only thıng ONC would want NOW
What Was awful Was that he dıdn’t want NOW Wer’re sed the idea that love
consoles. But ere ONC felt that CVCN love Was nothıng
"Ihat an’t be true

NOW hat YOU INcCanN It an’t be z Perhaps ONC Just SU!  enly Sa W the dimens1ı10ons of
hat love WOUuU ave be ıke huge vault SUu:  enly openıing Out overhead S

Can be suggested that the love ıth whıich Christ loves Uus, iın Augustine’s miınd, eas
ose dımens1ı0ns.

28) 6E for example, Sermo 2527 (ML 39,  j fOor which love of ne1ıghbour
includes both forgıving and g1ViIng; De Disciplina Christiana 6,6 i 40,672)
Volebas dılıgere proximum [UuUum tamquam Ipsum, dıvıide Cu 1o pecunı1am tuam  A
Sermo Deniıs F3.3 (MA 1,/2-73) which SCCS cConversıon eas partly accordıng the model
of the cts of the postles: they sold theır g00ds and aıd the proceeds al the feet of the
Apostles be dıstrıbuted there Was need; De Doctrina Christiana 1,6/
s ( 8 32,24 where the 00d Samarıtan’s actıons dIC the example of love
for ne1ghbour.

29) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 9:  m (ML 32:13333: v SIC ın anımo sunt

quaedam, in quıbus excellentia ]la ef [ara magıster1a NO  - admodum desıderantur, ut CL

hortamur ei ONCINUS ut aecCcC 1psa indıgentibus exhıbeantur QJuaCc corporIı exhıbenda S5C

diximus. Cum enım aeCc facımus, ODC COTrpoTrI1; CUu autem docemus ut fıant, dıscıplına
anımo subvenımus”.

30) For example, I ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 w 53,
Incıpe CIO dılıgere DroxXxıimum. Frange esurient. [UUM, el ESCHUM Sıne Induc INn
domum [UAM ; 7 ViderLis nudum, vestl, el domesticos SCMINLS ful despexeris (Is 819°
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John 3 17 He qu INan wh Wads rich enough ıIn thıs world
g00ds Sa  S that ONC of hıs TOLNers Was in need, but closed hıs heart
hım, HhOw COu the love of God be lıyıng in hım ?””) nNCOUNter
remarkable endıing of the materı1al and the spırıtual :

NOow yOUu NOW where love begıins. If YOU AIC nOoTt yet prepare
dıe fOor yYOUTr brother, al least be ready chare yYOUI pPOSSESSIONS wıth
hım Let yYOUIL heart be moved by love, not g1ve Out of priıde but
out of deep feelıng of (de IntLMO adipe misericordiae). OVe
should make YOUuU attentive tOo yOUI fellow human eing ın eed If
yYOU cCannot g1ve somethıng of yOUI abundance a1d YOUL brother,
how 11l yYOU be able LO lay OoOWnNn yOUIT ıfe fOor hım?174  R. Canning  A.D. on 1 John 3.17 (i.e. “If a man who was rich enough in this world’s  goods saw that one of his brothers was in need, but closed his heart to  him, how could the love of God be living in him?”) we encounter a  remarkable blending of the material and the spiritual:  Now you know where love begins. If you are not yet prepared to  die for your brother, at least be ready to share your possessions with  him. Let your heart be moved by love, not to give out of pride but  out of a deep feeling of mercy (de intimo adipe misericordiae). Love  should make you attentive to your fellow human being in need. If  you cannot give something of your abundance to aid your brother,  how will you be able to lay down your life for him? ... What then  are you going to do with your money? Your brother is hungry and  in need. Perhaps he lives in the greatest uncertainty, with creditors  putting pressure on him. He has no money; you do have money. He  is your brother; you have been ransomed together, one and the  same price has been paid for you both, you have both been  redeemed by the blood of Christ. See if you, who are rich in this  world’s goods, have compassion on your fellow human being in  want. Perhaps you say: what have I got to do with him? Why  should I give my money to relieve others who are in trouble? If this  is what your heart tells you, then you do not have the love of the  Father in you. If the love of the Father does not remain in you, you  are not born of God. Why do you boast of being a Christian? You  are a Christian in name, but not in deed*').  The spiritual factors in this text are the brotherhood of human  beings redeemed by Christ, which Augustine uses as an argument for  material giving to our needy equals, and the concern that the love which  moves us to give spring not from pride and the desire to boast but from a  “deep feeling of mercy”” for and compassion with our fellow human  beings in want. When such love does make us creatively attentive to  another, then we are born of God and the love of the Father remains in  us. Spiritual considerations, thus, both emphasise the closeness of human  31) /n Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,12 (ML 35,2018): “Ecce unde incipit charitas. Si  nondum es idoneus mori pro fratre, jam idoneus esto dare de tuis facultatibus fratri. Jam  percutiat viscera tua charitas, ut non de jactantia facias, sed de intimo adipe misericordiae;  ut consideres illum in egestate positum. Si enim superflua non potes dare fratri tuo, animam  tuam potes ponere pro fratre? ... quid inde facturus es? Esurit frater tuus, in necessitate  positus est: fortassis suspenditur, a creditore angustatur; non habet ipse, habes tu: frater  tuus est, simul empti estis, unum est pretium vestrum, ambo sanguine Christi redempti  estis: vide si misereris, si habes facultates mundi. Quid ad me pertinet, forte dicis? Ego  daturus sum pecuniam meam, ne ille molestiam patiatur? Si hoc tibi responderit cor tuum,  dilectio Patris non in te manet. Si dilectio Patris non in te manet, non es natus ex Deo.  Quomodo te gloriaris esse christianum? Nomen habes, et facta non habes”.What hen
AIC YOU g01Ng do wıth YOUTr money ? Y our brother 1S ungrYy and
ıIn eed Perhaps he lıves in the S4 uncertaınty, wıth credıitors
putting hım He has > YOU do ave He
1s yOUT brother:;: YOU ave een ransomed together, ONC and the
Samme price has een paıd for yOUu both, yOUu ave both een
redeemed DYy the [010] of Christ See ıf VOU, wh dIC rich ıIn thıs
world’s g00ds, ave compassıon yYyOUIF fellow human eing ıIn
want Perhaps yYOUuU SaYy what ave gol do wıth hım? Why
should g1ve IN Y relıeve others who ATC ın TOUDIeE If thıs
1S hat yOUL heart YVYOU, then yOUu do nOT ave the love of the
Father In yOou N the love of the Father o€s nOoTt remaın In yYOU, yYOUu
aTe nNnOT orn of God Why do yYOUu boast of eiıng Christian? You
ATC Christian In NAamMc, but NnOL 1ın deedt)
The spirıtual factors in thıs texi dIC the brotherhood of human

beings redeemed by Christ, whıich Augustine K AS argumen for
mater1al 1Vving OUT needy equals, and the COI that the Ove C

us g1ve spring nOoTt from prıde and the desıire boast but from
“deep feelıng of mercy“ fOor and cCompassıon ıth OUT fellow human
beings ın want When such love o€es make us creatıvely attentive LO

another, then ATC orn of God and the love l the Father remaılns 1ın
us Spirıtual consıderations, thus, both emphasıse the closeness of human

31) In Epistolam Ioannıs, {ITr. ÖTZ (ML 35,2018): “*FEcce nde incıpıt charıtas. 1
nondum iıdoneus mOT1 DTO fratre, jJam ıdoneus esto 'nare de tuls facultatıbus fratrı. Jam
percutıat viscera tua charıtas, ut 1O  —_ de Jactantıa facı1as. sed de ıintımo adıpe miser1cordiae;
ut consıderes um In posıtum 1 enım superflua NO are fratrı LUO, anımam
[uam PONCIC DIO fratre?174  R. Canning  A.D. on 1 John 3.17 (i.e. “If a man who was rich enough in this world’s  goods saw that one of his brothers was in need, but closed his heart to  him, how could the love of God be living in him?”) we encounter a  remarkable blending of the material and the spiritual:  Now you know where love begins. If you are not yet prepared to  die for your brother, at least be ready to share your possessions with  him. Let your heart be moved by love, not to give out of pride but  out of a deep feeling of mercy (de intimo adipe misericordiae). Love  should make you attentive to your fellow human being in need. If  you cannot give something of your abundance to aid your brother,  how will you be able to lay down your life for him? ... What then  are you going to do with your money? Your brother is hungry and  in need. Perhaps he lives in the greatest uncertainty, with creditors  putting pressure on him. He has no money; you do have money. He  is your brother; you have been ransomed together, one and the  same price has been paid for you both, you have both been  redeemed by the blood of Christ. See if you, who are rich in this  world’s goods, have compassion on your fellow human being in  want. Perhaps you say: what have I got to do with him? Why  should I give my money to relieve others who are in trouble? If this  is what your heart tells you, then you do not have the love of the  Father in you. If the love of the Father does not remain in you, you  are not born of God. Why do you boast of being a Christian? You  are a Christian in name, but not in deed*').  The spiritual factors in this text are the brotherhood of human  beings redeemed by Christ, which Augustine uses as an argument for  material giving to our needy equals, and the concern that the love which  moves us to give spring not from pride and the desire to boast but from a  “deep feeling of mercy”” for and compassion with our fellow human  beings in want. When such love does make us creatively attentive to  another, then we are born of God and the love of the Father remains in  us. Spiritual considerations, thus, both emphasise the closeness of human  31) /n Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,12 (ML 35,2018): “Ecce unde incipit charitas. Si  nondum es idoneus mori pro fratre, jam idoneus esto dare de tuis facultatibus fratri. Jam  percutiat viscera tua charitas, ut non de jactantia facias, sed de intimo adipe misericordiae;  ut consideres illum in egestate positum. Si enim superflua non potes dare fratri tuo, animam  tuam potes ponere pro fratre? ... quid inde facturus es? Esurit frater tuus, in necessitate  positus est: fortassis suspenditur, a creditore angustatur; non habet ipse, habes tu: frater  tuus est, simul empti estis, unum est pretium vestrum, ambo sanguine Christi redempti  estis: vide si misereris, si habes facultates mundi. Quid ad me pertinet, forte dicis? Ego  daturus sum pecuniam meam, ne ille molestiam patiatur? Si hoc tibi responderit cor tuum,  dilectio Patris non in te manet. Si dilectio Patris non in te manet, non es natus ex Deo.  Quomodo te gloriaris esse christianum? Nomen habes, et facta non habes”.quıd inde acturus es? Esurıt frater LUUS, In necessitate
posıtus est fortassıs suspendiıtur, credıtore angustaltur; NO 1pSe, es frater
[UUS esL, sımul emptiI est1s, NUum est pretium vestrum, mbo sanguıne Christı redempti
est1s : ıde S1 misererI1S, S1 habes facultates mundı. Quid ad pertinet, forte dıicıs? Ego
daturus Sul pecunı1ıam INCAaAM, Jle molestiam patıatur? S1 hoc t1bı responderıt COI (uum,
dılecti0 Patrıs NO In mane S1 dılecti0 Patrıs NO in manı  $ NO  — natus Deo
Quomodo glorıarıs CSSC chrıistianum ? Nomen abes, et acta NO  - es  €?)
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beings to ONC another ASs equals ın Chriıst and theır responsıtbiılıty for each
other, and urgc that love be attentive and mercıful, NnOTt superfic1a and
pretent10us.

Sre 15 appeal in thıs texti tOo genuılne actıve materı1al g1ving “d€
InNtLUMO adıpe misericordiae ” We Can ote SOINC ere Ver

Augustine’s hesıtatıon, nıneteen earlıer ın De Moribus, concernıng
the approprliateness of misericordia when pCIrsonN the physıca
a1d of others. ere: ınfluenced Dy the derıvatıon of the word MI-
sericordia from MILSeEr1A, and mMost probably Dy the O1C figure of the WI1ISse
pCTISON wh elps people wıth ranquı miınd, wıthout allowıng hımself

be TOUDIeE by the S12 of theır miserYy and ılls, Augustine revealed
certaın suspicıon of eelıngs of

ose wh ATC prompte Dy human kındness provıde the
thıngs that others m1g resist evıls and miıisfortunes of
thıs SOTT (LE materı1a]l priıvatıon) aTeC called mercıful, CVCIMN though
they m1g be WISe that anguısh of soul dısturbs them For
who o€es 19(0)! NOW that the term MEF mplıes heart-felt dıstress
OVeT the evıl suffered Dy another? And wh WOU nOoTt that the
WIse INan ouUg be free from all distress (ab OMn miser1a iberum
CSSE debere sapientem ) when assıstıng those in need, when he o1VveESs
food the hungry and T1n tOo the thırsty, when he lothes the
na  © offers hospitalıty the and delıvers those wh AIC

oppressed, and when in hıs kındness he CVECMN SOCS far A bury
the ea oug he performs these aCcts wıth seCeTITCNC mınd
(mente tranquilla ), not impelle by the sting of paın but prompte
Dy the duty of kındness, he oug st1ill be called mercıful, for the
term ıll not do hım anı y arm when the feelıng of paın 1s absent >*).
CGsunnar ultgren SCCS the WI1ISe PCISOMN undısturbed by paınful

emot1ons, whom he understands be solate': and etiacnhe: from the
of fellow creatures, d representing the ea attıtude for

Augustine ın love of ne1ighbour. ultgren 1ın thıs the ıdea that

32) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae ia  ’ (ML 321333} Quare ]la omnı1a,
quıbus hujuscemodiı malıs Incommodısve resistitur, quı officı10se humanıter praebent,
misericordes vocantur, et1amsı sapıentes q deo sınt, ut jam nu anımı dolore
turbentur. Nam qu1s gnoret appellatam SSC miser1cordiam, quod mıserum COI facıat
condolentis alıeno malo? Et qu1s NO concedat ab NNı miıserla ıberum SSC debere
sapıentem, CUu subvenıiıt InOp1, CUu esurlent1 ı cıbum sıtıentl, CcCum vestiıt
nudum, Cu peregrinum rec1pit, &38 oppressum ıberat, Cu den1ıque humanıtatem
SUuamı q ad sepulturam porrigıt mortuorum ? Etiamsı ıd facıat mente tranquılla, nullıs
acule1ıs dolorıs instinctus, sed adductus officıo bonitatis, mMIisSer1CcCOrs amen vocandus est
Huic nım nıhıl es 1N, Cu. SI' miıser1a . Englısh translatıon ase| The Fathers
of the Church, Vol 56, 42, but ıth substantıal changes.
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happıness the WISsSe when they OVe (G0od wıth all theır hearts. If
the WIse then WEeIC OW themselves be upset by the sufferings of
others, the happıness and (tranquillitas ment1S ) brought by lovıng
God WOU be endangered. Ihus, ultgren concludes that the appeal
help the needy ne1ghbour iın De Moribus L3  ’ 18 hedged about that
it becomes eloquen demonstratıon that love for God Can attenuate
OUT love for ne1ghbour and dıstance us from OUTI brothers*°).

number of thıngs eed be saıd about thıs interpretatıon. Fırstly,
Augustine hımself explaıns iın the Retractationes that it Was 91011 hıs
intention affırm that such WIsSe people, emotıonally unınvolved in the
help they g1ve alleviate human suffering, exıst ın thıs hfe?*). He knows
that it 1S dıfferent ıIn real ıfe ven in the continuatıon of the text from De
Moribus Augustine cshows that he 18 that of duty alone INa Yy
nOot be sufficıent call Servıice of OUT needy ne1ghbour. TIhe danger he
SCCS 1S that SOINC people, 1ın theır strıving for the serenI1ty of tranquıl
miınd, MaYy cshun emotıon LO such extifent that they become frozen ıIn
ngl inhumanıty. In other words, ıIn theır desıire avo1d feelıng the paın
of others, they shy AaWAY from the corporal works of themselves,
and, theır hearts eing ardene they neglect assıst the needy
altogether. Thıs 1S, of COUTSC, otally undesıirable, for demands that

drıve AWdY physıcal evıls from others*>). Augustine’s ultımate

33) Hultgren, eit;: 181 “L/’attıtude ıdeale, OUuS la VOYyYONS realısee parl le
Sagc quı pratiıque l amour du prochaın Sdalil> quC la pıtie le trouble rien. ela implıque unc

rationalısatıon ei unec moralısatıon de |’amour du prochaın176  R. Canning  happiness comes to the wise when they love God with all their hearts. If  the wise then were to allow themselves to be upset by the sufferings of  others, the happiness and peace (franquillitas mentis) brought by loving  God would be endangered. Thus, Hultgren concludes that the appeal to  help the needy neighbour in De Moribus 1,27,53 is so hedged about that  it becomes an eloquent demonstration that love for God can attenuate  our love for neighbour and distance us from our brothers**).  A number of things need to be said about this interpretation. Firstly,  Augustine himself explains in the Refractationes that it was not his  intention to affırm that such wise people, emotionally uninvolved in the  help they give to alleviate human suffering, exist in this life**). He knows  that it is different in real life. Even in the continuation of the text from De  Moribus Augustine shows that he is aware that a sense of duty alone may  not be sufficient to call to service of our needy neighbour. The danger he  sees is that some people, in their striving for the serenity of a tranquil  mind, may shun emotion to such an extent that they become frozen in  rigid inhumanity. In other words, in their desire to avoid feeling the pain  of others, they shy away from the corporal works of mercy themselves,  and, their hearts being hardened, they neglect to assist the needy  altogether. This is, of course, totally undesirable, for mercy demands that  we drive away physical evils from others?°). Augustine’s ultimate  33) G. Hultgren, op. cit., p. 181: “L’attitude ideale, nous la voyons realisee par le  sage qui pratique l’amour du prochain sans que la pitie le trouble en rien. Cela implique une  rationalisation et une moralisation de l’amour du prochain ... Le rejet de la compassion  entraine la rupture des liens qui nous unissent ä nos semblables ... Plus l’homme est ‘sage’,  plus il s’affranchit de la pitie et plus il s’isole. Pour quelle raison? C’est parce que le sage  doit ä tout prix garder la paix de l’äme (zranquillitas mentis) et ‘Etre libre de toute misere’.  Ces expressions qui semblent empruntees au langage des stoiciens ne doivent pas nous faire  oublier que suivant la conception d’Augustin, celui-lä est sage qui aime Dieu de tout son  cceur et que c’est 1a le bonheur que nous donne l’amour de Dieu qu'il s’agit de defendre. Si  ces paroles tendent nettement ä nous exhorter ä pratiquer l’amour du prochain, il n’en  est pas moins vrai qu’elles nous montrent €loquemment comment l’amour de Dieu  peut attenuer notre amour du prochain et nous €loigner de nos freres”.  34) Retractationes 1,6,6 (CSEL 36,31) = 1,7,4 (ML 32,593): ‘““item quod dixi de his,  qui subveniunt indigentibus, quia misericordes vocantur, etiam si sapientes usque adeo sint,  ut iam nullo animi dolore turbentur (De Moribus 1,27,53), non sic accipiendum est, tamquam  definierim in hac vita esse tales sapientes; non enim dixi; cum sint, sed dixi: etiam si sint””.  35) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae \,27,54 (ML 32,1333): “Stulti vero ‚cum  misericordiam quasi vitium devitant, quia officio satis moveri nequeunt, si nec per-  turbatione commoventur, congelascunt potius rigore inhumanitatis, quam rationis tran-  quillitate serenantur ... Ne cum verbis doctorum inepte utimur, indoctorum animas prius  durescere vitando misericordiam, quam benignitatem appetendo mitescere faciamus. Atque  ut misericordia jubet, ista nos ab homine pellere incommoda, sic innocentia prohibet  inferre”.Le rejet de la compassıon
entraine la rupture des lıens qu! OUuUsSs unissent 1105 semblables176  R. Canning  happiness comes to the wise when they love God with all their hearts. If  the wise then were to allow themselves to be upset by the sufferings of  others, the happiness and peace (franquillitas mentis) brought by loving  God would be endangered. Thus, Hultgren concludes that the appeal to  help the needy neighbour in De Moribus 1,27,53 is so hedged about that  it becomes an eloquent demonstration that love for God can attenuate  our love for neighbour and distance us from our brothers**).  A number of things need to be said about this interpretation. Firstly,  Augustine himself explains in the Refractationes that it was not his  intention to affırm that such wise people, emotionally uninvolved in the  help they give to alleviate human suffering, exist in this life**). He knows  that it is different in real life. Even in the continuation of the text from De  Moribus Augustine shows that he is aware that a sense of duty alone may  not be sufficient to call to service of our needy neighbour. The danger he  sees is that some people, in their striving for the serenity of a tranquil  mind, may shun emotion to such an extent that they become frozen in  rigid inhumanity. In other words, in their desire to avoid feeling the pain  of others, they shy away from the corporal works of mercy themselves,  and, their hearts being hardened, they neglect to assist the needy  altogether. This is, of course, totally undesirable, for mercy demands that  we drive away physical evils from others?°). Augustine’s ultimate  33) G. Hultgren, op. cit., p. 181: “L’attitude ideale, nous la voyons realisee par le  sage qui pratique l’amour du prochain sans que la pitie le trouble en rien. Cela implique une  rationalisation et une moralisation de l’amour du prochain ... Le rejet de la compassion  entraine la rupture des liens qui nous unissent ä nos semblables ... Plus l’homme est ‘sage’,  plus il s’affranchit de la pitie et plus il s’isole. Pour quelle raison? C’est parce que le sage  doit ä tout prix garder la paix de l’äme (zranquillitas mentis) et ‘Etre libre de toute misere’.  Ces expressions qui semblent empruntees au langage des stoiciens ne doivent pas nous faire  oublier que suivant la conception d’Augustin, celui-lä est sage qui aime Dieu de tout son  cceur et que c’est 1a le bonheur que nous donne l’amour de Dieu qu'il s’agit de defendre. Si  ces paroles tendent nettement ä nous exhorter ä pratiquer l’amour du prochain, il n’en  est pas moins vrai qu’elles nous montrent €loquemment comment l’amour de Dieu  peut attenuer notre amour du prochain et nous €loigner de nos freres”.  34) Retractationes 1,6,6 (CSEL 36,31) = 1,7,4 (ML 32,593): ‘““item quod dixi de his,  qui subveniunt indigentibus, quia misericordes vocantur, etiam si sapientes usque adeo sint,  ut iam nullo animi dolore turbentur (De Moribus 1,27,53), non sic accipiendum est, tamquam  definierim in hac vita esse tales sapientes; non enim dixi; cum sint, sed dixi: etiam si sint””.  35) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae \,27,54 (ML 32,1333): “Stulti vero ‚cum  misericordiam quasi vitium devitant, quia officio satis moveri nequeunt, si nec per-  turbatione commoventur, congelascunt potius rigore inhumanitatis, quam rationis tran-  quillitate serenantur ... Ne cum verbis doctorum inepte utimur, indoctorum animas prius  durescere vitando misericordiam, quam benignitatem appetendo mitescere faciamus. Atque  ut misericordia jubet, ista nos ab homine pellere incommoda, sic innocentia prohibet  inferre”.Plus ”’homme est ‘sage’,
plus ı] s’affranchit de la pıtıe ei plus il o’1sole. Pour quelle raıson? €es! quc le Sagc
doıit tOut DTr1X garder la paıxX de ’ ame (tranquillitas ment1Ss ) ei ..  etre lıbre de misere’.
Ces eXpress1ions quı semblent empruntees angage des stoicıens dojvent pas OUS faıre
oublıer quC sulvant la conception d’Augustin, celu1-la est Sagc quı ıme Dıeu de tOutL SO  3

COUT ei QUu«C est la le bonheur que OUS donne |’amour de DDieu qu'’ıl s’agıt de defendre 1
CCS paroles endent nettement OUS exhorter pratıquer | amour du prochaın, ı] n en  2
est pDaS MO1NSs Tal qu’elles OUS montren eloquemment COMMEeNntT |’amour de Diıeu
peut attenuer nNnOTr: du prochaın et OUS elo1gner de NOS freres’””.

34) Retractationes 1,6, 1,7,4 (ML 32:993) ‘“ıtem quod dıx1 de h1s,
quı subvenıunt indıgentıbus, qula misericordes VO: etiam SI sapientes deo sint,

1am nullo Aanımı. dolore turbentur (De Moribus 12793 NO  — SIC accıpıendum est, (amquam
definıerım 1ın hac ıta SS5C ales sapıentes; 1918}  — nım dix1; CUMm sınt, sed dıx1 etiam 7 sınt  37

35) De Moribus Ecclestiae Catholicae 9 (ML 32:1355)% *°Stult1 CcIO Cu

miıserıcordiam quası vitium devıtant, quıa officı0 satıs mOVver1 nequeun(t, SI NeEC PCI-
turbatıone ommoven(tur, congelascunt potius rigore inhumanıtatis, QqU amı rat1on1s tran-

quillıtate serenantur176  R. Canning  happiness comes to the wise when they love God with all their hearts. If  the wise then were to allow themselves to be upset by the sufferings of  others, the happiness and peace (franquillitas mentis) brought by loving  God would be endangered. Thus, Hultgren concludes that the appeal to  help the needy neighbour in De Moribus 1,27,53 is so hedged about that  it becomes an eloquent demonstration that love for God can attenuate  our love for neighbour and distance us from our brothers**).  A number of things need to be said about this interpretation. Firstly,  Augustine himself explains in the Refractationes that it was not his  intention to affırm that such wise people, emotionally uninvolved in the  help they give to alleviate human suffering, exist in this life**). He knows  that it is different in real life. Even in the continuation of the text from De  Moribus Augustine shows that he is aware that a sense of duty alone may  not be sufficient to call to service of our needy neighbour. The danger he  sees is that some people, in their striving for the serenity of a tranquil  mind, may shun emotion to such an extent that they become frozen in  rigid inhumanity. In other words, in their desire to avoid feeling the pain  of others, they shy away from the corporal works of mercy themselves,  and, their hearts being hardened, they neglect to assist the needy  altogether. This is, of course, totally undesirable, for mercy demands that  we drive away physical evils from others?°). Augustine’s ultimate  33) G. Hultgren, op. cit., p. 181: “L’attitude ideale, nous la voyons realisee par le  sage qui pratique l’amour du prochain sans que la pitie le trouble en rien. Cela implique une  rationalisation et une moralisation de l’amour du prochain ... Le rejet de la compassion  entraine la rupture des liens qui nous unissent ä nos semblables ... Plus l’homme est ‘sage’,  plus il s’affranchit de la pitie et plus il s’isole. Pour quelle raison? C’est parce que le sage  doit ä tout prix garder la paix de l’äme (zranquillitas mentis) et ‘Etre libre de toute misere’.  Ces expressions qui semblent empruntees au langage des stoiciens ne doivent pas nous faire  oublier que suivant la conception d’Augustin, celui-lä est sage qui aime Dieu de tout son  cceur et que c’est 1a le bonheur que nous donne l’amour de Dieu qu'il s’agit de defendre. Si  ces paroles tendent nettement ä nous exhorter ä pratiquer l’amour du prochain, il n’en  est pas moins vrai qu’elles nous montrent €loquemment comment l’amour de Dieu  peut attenuer notre amour du prochain et nous €loigner de nos freres”.  34) Retractationes 1,6,6 (CSEL 36,31) = 1,7,4 (ML 32,593): ‘““item quod dixi de his,  qui subveniunt indigentibus, quia misericordes vocantur, etiam si sapientes usque adeo sint,  ut iam nullo animi dolore turbentur (De Moribus 1,27,53), non sic accipiendum est, tamquam  definierim in hac vita esse tales sapientes; non enim dixi; cum sint, sed dixi: etiam si sint””.  35) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae \,27,54 (ML 32,1333): “Stulti vero ‚cum  misericordiam quasi vitium devitant, quia officio satis moveri nequeunt, si nec per-  turbatione commoventur, congelascunt potius rigore inhumanitatis, quam rationis tran-  quillitate serenantur ... Ne cum verbis doctorum inepte utimur, indoctorum animas prius  durescere vitando misericordiam, quam benignitatem appetendo mitescere faciamus. Atque  ut misericordia jubet, ista nos ab homine pellere incommoda, sic innocentia prohibet  inferre”.Ne Cu verbiıs doctorum inepte utimur, ındoctorum anımas prıIus
durescere vitando misericordiam, QUaln benignıtatem appetendo mıiıtescere facıamus. que
ut misericordıia Jubet, ista 1105 ab homiıne pellere incommoda, SIC innocentl1a prohıbe
inferre”.
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CONCETN then ıIn thıs text 15 that suffering be relıeved, that people NnOT let
the price of serenity of mınd be the rowıng cold of theır 1ove; for only
the oolısh Stult! consıider that there Can be wısdom wıthout
And, AS the Augustine of the Retractationes certamly knows, in thıs ıfe
IMNOTIC han of duty 1s requıred call or a1d for the afflıcted
Perhaps hıs cauti1onary words ın the latter part of the tex{i from De
Moribus provıde indıiıcation that CVOMN there he had Ser10us doubts
about the poss1bilıty of human beings’ performıiıng mercıful act1ons
wıthout the sting of emotıonal distress al the ıll-fortune of others.

ven though ıt 15 not fundamental, there IS however, unden1ably the
fıgure of the WISse PCISON of unperturbed and tranquıl mınd ın De MOrIDus
n  ’ contend ıth nsofar dS preoccupatıon wıth thıs figure has
dısappeared entirely ın the commentar John, and there 1S whole-
hearted appeal help the needy ..  out of deep feelıng of mercy ” (de
IntImMO adıpe misericordiae ) and emphasıs the equalıty of the g1ver
and recelver ın Christ?°), Augustine had shed StO1C elements under the
rowıng influence of the Christian Scriptures * ’). But 15 ultgren ng In
sketching the WISsSe PCISON of De Moribus dS cold, dıstant i1gure
concerned primarıly wıth the peacefu for wısdom and the protecC-
t1on of hıs OW happıness ıIn lovıng God? Does COMNCEIN that ove for
God, for 1sdom, be preserved intact INCcCan hat PCISON necessarıly has

assıgn strict lımıts hıs OoOve of ne1ighbour? We ave Jlready cshown
how in De Moribus nothıng, nOoTL CVON the for tranquıillıty, 15
stand 1ın the WaY of mercıful works eıng done: seekıng of mınd
cCannot be sed ASs CXCUSC fOor allowıng OoVve tOo STOW cold, and in thıs
human existence OVe ıll almost certamnly atrophy ıf OUT eelıngs dICc

unaffected by others’ W OCS Augustıine O€es noTt g1ve us ere elegantly

36) See In Epistolam Toannıs, {Tr. .12 (ML 35,2018). In Sermo 259,5 (ML 38,1200),
from the pre-400 per10d, the equalıty of gıver and recelver 1 4aSse: COMMMON umanıty.
In the infirmiıty of the DOOI the gıver humbliy feels and aknowledges hıs OW infirmıty.
“"Non enım CSSC sola benignitas largıent1s, sed el humıilıtas miıinistrantiıs. Nesc1o
quomodo, ratres me1l, anımus e]Jus quı porrigıit pauperI1, velut COomMMUnNI humanıtatı
infırmitati compatıtur, quando ponıtur INaNuUu: habentis in indıigentis. Quamvıs ılle
det, lle accıpılat, conjunguntur miıniıster et Cul miıinıstratur. Non enım Jungıt 105 calamıtas,
sed humilıtas’”.

37) 13 Van avel, Recherches SUr la christologie de saınt ugustin L’humain el le
divin dans le Christ d’apres saıiınt ugustin, rıbourg, 1954, 120, SCCS the rea ıth
Stoi1cısm and Platonısm thıs po1In of fleeing the passıons and the affections occurring
around 391 *C /’es: alors qu«C UunN«c ente christianısatıon de doectrine
CONCernanti la vIe affectıve. Les texies font quC le changement s’est opere urtout
entre 391-
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clear and satısfactory solution thıs problem, but hıs priorıities AI clear.
TIhe sSea of eing free from dıstress 1s toned down, and thıs makes
Hultgren’s supposıtion that Augustine identifies ıt wıth the Supreme
00d sought eudaımonıstically hıghly questionable.

Lookıng al [WO other sShows us SOINC of the TeSONAaNCECS thıs
idea of dıstancıng oneself Can ave for Augustine ın the 1mM-
mediıately followıing De Moribus. Ihe fiırst 18 the continuation of
DassSagc quoted al the beginnıng of thıs hapter from De Vera
Religione. Theg bond 1s that which rıumphs VeT everythıng

Therefore the PCISON wh loves (J0d wıth all hıs mınd and soul
ıll nOT be 1cte: Dy the ea of another, because he knows that
whoever 0€Ss nOot pPaSss aAaWAaY fOor God o€es not DaSss dWdYy for hım
eıther. For God 1s ord both of the lıving and the dead Thıs pCerSsoN
1s not made unhappy by the unhappıness of another, for he 1s nOoT
made unjust by the injustice of another. And ONeC Can take
from hım Justice and God, ONMNC Cal take happıness from hım
And ıf perhaps sometımes he 15 distressed by another’s danger OT

OT paın, he lets it M4 far AS help 0)18 correct OT console the
other. but nOT bring about hıs OW ruln 38)
When perSsSoN 1s otally intent uDON God, the ord of the lıvıng and

the dead, dıstress al another’s paın, CVCMN al another’s ea ıll nOTt
INCAanNn the destruction of hıs OW ıfe and happıness. He 111 nNOT collapse
in horror al the S12 of human mMI1SeTrYy and mortalıty. Thıs O€s nOTL

that he flee the sufferings of others lest hıs world be turned upsıde
own and he be made unhappy Rather, ıf he allows the bond ıth God,
the greates bond; rıumphs OVCI everythıng, slacken, he ıll be

shaken and unbalanced by hıs OW emotions ıIn the face of human
fragılıty, fallıbilıty and suffering that he ll NnOT be in fıt to help,
COrrect and console the other In the second texXtL, from quaestio G the

38) De Vera Religione 257/7-258 47,91 (CE 34,163)
“Non CTgO iste afflıgıtur morte CUlUuSquam, quon1am quı LOLO anımo eum dılıgıt, nOovıt il W

sibı perire quod deo NO  - perıt ; eus au domiınus est V1IvVvorum ei MOrtuorum Non
CUlUuSsSquam miserl1a miıser est, qul1a 1ICC Culusquam inıustıtia f1ıt inıustus. Et ut CINO Il
justit1iam ei deum, SIC CINO aufert beatıtudınem 81 quando forte alıculus periculo ve]l
CI1I1OIC vel dolore Commovetur, [6 131 ad iıllıus aux1ılıum aut correct1ıonem aut COMN-

solatıonem, 19(08)  - ad SUamı subversionem valere patıtur””. The French translatıon in
(Euvres de aın ugustın (Bıblıotheque Augustinienne, Parıs, 1951, 161, renders
...  non ad SU am subversionem ” non de troubler  97 hıs 185 OO weak (Lewıs and
ort, Aatın Dictionary, 1786, g1ves the followıng meanıngs for “subversi10)‘) :
Overturn, overthrow, ruln, destruction) and LOO readıly aCcepts overwhelming influence
of the StOO1C ıdeal of “apatheıa ” Augustine.
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realıstic pomnt that sharıng the paınful condıtıon of others 1s Counter-

productive ıf ıt robs us of an y abılıty MaYy ave had be of Service
them 1s made CVCN INOIC learly

Therefore, in atters ın IC such states of eelıngs AIC involved,
PCISON has certaın extient chare the afflıctıon from ; @ he

wıshes relleve the other And he cshould do thıs in such WaY dSs
be of help the other and noTt OW it happen that both of them
end equally miıserable. In order stretch out ne’s  } hand
another Iyıng the ground ONC has bend own But it makes

let oneself fall oWN exti the other the ground; fOor
then there ATC [WO ın eed of help No, ONC en! OoOWn PDCISON
lyıng the ground ın order help hım agaın 39)
The sage’s “reedom from all dıstress’ in thıs perspectiıve has be

read ıth the NUANCC “reedom from all dıstress that WOU cripple hım
and make hım ıneffectual behalf of others’. As SCTIIHNON preache
before 400 has ıt, it 1s NOT misfortune IC forms the bond between g1ver
and recelver, but the g1ver’s humble sharıng in the umanıty and the
infırmıty he eels ıIn COMMON ıth the needy*°*). As SCC, the

stemmıng from thıs umlilıty makes souls ne1ghbours ONC

another.

FEVERY PERSON AS NEIGHBOUR

By 395 Augustıine Can call PCISON ne1ghbour wıthout
feelıng the necessity of explaınıng hımself the point**). Thıs, of
COUTITSC, COUuU be SCCH AS ogıcal CONSCYHUCNCC of the designatıon of the
neıghbour dSs soul OI rational soul. We all ave souls; therefore, ATC all
neighbours. And indeed, ın the text already quoted from ‚pistola L3
ave SCCI hOow TeCaAason ratio ) takes VCOI thıs unıfyıng function from
ANLMUS and anıma, stressing OUI unıty in ICason ASs rallyıng-point.

The ne1ghbour in question (ın the second part of the double
commandment) 1s nOoTt be understood A4Ss those wh dIC elated

39) De Diversıs Quaestionibus 83, Z442 (CC °Et ıdeo in
hulusmodı affectionıbus suscıpıenda est alıquantulum 1psa aegrıtudo, de qua VIS DCI
alıum lıberarı, ei SIC suscıpıenda, ut ad auxılıum 10O  - ad aequalıtatem miıserlae valeat,
uemadmodum inclhinat quı lacent1ı porrigıt ; NO nım proicıt ut mbo
laceant, sed incurvat tantum ut iLacentem erıgat  37

40) Sermo 259,5 (ML 38,1200): w aNnımus eJus quı porrigıt pauperI1, velu cCommun!ı
humanıtatiı infıiırmıtatiı compatıturAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  179  realistic point that sharing the painful condition of others is counter-  productive if it robs us of any ability we may have had to be of service to  them is made even more clearly.  Therefore, in matters in which such states of feelings are involved,  a person has to a certain extent to share the affliction from which he  wishes to relieve the other. And he should do this in such a way as to  be of help to the other and not allow it to happen that both of them  end up equally miserable. In order to stretch out one’s hand to  another lying on the ground one has to bend down. But it makes no  sense to let oneself fall down next to the other on the ground; for  then there are two in need of help. No, one bends down to a person  lying on the ground in order to help him up again  39)‘  The sage’s ‘freedom from all distress’ in this perspective has to be  read with the nuance ‘freedom from all distress that would cripple him  and make him ineffectual on behalf of others’. As a sermon preached  before 400 has it, it is not misfortune which forms the bond between giver  and receiver, but the giver’s humble sharing in the humanity and the  infirmity he feels in common with the needy“*°). As we shall see, the  mercy stemming from this humility makes souls neighbours to one  another.  B. EVERY PERSON AS MY NEIGHBOUR  By 395 A.D. Augustine can call every person a neighbour without  feeling the necessity of explaining himself on the point“**!). This, of  course, could be seen as a logical consequence of the designation of the  neighbour as soul or rational soul. We all have souls; therefore, we are all  neighbours. And indeed, in the text already quoted from Epistola 155, we  have seen how reason (ratio) takes over this unifying function from  animus and anima, stressing our unity in reason as a rallying-point.  The neighbour in question (in the second part of the double  commandment) is not to be understood as those who are related to  39) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 71,2 (CC 44A,202. ML 40,81): “Et ideo in  huiusmodi affectionibus suscipienda est aliquantulum ipsa aegritudo, de qua vis per te  alium liberari, et sic suscipienda, ut ad auxilium non ad aequalitatem miseriae valeat,  quemadmodum se inclinat qui manum iacenti porrigit; non enim se proicit ut ambo  jaceant, sed incurvat tantum ut iacentem erigat”’.  40) Sermo 259,5 (ML 38,1200): ‘... animus ejus qui porrigit pauperi, velut communi  humanitati atque infirmitati compatitur ... Non enim jungit nos calamitas, sed humilitas””.  +1) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84, 119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Item diligere  proximum, id est omnem hominem ...”.Non nım Jungıt 105 calamıtas, sed humıilıtas  Xi

4l) ExXpositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 84, 119 35.2138):; “ Item dılıgere
DroXIimum, ıd est hominem
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us by 00 but those wıth whom chare TCason (ratio), 1C
Jo1ns all INnenN and in single communlıty. FOr. ıf Can
be the of OUT comıng together, how much INOIC nature; nOoTLt
the law of but that of COINIMNON orıgın 42)
Iwo urther elated factors, explicıtatıng the ratio factor, make all

people ne1ghbours of OMNC another accordıng thıs iexXi The former 15
OUuUI COIMNIMMON human nature, the latter OUTI COMMON or1g1n.

Regardıng the former Augustine states in De Vera Religione:
° Human nalture, therefore. whether ıt be perfect OT be perfected, 1S
be OVe independently Ör ıts carnal CONdIUON 7 ). hıs the WaY,

44)as ave SCCH, for love of ne1ghbour beyond [078] relatiıonshıps
Over later, human nature remaıns basıs of unıversal
fellowship: * fact all people dIC neighbours ON another, and let
there be thought that there 1S dıstance between ONC LACC and another
where there 1S COMMON nature” *>),. 1S, however, instructive
COMPDAIC the of these {WO sentences In the CAdsSC of De Vera
Religione, “human Hatulec” eing that which ONC loves in oneself, 1s also
tOo DeE: accordıng the commandment love the ne1ghbour AS the self,
that MC ONC loves In others. The passagc proceeds:

All wh OVe Hım and do Hıs ıll ATC elated under the ON (God
and Father And a]] AIC athers and SONMNS ONC another, athers
when they take CaIrc of others, SOIS when they obey; and above all
they dIC brothers (fratres), because the ONC Father Ca them Dy Hıs

the Sd1Inle iınherıtance 46)

42) Epistola 55,4,14 33,672) * Proximus SaJnec HOC 10CO., NO

sangu1lnıs propinquıitate, sed ratı1on1s socletate pensandus est, in qua SOCI sunt
homines. Nam S1 pecunlae ratıo SOCI1OS facıt, quanto magıs ratıo naturae, NO negotiandı,
sed nascendı lege cCOommun1ls’”. Augustıine ıllustrates the pomnt of human unıty by quoting
the famous lıne from JTerence, Heautontimorumenos KT "Homo Su humanı nı!
alıenum uto  R

43) De Vera religione 251 46,89 (CC 34,162) "Ipsa
igıtur natura humana sıne carnalı condıcıone dılıgenda estL, S1Ve sıt perficıenda SIVe
perfecta”.

44) TIhe dıfficulties ıth thıs posıtıon encountered and dealth ıth above do nOTL eed
be rehearsed ere

45) En In 118, S, (CC 40,1686 S3 L V319): ‘“Omnıs quıppe OMO est
MNı homiını DrOoX1Imus, NC ulla cogıtanda est longinquıtas generI1S, ubı est natura
cCcCommunıs”.

46) De Vera Religione 251 46,89 E 34,162) “Omnes
sub un  ® deo cognatı Sunt quı Ceu dılıgunt eft acıunt voluntatem 1PS1US, ef Invicem S19)!
Sunt ei patres Cu s1bı consulunt ei fılıı CUu s1ıbı obtemperant ei ratres max1ıme, quıa COS

1NUS testamento s Ul  ® ad Nam heredıtatem vocat .
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In other words, the dea of COININON destiny In God, the ONeC

Father, 18 introduced deepen the sıgnıfıcance of “human nature’”. And
the relatiıonshıp that evelops between **all wh love Hım and do Hıs

15 ase‘ Nn OT natural famıly t1es but actual g00de of CaIic

and obedience. But hat 1S be saıd of those who do nOoTt ‘love Hım and
do Hıs wıll””? Are these noTt the fratres? Perhaps they d1iC be
consıdered d ‘human nature LO be berfected /: and, therefore. CVOCN

though nOTt actually performıing g00d ec:  S, d nNnclIlude ıIn the ONC

Father’s call COIMNMMON ınherıtance. In the CAasc of Fn INn DS 118,
the other hand, the explıcıt accompanyıng idea 1s the Jawyer’'s
hıs OW question about the identity of the ne1ghbour ın the SLOTY
incorporatıng the parable of the 00d Samarıtan (Lk 10.29-37/) : the
ne1ıghbour 15 he wh showed the INan eft alf-dea: Dy the road-
s1ıde. Combining the ideas of ccomMmmonNn nature’” unıtıng vastlıy dıfferent
peoples and the ne1ghbour ASs the ONC showıng Augustıine
concludes: . ıt 1s clear that 1n the matter of works of ONC 1s
be lassed excluded Dy the person who loves hıs ne1ghbour
Further ıll SCC somethıng of the role played Dy thıs parable in
Augustine’s understandıng of the ne1ighbour. For the present 1t 18
sufficıent ote that for En IN DS 118 ate 422) "common nature’” 1S
explıicıtly primarıly unıversal bond embracıng all iın the demand for
>ıle for De Vera Religione ate 390) “human nature’” 1s In the
first instance princıple be OVve In the latter the unıfyıng aspect 15
obvıously nOoTt ackıng; indeed ıt aD be reinforced DYy the appeal
the fatherhood of the ONC God and OUT vocatıon tO COMMON

inheriıtance, but the poımt eıng emphasısed 1s that Christian’s relatıon-
sh1ps ATeC deally spırıtual, NOT “carnal”: At anı y rate ere in the
background of the broadenıng of of famılıarıty nclude those
beyond nNne s 00 relatıons 1s the ıdea, IC Augustine later rejects,
that eing orn and g1ving birth AIiIcC the result of SIN Fn INn DS 118.

47) 18 possıble read natura humana perficıenda)’, and thereby understand the
lot of those who do NOT love (GJ0d and do hıs wiıll, In the 1g of the texti concerning the
oolısh soul 1C 15 be OVEe: because ıt 15 capable of eing WISse and perfect, and in order
that it May become such. See De Vera Religione 262 48,93 182
34, 164) Sapıentem anımam perfectam alem dılıgat qualem ıllam VI| tultam
NON talem, sed quıa S5C perfecta ei sapıens potestT, quıa NC 1ıpsum tultum ılıgere.
Nam quı dılıgıt tultum, 1988)  —_ proficiet ad sapıentiam ; NC fıet quısque qualıs cupıt CSSC

181 Oderıt qualıs est  Kn
48) En IN 118, S, (CC 40,1686 37.1549):Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  181  In éther words, the idea of a common destinj in God, the one  Father, is introduced to deepen the significance of ‘“human nature”. And  the relationship that develops between ‘““all who love Him and do His  will” is based not on natural family ties but on actual good deeds of care  and obedience. But what is to be said of those who do not ‘‘love Him and  do His will””? Are these not among the fratres? Perhaps they are to be  considered as ‘human nature to be perfected’*’), and, therefore, even  though not actually performing good deeds, as included in the one  Father’s call to a common inheritance. In the case of En. in ps. 118, on  the other hand, the explicit accompanying idea is the lawyer’s response to  his own question about the identity of the neighbour in the story  incorporating the parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk. 10.29-37) : the  neighbour is he who showed mercy to the man left half-dead by the road-  side. Combining the ideas of a ‘common nature” uniting vastly different  peoples and the neighbour as the one showing mercy, Augustine  concludes: **... it is clear that in the matter of works of mercy no one is to  243  be classed as excluded by the person who loves his neighbour  Further on we will see something of the role played by this parable in  Augustine’s understanding of the neighbour. For the present it is  sufficient to note that for En. in ps. 118 (Date: 422) ‘‘common nature” is  explicitly primarily a universal bond embracing all in the demand for  mercy, while for De Vera Religione (Date: 390) ‘‘human nature”’ is in the  first instance a principle to be loved. In the latter the unifying aspect is  obviously not lacking; indeed it appears to be reinforced by the appeal to  the fatherhood of the one God and to our vocation to a common  inheritance, but the point being emphasised is that a Christian’s relation-  ships are ideally: spiritual, not ‘‘carnal”. At any rate here in the  background of the broadening of terms of familiarity to include those  beyond one’s blood relations is the idea, which Augustine later rejects,  that being born and giving birth are the result of sin. En. in ps. 118,  +7) It is possible to read ‘natura humana perficienda’, and thereby to understand the  lot of those who do not love God and do his will, in the light of the text concerning the  foolish soul which is to be loved because it is capable of being wise and perfect, and in order  that it may become such. See De Vera Religione 262 (CSEL 77,67) = 48,93 (CC 32,248. ML  34, 164): “Sapientem animam atque perfectam talem diligat qualem illam videt; stultam  non talem, sed quia esse perfecta et sapiens potest, quia nec se ipsum debet stultum diligere.  Nam qui se diligit stultum, non proficiet ad sapientiam; nec fiet quisque qualis cupit esse  nisi se oderit qualis est”.  +8) En. in ps. 118, sermo 8,2 (CC 40,1686. ML 37,1519): ‘*... patuitque in facienda  misericordia neminem alienum esse deputandum ab eo qui diligit proximum”patuıtque In facıenda

misericordia nemınem alıenum SSC deputandum ab quı dılıgıt DroxXimum -
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however, 1$ forthright and cConcre assertion that there 1s ıIn effect
dıfference of al all between peoples, because there 1s *comMmmon
nature’; "common nature’” demands that ONe remaın
OUT mercy.

The second of the unıversalısıng and unıfyıng factors metl above ıIn
‚pistola 155 Was OUI COIMMNIMMNON Orl1g1n. Thıs 1S evıdently closely assoclated
wıth OUT “ CcCOMmON nature’”.

Friendshıp therefore begıns wıth nNnes  Z SPOUSC and ren, and
SOCS tO nclude strangers. But if reflect that have one father
and ONe mother, wh ıll be S us? All people AIC

ne1ghbours ON another. Ask nature Is PCTISON unknown
you? He 1s human eing Is he enemy ? He 1s human eing Is
he foe? He 1s human eing f he 1S rıen: mMaYy he remaın
frıend If he 15 9 INaY he become friend *”).
Because of the connection ıth “nature’”’ ıt 1s mOst probable that the

..  one father and ONe mother” referred dICc dam and Eve, the father
and mother of the human Tace 50) Augustine had already incorporated
and enlarge: uDON thıs poımnt iın De Disciplina Christiana, probably
datıng fifrom around 308

You AIC ONC sıngle PDCISON. But YOU ave Man y ne1ghbours. You
should not understand ne1ghbour refer in the first place
brother 0)8 sıster, 0O relatıon OT relatıon Dy marrıage, for
each PCISON 15 ex{i of kın CVCIY other PCISON. Usually when
spea. ofexi of kın, 1n of parents and children, fathers-ın-law
and sons-1n-law, and But there 1S greater kınshıp than that
of ONe human eing another. If, however, dIC of the opınıon
that only chıladaren of the SAadIlNlec parents ATIC exti of kın, should
turn OUT mınds dam and FEve In them it aAaDPCAaIs dIC all
brothers and sisters. By the V fact that AaTC human beings,
therefore, AaATeC ONC another’s brothers and s1isters. How much
INOTC 1S thıs {rue by the fact that ATC Christians? nsofar ASs yYOU
aATec human eing, YOU ave OIC father, Adam, and ONC mother,
Eve nsofar AS yOU aATIcC Chriıstıan, yOUIT ONMNC father 1S God and the

49) Sermo Deniıs 16,1 (MA I? /5) Date 413, the atest) “Incıpıt CIRO amıiıcıtıa
conıuge ei filus, ei progredıtur ad alıenos. Sed 81 consıderemus 11UIMN NOS habulsse
patrem Nal matrem, quı1s erıt alıenus? Omnı1ı homıiını DroXIimus est Omnı1ıs OM0
Interroga naturam Ignotus est? OMO est Inımiıcus est? OMO est Hostıs est? OMO est
Amıiıcus est? maneat amI1ıcCus. Inımicus est” f1at amıcus’”.

50) See Iso Sermo 90, / (ML 38,563); Sermo (ML 38,807) ‘““Dılıge proximum
(UUM, hoc est homınem. FK X duobus nım prımıs parentibus natı,
ut1que DroX1m1 Ssumus’’; En In DS 2572 (CC 36, 189)
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church YOUI ONC mother. Look hOow Man Y ne1ghbours OMNC sıngle
pEerSsoN has Hıs ne1ghbours aIiec all those whom he meelis ın ONMNC WaY
0)8 another, all those ıth whom he Can into relation °*).
In mentionıng the church it 18 not Augustine’s intention ere

restrict the word, ““ne1ghbour”, OI CVCN indeed frater, those wh: share
OUT al Otherwise how COUuU ıt STl be irue that °“there 1s greater
kınshıp than that of ONec human eing another” and that person’s
neighbours AIC *° ql] those ıth whom he Can into relatıon’? And
“by the VC fact that AT human beings ATC ONMNC another’s brothers
and s1ısters (fratres)”. For Augustine the fatherhood of God and the
motherhood of the church strengthen the on unıtıng human beings ASs

human beings. The ne1ghbour (proximus), then, 1S In the first place
each and PCrSON wıthout exception.

Petre well-documented CaSC, however, fOor consıderıng
that Augustine generally the term frater for Christians >*). che
ATeC all ne1ghbours because of the condıtıon of OUT earthly bırth; 1ın
another WaY AIC brothers because of OUT hope fOor eternal
inherıtance” 53) But, d Petre herself acknowledges, ONC cshould OW for

certaın suppleness in thıs termiınology 54) For, dS ave SCCHL, De
Disciplina Christiana ca people fratres Sımply because they AIC human
beings, (even ıf much INOTC because they aTie Christians). Moreover, In
the Samne DasSsSagc In 1 G eing ““ne1ghbours” the basıs of OUTI

51) De Disciplina Christiana 3,3-4,4 (r9 40,671) E NUus OMO CS,

DroX1m1ı tu1l multı SsSunt Non enım prımo SIC es intellegere DroX1imum, ve]l fratrem, vel
cCognatum, vel affınem Proximus est mnı homıiını Omnıs omMO Proximi sıbı 1cuntiur
ei fılıus, el N Nıhıl tam proximum qUamı OMO el OoOmMO Sed S1 putamus NO  —; SSC

DroX1mos, 1851 quı de eisdem parentibus NasCun(iur, dam ei Evam attendamus, ei

ratres quıdem ratres secundum quod homiınes quanito magıs secundum
quod chrıistianı sumus ? ıd quod OMO CS, unNus fult Adam, ul  S mater Ekva;: ad ıd
quod chrıstianus CS, NUus est deus, una mater ecclesıa. Vıdete CIZO quantos prox1mos
habeat 11US omoO Omnes homiınes in quU O> incurrerI1t, quıbus jung] potuerIıt, DroX1m1ı 1US
sunt”.

52) etre, 'arıtas. Etude SUr le vocabulaire latın de la charite chretienne, Louvaıiın,
1948, 134-140 Kıg 134 *°a est exceptionnel, effet, de uı OIlr applıquer la notion de
fraterniıte LOUS les hommes el reconnaıtre, ote du hıen soclal, lıen d’etroite parente .
*$ 158 *”T outefo1s Il reste Vvral, general, qu'’ıl donne MOL “pDrox1imus’ un  C extension
plus grande qu’a “{rater’ quı desıgne plus specialement le chretien .

53) En In 252 (& M  - 36,189) “Omnes pDroxim1 condıtione
errenae natıvıtatıs; sed alıter Tratres ]la SDC caelest1s hereditatıs . See Iso Sermo 359,9
(ML 39,1596) where Augustine dıstinguishes *concordıia fratrum ( Christians) and
"°amor proximorum ” (1.e pagans and Jews)

54) etre, C:, 5E \n faut pas 11 est Vvral, forcer distinction .
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COINIMNON orıgın 15 dıistinguished from eing °“brothers” the basıs of
hope for eavenly inherıtance. Augustine concludes by urging hıs
hearers tOo consıder all people theır ne1ghbours, CVEN before these ATC

Christıians.

For yYyOUu do NOL NOW what others ıll be wıth God;: yYOU do not
NOW hOwW (God has oreknown them The DCISON yYOU deriıded
because he adored stones MaYy be converted and adore God;
perhaps he ıll turn out be INOTC relıg10us than yYOU who, short
whıle before, WEIC erıdıng hım SC people, therefore, who AIC
nOoTL yel members of the church AdIC hıdden ne1ghbours of OUTIS, and
there AdIC others hıdden in the church wh dIiIC far from
Consequently, let us who do not NOW the future accept each and
CVCIY PCIrSsSoN ASs neighbour, nNnOT only because of the condıtion of
human mortalıty In IC COIMINC into thıs WOT. wıth the SadmIllec

destiny, but also because of hope for hat eavenly inherıtance. For
do NnOTL NOW what the future for OTINCOMNC wh al the

present time 1s nothıng 55)
15 evıdent that the sharp distinetion between “nei1ghbour” and

‘“brother” estaDblıshe shortly beforehand 1s nNnOTL relıg10usly dhered
We dIC called respect all inenNn and d “ne1ghbours” because of
hope for that eavenly inherıtance. Thıs hope fOor eavenly inheritance
had lıttle earlıer een the dıstinguıishıng feature of “brothers’.
Furthermore, there AdIC people wh AIC not yel members of the church
whose future wıth G0d do nOoT KNnow: these MaYy be 1dden
ne1ghbours’”’ of UTIS How Can thıs be ıf ...  we ATIC all neıghbours because
of the condıtıon of OUT arthly bırth)”? What Augustıine AdDPCAaIs INCAan

Dy 1dden ne1ghbours” 1S that they dIC potentıal charers in Chrıstian’’s
hope and potentıial members of the church In other words, ın of
the dıstıncection dS it Wds al first clearly drawn above, all iIinen and
(1:°C “neıghbours’”) Call chare OUT hope 1ın (30d and hıs promıses and ATiIC

hereby potentıially OUT brothers and sisters (fratres) ın al As
SCC, thıs 1S Irue EVCNMN of OUTI enemıles 56)

55) En In 292 (CC 36,189%) * Proximum tuum es putare
hominem, ei antequam sıt chrıstianus. Non nım nostı quıd sıt apud Deum, quomodo ıllum
praescıverıt Deus 1gnOrTas. Alıquando QUCIN iırrıdes adorantem lapıdes, convertitur, elt
adorat Deum, fortasse rel1g10s1us QUaln C quı Cu paulo nte irrıdebas. Sunt CIgO DroxX1m1ı
nostrı atentes ın hıs homıinıbus, quı nondum Ssunt in Ecclesıia; ei Sunt onge nobıs atentes
In Ecclesıa. Ideoque quı NO  : SCIMUS futura, UNUMgUECINGUC proximum habeamus, NO

solum condıtione mortalıtatıs humanae, quäa anc terram eadem sorte devenımus; sed
et1am SDC iıllıus hereditatiıs, quıa NO  > SCIMUS quıd futurus sıt quı modo nıhıl est  22

56) E.£2 In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir 10, / (ML 35,.2059): ‘““Omnes homines, eti1am
IN1mM1COs VestITOSs dılıgatıs: NO  —_ quıa sunt fratres, sed ut Tratres sınt ; ul SCMPCI fraterno
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For the sake of completeness, MaYy Just mention another
sometı1mes employe: Dy Augustine tOo STTESS that all AIC

neighbours. Romans 3 .10 us that ‘love of ne1ghbour o€es not rıng
about an y evıl”. But there 1s ONC whom evıl 1s {O be one
Therefore, there 1s ONeC who 1$ NOTL OUT neighbour > ’). hıs provıdes
unusual complement the arguments from all sharıng in COMMMMNON

nature, TICAason and Or1g1n, and ın God, the OINlC Father’s, ınherıtance.

(CHRIST AS IHE NEIGHBOUR

At the conclusıon of quaestio frıendship, datıng from the
per10| 389-396, Augustine offers the followıng reflections:

hıs 1S therefore the law of Chriıst that ear ONC another’s
burdens But ıf truly love Christ, 111 easıly put wıth the
weakness of another, SVn ıth that of PCISON do nOoTl yvel love

AaCCOUNLTL of hıs OW g00d qualıties. For AL CONSCIOUS that the
Lord whom OVve has dıed for hım 15 thıs love that the apostle
Paul PUuts before us wıth the warnıng: “In thıs WaY yYOUT knowledge
COUuU become the ruın of OTINCOMNC weak, of brother for whom
Christ diıed” Cor 1) If YOU love the weak DCISON ess because
of the faultsumake hım weak, then 1n of hım ıIn Christ who
has diıed for hım 10 faı]l love CHATISE however, 15 NOT Just
weakness: ıt 15 eı There{fore, implorıng C should
take that Christ 15 NOT neglected because of man’s faults

15 precıisely the weak PCISON oug OoVve for Christ’s sake 58)

flagretis, S1VEe In ratrem factum, S1Ve ın InNIm1ıcum, ut frater fıat dılıgendo. UÜbıcum-
QJuC ratrem dılıgıtıs, amMıcum dılıgiti1s”.

57) See De Vera Religione 245 77,62-63) 46,8 7 (CC 32,244 34,161)
°°Ea est autem regula dılection1s, ut quUaC s1bı vult Oona provenıre, ei Ih velıt, quacCc accıdere
sıbı mala NO  —_ vult, ei 1Ilı nolıt Hanc voluntatem CIa homiınes servalt Nam CIa
nemınem operandum est malum, et dilectio DroxXimı malum HNO  - (Rom
Dılıgamus CTBO, praeceptum est, et1am 1IN1mM1COS NOSITOS R  i De Doctrina Christiana
1,70 ’CC 2,24-25185  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  Eor lthe sake of completeness, we may just mention another  argument sometimes employed by Augustine to stress that all are  neighbours. Romans 13.10 tells us that ““love of neighbour does not bring  about any evil”. But there is no one to whom evil is to be done.  Therefore, there is no one who is not our neighbour®”). This provides an  unusual complement to the arguments from all sharing in a common  nature, reason and origin, and in God, the one Father’s, inheritance.  C. CHRIST AS THE NEIGHBOUR  At the conclusion of quaestio 71 on friendship, dating from the  period 389-396, Augustine offers the following reflections:  This is therefore the law of Christ: that we bear one another’s  burdens. But if we truly love Christ, we will easily put up with the  weakness of another, even with that of a person we do not yet love  on account of his own good qualities. For we are conscious that the  Lord whom we love has died for him. It is this love that the apostle  Paul puts before us with the warning: ‘‘In this way your knowledge  could become the ruin of someone weak, of a brother for whom  Christ died” (1 Cor. 8.11). If you love the weak person less because  of the faults which make him weak, then think of him in Christ who  has died for him. To fail to love Christ, however, is not just a  weakness; it is death. Therefore, imploring God’s mercy, we should  take great care that Christ is not neglected because of a man’s faults.  It is precisely the weak person we ought to love for Christ’s sake >®).  amore flagretis, sive in fratrem factum, sive in inimicum, ut frater fiat diligendo. Ubicum-  que fratrem diligitis, amicum diligitis”.  57) See De Vera Religione 245 (CSEL 77,62-63) = 46,87 (CC 32,244. ML 34,161) :  ‘“Ea est autem regula dilectionis, ut quae sibi vult bona provenire, et illi velit, quae accidere  sibi mala non vult, et illi nolit. Hanc voluntatem erga omnes homines servat. Nam erga  neminem operandum est malum, et dilectio proximi malum non operatur (Rom. 13.10).  Diligamus ergo, ut praeceptum est, etiam inimicos nostros  ”; De Doctrina Christiana  1,70 (CSEL 80,26) = 1,30,32 (CC 32,24-25. ML 34,31): “... si quod est aliud mandatum, in  hoc sermone recapitulatur: Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Dilectio proximi  malum non operatur (Rom. 13.10) .  manifestum est omnem hominem proximum esse  deputandum, quia erga neminem operandum est malum”.  58) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 71,7 (CC 44A,207. ML 40,83): ‘““Ipsa est ergo lex  Christi, ut invicem onera nostra portemus. Christum autem diligendo facile sustinemus  infirmitatem alterius, etiam quem nondum propter sua bona diligimus. Cogitamus enim  quia ille quem diligimus dominus propter eum mortuus est. Quam caritatem nobis  apostolus Paulus ingessit cum diceret : Et peribit infirmus in tua scientia, frater propter quem  Christus mortuus est (1 Cor. 8.11), ut si illum infirmum propter vitium quo infirmus est  minus diligimus, illum in eo consideremus, qui mortuus est propter ipsum. Christum autem  non diligere non infirmitas sed mors est. Quapropter ingenti cura et implorata Dei  misericordia cogitandum est, ne Christum neglegamus propter infirmum, cum infirmum  debeamus diligere propter Christum”.Z quod esT alıu. mandatum, In
hoc SETMONE recapitulatur : Diliges proximum [UUM IaAamquam 1IDSUM. ılectio proximı
malum AOonNn Rom manıfestum est homınem proximum S5C

deputandum, quıa CIa nemıiınem operandum est malum ”.
58) De Diıversıis Quaestionibus 83, 717 (EC "Ipsa est CIZO lex

Christi, ut iInvicem nOostra portemus. Christum autem dılıgendo facıle sustinemus
infırmıtatem alter1us, et1am qUCIN nondum propter Sua ona dılıgımus. Cogıtamus enım
qula lle quCcm dılıgımus domiınus propter Cu OTrtUuSs est Quam carıtatem nobıs
apostolus Paulus ingessıt Ar diceret : peribit infirmus In [UGA scient1a, frater propter queEM
Christus OFTTUUS es!t CDr 8.11), ut S1 ıllum ınfırmum propter vitium quO ınfırmus est
mMInus dılıg1imus, um ın consıderemus, quı OTrtuus est propter 1psum. Christum autem
NON dılıgere 1O infırmıtas sed INOTS est Quapropter ingent! e{ implorata De1l
misericordia cogıtandum est, Christum neglegamus propter infırmum, C infırmum
debeamus ılıgere propter TIStum  r
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The implıicatıon of thıs texti 15 that ıf PCISON 1s neglected because of
hıs faults 0)8 OVEe: less because of hıs weakness, there has een aılure In
love for Chriıst The [CAaSON for thıs 1s that Christ ın dyıng fOr hım has
taken hıs part, has iıdentified hımself ıth hıs lot Lıkewise, ten OI

InNOTE later, Augustine Can spea of the grea prıce Chriıst has paıd
purchase the ole WOT. and he Can maıntaın therefore that the church
throughout the entire WOT the church IC 15 preache hrough the
flesh of Christ 1S be OVEe'! ‘*hecause of the neighbour”’ ??). The
church, the ne1ghbour and the flesh of Chriıst dICc brought nto COIN-

nex10n. Christ’s redemptive en behalf of people, the [aNnsom he has
paıd for them, makes them flesh of hıs flesh, members of hıs body 60)
indeed those lothed ın Chriıst MaY CVCNMN be called nst, for Christ and
the church ATIC one®°*). If therefore the church 1s be OVeEe *hbecause of
the ne1ghbour’””, and ıf Christ and the church AdICc ONC, INa Yy SaYy that
not only 1s the ne1ıghbour be OVvVe ıIn CHMSE, ASs ıIn quaestio 7T but that

59) En In D (CC 40,1797-1798. 3716199 ‘“Ecclesia propter proximum
dılıgıtur, Deus autem propter Deum186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.Quisquıis [UTSUS putaverıt ecclesıiam 1ın un  v

CSSC, ei 10  — Ca cognoverıt dıffusam LtOLO Tbe erTarum, et crediderıt e1s quı dıcunt Ecce
hic est Christus, el (& Ö z 1C Ma186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.Cu Jle orbem emerit, quıa Lantum

pretiıum dedıt Jle (amquam in proX1mo scandalızatur ıd esL, PCI CaIrnNecImn Christı
praedicatur eccles1a, qula 1psa A1O0O Chriıstı ecclesiae est Quisquıis ıbı NO  — scandalı-
zatur, In 1psa eccles1ia ei Christi, Iuna NO  — urıtur

60) See, for example, In Epistolam loannıs, ır 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : * Extende cha-
ıtatem DCI orbem, S1 VIS Chrıstum9quıa membra Chriıstı DCI orbem Jacent  L
Because of Christ’s love which attaches Hım closely Hıs body, He himself, the Head,
TIES Out when Hıs members ATC afflıcted. hıs introduces agaın the favourıte and
wıdespread Augustinian theme of totus Chrıistus’””, head and members, which ıt 1S beyond
OUTI SCODC deal ıth al length ere

61) See En In DS 100,3 185 9,1408 37ı  e ‘“Simus in COTDOIC 1PS1US eit

10S5 Cantemu: (Cantat enım hOoc Christus 1 solum cantal, Domino est cantıcum
hOcC, ad 1 OS NO pertinet. S1 aute Christus, ıd est et COTDUS e1us, STO In
membrıs e1us, adhaere Ilı PCI —-  em, ei pCI SPC eit PCI charıtatem, el In Jlo cCantas, In 1lo
exsultas. Quıi1a ei 1pse In aborat, In te sıtıt, In te esurıt et trıbulatur. Ille in uCcC
moriıtur ei In llo 1am resurrexistl1. Nam S1 NO!  —; in morere(tur, nollet ın s1bı parcı
perseCulore, CUu: dıiceret Saule, aule, quid persequeris? cts 9.4)186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.Chrıistum nım
indut1ı Christus CUu capıte nOSLTO, quıa ut1que Abrahae Apostolus hoc
dıicıt Quıia 1X1 Christus Apostolus aıt Ergo Abrahae estLs186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.Abrahae
est Christus (Gal 329 3.16)186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.Manıfestum qula ad Christum pertinemus, ei quıa
membra 1US ei COI DUS 1uUs9 CUM capıte NnOSITO NUS OMO SUmMUus’.
Also, En IN DS 101, ® (GE 40,1427 3/1295); *“Chrıstus ei ecclesia utrum
uNnus, NUus quıdam VIT perfectus in forma plenıtudıinıs SUaC v En IN 90, 1,10

d(C 9,1265 3111303 CUIMN quıbus (amquam membrıs 11US est Christus
Sermo 'g  ’ (ML 39,15063): *Christum ipse praedicat Chrıstus, hoc est COTDUS Chriıstı
tOLO Trbe dıffusum186  R. Canning  The implication of this text is that if a person is neglected because of  his faults or loved less because of his weakness, there has been a failure in  love for Christ. The reason for this is that Christ in dying for him has  taken his part, has identified himself with his lot. Likewise, ten years or  more later, Augustine can speak of the great price Christ has paid to  purchase the whole world, and he can maintain therefore that the church  throughout the entire world — the church which is preached through the  flesh of Christ — is to be loved “because of the neighbour””°?). The  church, the neighbour and the flesh of Christ are brought into con-  nexion. Christ’s redemptive death on behalf of people, the ransom he has  paid for them, makes them flesh of his flesh, members of his body  X  indeed those clothed in Christ may even be called Christ, for Christ and  the church are one°*). If therefore the church is to be loved ‘“because of  the neighbour”, and if Christ and the church are one, we may say that  not only is the neighbour to be loved in Christ, as in quaestio 71, but that  59) En. in ps: 120,12 (CC 40,1797-1798. ML 37,1615): “Ecclesia propter proximum  diligitur, Deus autem propter Deum ... Quisquis rursus putaverit ecclesiam in una parte  esse, et non eam cognoverit diffusam toto orbe terrarum, et crediderit eis qui dicunt:: Ecce  hic est Christus, et ecce illic (Matt. 24.23) ... cum ille totum orbem emerit, quia tantum  pretium dedit: ille tamquam in proximo scandalizatur  id est, per carnem Christi  praedicatur ecclesia, quia ipsa caro Christi caput ecclesiae est. Quisquis ibi non scandali-  zatur, in ipsa ecclesia et carne Christi, a luna non uritur ...”.  S0) See, for example, In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,8 (ML 35,2060) : “Extende cha-  ritatem per totum orbem, si vis Christum amare; quia membra Christi per orbem jacent””.  Because of Christ’s love which attaches Him so closely to His body, He himself, the Head,  cries out when His members are afflicted. This introduces again the favourite and  widespread Augustinian theme of ‘“totus Christus””, head and members, which it is beyond  our scope to deal with at length here.  $1) See En. in ps. 100,3 (CC 39,1408. ML 37,1284-1285): ‘“Simus in corpore ipsius et  nos cantemus ea. Cantat enim hoc Christus. Si solum caput cantat, a Domino est canticum  hoc, ad nos non pertinet. Si autem zotus Christus, id est caput et corpus eius, esto in  membris eius, adhaere illi per fidem, et per spem et per charitatem, et in illo cantas, in illo  exsultas. Quia et ipse in te laborat, in te sitit, in te esurit et tribulatur. Ille in te adhuc  moritur et tu in illo iam resurrexisti. Nam si non in te moreretur, nollet in te sibi parci a  persecutore, cum diceret Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris? (Acts 9.4) ... Christum enim  induti Christus sumus cum capite nostro, quia utique Abrahae semen sumus. Apostolus hoc  dicit. Quia dixi Christus sumus. Apostolus ait Ergo Abrahae semen estis ... semen Abrahae  est Christus (Gal. 3.29 & 3.16) ... Manifestum quia ad Christum pertinemus, et quia  membra eius et corpus eius sumus, cum capite nostro unus homo sumus’’.  Also, En in ps. 101, sermo 1,2 (CC 40,1427. ML 37,1295): “Christus et ecclesia utrumque  unus, unus quidam vir perfectus in forma plenitudinis suae ...””; En. in ps. 90, sermo 1,10  3  ,  (CC 391265 ME 3A57  cum quibus tamquam membris unus est Christus  Sermo 354,1,1 (ML 39,1563): ‘“‘Christum ipse praedicat Christus, hoc est corpus Christi  toto orbe diffusum ... praedicat corpus caput suum et tuetur caput corpus suum’””.praedicat COIDUS SUUuIMm ei tuetiur COTrPDUS suum .
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Christ 18 to be OVe!l ‘“hecause of the ne1ghbour” propter DroXimum), ASs

the neı1ghbour.
The rapprochement between Christ and the human TaACC, however,

egan already ıth the Incarnatıon. In hıs catechetical opusculum of 400
Augustine consıders that

the most important [CAasSsonNn for Christ’s comıng Was that people
m1g NOW how much God loves them Further, knowıng In thıs
WaY the extent of love for them. people mıg egıin to urn
ıth love for hım who OVE them fırst, and, following Christ’s
commandment and example, they m1g love the ne1ghbour. Christ,
In lovıng people wh WEIC NOTL close hım but wanderıng far from
hım, has become the neighbour®*).
Thıs MaYy be compared wıth PDassagc from Sermo 14A1 “When

Christ Was far AWaY from dS ONC who 1S immortal and g00d 1S far
from mortal and sınful creatures ın order LO the diıstance he
Came oWn us and became ne1ıghbour S: 27i In both 9
therefore, In that of OUT dıstance from (J0d and in that of hıs dıstance
from us, Christ’s love brıdges the SaD As Augustine’s welfth SCIINON

psalm 118 (whıch Was preache Just 0J8 e1g before hıs death)
has it The Word wh 1s God hımself °‘has become flesh aAs be InY
ne1ıghbour a4s weill °°): The motive for the Incarnatıon of Chriıst 1S
love for human beings. The ord becomiıng flesh that Christ 1S
wıth us as OUT ne1ghbour. Sermon Denıis DUuts ıt slıghtly dıfferently:

When therefore wısdom (1 the wısdom of od) Was friend
the oolısh (LE strayıng human beings) and far aAaWaY from them, ıt
adopted OUT ne1ghbour and became OUT ne1ghbour. hıs 15 the
mMYySterYy of Chrıst What 1s dıstant dSs foolıshness from wısdom?
What 15 close dSs ONe human eing another? Therefore
wısdom took human eing and became ne1ghbour people
through those close cChem °°)

62) De Catechizandis Rudibus 4, (CC 40,315) En CIgO maxıme
propterea Christus advenıt, ut Cognosceret OMO quantitum Cu dılıgat deus, eit ıdeo
CI  } E In 1US dılectionem quUO Dr10r dılectus est inardesceret, proximumque llo
ıubente ei demonstrante dılıgeret, quı NO DroxXimum, sed longe peregrinantem dılıgendo
factus est DrOoXImus

63) Sermo ’  s (ML’38,934): "“Cum CTgO onge nobıs se immortalıs ei Justus,
tanquam mortalıbus et peccatorıbus, descendit ad NOS, ut fıeret nobıs proximus lle
longinquus’””.

64) En In DS 118, 125 FÜ 40,1704 37,1435): “ Ipse est nNnım Verbum
Deus; ei Verbum ATO factum estL, ut sSse el DroXIimus INCUS (cf. Jn 14)”

65) Sermo Denis 16,2 (MA 1,76) “Cum CISO stultis amıca 19(8)  — SS| (sapıentlia), ei
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Expressing the mMYySLeETY of Christ AS adopting and becomiıng the
ne1ghbour makes ıt possible for Augustine g1ve surprising ANSWET

the question udo yYOU wısh OVvVe yYOUT neighbour””? He replies: ...  you
ave hım In hrıst ”” Thıs ANSWET 15 ase: hıs interpretation of Jn
1414 Word Was made flesh and we amongst us  ” In Christ
made INa  —$ 1S the ne1ghbour be OVEe: Christ then 15 nOot only “"DFrOXIMLS
DrOXIMUS  H durıng hıs ıfe earth, but CVECMN after hI1s ascension into
heaven he continues ASs the Christus lıve In real communıon wıth
hıs members  68)' ere 1s therefore incorporatıon of people of OUI

time into Christ; he identifies himself wıth them hrough Ove
In De Doctrina Christiana Augustine works from the definıtion of

“neıghbour” proferred by the Jawyer who had ear‘ the parable of the
00d Samarıtan that 1S. the “ne1ghbour” 15 the PCTISON wh revıives
and takes CaIiIc of the Man eft Iyıng alf-dea: Dy the road-sıde, the DCISON
wh cshows him®”) bDy WdYy of the premı1ss that Christ has
revived N and shown us5 the conclusıon that Chriıst therefore 1s

be called OUT ne1ghbour.
If the PCISON fOor whom perform work of 0)8 the PCISON

wh performs work of fOor us 1S rıghtly be called the

tultıs longe essel, assumpsıt proximum nOStITrum, ei facta est proxima nostira Hoc
mysterıum Christı est. Quıid tam onge, QUamm stultıti1a sapıentia ? Quıid {a  =] Droximum,
quam homo eit homo?188  R. Canning  Expressing the mystery of Christ as adopting and becoming the  neighbour makes it possible for Augustine to give a surprising answer to  the question ‘“do you wish to love your neighbour””? He replies: *“‘you  have him in Christ”. This answer is based on his interpretation of Jn.  1.14: “The Word was made flesh and dwelt amongst us’””°°). In Christ  made man is the neighbour to be loved. Christ then is not only ““proximis  proximus’’°7) during his life on earth, but even after his ascension into  heaven he continues as the zozus Christus to live in real communion with  his members®®). There is therefore an incorporation of people of our  time into Christ; he identifies himself with them through love.  In De Doctrina Christiana Augustine works from the definition of  “neighbour” proferred by the lawyer who had heard the parable of the  Good Samaritan — that is, the “neighbour”” is the person who revives  and takes care of the man left lying half-dead by the road-side, the person  who shows mercy to him®?) — by way of the premiss that Christ has  revived us and shown us mercy, to the conclusion that Christ therefore is  to be called our neighbour.  If the person for whom we perform a work of mercy or the person  who performs a work of mercy for us is rightly to be called the  stultis longe esset, assumpsit proximum nostrum, et facta est proxima nostra. Hoc  mysterium Christi est. Quid tam longe, quam stultitia a sapientia? Quid tam proximum,  quam homo et homo? ... Ergo suscepit hominem sapientia, et facta est homini proxima per  id quod erat proximum”.  66). Sermo 261,8,8 (ML 38,1206): ‘‘In Christo habes totum. Deum tuum vis diligere?  Habes in Christo: /n principio erat Verbum, et verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum  (Jn. 1.1). Proximum vis diligere? Habes in Christo: Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in  nobis (Jn. 1.14)”.  °7) This formulation is used in Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) of the Risen Christ giving  the Holy Spirit while still on earth: “Ideo forte informans nos ad dilectionem proximi, dedit  in terra conspicuus et proximis proximus Spiritum sanctum, insufflando in faciem eorum  „  68) Sermo 341,1,1 (ML 39,1493) speaks of Christ not only as pre-existent and as  incarnate Mediator and Head of the church, but also as forming a living community  comprising both Head and Body: ‘“Tertius modus est quodam modo zotus Christus, in  plenitudine Ecclesiae, id est, caput et corpus, secundum plenitudinem perfecti cujusdam  viri, in quo viro singuli membra sumus”. See also Sermo 25,8,8 (CC 41,339. ML 38,170-171).  The topic sentences of the passages are : “Recita, ut scias te non fraudari Christi praesentia.  Audi iudicaturum : Quando uni ex minimis meis fecistis, mihi fecistis (Matt. 25.40)”.  62)..De.Doctrina Christiana 167 (CSEL 80;25). =.4,30,31 (CC 3224 M1:34,31):  “Cui (ie. saucio et semivivo derelicto) proximum esse non docuit, nisi qui erga illum  recreandum atque curandum misericors extitit  RCn in Skl 8i serma: 82 ACE  40,1686. ML 37,1519): *... proximum non fuisse, nisi qui cum illo fecit misericordiam ...”Ergo suscepıit homınem sapıentla, facta est homıiın1 proxima pCT
ıd quod erat proximum .

66) Sermo ’  9 (ML 38,1206): 7in Chrısto es Deum tuum VIS dılıgere ”
es in Christo In DFINCIDLO ral Verbum, e| verbum ral apud Deum, el Deus Tal Verbum
(Jn 1.1) Proximum VIS dılıgere ? es ıIn Chrısto Verbum caro factum Aa 217 habitavit IN
noDis (Jn L14).

67) hıs formulatıon 15 sed ın Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) of the Rısen Christ g1ving
the Holy Spirıt ıle stıll earth Ideo orte informans 1105 ad dılectionem ProX1m1,
In erra CONSPICUUS el DFrOXIMIS DFOXIMUS Spirıtum sanctum, insufflando In facıem

.

68) Sermo 5  ’ (ML 39,1493) speaks of Christ nOot only pre-existent and
incarnate Mediator and ead of the church, but Iso forming lıyıng communıty
comprising both ead and Body ““"Tertius modus est quodam modo Christus, In
plenıtudine Ecclesıiae. ıd est, ef COTDUS, secundum plenıtudınem perfectı cuJusdam
VIr, in qUO 1r0O sıngulı ınembra SUmMUS . See 1Iso Sermo 25,8,8 (L ‚339 38, 70-171)
The topıCc sentences ofthe ATiTC ‘““Recıta, ut SC1ASs NO  _ fraudarı Christı praesentia.
udı iudıcaturum Quando UNI @} MINIMLS meis fecistis, mihi fecistis Ma 40)

69) De Doctrina Christiana 1,6 / &. (G©C 32,24
n G SauCc10 SeM1VIVO derelıcto) proximum CSSC 19108)  — docuılt, 181 quı CIgd ıllum
recreandum curandum Miser1CcCOrs extitıt D CM. En In 118, 8,2 (GE,
40,1686 37,1519):188  R. Canning  Expressing the mystery of Christ as adopting and becoming the  neighbour makes it possible for Augustine to give a surprising answer to  the question ‘“do you wish to love your neighbour””? He replies: *“‘you  have him in Christ”. This answer is based on his interpretation of Jn.  1.14: “The Word was made flesh and dwelt amongst us’””°°). In Christ  made man is the neighbour to be loved. Christ then is not only ““proximis  proximus’’°7) during his life on earth, but even after his ascension into  heaven he continues as the zozus Christus to live in real communion with  his members®®). There is therefore an incorporation of people of our  time into Christ; he identifies himself with them through love.  In De Doctrina Christiana Augustine works from the definition of  “neighbour” proferred by the lawyer who had heard the parable of the  Good Samaritan — that is, the “neighbour”” is the person who revives  and takes care of the man left lying half-dead by the road-side, the person  who shows mercy to him®?) — by way of the premiss that Christ has  revived us and shown us mercy, to the conclusion that Christ therefore is  to be called our neighbour.  If the person for whom we perform a work of mercy or the person  who performs a work of mercy for us is rightly to be called the  stultis longe esset, assumpsit proximum nostrum, et facta est proxima nostra. Hoc  mysterium Christi est. Quid tam longe, quam stultitia a sapientia? Quid tam proximum,  quam homo et homo? ... Ergo suscepit hominem sapientia, et facta est homini proxima per  id quod erat proximum”.  66). Sermo 261,8,8 (ML 38,1206): ‘‘In Christo habes totum. Deum tuum vis diligere?  Habes in Christo: /n principio erat Verbum, et verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum  (Jn. 1.1). Proximum vis diligere? Habes in Christo: Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in  nobis (Jn. 1.14)”.  °7) This formulation is used in Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) of the Risen Christ giving  the Holy Spirit while still on earth: “Ideo forte informans nos ad dilectionem proximi, dedit  in terra conspicuus et proximis proximus Spiritum sanctum, insufflando in faciem eorum  „  68) Sermo 341,1,1 (ML 39,1493) speaks of Christ not only as pre-existent and as  incarnate Mediator and Head of the church, but also as forming a living community  comprising both Head and Body: ‘“Tertius modus est quodam modo zotus Christus, in  plenitudine Ecclesiae, id est, caput et corpus, secundum plenitudinem perfecti cujusdam  viri, in quo viro singuli membra sumus”. See also Sermo 25,8,8 (CC 41,339. ML 38,170-171).  The topic sentences of the passages are : “Recita, ut scias te non fraudari Christi praesentia.  Audi iudicaturum : Quando uni ex minimis meis fecistis, mihi fecistis (Matt. 25.40)”.  62)..De.Doctrina Christiana 167 (CSEL 80;25). =.4,30,31 (CC 3224 M1:34,31):  “Cui (ie. saucio et semivivo derelicto) proximum esse non docuit, nisi qui erga illum  recreandum atque curandum misericors extitit  RCn in Skl 8i serma: 82 ACE  40,1686. ML 37,1519): *... proximum non fuisse, nisi qui cum illo fecit misericordiam ...”proximum NO fu1sse., 181 qu1ı C lo fecıt mısericordıiıam
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nei gfibour, it 1S then clear that the g00d angels tO00 dICc ncliude ıIn
the precept Dy 1C ATC ommanded OVve the ne1ghbour. For
they us compassıonately in al 1n of WaYySAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  189  neigfibour, it is then clear that the good angels too are included in  the precept by which we are commanded to love the neighbour. For  they serve us compassionately in all kinds of ways ... Likewise, our  Lord, God himself, wished to be called our neighbour. For our Lord  Jesus Christ pictured himself bringing aid to the man who had been  beaten by the brigands and left lying half-dead by the road-side. As  the prophet says in the prayer: ‘I showed him favour as for a  neighbour, as for a brother of ours” (Ps. 34(35).14:LXX)7°).  The tenor of Augustine’s allegorical interpretation of the parable of  the Good Samaritan is that Christ, our protector and guard (custos), has  shown himself a neighbour to sinful and benighted mankind. Mankind  caught in the grip of sin, mortality and changeableness is represented by  the man going down from Jerusalem to Jericho who falls into the hands  of brigands. Christ, the Word made flesh, having come close to human  beings, binds up their wounds and supports them, and brings them to  health in the church (the inn) and in his kingdom ’!). As one who shows  mercy, then, Christ admirably fulfils the conditions for being a neigh-  bour. But there is another side to the matter. If the good angels are to be  included in the commandment to love the neighbour because of the  compassionate service they show us, should not Christ who has shown us  exceeding mercy also have a place there? Is he not to be loved and served  as a neighbour? A little earlier it had been elaborated that the neighbour  79) De Doctrina Christiana 1,71-72 (CSEL 80,26) = 1,30,33 (CC 32,25. ML 34,31):  “JIam vero si vel cui praebendum vel a quo nobis praebendum est officium misericordiae,  recte proximus dicitur, manifestum est hoc praecepto quo iubemur diligere proximum,  etiam sanctos angelos contineri, a quibus tanta nobis misericordiae impenduntur officia ...  Ex quo et ipse deus et dominus noster proximum se nostrum dici voluit. Nam et se ipsum  significat dominus Iesus Christus opitulatum esse semivivo iacenti in via afflicto et relicto a  latronibus. Et propheta in oratione ait: Sicut proximum, sicut fratrem nostrum, ita  complacebam (Ps. 34(35).14)”.  71) It would be out of place here to enter into this allegorical interpretation in detail.  The reader is referred to D. Sanchis, ‘“Samaritanus ille. Exegese augustinienne de la  parabole du bon Samaritain””, Recherches de Science Religieuse, XLIX, 3 (1961) 406-525.  On p. 408-409 Sanchis states: ‘“L’application (de la parabole) ä la recherche du prochain,  meme propos6ee par le Christ en personne, n’est donc qu’une utilisation parenetique due aux  circonstances. Le sens de la parabole elle-meme est ailleurs, dans la merveilleuse histoire de  la misericorde de Dieu. Il semble m&me que, prise ainsi dans la problematique de la  recherche du prochain, la parabole fasse mieux encore ressortir ce caractere merveilleux de  la misericorde divine. Car elle est loin de la nature humaine, la nature de Dieu. Et pourtant,  delaissant les attributs de sa gloire, le Verbe s’est fait l’un de nous, vraiment notre prochain,  pour apporter le salut ä notre misere”.  As we shall see, Augustine is perhaps prepared to draw an even more daring conclusion  from the parable, and this conclusion is specifically concerned with the identity of the  neighbour.Lıkewiıse, OUI

Lord, God hımself, wıshed be called OUT ne1ıghbour. For OUrL Lord
Jesus Christ plctured hımself rıngıng a1d the INan wh had een
beaten DYy the rıgands and left yıng ali-dea: Dy the road-sıde. As
the prophet 5>Sdy S in the PIaycr “I showed hım favour ASs for
ne1ghbour, a4s for brother of urs  99 (Ps 34(35): 14 :L X X) /®).
The enor of Augustine’s allegorical interpretation of the parable of

the 00d Samarıtan 1$ that CHATISt: OUT protector and guar (custos), has
shown hımself ne1ghbour sınful and benighted mankınd Mankınd
caught In the gr1p of SIN mortalıty and changeableness 1$ represented Dy
the INan g01ng OWN from Jerusalem LO ericho who nto the an
of rıgands. Christ, the Word made flesh, havıng COINC close human
beings, bınds theır wounds and them., and brings them {O
health in the church (the inn) and In hıs kıngdom /*). As ONC who cShows
9 then, Chriıst admırably ulfıls the condıtions for eing ne1gh-
Our But there 1s another sıde the matter If the g00d angels dIC be
nCcIude: ın the commandment Oove the ne1ghbour because of the
compassıonate servıice they ShOow uS, cshould NnOT Christ who has shown us

exceeding also ave place there? Is he not be Ove and served
ASs ne1ghbour? lıttle earlıer ıt had een elaborated that the ne1ghbour

70) De Doectrina Christiana '3 (CC S2255
”"1am ( S1 vel CUul praebendum ve]l qUO nobıs praebendum est officıum misericordiae,
recte proximus dıcıtur, manıfestum est hoc praecepto qUuUO iıubemur dılıgere proximum,
et1am SAancCctiOs angelos continer]1, quıbus nobıs misericordıae ımpenduntur offıcıaAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  189  neigfibour, it is then clear that the good angels too are included in  the precept by which we are commanded to love the neighbour. For  they serve us compassionately in all kinds of ways ... Likewise, our  Lord, God himself, wished to be called our neighbour. For our Lord  Jesus Christ pictured himself bringing aid to the man who had been  beaten by the brigands and left lying half-dead by the road-side. As  the prophet says in the prayer: ‘I showed him favour as for a  neighbour, as for a brother of ours” (Ps. 34(35).14:LXX)7°).  The tenor of Augustine’s allegorical interpretation of the parable of  the Good Samaritan is that Christ, our protector and guard (custos), has  shown himself a neighbour to sinful and benighted mankind. Mankind  caught in the grip of sin, mortality and changeableness is represented by  the man going down from Jerusalem to Jericho who falls into the hands  of brigands. Christ, the Word made flesh, having come close to human  beings, binds up their wounds and supports them, and brings them to  health in the church (the inn) and in his kingdom ’!). As one who shows  mercy, then, Christ admirably fulfils the conditions for being a neigh-  bour. But there is another side to the matter. If the good angels are to be  included in the commandment to love the neighbour because of the  compassionate service they show us, should not Christ who has shown us  exceeding mercy also have a place there? Is he not to be loved and served  as a neighbour? A little earlier it had been elaborated that the neighbour  79) De Doctrina Christiana 1,71-72 (CSEL 80,26) = 1,30,33 (CC 32,25. ML 34,31):  “JIam vero si vel cui praebendum vel a quo nobis praebendum est officium misericordiae,  recte proximus dicitur, manifestum est hoc praecepto quo iubemur diligere proximum,  etiam sanctos angelos contineri, a quibus tanta nobis misericordiae impenduntur officia ...  Ex quo et ipse deus et dominus noster proximum se nostrum dici voluit. Nam et se ipsum  significat dominus Iesus Christus opitulatum esse semivivo iacenti in via afflicto et relicto a  latronibus. Et propheta in oratione ait: Sicut proximum, sicut fratrem nostrum, ita  complacebam (Ps. 34(35).14)”.  71) It would be out of place here to enter into this allegorical interpretation in detail.  The reader is referred to D. Sanchis, ‘“Samaritanus ille. Exegese augustinienne de la  parabole du bon Samaritain””, Recherches de Science Religieuse, XLIX, 3 (1961) 406-525.  On p. 408-409 Sanchis states: ‘“L’application (de la parabole) ä la recherche du prochain,  meme propos6ee par le Christ en personne, n’est donc qu’une utilisation parenetique due aux  circonstances. Le sens de la parabole elle-meme est ailleurs, dans la merveilleuse histoire de  la misericorde de Dieu. Il semble m&me que, prise ainsi dans la problematique de la  recherche du prochain, la parabole fasse mieux encore ressortir ce caractere merveilleux de  la misericorde divine. Car elle est loin de la nature humaine, la nature de Dieu. Et pourtant,  delaissant les attributs de sa gloire, le Verbe s’est fait l’un de nous, vraiment notre prochain,  pour apporter le salut ä notre misere”.  As we shall see, Augustine is perhaps prepared to draw an even more daring conclusion  from the parable, and this conclusion is specifically concerned with the identity of the  neighbour.F X quUO ei ipse eus ei domınus nOstier proximum nOostrum 1C1 voluıt. Nam ei 1psum
sıgnıfıcat domınus lesus Christus opıtulatum S5C SEeMIVIVO lacent]ı ın vıa afflıcto el relıcto
latronıbus Et propheta ın oratıone aıt Sicut DFrOXIMUM, SIicul fratrem NOSTTUM, I1a

complacebam (Ps 34(35).14)
71) It WOUuU be Out of place here enter into thıs allegorical interpretatiıon in detaıl.

The reader 1S referred Sanchıs, “ Samarıtanus Tle Ekxegese augustinıenne de la
parabole du bon Samarıtain , Recherches de SCIience Religieuse, ALEX. (1961) 406-525
On 408-409 Sanchıs states ““L/’applıcatıion (de la parabole) la recherche du prochaın,
meme proposee PalI le Christ [0)  S, M  est OnNnC qu une utılısatıon parenetique due AduX

Cırconstances. Le SCI1I5 de la parabole elle-meme est aılleurs, ans la merveiılleuse hıstoire de
la misericorde de Dieu. semble meme QUC, prıse a1nsı ans la problematıque de Ia
recherche du prochaın, la parabole fasse MIeEUX CI1ICOTIC ressortir caractere merveılleux de
la misericorde dıvine. Car elle est loın de la nature humaıne, la nature de Dieu ant,
delaıissant les attrıbuts de glo1ıre, le er s’est fat ’un de NOUS, vraıment notre prochaın,
DOUT le saluı: notre miısere”.
As SCC, Augustine 18 perhaps prepared TawWw VeCNn INOTE darıng conclusıon
from the parabile, and thıs conclusıon 18 specıfically concerned ıth the identity of the
ne1ıghbour.
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15 both the ONeC cshows and the ONC whom 18 be
shown /*). Does Augustine nOot ımply Sre that Christ qualıfies tO be
called the ne1ghbour both scores?

The Augustine of De Doctrina Christiana 0€es INOTC than
mentiıon thıs pomınt and he then the strange distinetion
WeTIicC confronted wıth earlıer between love for us and OUT love of
neiıghbour en m1g rather ave expecte distinetion between
OUTI love for (J0d and Oove for ne1ghbour). It 1S AS ıf he SCCS for moment

quıte startlıng idea, Christ the ne1ghbour be OoVe but o€es NOT

ımmediıately follow it Sermo Denıts 162 for which 1ısdom “adopted
OUT ne1ıghbour and became OUT ne1ıghbour’””, 15 also intrıguıng. Augustıne
agaın brings these reflections into relatıon ıth the statement of the
double commandment ollowe Dy the parable of the o0d Samarıtan in

tO the lawyer question: nd who 1s ne1ıghbour?” (Et QULS
est mihL DrOXIMUS 73) Christ iın Luke’s Gospel introduces the parable
by recountıng the SLOTY of homo quidam, ıIn the of each and CVCIY
human eing, fOr hıs intention, accordıng Augustine, 1s commend
all people LO ONC another ASs ne1ghbours 74) And, In lıne wıth the parable,
the question concerning the ne1ghbour 1S turned about from °‘who 1s
ne1ghbour ‘who Was ne1ıghbour homo quidam that 1S, CVCIY
INan and woman ’”>). 1s obvıo0us that Augustine consıders Christ d

72) De Doctrina Christiana 1,68 , (CC 32,24
C domiıinus alıt 'ade el fac sımilıter (Lk ut videlıcet Cu proximum S5C

ıntellegamus, CUul vel exhıbendum est offiıcıum miser1icordıiae, S1 indıget, vel exhıbendum
essel, 1 indıgeret. Ex quUO 1lam est CONSCYUCNS ut et1am lle quO nobıs hoc VICISSIM
exhıbendum est DroX1imus sıt nOster Proxim1 i nım ad alıquıid est, NC quısquam SS5C

proxXimus n1sı prox1imo DO
73) Both ere and In En In 48, 1,14 (CL 36.553) where the

Good Samarıtan Iso appCAaTIs, Augustine has the double commandment the lıps of
Chriıst ın Matthew 22.37-40, whereas in the an version whıich precedes and g1ves rNse

the parable of the 00d Samarıtan, ıt 18 the Jawyer wh ater sks the question
concerning the identıty of the ne1ghbour who quotes the double commandment.

74) Sermo Denıis 162 (MA 1,76) f qULS est mihl proxXimus ? Putabat dıcturum
domınum : ater [UUS et mater (ua, CON1UX L(ua, fılı tul, ratres tul, SOTOICS tuae Non hoc
respondiıt, sed quı volebat commendare homınem MNı homıiını proximum, instıtult
narratıonem. Homo, Inquıt, quidam, Quis? quıdam, amen OoMmMO  AI

En In 118, SErmO S ( 40,1686 371.1319): - patuıtque ın facıenda
misericordia nemınem alıenum S5S5C deputandum ab quı dılıgıt proximum’”.

75) Sermo Denıis 16,2 (MA 1,76) ““Qui1s CISO erat U1C hominı proximus ? Dıc C quı
interrogaveras diıcens: Quis est mihl proximus ? lam responde quod est.

Interrogaverat superbila : loquatur naftura. Quıid CIBO aıt? TE quı CUu 1llo fecıt
miıserıcordiam. Et domiınus ad ıllum vade, 21 fac similiter’.
(: En INn 48, 1,14 (CC 36,553) ALg qULS est mihi proximus?190  R. Canning  is both the one shows mercy and the one to whom mercy is to be  shown’2). Does Augustine not imply here that Christ qualifies to be  called the neighbour on both scores?  The Augustine of De Doctrina Christiana does no more than to  mention this point and he then moves on to the strange distinction we  were confronted with earlier between God’s love for us and our love of  neighbour (when we might rather have expected a distinction between  our love for God and love for neighbour). It is as if he sees for a moment  quite a startling idea, Christ the neighbour to be loved, but does not  immediately follow it up. Sermo Denis 16,2, for which Wisdom ““adopted  our neighbour and became our neighbour”, is also intriguing. Augustine  again brings these reflections into relation with the statement of the  double commandment followed by the parable of the Good Samaritan in  response to the lawyer’s question: ‘“And who is my neighbour?” ( E? quis  est mihi proximus ?)73). Christ in Luke’s Gospel introduces the parable  by recounting the story of homo quidam, in the sense of each and every  human being, for his intention, according to Augustine, is to commend  all people to one another as neighbours ’*). And, in line with the parable,  the question concerning the neighbour is turned about from ‘who is my  neighbour?’ to ‘who was a neighbour to homo quidam?”, that is, to every  man and woman”>). It is obvious that Augustine considers Christ as  72) De Doctrina Christiana 1,68 (CSEL 80,25) = 1,30,31 (CC 32,24. ML 34,31):  “Cui dominus ait: Vade et tu fac similiter (Lk. 10.37), ut videlicet eum proximum esse  intellegamus, cui vel exhibendum est officium misericordiae, si indiget, vel exhibendum  esset, si indigeret. Ex quo iam est consequens ut etiam ille a quo nobis hoc vicissim  exhibendum est proximus sit noster. Proximi enim nomen ad aliquid est, nec quisquam esse  proximus nisi proximo potest””.  73) Both here and in En. in ps. 48, sermo 1,14 (CC 38,562. ML 36,553), where the  Good Samaritan also appears, Augustine has the double commandment on the lips of  Christ as in Matthew 22.37-40, whereas in the Lukan version which precedes and gives rise  to the parable of the Good Samaritan, it is the lawyer who later asks the question  concerning the identity of the neighbour who quotes the double commandment.  74) Sermo Denis 16,2 (MA 1,76): “Et quis est mihi proximus? Putabat dicturum  dominum: Pater tuus et mater tua, coniux tua, filii tui, fratres tui, sorores tuae. Non hoc  respondit, sed qui volebat commendare omnem hominem omni homini proximum, instituit  narrationem. Homo, inquit, quidam, Quis? quidam, tamen homo”.  Cf. En in ps. 118, sermo 8,2 (CC 40,1686. ML 37,1519): *... patuitque in facienda  misericordia neminem alienum esse deputandum ab eo qui diligit proximum”.  75) Sermo Denis 16,2 (MA 1,76) : “Quis ergo erat huic homini proximus? Dic tu, qui  interrogaveras dicens: (Quis est mihi proximus? Iam responde quod verum est.  Interrogaverat superbia: loquatur natura. Quid ergo ait? Credo qui cum illo fecit  misericordiam. Et dominus ad illum: vade, et tu fac similiter” .  Cf. En. in ps. 48, sermo 1,14 (CC 38,562. ML 36,553): ““ Et quis est mihi proximus? ... QuisQuis
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eing he who 1ke the Samarıtan Was dıstant has hrough
showıng all Inen and become theır ne1ghbour ’°) The
ımperatıve O and do the SdIlle yourse 31} 15 therefore
command become ne1ghbour LO homo quidam to CVEIyVONC ASs Chriıst

hıs has become us On the other hand however the
[WO siıdedness of Augustine CONCcepL of the ne1ghbour d the ONC wh
shows and the ONMNC whom 15 {O be cshown IT 15

SCC homo quidam who has een adopted by Chrıst and hrough whom
Chriıst has COIMINC close us dSs Chriıst hımself hus WOU be
enjoıned NnNOoT only take CaIic of others AS Christ o€es of us but cshow
ourselves ne1ghbours Christ hımself hıs 15 not explıcıt the text of
Sermo Denis but the 1g of the hınt De Doctrina
Christiana IC SIS that Chriıst stands ıth the ne1ghbours LO be
OVEe accordıng the cCcCommandment and VICW of the ıdea of
Christus and of clearer identification XS be dıscussed urther
connectıon ıth Matthew 25 35-46 1l 15 not far-fetched SCC Christ both
d the 00d Samarıtan and d homo quidam Our love for ne1ghbour
then WOU be called to extend beyond famıly and riends homo
quidam dSs T1S o€es and it WOU embrace there Christ hımself the
ONMNC needy brother yıng al the gate of the rich INan who FTECCIVIN Z OUT

earth reveals hımself ne1ghbour al OUT sıde and of benefit
us heaven ’ ’) All people WOU be recommended ONC another d

est iUllorum Uli Aato proximus ? Respondit Ile Credo, qU! CUM Ilo fecit misericordiam
ade INquUıt el fac similiter Cu1l misericordıiam facıs tıbı est  37

76) Sermo Denis (MA 76) “Quı1d ta  =] longınquum INQUaM quam stultıtia
sapıentia ? ErgO Ssuscepı1t homınem sapıentıa et facta est homiını PTOXÄ1Ma DCI ıd quod Tal

Iransıerunt DITOX1IMI (1 prıest and levıte), ei PXIrANeUsSs factus est DroX1imus ”
77) In En DS 4% (CC 561 563 552 553) Augustine explores

the Var]l0Ous possıbılıtıes offered Dy the words “proximus’”” and "propınquus ” order
demonstrate how the psalm (Ps 48(49) 10) COrrect statıng that the oolısh and stupıd
“leave theır fortunes strangers (alıenıs) He M the G0o00d Samarıtan “quemdam
extraneum PIODINQUUM factum Qu1a profult and thereby concludes that S1 QU1S [UOTUM
(those whom ONeC leaves ONC fortune) tıbı nıhıl prodest alıenus est  27 The brothers of the
rıch INan es WeTIC unable help hım (cf. Luke 19-31 Dıves and Lazarus);
leavıng h1is wealth them, therefore, he eft ıt strangers. But had he shared hıs g00ds
ıth Lazarus, ıth Christ, he WOU. ave had frıendly brother ı heaven hıs s1ide :
“Quibus ei 1DS1 (1 those wh ave nheriıted eIr parents’ wealth) servant? Fiılus SUulSs ei
Ulı fiılıus ei tertı fiılus Quıid Christo? quıd 4A4aN1MmMaec suae? (Omnıa fılıs nter filıo0s sSUu OS quU OS
habent erra Computent 1U ratrem quCcmMm habent caelo CUul are debebant
vel dıyıdant CUu 1lo Quıid tıbı dıceret dıves? eo YJUINQUC ratres 1U ratrem mıhı
amMıcum 1O  ‘ fecı Qul acebat nte 1aNuam Il ıhı ratres subveniıre NO  - possunt QUul
pDOossıdent dıvıtıas INCcCas alıenı factı sunt  A Further thıs COomMmmentarYy the
identification of Chriıst ıth Lazarus confirmed ıth reference Matt 25 En DS
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ne1ighbours Dy howıng hat Christ 15 the ne1ghbour in both SCI1SC5 of the
wOord.

I HE

As introduction _O thıs theme of the ASs the ne1ghbour,
Caln learn somethıng of Augustine’s attıtude Dy ookıng al hıs reaction in

Case of actual contilıct. Addressıng hımself the Donatıst bıshops
shortly before the collatio convoked Dy the ordınance of the head of the
imperI1al chancery, Marcellınus, and held between the warrıng facti0ons,
Catholics and Donatiısts, al arthage In June, 41 @ Augustine appeals fOor

reconcılıatıon AS befits brothers belonging the ONeC Lord

end of the precept 1s love from DUTC heart” Tım 15)
Thıs 1s end by which aTe pertected; nOot ONC Dy IC AdIC
annınılate: Thıs en 1s TOA! because it 1s the commandment of
(G0od of iCc it 1S sa1d : commandment 1S exceedingly ro0ad”
(Ps 19).96) ‘LA NC  S commandment g1ve LO yYOou that yOUu AIC

love ONe another’‘ (Jn192  R. Canning  neighbours by showing that Christ is the neighbour in both senses of the  word.  D. THE ENEMY  As an introduction to this theme of the enemy as the neighbour, we  can learn something of Augustine’s attitude by looking at his reaction in  a case of actual conflict. Addressing himself to the Donatist bishops  shortly before the collatio convoked by the ordinance of the head of the  imperial chancery, Marcellinus, and held between the warring factions,  Catholics and Donatists, at Carthage in June, 411, Augustine appeals for  a reconciliation as befits brothers belonging to the one Lord.  “The end of the precept is love from a pure heart”” (1 Tim. 1:5).  This is an end by which we are perfected, not one by which we are  annihilated. This end is broad because it is the commandment of  God of which it is said: ‘Thy commandment is exceedingly broad”  (Ps. 118(119).96). “A new commandment I give to you: that you are  to love one another” (Jn. 13.34) ... ‘ The love of God has been  poured into our hearts”” (Rom. 5.5) ... Lord, our God, let it come  about that because of this breadth (of the commandment of love) we  invite our brothers to take possession of peace. Do you wish to be  bishops? Be bishops with us. (But perhaps) the people do not want  two bishops. Be brothers in the inheritance with us. Let us not  impede the peace of Christ by standing on our honour. What  honour will we receive in the peace of heaven if we defend our  honour now on this earthly shore? Let the wall of error be taken  down and let us be together. Acknowledge me as a brother. I  acknowledge you as a brother. But put an end to the schism, the  error, the discord. Have these set right and you are mine. Or  perhaps you do not wish to be mine. I wish to be yours, if you  reform. Therefore, when the error that stands between us like a wall  made up of the rubble of contradiction and of division has been  demolished, be my brother, and I will be your brother, so that we  may both belong to him who is my Lord and yours ”®).  48, sermo 1,16 (CC 38,564. ML 36,554): *... adtendere comitem egentem, dare ei cum quo  ambulabant, non contemnere Christum ante ianuam ulcerosum, qui dixit: Cum uni ex  minimis meis fecistis, mihi fecistis’”. The stranger covered in sores on earth, in being shown  mercy, will become the friend in heaven, the ‘“propinquus””’, who is able to be of benefit to  those who had shared their goods with outsiders. In this sense also, Christ becomes a  neighbour to us: not just as the Good Samaritan on earth but as the brother in heaven.  78) Sermo 358,4 (ML 39,1588): “ Finis praecepti est charitas de corde puro (1 Tim.  1.5). Finis, quo perficimur, non quo consumimur. Iste finis latus est, quia mandatum Dei  est, de quo dictum est, Latum mandatum tuum valde (Ps. 118(119).96). Mandatum novum doThe love of God has een
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vobiSs, ul VOS InviIcem diligatis (JnAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  193  The new commandment of love (Jn. 13.34), then, being “exceedingly  broad” (Ps. 118(119).96), aims to embrace as brothers even those with  whom we are at strife. This reveals a basic trait of Augustine’s treatment  of love of enemies: he cannot rest content with enmity as if it were a fixed  state, and he is convinced that the person who is today our enemy may  change and amend his life ’?), and recognise his subjection with us to one  Lord who is ‘“broad” enough to encompass and delight us both. The  passage quoted above from a pre-collatio sermon is to be read in  conjunction with a letter written to Marcellinus about the same time; the  vobis, ut vos invicem diligatis (Jn. 13.34) ... Charitas autem Dei diffusa est in cordibus vestris  (Rom. 5.5) ... Domine, Deus noster, approba quia propter ipsam latitudinem fratres  nostros ad possessionem pacis invitamus. Episcopi vultis esse? Nobiscum estote. Non vult  populus duos episcopos. Nobiscum in haereditate fratres estote. Non propter honores  nostros impediamus pacem Christi. Quem honorem in coelesti pace accepturi sumus, si  honorem nostrum nunc in terrena lite defendamus? Tollatur paries erroris, et simul simis.  Agnosce me fratrem: agnosco te fratrem: sed excepto schismate, excepto errore, excepta  dissensione. Haec corrigatur, et meus es. Annon vis esse meus? Ego, si te corrigas, volo esse  tuus. Ergo sublato errore de medio, tanquam pariete maceriae contradictionis et divisionis,  esto frater meus, et ego sim frater tuus, ut ambo simus ejus qui Dominus est et meus et  tuus”.  7%) Augustine, as we shall see, consistently presupposes that the enemy is a wicked  person who hates us, e.g. In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,11 (ML 35,2042-2043): *... ille odit, tu  miserere. Febris animae ipsius te odit: sanus erit, et gratias tibi aget ... si odit te inimicus  tuus, et injuste te odit; noveris quia cupiditas saeculi in illo regnat, propterea te odit”’. Also,  En in ps. 39,4 (CC 38,247. ML 36,435): “Inimicus tuus, quia malus est, inimicus est; fit  bonus, et amicus erit, et socius erit ...””; Sermo 149,19 (ML 38,807): ‘Cum enim quisque  benefecerit inimico, et non victus malo ejus, vicerit in bono malum; plerumque illum  inimicitiarum suarum poenitebit, et irascetur sibi, quod tam bonum hominem laeserit”. Or,  in the case of the Donatists, the enemies are those separated by their error from the unity of  Christian love, e.g. Epistola 128,2 (CSEL 44,31. ML 33, 489): “Neque enim in eis divinae  Sacramenta veritatis, sed commenta humani detestamur erroris: quibus sublatis fraternum  pectus amplectimur, christiana nobis caritate coniunctum, quod nunc dolemus dissensione  diabolica separatum”’. The enmity Augustine has in mind, therefore, is much more than a  clash of personalities where both parties might be to blame. He rarely views this question  from the point of view of our wickedness and of our co-responsibility for a situation of  enmity. As we saw above in Sermo 358,4 (ML 39,1588) Augustine can say to the Donatists  “I wish to be yours (i.e. to become your brother), if you reform””’. But he pays little attention  to the situation in which we might have to reform in order to become a brother of someone  whose enemy we are. Epistolae ad Romanos Inchoata Expositio 18 (CSEL 84,172. ML  35,2101) (Date: 394), however, does take account of the instance in which a person  revenges the wrong done him by an enemy. “  cum autem perpessi fuerint alicuius  inimicitias, ista rapiuntur animo ad ulciscendum  et talibus hominibus iam baptizatis  ecclesiae plenae sunt; quos tamen spirituales viri fraterne admonere non cessant, et in  spiritu lenitatis instanter instruunt (Gal. 6.1), ut huiusmodi tentationibus occurrere ac  resistere parati sint, et magis diligant in Christi pace regnare, quam de inimici oppressione  laetari. Quod inaniter fieret, si talilum peccatorum nulla spes veniae, nulla poenitentiae  medicina remaneret””.Charitas Deı diffusa est In cordibus VestrLS
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bonus, ei aMICUS erit, ei SOCIUS TIt Sermo (ML 38,807) ” mM enım quısque
benefecerit In1m1Co, eft NO  ‘ victus malo eJus, vicerıt ıIn ONO malum ; plerumque ıllum
Inımıcıtıarum SUarum poenıitebiıt, ei ırascetur sıbı, quod ta  3 bonum homınem laeser1ıt”. Or,
iın the asec of the Donatısts, the enemıtles AI ose separated Dy theır from the unıty of
Chrıstian love, C Epistola 128,2 44 .31 33, 489) “Neque nım In e1s dıvinae
Sacramenta verıtatıs, sed COMMeEN humanı detestamur erTOTIS: quıbus sublatıs fraternum
pectLus amplectimur, christiana nobıs carıtate conı1unctum, quod UNlC dolemus diıssensione
dıabolica separatum . The enmiıty Augustine has In miınd, therefore, 1S much INOTC than
clash of personalıties where both partıes miıght be blame He rarely VIEWS thıs question
Irom the point of 1eW of OUT wıckedness and of OUT co-responsıtbilıty for sıtuatıon of
enmity. As Sa W above In Sermo 358,4 (ML 39,1588) Augustine Cal Sd V the Donatısts
B wısh beu (1e become VOUF rother), ıf yYOUu reform . But he DaYy>S lıttle attention

the sıtuatiıon 1n whiıch m1g ave reform In order become brother of SOINCONMNC
whose AI Epistolae ad OMANOS Inchoata EXpositio
35,2101) ate 394), however., o€es take aCCount of the instance in whiıch PCISON

the one hım by . . CU autem perpess!] uerint alıcumus
inımicitias, iısta rapıuntur anımo ad ulceıscendum ei talıbus homiıinıbus 1am baptızatıs
ecclesiae plenae sSsunt; qU OS amen spırıtuales 1rı fraterne admonere 10  —_ Cessant, ei ın
spiırıtu leniıtatıs instanter instruunt (Gal 6:4}X ut hulusmodı tentatıonıbus OCCUTTETIC
resistere paratı sınt, eft magıs dılıgant in Chriıstı DaCC regNATC, quam de Inımıcı oppressione
aetarı Quod inanıter fıeret, 81 talıum peccatorum nu SpCS venlae, nu poenıtentiae
medicına remaneret’”.
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proposals contaıned in it WeIC eventually unanımously approve: Dy
plenary gathering of almost 300 atNolıc bıshops held before the collatio.
Augustine concretises hıs Overtures LO fraternity wıth hıs erstwhıle
enemıles by proposing that, NC unıty has een restored by the return of
the Donatiısts the Catholica, both bıshops take ıt ın urns to preside
untıil, upON the ea of ONC of them, the other succeeds to the SC}  @ If,
however, the people dIC unwillıng COU  ce the unusual S12 of
{[WO bıshops, Augustine recommends that both step oWwn For “he (our
Redeemer) Camnec oOWwn from heaven in the members of human body
that m1g be hıs members. And ATC hen afraıd COMMC OoWnNn
irom OUT chaırs ıIn order prevent these Ve members of hıs from eıng
torn apart by cruel divisıon DEr The and unıty of the flock of Christ
and the eternal interests of the Lord for INOTIC than episcopal
dıgnıty and empora honours 80) The ermity that m1g remaın smoul-
ering because each 1S ealous of hıs OW standıng 18 be Dy
the basıc recognıtion of “brotherhood ın the inheritance) of the ONC

Chriıst wh has made us all hıs members.
ese X{S, however, ate from 411 In earlıer per10d

Augustine’s treatment of love of enemıl1es had Cn less specıfic, INOTC

theoretical, and INOIC explıicıtly attentive the OMNC lovıing the
than 18 the hımself. Thıs 1s nNnOT necessarıly negatıve
jJudgment of the early Augustine thıs poımnt. For, ASs ave SCCI1 in the
chapter love of self, Augustine 1s concerned ın the mMOSsT important of
the XIS 111 UuUsc ere ıllustrate thıs per10d show that irue
personal perfection and reedom dIC be oun in subjection {O and
servıice of God, and that they edound the g00d of those ONC loves d

oneself. Wıthout takıng uDON ourselves exhaustive ireatment of the
topıc, love of enemıies, ıll NO attempt the 1imıted task of tracıng the
EINCISCHNCC of the 4S ne1ghbour be reckoned ıth ın
Augustine’s eology.

80‘) Epistola 128,3 33,489)194  R. Canning  proposals contained in it were eventually unanimously approved by a  plenary gathering of almost 300 Catholic bishops held before the collatio.  Augustine concretises his overtures to fraternity with his erstwhile  enemies by proposing that, once unity has been restored by the return of  the Donatists to the Catholica, both bishops take it in turns to preside  until, upon the death of one of them, the other succeeds to the see. If,  however, the people are unwilling to countenance the unusual sight of  two bishops, Augustine recommends that both step down. For ‘he (our  Redeemer) came down from heaven in the members of a human body so  that we might be his members. And are we then afraid to come down  from our chairs in order to prevent these very members of his from being  torn apart by cruel division?”” The peace and unity of the flock of Christ  and the eternal interests of the Lord count for more than episcopal  dignity and temporal honours®°). The ermity that might remain smoul-  dering because each is jealous of his own standing is to be overcome by  the basic recognition of ‘brotherhood in the inheritance’ of the one  Christ who has made us all his members.  These texts, however, date from 411. In an earlier period  Augustine’s treatment of love of enemies had been less specific, more  theoretical, and more explicitly attentive to the one loving the enemy  than to the enemy himself. This is not necessarily to imply a negative  judgment of the early Augustine on this point. For, as we have seen in the  chapter on love of self, Augustine is concerned in the most important of  the texts we will use here to illustrate this period to show that true  personal perfection and freedom are to be found in subjection to and  service of God, and that they redound to the good of those one loves as  oneself. Without taking upon ourselves an exhaustive treatment of the  topic, love of enemies, we will now attempt the limited task of tracing the  emergence of the enemy as a neighbour to be reckoned with in  Augustine’s theology.  80) Epistola 128,3 (CSEL 44,32-33. ML 33,489): *... utrique de medio secedamus ...  Quid enim dubitemus Redemptori nostro sacrificium istius humilitatis offerre? an vero ille  de caelis in membra humana descendit, ut membra eius essemus; et nos, ne ipsa eius  membra crudeli divisione lanientur, de cathedris descendere formidamus? Propter nos nihil  sufficientius, quam christiani fideles et oboedientes sumus : hoc ergo semper simus. Episcopi  autem propter christianos populos ordinamur: quod ergo christianis populis ad chris-  tianam pacem prodest, hoc de nostro episcopatu faciamus. Si servi utiles sumus, cur  Domini aeternis lucris pro nostris temporalibus sublimitatibus invidemus? Episcopalis  dignitas fructuosior nobis erit, si gregem Christi magis deposita collegerit, quam retenta  disperserit. Nam qua fronte in futuro saeculo promissum a Christo sperabimus honorem, si  christianam in hoc saeculo noster honor impedit unitatem?”.utrıque de medı10o secedamus194  R. Canning  proposals contained in it were eventually unanimously approved by a  plenary gathering of almost 300 Catholic bishops held before the collatio.  Augustine concretises his overtures to fraternity with his erstwhile  enemies by proposing that, once unity has been restored by the return of  the Donatists to the Catholica, both bishops take it in turns to preside  until, upon the death of one of them, the other succeeds to the see. If,  however, the people are unwilling to countenance the unusual sight of  two bishops, Augustine recommends that both step down. For ‘he (our  Redeemer) came down from heaven in the members of a human body so  that we might be his members. And are we then afraid to come down  from our chairs in order to prevent these very members of his from being  torn apart by cruel division?”” The peace and unity of the flock of Christ  and the eternal interests of the Lord count for more than episcopal  dignity and temporal honours®°). The ermity that might remain smoul-  dering because each is jealous of his own standing is to be overcome by  the basic recognition of ‘brotherhood in the inheritance’ of the one  Christ who has made us all his members.  These texts, however, date from 411. In an earlier period  Augustine’s treatment of love of enemies had been less specific, more  theoretical, and more explicitly attentive to the one loving the enemy  than to the enemy himself. This is not necessarily to imply a negative  judgment of the early Augustine on this point. For, as we have seen in the  chapter on love of self, Augustine is concerned in the most important of  the texts we will use here to illustrate this period to show that true  personal perfection and freedom are to be found in subjection to and  service of God, and that they redound to the good of those one loves as  oneself. Without taking upon ourselves an exhaustive treatment of the  topic, love of enemies, we will now attempt the limited task of tracing the  emergence of the enemy as a neighbour to be reckoned with in  Augustine’s theology.  80) Epistola 128,3 (CSEL 44,32-33. ML 33,489): *... utrique de medio secedamus ...  Quid enim dubitemus Redemptori nostro sacrificium istius humilitatis offerre? an vero ille  de caelis in membra humana descendit, ut membra eius essemus; et nos, ne ipsa eius  membra crudeli divisione lanientur, de cathedris descendere formidamus? Propter nos nihil  sufficientius, quam christiani fideles et oboedientes sumus : hoc ergo semper simus. Episcopi  autem propter christianos populos ordinamur: quod ergo christianis populis ad chris-  tianam pacem prodest, hoc de nostro episcopatu faciamus. Si servi utiles sumus, cur  Domini aeternis lucris pro nostris temporalibus sublimitatibus invidemus? Episcopalis  dignitas fructuosior nobis erit, si gregem Christi magis deposita collegerit, quam retenta  disperserit. Nam qua fronte in futuro saeculo promissum a Christo sperabimus honorem, si  christianam in hoc saeculo noster honor impedit unitatem?”.Quıid nım dubıtemus Redemptorı NOSITO sacrıfıcı.m Ist1us humilıtatıs offerre? CTIO lle
de caelıs In membra humana escendit, ut membra 1US CSSCINUS, ei NOS, 1psa e1us
membra crudel:ı dıyvısıone lanıentur, de cathedris descendere formıdamus? Propter 1105 nıhıl
sufficıentius, q uam chrıstianı fiıdeles et ODOEedıientes hoc CI O SCINDCT SIMUS. Ep1scop1
autem propter chrıstianos populos ordınamur: quod CTgZO christianıs populıs ad chrıs-
t1anam prodest, hoc de NOSITO episcopatu facıamus. 1 SerTVI utıles s CUTr
Dominiı getern1s lucrıis PIO nostrIıs temporalibus sublımıtatıbus invidemus? Episcopalıs
dıgnitas fructuosi0r nobıs erıit, S1 SICSCH Chriıstı magıs eposıta collegerit, QqUam etenta
dısperserit. Nam qua fronte in futuro saeculo promissum Chrısto sperabımus honorem, S1
christianam 1ın hoc saeculo nOoster honor impedit unıtatem ?”.
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The perfection of the lover of enemles IN pri0r 400

In hıs commenta the Sermon the Mount Augustine
deal ıth Matthew 5.43-48, passagc an that, by lovıng OUT

enemıles, become perfect a4s OUTI heavenly Father 1S perfect The
commentar L[UNS

Who Can fulfıl these thıngs whici1 ave een spoken of earlıer (1n
the Sermon the Mount, C the Beatıtudes wıthout that love Dy
which AI commanded love CVCI OUTI enemıtles and PETISCCU-
tors? EICY, IC takes Caic of the sufferıng soul, cannot
extend anYy greater perfection han love of enemıles. And COIN-

sequently the DASSagc concludes: 7 Y OU must therefore be perfect
Just ASs yYOUTr eavenly Father 1S perteet”. Ma 5.48) 1S be
understood, however, that God 1s perfect aAs God and the soul ASs the
soulAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  195  1. The perfection of the lover of enemies in texts prior to 400  In his commentary on the Sermon on the Mount Augustine comes  to deal with Matthew 5.43-48, a passage which urges that, by loving our  enemies, we become perfect as our heavenly Father is perfect. The  commentary runs:  Who can fulfil these things whici1 have been spoken of earlier (in  the Sermon on the Mount, e.g. the Beatitudes) without that love by  which we are commanded to love even our enemies and persecu-  tors? Mercy, which takes great care of the suffering soul, cannot  extend to any greater perfection than love of enemies. And con-  sequently the passage concludes: ‘“You must therefore be perfect  just as your heavenly Father is perfect”” (Matt. 5.48). It is to be  understood, however, that God is perfect as God and the soul as the  soul ... By the command of Christ who came to fulfil the Law not to  abolish it, a person will perfect benevolence and kindness when he  reaches the stage of loving even his enemy®*).  Of the enemy it is said that mercy takes care of his suffering soul,  while the lover in showing him mercy in accordance with Christ’s  commandment is said to have achieved the greatest perfection in  benevolence and kindness possible for a human soul. The relationship  between the lover and the enemy is not any more closely defined. This, as  will become clear, is in contrast to later texts which also speak of love of  enemies as perfect love®?). In Augustine’s first period, however, the  emphasis is more on the perfection, freedom and security of the  individual soul who fulfils the Lord’s commandment to love his enemies.  Such is evident from two passages we have already referred to in order to  argue, it must be remenbered, that true love of self is to love God more  than oneself and true freedom to serve him and his unchangeable law.  There is no question, therefore, of a solipsistic or complacent perfection,  81) De Sermone Domini in Monte 1,21,69-70 (CC 35,78-79. ML 34,1264): “Sine ista  dilectione, qua etiam inimicos et persecutores nostros diligere iubemur, ea quae superius  dicta sunt implere quis potest? Perfectio autem misericordiae, qua plurimum animae  laboranti consulitur, ultra dilectionem inimici porrigi non potest. Et ideo sic clauditur:  Estote ergo vos perfecti sicut pater vester qui in caelis est perfectus est (Matt. 5.48); ita tamen  ut deus intellegatur perfectus tamquam deus, et anima perfecta tamquam anima ... Bius  autem imperio, qui venit legem implere non solvere, perficiet benivolentiam et be-  nignitatem, cum eam usque ad inimici dilectionem perduxerit”.  82) See, for example: /n Epistolam IToannis, tr. 5,4 (ML 35,2014); tr. 8,10 (ML  35,2041-2042). In tr. 9,2 (ML 35,2045-2047), however, even when more explicit attention is  paid to the enemy himself, this perfect love is still seen as giving us confidence on the day of  judgment “because just as he (i.e. God) is, so are we too in this world” (Jn. 4.17).By the command of Christ wh Camnec fulfil the Law noTt
bolısh 1t; PCISON 11l perfect benevolence and kındness when he
reaches the S of lovıng CVeCN h1s enemy © *).
Of the it 1S sa1d hat takes CGCAalrt of h1s suffering soul,

ıle the lover in showıng hım 1ın accordance wıth Christ’s
commandment 1S sa1d ave achieved the g perfection in
benevolence and kındness possıble for human soul. TIhe relationshıp
between the lover and the 15 nOoL anı y LNOIC losely defined Thıs, 4S

ıll become clear, 1s in CO later Pa also spea of Oove of
enemies d perfect love  82)‘ In Augustine’s first per10d, however. the
emphasıs 1s INOIC the perfecti0on, reedom and securıty of the
indiıvıidual soul who ulfıls the Lord’s commandment love hıs enemtıtes.
Such 1s evıident from [WO ave already referred ın order
9 it must be remenbered, that ITUu! love of self 1$ love God INOTC

than oneself and {rue reedom hım and hıs unchangeable law
ere 1s question, therefore, of solipsıstic OT complacent perfecti10n,

81) De Sermone Domuini In Monte 1,21,69-70 (CC 5,78-79 34,1264) “Sıne iısta
dılectione, qua et1am 1IN1mM1COS ei persecutores NnNOSITOS dılıgere iubemur, quaCl super1us
dıcta sSsunt mplere qu1s potest ? Perfectio autem misericordıiae, quäa plurımum anımae
laborantı consulıtur, ra dılectiıonem IN1mI1CI porrig]1 NO potest. iıdeo SIC claudıtur:
Estote EYQZO VOS perfecti SiCcult vestier qul IN raelis est perfectus est Ma 5.48); ıta
ut deus intellegatur perfectus tamquam deus, eit anıma perfecta (amquam anıma Eıus
autem imper10, quı venıt legem implere NO  ; solvere, perficıet benıvolentiam ei be-
nıgnıtatem, CUu Cal ad IN1ım1CI1 dılectionem perduxerıt .

82) dee, for example : In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir „° (ML 35,2014); ir 8,10 (ML
35,2041-2042). In tr. 9,2 (ML 35,2045-2047), however, ven when INOTC explicıt attention 15
paıd the hımself, thıs perfect love 1Ss St1. SCCMN g1ving confıdence the day of
jJudgment “because Just he (LB God) 1S, ATC OO In thıs world” (Jn 4.17)
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reedom 0)8 securıty; indeed, ASs ave already argued al length, the
achıevement of contemplatıon 1S (070)81 actıon behalf of others.
Our present pomt 1S rather that it 1s noTt al thıs S the hımself
wh Augustine’s notice. In De QOuantitate Anımae the wıllıngness

help CeVcCnNn those wh ave harmed us OT wısh tO arm us OT wısh al
least that arm befall us 1S called perfect relıgı0n.

Thanks ıt, the soul whose greatiness 1S the object of OUI eNqUIrYy
1S made apt be reconcıled (0d and makes ıtself worthy of
reedom For God, whom it 15 each ONne’s advantage
$ frees us from all thıngs. The only perfect reedom 15 be
pleasıng hım In serving him ®°).
Reconcıilıation ıth God and perfect reedom 1S hıs Sservıce thus flow

from Oove of enemıles. Sımıillarly, for De Vera Religione, PDCISON 1s
commanded love CVOIMN hıs enemıtes ıf he wıshes tO be invıncıble the
passıons and ASSUTEC that hat he loves and the reedom it brings ATC

not taken AdWAY from him *.
Nothıng therefore Can hurt the PCISONMN wh Cal relate ell ene uUtl )

ECVCMN hıs He cCannot unwillıngly be eprıve of the certainty of
rest from trıbulatıon he CXPECIS In the future ıfe In the self-abnegatıon
of lovıng hıs he gaıns hat cannot be ost Indeed rıst, wh has
gıven hım the commandment and the Oove hıs enemıl1es, stands by

protect and guar! hım from arm and from loss  85). En INn DS 4,

83) De Quantitate Anımae 34,78 (ML 32,1078): *Omnıiıbus nım subventum ve
debemus, et1am quı NOS laeserunt, aut laedere, aut Oomnıno ae: volunt Haec est VeTA, aecC
perfecta, haec sola relıg10 PCI QUam Deo reconcılıarı pertinet ad anımae, de qua quaerımus,
magnıtudınem, qua lıbertate dıgnam acCcı Na lle abh omnıbus ıberat, Cul servıre
omnıbus utılıssımum est, ei In CUJUS servıt10 placere perfecta ei sola ıbertas est  E

84) De Vera Religione 245-246 46,8 / (CC 34,161)
““Dılıgamus CI O, ut praecepilum esL, et1am IN1Im1COS nOstLros, 61 Kl invıctı SSC volumus.
Non nım pCI ipsum quısquam homınum invıctus SST. sed DCI ıllam incommutabılem
egem CUul quicumque servıunt solı sunt lıber1 SIC enım e1s quod dılıgunt auferrT1 NO  — potesti,
qQuaC ICS un  x INnvVıctos facıt el perfectos VIrOS”. It 1S WOT'! insıstıng agaın that the passıons
1C OTMNC wıshes be invıncıble include CHVY and the desıre ord ıt VeT others TIhe
immediate continuatıon of the Passagc, whıich ıll deal ıth further 0) insısts that the
ne1ghbour 15 be OVEe': oneself, not object of empora. pleasure convenıence.
By stressing the role of love of enemıies iın perfecti10n, therefore, Augustine INa Yy be SCCI]

protecting the neıghbour irom possıble abuse. Anyone obedıen (G0d love hıs
enemıles, hıs perseCu(lors, COUu. NOTL possıbly fall DICY the passıon ake advantage of hıs
INOTEC agreeable ne1ghbours.

85) De Vera Religione 259 261 77,66-6 /) 47,92 8 8-
34,163) In omnıbus autem offic10s1s laboribus uturae quıiet1s certa expectatione 11O  —

frangıtur. Quıid enım e1 nocebiıt quı ene ut1ı et1am InNn1m1co potest? Eıus nım praesidi0
munımento inımiıcıtlas 1O  — pertimescıt, CU1US praecepto ei ONO dılıgıt In1m1COs196  R. Canning  freedom or security; indeed, as we have already argued at length, the  achievement of contemplation is a boon to action on behalf of others.  Our present point is rather that it is not at this stage the enemy himself  who attracts Augustine’s notice. In De Quantitate Animae the willingness  to help even those who have harmed us or wish to harm us or wish at  least that harm befall us is called perfect religion.  Thanks to it, the soul whose greatness is the object of our enquiry  is made apt to be reconciled to God and makes itself worthy of  freedom. For God, whom it is to each one’s greatest advantage to  serve, frees us from all things. The only perfect freedom is to be  pleasing to him in serving him®°).  Reconeciliation with God and perfect freedom is his service thus flow  from love of enemies. Similarly, for De Vera Religione, a person is  commanded to love even his enemies if he wishes to be invincible to the  passions and to assure that what he loves and the freedom it brings are  not taken away from him®*).  Nothing therefore can hurt the person who can relate well (bene uti)  even to his enemy. He cannot unwillingly be deprived of the certainty of  rest from tribulation he expects in the future life. In the self-abnegation  of loving his enemy he gains what cannot be lost. Indeed Christ, who has  given him the commandment and the grace to love his enemies, stands by  to protect and to guard him from harm and from loss®°). En. in ps. 54,  83) De Quantitate Animae 34,78 (ML 32,1078): ‘Omnibus enim subventum velle  debemus, etiam qui nos laeserunt, aut laedere, aut omnino laedi volunt. Haec est vera, haec  perfecta, haec sola religio per quam Deo reconciliari pertinet ad animae, de qua quaerimus,  magnitudinem, qua se libertate dignam facit: nam ille ab omnibus liberat, cui servire  omnibus utilissimum est, et in cujus servitio placere perfecta et sola libertas est”.  84) 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 se ipsum quisquam hominum invictus est, sed per illam incommutabilem  legem cui quicumque serviunt soli sunt liberi. Sic enim eis quod diligunt auferri non potest,  quae res una invictos facit et perfectos viros”. It is worth insisting again that the passions to  which one wishes to be invincible include envy and the desire to lord it over others. The  immediate continuation of the passage, which we will deal with further on, insists that the  neighbour is to be loved as oneself, not as an object of temporal pleasure or convenience.  By stressing the role of love of enemies in perfection, therefore, Augustine may be seen as  protecting the neighbour from possible abuse. Anyone so obedient to God as to love his  enemies, his persecutors, could not possibly fall prey to the passion to take advantage of his  more agreeable neighbours.  85) De Vera Religione 259 & 261 (CSEL 77,66-67) = 47,92 (CC 32,247-248. ML  34,163): ‘In omnibus autem officiosis laboribus futurae quietis certa expectatione non  frangitur. Quid enim ei nocebit qui bene uti etiam inimico potest? Eius enim praesidio  atque munimento inimicitias non pertimescit, cuius praecepto et dono diligit inimicos ... etel
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16 arb dates 305 and Rondet 407-408, provıdes 200d example of
the securıty stemmiıng from OVe of enemıles. Preserving OVve for OUT

human ın the face of persecution nables us combat OUT hıdden
the eviıl, wh seeks lay waste OUT inner ireasures es and

(070] enemıles ATEC eNVIOUS of what 1Ss visıble tOo them In uüs such that, for
example, ıf ave posıtıon of honour, hey want us brought OWN In
the WOTrVr  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  which Zärb dates 395 and Rondet 407-408, provides a good example of  the security stemming from love of enemies. Preserving love for our  human enemy in the face of persecution enables us to combat our hidden  enemy, the devil, who seeks to lay waste our inner treasures. Flesh and  blood enemies are envious of what is visible to them in us such that, for  example, if we have a position of honour, they want us brought down in  the world.  ... (the enemy you see), therefore, aims to destroy or to take away  from you those gifts in which he sees himself to be surpassed by you.  That hidden enemy too wants to despoil you of the good in which  you get the better of him. As a human being you surpass others in  that you are happier than they in human terms; but you defeat the  devil by loving your enemy ... Take care then to preserve love of  enemies in your heart. By this love you vanquish the devil. Let a  human being do you all the wrong he can, let him take from you  whatever he can. If you love the one who persecutes you openly, the  one who attacks you in secret has been conquered®°).  In this sense, having enemies may be considered an advantage  offered to us by God’s providence, an opportunity to steel ourselves  against more insidious onslaughts or to increase the reward promised to  the persecuted (cf. Matt. 5.1 1-‘12)87).  vincit cum vinci videatur, quisquis cedendo ad id pervenit quod non amittit invitus””. The  idea that no one can be harmed if he loves what cannot be harmed also occurs later in In  Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,6 (ML 35,2058). The new commandment (Jn. 13.34) is ‘““exceed-  ingly broad” (Ps. 118.96). ‘“Charitas ergo non angustatur. Vis non angustari in terra? In  lato habita. Quidquid enim tibi fecerit homo, non te angustat; quia illud diligis quod non  nocet homo: Deum diligis, fraternitatem diligis, legem Dei di1igis, Ecclesiam Dei diligis;  sempiterna erit”.  86) En in ps. 54,6 (CC 39,660. ML 36,632): ‘*... ea ergo adtendit in te vel deicere vel  auferre quibus vincitur. Et ille occultus inimicus illud tibi vult tollere unde vincitur. Homo  enim hominem vincis humana felicitate, diabolum autem vincis inimici dilectione ... Sed  cura in corde servare inimici dilectionem, qua diabolum vincis. Saeviat homo quantum  potest, auferat quidquid potest; si diligitur aperte saeviens, victus est occulte saeviens’””.  87) Despite the dominance of other aspects later, the idea of the usefulness of enmity  and persecution has not completely disappeared in post-400 texts. For example, /n  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,11 (ML 35,2043): ‘““Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo  saneris, ipse inimicus tuus. Si novit Deus utile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si  novit tibi utile esse ut vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille  sanetur”’. Also, Sermo 354,3,3 (ML 39,1564) (Date: pre-410) where those who have  undertaken a life of chastity are being encouraged to bear with detraction:  8  ‚eu(your  detractor) non solum tibi reprehensionibus mercedem non minuit, sed et facit ampliorem.  Tu tamen pro illo ora, ne tua mercede moriatur. Nam et hinc probamur, charissimi, quia si  non haberemus inimicos, non essent pro quibus oraremus ex praecepto Domini nostri  dicentis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et orate pro eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44). Unde  probamus, unde cor nostrum interrogamus, utrum hoc facere valeamus, ’si nullumthe YOU see), therefore. a1ms destroy 0)8 take AWAY
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ev1 Dy lovıng yOUTVr  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  which Zärb dates 395 and Rondet 407-408, provides a good example of  the security stemming from love of enemies. Preserving love for our  human enemy in the face of persecution enables us to combat our hidden  enemy, the devil, who seeks to lay waste our inner treasures. Flesh and  blood enemies are envious of what is visible to them in us such that, for  example, if we have a position of honour, they want us brought down in  the world.  ... (the enemy you see), therefore, aims to destroy or to take away  from you those gifts in which he sees himself to be surpassed by you.  That hidden enemy too wants to despoil you of the good in which  you get the better of him. As a human being you surpass others in  that you are happier than they in human terms; but you defeat the  devil by loving your enemy ... Take care then to preserve love of  enemies in your heart. By this love you vanquish the devil. Let a  human being do you all the wrong he can, let him take from you  whatever he can. If you love the one who persecutes you openly, the  one who attacks you in secret has been conquered®°).  In this sense, having enemies may be considered an advantage  offered to us by God’s providence, an opportunity to steel ourselves  against more insidious onslaughts or to increase the reward promised to  the persecuted (cf. Matt. 5.1 1-‘12)87).  vincit cum vinci videatur, quisquis cedendo ad id pervenit quod non amittit invitus””. The  idea that no one can be harmed if he loves what cannot be harmed also occurs later in In  Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,6 (ML 35,2058). The new commandment (Jn. 13.34) is ‘““exceed-  ingly broad” (Ps. 118.96). ‘“Charitas ergo non angustatur. Vis non angustari in terra? In  lato habita. Quidquid enim tibi fecerit homo, non te angustat; quia illud diligis quod non  nocet homo: Deum diligis, fraternitatem diligis, legem Dei di1igis, Ecclesiam Dei diligis;  sempiterna erit”.  86) En in ps. 54,6 (CC 39,660. ML 36,632): ‘*... ea ergo adtendit in te vel deicere vel  auferre quibus vincitur. Et ille occultus inimicus illud tibi vult tollere unde vincitur. Homo  enim hominem vincis humana felicitate, diabolum autem vincis inimici dilectione ... Sed  cura in corde servare inimici dilectionem, qua diabolum vincis. Saeviat homo quantum  potest, auferat quidquid potest; si diligitur aperte saeviens, victus est occulte saeviens’””.  87) Despite the dominance of other aspects later, the idea of the usefulness of enmity  and persecution has not completely disappeared in post-400 texts. For example, /n  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,11 (ML 35,2043): ‘““Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo  saneris, ipse inimicus tuus. Si novit Deus utile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si  novit tibi utile esse ut vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille  sanetur”’. Also, Sermo 354,3,3 (ML 39,1564) (Date: pre-410) where those who have  undertaken a life of chastity are being encouraged to bear with detraction:  8  ‚eu(your  detractor) non solum tibi reprehensionibus mercedem non minuit, sed et facit ampliorem.  Tu tamen pro illo ora, ne tua mercede moriatur. Nam et hinc probamur, charissimi, quia si  non haberemus inimicos, non essent pro quibus oraremus ex praecepto Domini nostri  dicentis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et orate pro eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44). Unde  probamus, unde cor nostrum interrogamus, utrum hoc facere valeamus, ’si nullumake CaIre then OVve of
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86) En INn DS 54,6 55 36,632)Vr  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  which Zärb dates 395 and Rondet 407-408, provides a good example of  the security stemming from love of enemies. Preserving love for our  human enemy in the face of persecution enables us to combat our hidden  enemy, the devil, who seeks to lay waste our inner treasures. Flesh and  blood enemies are envious of what is visible to them in us such that, for  example, if we have a position of honour, they want us brought down in  the world.  ... (the enemy you see), therefore, aims to destroy or to take away  from you those gifts in which he sees himself to be surpassed by you.  That hidden enemy too wants to despoil you of the good in which  you get the better of him. As a human being you surpass others in  that you are happier than they in human terms; but you defeat the  devil by loving your enemy ... Take care then to preserve love of  enemies in your heart. By this love you vanquish the devil. Let a  human being do you all the wrong he can, let him take from you  whatever he can. If you love the one who persecutes you openly, the  one who attacks you in secret has been conquered®°).  In this sense, having enemies may be considered an advantage  offered to us by God’s providence, an opportunity to steel ourselves  against more insidious onslaughts or to increase the reward promised to  the persecuted (cf. Matt. 5.1 1-‘12)87).  vincit cum vinci videatur, quisquis cedendo ad id pervenit quod non amittit invitus””. The  idea that no one can be harmed if he loves what cannot be harmed also occurs later in In  Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,6 (ML 35,2058). The new commandment (Jn. 13.34) is ‘““exceed-  ingly broad” (Ps. 118.96). ‘“Charitas ergo non angustatur. Vis non angustari in terra? In  lato habita. Quidquid enim tibi fecerit homo, non te angustat; quia illud diligis quod non  nocet homo: Deum diligis, fraternitatem diligis, legem Dei di1igis, Ecclesiam Dei diligis;  sempiterna erit”.  86) En in ps. 54,6 (CC 39,660. ML 36,632): ‘*... ea ergo adtendit in te vel deicere vel  auferre quibus vincitur. Et ille occultus inimicus illud tibi vult tollere unde vincitur. Homo  enim hominem vincis humana felicitate, diabolum autem vincis inimici dilectione ... Sed  cura in corde servare inimici dilectionem, qua diabolum vincis. Saeviat homo quantum  potest, auferat quidquid potest; si diligitur aperte saeviens, victus est occulte saeviens’””.  87) Despite the dominance of other aspects later, the idea of the usefulness of enmity  and persecution has not completely disappeared in post-400 texts. For example, /n  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,11 (ML 35,2043): ‘““Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo  saneris, ipse inimicus tuus. Si novit Deus utile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si  novit tibi utile esse ut vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille  sanetur”’. Also, Sermo 354,3,3 (ML 39,1564) (Date: pre-410) where those who have  undertaken a life of chastity are being encouraged to bear with detraction:  8  ‚eu(your  detractor) non solum tibi reprehensionibus mercedem non minuit, sed et facit ampliorem.  Tu tamen pro illo ora, ne tua mercede moriatur. Nam et hinc probamur, charissimi, quia si  non haberemus inimicos, non essent pro quibus oraremus ex praecepto Domini nostri  dicentis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et orate pro eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44). Unde  probamus, unde cor nostrum interrogamus, utrum hoc facere valeamus, ’si nullumCIRO adtendit in ve]l deıiıcere ve]l
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enım homınem VINCIS humana felıcıtate, 1abolum autem VINCIS inımıcı dılectioneVr  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  which Zärb dates 395 and Rondet 407-408, provides a good example of  the security stemming from love of enemies. Preserving love for our  human enemy in the face of persecution enables us to combat our hidden  enemy, the devil, who seeks to lay waste our inner treasures. Flesh and  blood enemies are envious of what is visible to them in us such that, for  example, if we have a position of honour, they want us brought down in  the world.  ... (the enemy you see), therefore, aims to destroy or to take away  from you those gifts in which he sees himself to be surpassed by you.  That hidden enemy too wants to despoil you of the good in which  you get the better of him. As a human being you surpass others in  that you are happier than they in human terms; but you defeat the  devil by loving your enemy ... Take care then to preserve love of  enemies in your heart. By this love you vanquish the devil. Let a  human being do you all the wrong he can, let him take from you  whatever he can. If you love the one who persecutes you openly, the  one who attacks you in secret has been conquered®°).  In this sense, having enemies may be considered an advantage  offered to us by God’s providence, an opportunity to steel ourselves  against more insidious onslaughts or to increase the reward promised to  the persecuted (cf. Matt. 5.1 1-‘12)87).  vincit cum vinci videatur, quisquis cedendo ad id pervenit quod non amittit invitus””. The  idea that no one can be harmed if he loves what cannot be harmed also occurs later in In  Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 10,6 (ML 35,2058). The new commandment (Jn. 13.34) is ‘““exceed-  ingly broad” (Ps. 118.96). ‘“Charitas ergo non angustatur. Vis non angustari in terra? In  lato habita. Quidquid enim tibi fecerit homo, non te angustat; quia illud diligis quod non  nocet homo: Deum diligis, fraternitatem diligis, legem Dei di1igis, Ecclesiam Dei diligis;  sempiterna erit”.  86) En in ps. 54,6 (CC 39,660. ML 36,632): ‘*... ea ergo adtendit in te vel deicere vel  auferre quibus vincitur. Et ille occultus inimicus illud tibi vult tollere unde vincitur. Homo  enim hominem vincis humana felicitate, diabolum autem vincis inimici dilectione ... Sed  cura in corde servare inimici dilectionem, qua diabolum vincis. Saeviat homo quantum  potest, auferat quidquid potest; si diligitur aperte saeviens, victus est occulte saeviens’””.  87) Despite the dominance of other aspects later, the idea of the usefulness of enmity  and persecution has not completely disappeared in post-400 texts. For example, /n  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,11 (ML 35,2043): ‘““Quodammodo ferramentum Dei est quo  saneris, ipse inimicus tuus. Si novit Deus utile tibi esse ut expoliet te, permittit illum; si  novit tibi utile esse ut vapules, permittit illum ut caedaris: de illo te curat, opta ut ille  sanetur”’. Also, Sermo 354,3,3 (ML 39,1564) (Date: pre-410) where those who have  undertaken a life of chastity are being encouraged to bear with detraction:  8  ‚eu(your  detractor) non solum tibi reprehensionibus mercedem non minuit, sed et facit ampliorem.  Tu tamen pro illo ora, ne tua mercede moriatur. Nam et hinc probamur, charissimi, quia si  non haberemus inimicos, non essent pro quibus oraremus ex praecepto Domini nostri  dicentis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et orate pro eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44). Unde  probamus, unde cor nostrum interrogamus, utrum hoc facere valeamus, ’si nullumSed
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quando u ad IN1ImM1COS et1am porrectum BSt; eodem domiıno dıcente Diligite INLMLCOS
vestros, benefacite e1Ls qul VoOoS oderunt 3.44 )198  R. Canning  De Doctrina Christiana — begun in 396, but not completed until  long afterwards — may, if we presume that the references to the enemy in  Book I are earlier rather than later, be seen as forming a bridge between  the security approach to love of enemies, in which the emphasis is on the  lover’s invincibility, and the approach that is concerned with what love  does for the enemy himself. Firstly, the reviving and healing mercy  shown by the Good Samaritan becomes the model that one is to act upon  in dealing with enemies. Thus, even the enemy can be seen as homo  quidam wounded and left lying half-dead by the road-side®®). Secondly,  we find the following passage which, while containing the themes of  reward and security for the lover, adds a new element which will  characterise the post-400 Augustine’s treatment of the subject : attention  to the enemy’s relationship to God which brings him into a new  relationship with ourselves. God, maintains Augustine, wishes to be  loved not to gain anything for himself but in order to bestow an eternal  reward on those who love him. This reward is himself.  Thus it follows that we are to love even our enemies. Indeed, we  do not fear them for they cannot take what we love away from us.  Rather we feel compassion for them because the more they hate us,  the more they are separated from the one whom we love. If they turn  to him, they necessarily love both him and us. Him they will love as  the good that makes them happy and us as those who share with  them in such a great good®°).  inimicum, nullum reprehensorem, nullum detractorem, nullum maledicum experiamur?  Videtis ergo quia et mali necessarii sunt bonis”.  ®8) De Doctrina Christiana 1,69 (CSEL 80,25-26) = 1,30,31 (CC 32,24. ML 34,31):  “Nullum autem exceptum esse cui misericordiae denegetur officium, quis non videat,  quando usque ad inimicos etiam porrectum est, eodem domino dicente: Diligite inimicos  vestros, benefacite eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44)”.  This is immediately preceded in context by the definition of the neighbour in terms of the  Good Samaritan: ‘“qui erga illum (saucium et semivivum) recreandum atque curandum  misericors extitit ...”.  89) De Doctrina Christiana 1,64-65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): “*... quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit ... qui se vult diligi, non ut  sibi aliquid, sed ut eis qui diligunt aeternum praemium conferatur, hoc est ipse quem  diligunt? Hinc efficitur ut inimicos etiam nostros diligamus. Non enim eos timemus, quia  nobis quod diligimus auferre non possunt, sed miseramur potius, quia tanto magis nos  oderunt quanto ab illo quem diligimus separati sunt. Ad quem si conversi fuerint, et illum  tamquam beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni necesse est ut diligant”.  Sermo Denis 15,3 (MA 1,73) (Date: towards 400) also witnesses the theme of conversion of  enemies, in this case persecuting ‘saeculi potestates’””, who through our love become what  we are, that is, people honouring God. ‘*... ipsas saeculi potestates, quas non timuisti, in te  convertisti: saevientes sprevisti, honorantes fecisti. Impletum est, quod Domino tuohıs 18 iımmediıately precede ın ontext by the definıtion of the ne1ighbour In TmMS of the
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Z quıd 910 In socıetate dılectionıs de1 convenıt198  R. Canning  De Doctrina Christiana — begun in 396, but not completed until  long afterwards — may, if we presume that the references to the enemy in  Book I are earlier rather than later, be seen as forming a bridge between  the security approach to love of enemies, in which the emphasis is on the  lover’s invincibility, and the approach that is concerned with what love  does for the enemy himself. Firstly, the reviving and healing mercy  shown by the Good Samaritan becomes the model that one is to act upon  in dealing with enemies. Thus, even the enemy can be seen as homo  quidam wounded and left lying half-dead by the road-side®®). Secondly,  we find the following passage which, while containing the themes of  reward and security for the lover, adds a new element which will  characterise the post-400 Augustine’s treatment of the subject : attention  to the enemy’s relationship to God which brings him into a new  relationship with ourselves. God, maintains Augustine, wishes to be  loved not to gain anything for himself but in order to bestow an eternal  reward on those who love him. This reward is himself.  Thus it follows that we are to love even our enemies. Indeed, we  do not fear them for they cannot take what we love away from us.  Rather we feel compassion for them because the more they hate us,  the more they are separated from the one whom we love. If they turn  to him, they necessarily love both him and us. Him they will love as  the good that makes them happy and us as those who share with  them in such a great good®°).  inimicum, nullum reprehensorem, nullum detractorem, nullum maledicum experiamur?  Videtis ergo quia et mali necessarii sunt bonis”.  ®8) De Doctrina Christiana 1,69 (CSEL 80,25-26) = 1,30,31 (CC 32,24. ML 34,31):  “Nullum autem exceptum esse cui misericordiae denegetur officium, quis non videat,  quando usque ad inimicos etiam porrectum est, eodem domino dicente: Diligite inimicos  vestros, benefacite eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44)”.  This is immediately preceded in context by the definition of the neighbour in terms of the  Good Samaritan: ‘“qui erga illum (saucium et semivivum) recreandum atque curandum  misericors extitit ...”.  89) De Doctrina Christiana 1,64-65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): “*... quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit ... qui se vult diligi, non ut  sibi aliquid, sed ut eis qui diligunt aeternum praemium conferatur, hoc est ipse quem  diligunt? Hinc efficitur ut inimicos etiam nostros diligamus. Non enim eos timemus, quia  nobis quod diligimus auferre non possunt, sed miseramur potius, quia tanto magis nos  oderunt quanto ab illo quem diligimus separati sunt. Ad quem si conversi fuerint, et illum  tamquam beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni necesse est ut diligant”.  Sermo Denis 15,3 (MA 1,73) (Date: towards 400) also witnesses the theme of conversion of  enemies, in this case persecuting ‘saeculi potestates’””, who through our love become what  we are, that is, people honouring God. ‘*... ipsas saeculi potestates, quas non timuisti, in te  convertisti: saevientes sprevisti, honorantes fecisti. Impletum est, quod Domino tuoquı vult dılıgı, NO  ' ut

123 alıquıid, sed ut e1Is quı dılıgunt aeternum praemıum conferatur, hoc est 1pse QUCIN
dılıgunt ? Hınc efficıtur ut IN1mM1COSs et1am NOSIrOS dılıgamus. Non Nnım COS tiımemus, quıa
nobıs quod dılıgımus auferre 19(0)  n possunt, sed mı1ıseramur potıus, quıa magıs 1OS
oderunt quanto ab 1llo QqUCIN dılıgımus separatı sunt qQUCIN S1 CONVversIı fuerıint, et ıllum
L(amquam beatıfiıcum bonum ei 010 tamquam SOC1OS tantı ON1 NECCECSSC est ut dılıgant .
Sermo Denıs 133 (MA 1,/73) ate Oowards 400) Iso wıtnesses the eme of conversion of
enemıies, ın thıs Case persecuting “<sqaecul)i potestates’, wh: through OUT love become hat

arc, that 1S, people honourıng God198  R. Canning  De Doctrina Christiana — begun in 396, but not completed until  long afterwards — may, if we presume that the references to the enemy in  Book I are earlier rather than later, be seen as forming a bridge between  the security approach to love of enemies, in which the emphasis is on the  lover’s invincibility, and the approach that is concerned with what love  does for the enemy himself. Firstly, the reviving and healing mercy  shown by the Good Samaritan becomes the model that one is to act upon  in dealing with enemies. Thus, even the enemy can be seen as homo  quidam wounded and left lying half-dead by the road-side®®). Secondly,  we find the following passage which, while containing the themes of  reward and security for the lover, adds a new element which will  characterise the post-400 Augustine’s treatment of the subject : attention  to the enemy’s relationship to God which brings him into a new  relationship with ourselves. God, maintains Augustine, wishes to be  loved not to gain anything for himself but in order to bestow an eternal  reward on those who love him. This reward is himself.  Thus it follows that we are to love even our enemies. Indeed, we  do not fear them for they cannot take what we love away from us.  Rather we feel compassion for them because the more they hate us,  the more they are separated from the one whom we love. If they turn  to him, they necessarily love both him and us. Him they will love as  the good that makes them happy and us as those who share with  them in such a great good®°).  inimicum, nullum reprehensorem, nullum detractorem, nullum maledicum experiamur?  Videtis ergo quia et mali necessarii sunt bonis”.  ®8) De Doctrina Christiana 1,69 (CSEL 80,25-26) = 1,30,31 (CC 32,24. ML 34,31):  “Nullum autem exceptum esse cui misericordiae denegetur officium, quis non videat,  quando usque ad inimicos etiam porrectum est, eodem domino dicente: Diligite inimicos  vestros, benefacite eis qui vos oderunt (Matt. 5.44)”.  This is immediately preceded in context by the definition of the neighbour in terms of the  Good Samaritan: ‘“qui erga illum (saucium et semivivum) recreandum atque curandum  misericors extitit ...”.  89) De Doctrina Christiana 1,64-65 (CSEL 80,24-25) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML  34,30): “*... quid nos in societate dilectionis dei agere convenit ... qui se vult diligi, non ut  sibi aliquid, sed ut eis qui diligunt aeternum praemium conferatur, hoc est ipse quem  diligunt? Hinc efficitur ut inimicos etiam nostros diligamus. Non enim eos timemus, quia  nobis quod diligimus auferre non possunt, sed miseramur potius, quia tanto magis nos  oderunt quanto ab illo quem diligimus separati sunt. Ad quem si conversi fuerint, et illum  tamquam beatificum bonum et nos tamquam socios tanti boni necesse est ut diligant”.  Sermo Denis 15,3 (MA 1,73) (Date: towards 400) also witnesses the theme of conversion of  enemies, in this case persecuting ‘saeculi potestates’””, who through our love become what  we are, that is, people honouring God. ‘*... ipsas saeculi potestates, quas non timuisti, in te  convertisti: saevientes sprevisti, honorantes fecisti. Impletum est, quod Domino tuo1psas saeculı potestates, quas NO  - timulstı, In
convertist1 : saevıentes sprevist1, honorantes ecıst1. Impletum est, quod Domino {[UO
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The shown enemıl1es, therefore, a1ms al theır COnvers10n, al
theıir happıness ıth G0od As SCC, Augustine’s thus broadens hıs
general understandıng of lovıing ne’s  T ne1ghbour d oneself nclude the

Now ECVen the OIlC wh ate us and Was far from God Can

become lovıng companıon ( SOCIUS ) in the enjoyment of the reward God
has for those who love hım, 18 hımself. In thıs WaY the other O00
becomes invincıble, SCCUIC in God who cCannotTt be taken from hım

Concern for the N himself In post-400
In 8,4 of hıs commenta the first letter of John Augustine

quotes Matt 5.46 (LE °°FOT ıf YOU love those wh love YOU, what reward
11l YOU have”? ven inners do ASs much, do they not ?””) and asks why
John 5SdaYy> nothıng of the love of enemıles 1C 15 commanded by the
Lord Ma 5.44) 10 be SUIC, he states, it 18 NECESSATY that love, ıke fıre,
egın wıth those wh AT closest, wıth brothers in al (fratres), but
lovıng those wh ave become ONeC ıth us 1s almost the SaIinc AS lovıng
ourselves. Therefore, love 1S called out strangers, EVCIN

enemıles. Why 1S John sılent about thıs explıicıt precept of the Lord”®)?
Augustine’s aNSWEeTI in S, Because it contaıns MOSstT of the

aspects of the EMETSCNCC of the 111 the DasSsSagc at

length, pausıng al certaın pomts make OUT OW.

Therefore, ave cCompassıon others and be sensıtive theır
needs. In lovıng yOUuIr yYOU also love brother Do nOoL 1n
that John has command of love of enemtıles. For he 1S noOoL sılent
about fraternal love: and when yOU ove enemıles yYOUu AI lovıng
brothers. How, YOU ask, Can they be brothers?

10 understand thıs yOUu ave ask yourse what yOUIL intention
1S In lovıng yOUr YOou ont love hım that he 11l be healthy
In thıs ıfe For what ıf Z00d health 0€Ss not turn Out be of
advantage hım ? You on’'t love hım that he 11l become rich.
For what 1s tOo be one ıf these riches 1n hım? Perhaps yOUu want

SCC hım marrıied. But hat happens f he has suffer the
bıtterness of unhappy marrıage ” You MaYy wısh hım chılaren
But how ıll he ıf they dIC wıcked children? All these thıngs
1C YOU wısh YOUI Ooutft of love ATIC ambıgu0us and
uncertaın. Let YOUI wısh for hım be that he DOSSCSS eternal ıfe ıth
yOou Let it be YOU desıre for hım that he really become yYOUI brother

promıssum est At adorabunt €U: {A ferrae, gentes serviıent Iı (Ps
HED

90) ET In Epistolam Ioannıs, Ir S, (ML 33  S
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If Out of love YOU wısh for YOUTr that he become yYOUI brother,
then in lovıng VOU love brother You do noTt love what
he 1S, but hat yOUu want hım become ).
De Doctrina Christiana viewed enemıles ASs becoming OUI COINN-

panıons ıIn the love and enjoyment of God: Sre ONC 1$ to wısh for
enemıles that they become OUTI brothers (fratres) ın the hope of galinıng
eternal ıfe Values other than God and eternal ıfe ATIC all LOO full of
uncertalnty for us 8 place OUT ultımate hope for OUT ın them, ıf

truly love hım and desıre hıs happıness. Invıtıng enemıles COIN-

munıon of ıfe wıth ourselves d OUT brothers that desıre for
them the ıfe ıth God desıre and hope for ourselves. hıs ıfe 1$ nOoTt
dımınıshed for us by eing shared?*). Our however, AS the OIMC

who hates Uus, 15 nOotLt actually OUT brother But, iın lovıng hım, pDut the
sinfulness that Causes hım hate us ONC sıde : OUT whole object In
lovıng 18 hat he thıs sta  5 be reconcıled (10d and become
hat wısh hım be. that 1S, OUI brother ' Y.OM do NOTL Oove what he
1S, but hat yOUu wısh hım become’).

Some MaYy take thıs sentencC! 4S sıgn that there 1s unmotivated
love in the Christian EVC in love of enemıies, O love 1n
motive Eeven ere ın the thought of the potentıal worth In the ne1ghbour,
1C INaAaY in future become actual® 7 °). If thıs WeIC 5 it WOU INCcCan

91) In Epistolam Ioannıis, ir 8.10 (ML 59  - “* Mıseremini1ı CIBO tanquam
miser1cordes;: quıa In et1am quod dılıgıtıs In1m1C0os, ratres dılıgitis. Ne putet1s loannem
nıhıl de dılectione 1N1m1C1 praecepIsse ; quıa de fraterna charıtate 1O tacuıt : ratres dılıgıtıs.
Quomodo, INquIs, ratres dılıgımus? Quaero dılıgas INIMICUM : um dılıgıs?
Ut sıt ın hac vıta? quıd, 81 1O  - Il expedıit ? Ut dıves sıt ? quıd, 61 1DSI1S dıvıtııs
excaecabıtur? Ut UuXOTCM ducat? quıd, S1 AIa Lralll vitam inde patıetur ? Ut fiıl1ı0s habeat”?
quıd, S1 malı erunt”? ncerta Ssunt CIgO ista quacC viderıs optare 1IN1m1CO LUO, quıa dılıgıs Cu
incerta sunt Opta 1Ilı ut habeat ecum vitam aeternam ; Opta 1Ilı ut sıt frater [UUS S1 CISO
hoc ptlas, dılıgendo INImM1CUum, ut sIıt frater [UUS; Cu C dılıgıs, ratrem dılıgıs. Non nım
INas In 1lo quod est; sed quod VIS ut sit  37

92) See IDId., ir. 1,9 (ML 55:1983): “Incertum est utrum alıcul sıt utılıs ıta ista,
inutilıs; ıta 10 quaC est apud Deum, sıne dubıo0 utılıs est SIC dılıge IN1mM1COSs LUOS, ut
ratres pies; SIC dılıge 1IN1mM1COS [uUOS, ut ın socletatem tuam vocentur’ ; En IN D3 39,4 (CC

36,435) “°SIC CIRO au Dominum, ut nolıs male IN1m1CIs tu1s Et quantum e1s,
INquıs, velım bonum ? Quantum tıbı Non nım de LUO accepturIı sunt ut Onl sınt, aut quod
ıllıs dabıtur, tıbı mınuetur. Inıimicus tuUus, quıa malus est, INIMICUS est; fıit bonus, ei amıcus
er1t, ei SOCI1US er1it ; ut sımul velıs possıdere quod amabas, 1am frater rıt  27

93) Nygren, gape and Lros, 550 Nygren g1ves [WO examples In hıs Ootnote
(1) De Vera Religione 262 48,93 8 @ 9 34,164) ‘“Sapıentem
anımam perfectam alem dılıgat qualem iıllam videt ; tultam 1988} alem, sed quıa S5C

perfecta ei sapıens potest n  73 (2) De Catechizandis Rudibus 2133 (L 40,348)
‘““Omnes 8098 qgoniam nesCIS, quıd 1as uturus sıt, quı hodıe malus est  97
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that OUT éontention regardıng the increasıng promınence of the
hımself al hıs per10d 1s consıderably shaken;: accordıng Anders
Nygren, Augustinıan love aılls CVCNMN ere ESCADC from the hold of
requirıng mot1ivatıon. On the CONLrarYy, however, ıt 15 In OUT VE Oove
for the dSs potentıial brother that thıs worth 1g and
INaYy be realısed. The enemy s value ASs brother 15 not much motive
fOor lovıng hım d love ıtself revealıng ıts creatıve ° Love all human
beings, CVCIMN yOUIT enemı1es, not because they AT brothers. but that they
MAY he brothers (ut fratres Sint }Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  201  that our éontention regarding the increasing prominence of the enemy  himself at this period is considerably shaken; according to Anders  Nygren, Augustinian love fails even here to escape from the hold of  requiring a motivation. On the contrary, however, it is in our very love  for the enemy as a potential brother that this worth comes to light and  may be realised. The enemy’s value as a brother is not so much a motive  for loving him as love itself revealing its creative skill. ‘“Love all human  beings, even your enemies, not because they are brothers, but so that they  may be brothers (ut fratres sint) ... love your enemy with fraternal love;  he is not yet your brother, but you love him so that he may be your  brother (ut sit frater)’’?*). In loving an enemy, then, we love what we  wish him to become, that is, a person who embraces goodness, who  himself becomes a lover?>°), who shares with us as a brother in life with  Tfie first example does indeed appear to support Nygren’s assertion that love finds a motive  in the potential worth of the other, be he foolish or an enemy. But observing how the  passage continues is not without its reward: *... stultam non talem, sed quia esse perfecta et  sapiens potest: quia nec seipsum debet stultum diligere. Nam qui se diligit stultum, non  proficiet ad sapientiam; nec fiet quisquis qualis cupit esse, nisi se oderit qualis est. Sed donec  ad sapientiam perfectionemque veniatur, eo animo ferat stultitiam proximi, quo suam  ferret, si stultus esset, et amaret sapientiam”’. This is a clear example of Augustine’s  understanding of loving one’s neighbour as oneself. One desires wisdom for the neighbour  and aids him to it.  Immediately following the second example quoted by Nygren is: “Nec eorum ames  iniustitiam, sed ipsos ideo ama, ut apprehendant iustitiam ...”. In other words, their future  goodness is not so much a motive for love as, similarly to the previous example, the goal  that one seeks to see realised in the other in actually loving one’s enemies. It may turn out  that the enemy, despite our love, chooses not to embrace goodness but rather to remain in  his sins. The fact that we do not know whether the evil person’s future worth, supposed by  Nygren as a motivation for Augustinian love, may ever be actualised, means that for  Augustine love can be elicited without their being any certainty that the grounds for its so-  called motivation will be realised. The enemy’s embracing goodness is nothing more than a  possibility founded in the mystery of God’s grace and the other’s freedom. If it provides a  motivation for love, it is a motivation that always remains beyond our grasp, hypothetical  and unverifiable. The very changeableness of human beings makes this so. Even a friend  may turn out to be an enemy; see De Civitate Dei 19,8 (CC 48,672. CSEL 40/2,385. ML  41,634-635); Epistola 73,3,10 (CSEL 34/2,277. ML 33,250):.““ Verumtamen ex amico intimo  factus inimicus ...””. On this theme of human fickleness and our uncertainty about people’s  future, see T.J. van Bavel, Augustinus, p. 32-33. This uncertainty effectively cancels the  possible motivational value of an enemy’s future option for the good. For Augustine this is  rather an option to be kept open and worked for despite enmity and changeableness, and  because the sway of God’s grace on our enemy’s freedom remains an unknown full of hope  for us.  9*) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): “Omnes homines, etiam inimicos  vestros diligatis: non quia sunt fratres, sed ut fratres sint ... Tu dilige, et fraterno amore  dilige: nondum est frater, sed ideo diligis ut sit frater”  E 017  ut semper fraterno amore flagretis, sive in fratrem factum, sive in  inimicum, wf frater fiat diligendo”.love YOUTL wıth fraternal love;
he 15 nOoTt yel yOUTr brother, but yYOUu love hım that he NAV he VOUF
brother (ut Sıt frater ) In lovıng then, OVve what
wısh hım become, that 1S, PCISON wh embraces goodness, wh
hımself becomes lover ??),; wh shares ıth us ASs brother in ıfe wıth

The first example oes indeed PDC Support Nygren’s assertion that love 1N! motıve
iın the potentıal worth of the er. be he oolısh But observing hOow the
DassSagc continues 1$ noTt wıthout 1ts reward:Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  201  that our éontention regarding the increasing prominence of the enemy  himself at this period is considerably shaken; according to Anders  Nygren, Augustinian love fails even here to escape from the hold of  requiring a motivation. On the contrary, however, it is in our very love  for the enemy as a potential brother that this worth comes to light and  may be realised. The enemy’s value as a brother is not so much a motive  for loving him as love itself revealing its creative skill. ‘“Love all human  beings, even your enemies, not because they are brothers, but so that they  may be brothers (ut fratres sint) ... love your enemy with fraternal love;  he is not yet your brother, but you love him so that he may be your  brother (ut sit frater)’’?*). In loving an enemy, then, we love what we  wish him to become, that is, a person who embraces goodness, who  himself becomes a lover?>°), who shares with us as a brother in life with  Tfie first example does indeed appear to support Nygren’s assertion that love finds a motive  in the potential worth of the other, be he foolish or an enemy. But observing how the  passage continues is not without its reward: *... stultam non talem, sed quia esse perfecta et  sapiens potest: quia nec seipsum debet stultum diligere. Nam qui se diligit stultum, non  proficiet ad sapientiam; nec fiet quisquis qualis cupit esse, nisi se oderit qualis est. Sed donec  ad sapientiam perfectionemque veniatur, eo animo ferat stultitiam proximi, quo suam  ferret, si stultus esset, et amaret sapientiam”’. This is a clear example of Augustine’s  understanding of loving one’s neighbour as oneself. One desires wisdom for the neighbour  and aids him to it.  Immediately following the second example quoted by Nygren is: “Nec eorum ames  iniustitiam, sed ipsos ideo ama, ut apprehendant iustitiam ...”. In other words, their future  goodness is not so much a motive for love as, similarly to the previous example, the goal  that one seeks to see realised in the other in actually loving one’s enemies. It may turn out  that the enemy, despite our love, chooses not to embrace goodness but rather to remain in  his sins. The fact that we do not know whether the evil person’s future worth, supposed by  Nygren as a motivation for Augustinian love, may ever be actualised, means that for  Augustine love can be elicited without their being any certainty that the grounds for its so-  called motivation will be realised. The enemy’s embracing goodness is nothing more than a  possibility founded in the mystery of God’s grace and the other’s freedom. If it provides a  motivation for love, it is a motivation that always remains beyond our grasp, hypothetical  and unverifiable. The very changeableness of human beings makes this so. Even a friend  may turn out to be an enemy; see De Civitate Dei 19,8 (CC 48,672. CSEL 40/2,385. ML  41,634-635); Epistola 73,3,10 (CSEL 34/2,277. ML 33,250):.““ Verumtamen ex amico intimo  factus inimicus ...””. On this theme of human fickleness and our uncertainty about people’s  future, see T.J. van Bavel, Augustinus, p. 32-33. This uncertainty effectively cancels the  possible motivational value of an enemy’s future option for the good. For Augustine this is  rather an option to be kept open and worked for despite enmity and changeableness, and  because the sway of God’s grace on our enemy’s freedom remains an unknown full of hope  for us.  9*) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): “Omnes homines, etiam inimicos  vestros diligatis: non quia sunt fratres, sed ut fratres sint ... Tu dilige, et fraterno amore  dilige: nondum est frater, sed ideo diligis ut sit frater”  E 017  ut semper fraterno amore flagretis, sive in fratrem factum, sive in  inimicum, wf frater fiat diligendo”.tultam 1O  —_ alem, sed quıa CSSC perfecta ei

sapıens potest : quıa CC se1ıpsum tultum dılıgere. Nam qul diligit stultum, AoONn

proficiet ad sapıentiam ; 19110 fıet qu1Squ1s qualıs cupıt CS5SC, 181 oderıt qualıs est Sed donec
ad sapıent1am perfectiıonemque venlatur, anımo ferat stultıt1am proX1m1, qUO
ferret, S1 stultus essel, el amaret sapıenti1am . hıs 15 clear example of Augustine’s
understandıng of lovıng nes ne1ghbour oneself. One desires wısdom fOor the ne1ghbour
and 1ds hım ıt
Immediately followıng the second example quoted by Nygren 18 “Nec INCS$s

inlustitiam, sed LDSOS ideo am ul apprehendant IustitiamAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  201  that our éontention regarding the increasing prominence of the enemy  himself at this period is considerably shaken; according to Anders  Nygren, Augustinian love fails even here to escape from the hold of  requiring a motivation. On the contrary, however, it is in our very love  for the enemy as a potential brother that this worth comes to light and  may be realised. The enemy’s value as a brother is not so much a motive  for loving him as love itself revealing its creative skill. ‘“Love all human  beings, even your enemies, not because they are brothers, but so that they  may be brothers (ut fratres sint) ... love your enemy with fraternal love;  he is not yet your brother, but you love him so that he may be your  brother (ut sit frater)’’?*). In loving an enemy, then, we love what we  wish him to become, that is, a person who embraces goodness, who  himself becomes a lover?>°), who shares with us as a brother in life with  Tfie first example does indeed appear to support Nygren’s assertion that love finds a motive  in the potential worth of the other, be he foolish or an enemy. But observing how the  passage continues is not without its reward: *... stultam non talem, sed quia esse perfecta et  sapiens potest: quia nec seipsum debet stultum diligere. Nam qui se diligit stultum, non  proficiet ad sapientiam; nec fiet quisquis qualis cupit esse, nisi se oderit qualis est. Sed donec  ad sapientiam perfectionemque veniatur, eo animo ferat stultitiam proximi, quo suam  ferret, si stultus esset, et amaret sapientiam”’. This is a clear example of Augustine’s  understanding of loving one’s neighbour as oneself. One desires wisdom for the neighbour  and aids him to it.  Immediately following the second example quoted by Nygren is: “Nec eorum ames  iniustitiam, sed ipsos ideo ama, ut apprehendant iustitiam ...”. In other words, their future  goodness is not so much a motive for love as, similarly to the previous example, the goal  that one seeks to see realised in the other in actually loving one’s enemies. It may turn out  that the enemy, despite our love, chooses not to embrace goodness but rather to remain in  his sins. The fact that we do not know whether the evil person’s future worth, supposed by  Nygren as a motivation for Augustinian love, may ever be actualised, means that for  Augustine love can be elicited without their being any certainty that the grounds for its so-  called motivation will be realised. The enemy’s embracing goodness is nothing more than a  possibility founded in the mystery of God’s grace and the other’s freedom. If it provides a  motivation for love, it is a motivation that always remains beyond our grasp, hypothetical  and unverifiable. The very changeableness of human beings makes this so. Even a friend  may turn out to be an enemy; see De Civitate Dei 19,8 (CC 48,672. CSEL 40/2,385. ML  41,634-635); Epistola 73,3,10 (CSEL 34/2,277. ML 33,250):.““ Verumtamen ex amico intimo  factus inimicus ...””. On this theme of human fickleness and our uncertainty about people’s  future, see T.J. van Bavel, Augustinus, p. 32-33. This uncertainty effectively cancels the  possible motivational value of an enemy’s future option for the good. For Augustine this is  rather an option to be kept open and worked for despite enmity and changeableness, and  because the sway of God’s grace on our enemy’s freedom remains an unknown full of hope  for us.  9*) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): “Omnes homines, etiam inimicos  vestros diligatis: non quia sunt fratres, sed ut fratres sint ... Tu dilige, et fraterno amore  dilige: nondum est frater, sed ideo diligis ut sit frater”  E 017  ut semper fraterno amore flagretis, sive in fratrem factum, sive in  inimicum, wf frater fiat diligendo”.In er words, eIr future
goodness 15 not much motive for love d>, sımılarly the Previ0Ous example, the goal
that OC seeks SCC realısed in the other in actually lovıng ne’s  S enemıles. It MaYy turn Out
that the5 despıte OUT 10OVve, chooses not embrace goodness but rather remaın ın
his S1NS. The fact that do not NOW whether the evıl person’s future worth, supposed Dy
Nygren As motivatıon for Augustinian 10ove, IMaYy CVCI be actualısed, that fOr
Augustine love Can be elıcıted wıthout eIr being an Yy certainty that the grounds for ıts
called motivatıon ll be realısed. TIhe enemy’s embracıng goodness 15 nothıing INOTEC than
poss1ıbılıty ounded ın the MYSLETY of .0d’s and the other reedom f ıt provıdes
motiıvatıon for love, it 18 mot1vatıon that always remaıns beyond OUT TasSD, hypothetical
and unverıfiable. Ihe VeC changeableness of human beings makes thıs Even frıend
MaYy turn Ouft be , SCC De ( ivitate Del 19,8 (CC SEL 40/2,385.
41,634-635); ‚pistola &.  g 34/2,277. 33,250) ° Verumtamen aM1CO intımo
factus IN1ım1cCcus On thıs eme of human fickleness and OUT uncertainty Oou people’s
future, SCC Ü B&} Van avel, uUgustInNus, 32-33 hıs uncertaıinty effectıvely cancels the
possıble motivatıonal value of enemy’s future option for the g00d For Augustine thıs 15
rather optıon be kept OPCH and worked for despıte enmity and changeableness, and
because the SWaYyY of OUT enemy’'s reedom remaıns unknown full of hope
for

94) In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir. 10, 7 (ML 35,2059); ‘“Omnes homines, et1am IN1mM1COS
Vestros dılıgatıs: 1O  - quıa Sunt fratres, sed fratres SınfAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  201  that our éontention regarding the increasing prominence of the enemy  himself at this period is considerably shaken; according to Anders  Nygren, Augustinian love fails even here to escape from the hold of  requiring a motivation. On the contrary, however, it is in our very love  for the enemy as a potential brother that this worth comes to light and  may be realised. The enemy’s value as a brother is not so much a motive  for loving him as love itself revealing its creative skill. ‘“Love all human  beings, even your enemies, not because they are brothers, but so that they  may be brothers (ut fratres sint) ... love your enemy with fraternal love;  he is not yet your brother, but you love him so that he may be your  brother (ut sit frater)’’?*). In loving an enemy, then, we love what we  wish him to become, that is, a person who embraces goodness, who  himself becomes a lover?>°), who shares with us as a brother in life with  Tfie first example does indeed appear to support Nygren’s assertion that love finds a motive  in the potential worth of the other, be he foolish or an enemy. But observing how the  passage continues is not without its reward: *... stultam non talem, sed quia esse perfecta et  sapiens potest: quia nec seipsum debet stultum diligere. Nam qui se diligit stultum, non  proficiet ad sapientiam; nec fiet quisquis qualis cupit esse, nisi se oderit qualis est. Sed donec  ad sapientiam perfectionemque veniatur, eo animo ferat stultitiam proximi, quo suam  ferret, si stultus esset, et amaret sapientiam”’. This is a clear example of Augustine’s  understanding of loving one’s neighbour as oneself. One desires wisdom for the neighbour  and aids him to it.  Immediately following the second example quoted by Nygren is: “Nec eorum ames  iniustitiam, sed ipsos ideo ama, ut apprehendant iustitiam ...”. In other words, their future  goodness is not so much a motive for love as, similarly to the previous example, the goal  that one seeks to see realised in the other in actually loving one’s enemies. It may turn out  that the enemy, despite our love, chooses not to embrace goodness but rather to remain in  his sins. The fact that we do not know whether the evil person’s future worth, supposed by  Nygren as a motivation for Augustinian love, may ever be actualised, means that for  Augustine love can be elicited without their being any certainty that the grounds for its so-  called motivation will be realised. The enemy’s embracing goodness is nothing more than a  possibility founded in the mystery of God’s grace and the other’s freedom. If it provides a  motivation for love, it is a motivation that always remains beyond our grasp, hypothetical  and unverifiable. The very changeableness of human beings makes this so. Even a friend  may turn out to be an enemy; see De Civitate Dei 19,8 (CC 48,672. CSEL 40/2,385. ML  41,634-635); Epistola 73,3,10 (CSEL 34/2,277. ML 33,250):.““ Verumtamen ex amico intimo  factus inimicus ...””. On this theme of human fickleness and our uncertainty about people’s  future, see T.J. van Bavel, Augustinus, p. 32-33. This uncertainty effectively cancels the  possible motivational value of an enemy’s future option for the good. For Augustine this is  rather an option to be kept open and worked for despite enmity and changeableness, and  because the sway of God’s grace on our enemy’s freedom remains an unknown full of hope  for us.  9*) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): “Omnes homines, etiam inimicos  vestros diligatis: non quia sunt fratres, sed ut fratres sint ... Tu dilige, et fraterno amore  dilige: nondum est frater, sed ideo diligis ut sit frater”  E 017  ut semper fraterno amore flagretis, sive in fratrem factum, sive in  inimicum, wf frater fiat diligendo”.Iu dılıge, ef fraterno
dılıge : nondum est frater, sed ıdeo dılıgıs ul ıf frater”

95) Ibid., ut SCIMNPDCI fraterno agretis, S1Ve ın Tatrem factum, S1Ve In
Inımıcum, Ul frater fiat diligendo”.
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God hıs 1S the perspective ave hıs ıfe and 1C determiıines OUTI

conduct towards hım hat thıs future value of the 1s goal LO be
aımed al rather than motivatıon reducıng the riısk of 10ss take in

lovıng hım 15 cshown by the examples dduced by Augustine in the
continuatıon of the passagc from 8,10

If noOoTt mistaken ave already gıven YOU the example of the
log of hard oak g0o0d craftsman SCCS that unhewn wo0od that has
een cut in the forest, and he es the ook of ıt, CVECMN though do
not NOW precıisely hat he 1S gomng make 01011 of ıt He es ıt,
but NnOTL leave ıt Just A it 15 Because of hıs he SCCS all 1n of
future possıibılıties In that WO0d. He doesn’t remaın 1xXe In hıs
attachment the wOo0od AS it 1S 1O He already loves hat he ıll
make Out of ıt

hıs Was the WdYy God OVve uüs when WeTC sinners. For Christ
sald : “It 1S not the healthy wh eed doctor but the sick”” Ma
912) The intention of love Was nOTL that chould remaın
inners. God, the craftsman, looked uDON us A lumber from the
forest. He Jready had in mınd what he wanted buıld wıth n and
he longer had the wood iın mınd AdSs it orıginally Was

You cshould ook upDON yYOUIL ıke thıs LOO Y our
OPPOSCS YOU, he urts yYOU wıth hıs bıtıng words, embitters yYOU wıth
hıs insults, and raıls al yOUu Out of hatred But through all thıs yYOU
SCC that he LOO 1S human eing You perce1ve that all he oes
agaıinst YOU 15 the work of human eing But yOUu SCC the human
eıng himself d S the work of God He has God to an fOor the fact
that he 1S human eing The DCISON hımself 1S respons1ble for hıs
hatred and CHVY of yYyOu YOou chould then Sa Y In YOUT heart God,
csShow hım yOUI favour, forgıve hım hıs S1NS, make hım ıth
fear of VYOU, change hım Do NOTL love hım dS he NO IS. but d yYOU
want hım be Therefore, when yYOU love yOUuI9 yYyOU ıIn fact
love brother 96)

96) Ibid., Ir. 8,10 (ML 35,2042): *“Dıxeram alıquando Charıtatı vestrae, 1S1 fallor:
ur est lıgnı posıtum nte Oculos; er optimus vidıt lıgnum NO  — dolatum, de sılva
praecısum, adamavyvıt ; nescCIO quıd inde vult facere. Non nım ad hoc amavVvıt, ut SCIHNDCI SIC
maneat. In Trtie V1 quod futurum est, 110  —_ In quod est; et amavıt quod inde
facturus est, NO ıllud quod est SIC ei 1105 Deus amavıt peccaltores: aıt en1ım, Non est ODUS
SAaNLS medicus, sed male habentibus Ma 9.12) Numquıd ad hOcC amavıt peccalores, ut

peccalores remaneremus? Quası lıgnum de sılva vidıt N OS aber, et cogitavıt aedıfıcıum
quod inde facturus esL, 1910}  — sılvam quod ral SIC ei respiCIs INIıMıCcum [Uuum adversantem,
saevıentem, mordentem verbiıs, exXxasperantem contumelis, insectantem od1s; attendis ıbı
quıia OMO est Vıdes ista omnı1a quac adversa sunt ab homiıne acta; ei vides in 1lo quod
Deo factus est Quod autem OMO factus est, Deo factus est Quod autem te odıt, 1pse
fecıt ; quod invıdet, ıpse fecıt Et quıd dıcıs ın anımo tuo? Domıiıne, propitius 1Ilı esto,
dımitte Ilı peccala; incute Ilı errorem, muta um Non I1Nas in Ilo quod esL, sed quod VIS
ut sıt. Ergo CUu inımıcum amnas, ratrem mas  Kn Dıdeberg, Saint ugustin el la premiere
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skilled craftsman SCCS all 1n of possı1ıbılıtıes In unhewn WO0Od.
1S God the craftsman’s plan that sinners should not remaın sinners.
Likewise, the PEeTISON who loves hıs SCCS hrough all the harass-
ment he uffers al the an of the tOo ‘the human eing hımself ASs

the work of God’ Our Draycr for the 1s be that God 1ın hıs
favour change him') and, forgıving hıs hatred and CHNVY, make hım OUT

brother Our attıtude towards enemıles 15 be ase patıence
in ringıng human beings repentance and allowıng the kılled work
of his creatıve art shıne Oul; ıt 1s be ase' the appeasement of
God who, Eevecn knowıing those who ıll remaın 1ın theır S1INS, allows hıs
SUN shıne g0o0d and evıl Ma 5.45) Wıthout patıence and
ap  ent iın other words, wıthout becoming 1ıke Go0od Dy lovıng
OUT enemıles dS he has OVEe: us  98) the danger 15 that inımıcal siıtuat1ions
in the present ıll absorb all OUT attention and us hate pPCTISON,

human eing created by God, who 1s reign ıth us in eternal
happıness 99) To hate PCISON 1s lose the future perspective hıs ıfe

epitre de saınt Jean, Parıs, 1975, 70, remarks of thıs love of G0d and Chriıst 1C OUT

love for enemıles 15 be modelle: ‘*“Maıs ans le huıltieme I ractatus le caractere
transformant de leur est ortemen soulıgne””.

97) See Iso En In 69,3 (CC 36,868) which seeks answerl the
question how martyrs who, ın the words of the psalm, wısh confusıon and shame theır
perseCutors (Ps Call be saıd be followers of Christ wh' prayed that hıs
executioners WOU be forgıven (Lk Ihe solution gıven IS that wishing confusıon
and shame enemies 15 dırected eIr cConversıon. “Saulus lle quı Stephanum
persecutus est, confusus est ei reverıtus. Anhelabat caedes, quaerebat qU OS adtraharet el
necaret audıta desuper (9 © 4 Saule, Saule, quid persequeris CIS 9.4), confusus eit

prostratus, ei ereCtIus ad oboediendum quı inflammatus Tat ad persequendum. Hoc CISO
optant martyres 1IN1mi1CI1s SUl1S ‘ Confundantur el re  ur 1 nım confundentur, ei
Convertien({ur, quıla convert1ı NO possunt, 181 confusı fuerıint, eit reveriıtl. Optemus CI SO 28C
IN1ImMICIS nostrIis:; securı optemus’. En IN 132,8 E 40,1932 37,1734). tephen’s
Lagc al hıs executloners Was motıvated Dy invıncıble love diırected er COnversi1on :
Quare saevıebat Cu audıretur ? Quıa mutfare volebat COS quıbus audıebatur.
Venientibus In lapıdıbus 1918)  — victa est carıtas

98) See In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir 9,3 (ML 35,2047): N CTgO ad anc perfectiıonem
NOS inviıtat Deus, ut dılıgamus IN1Im1COSs NOSITOS sıcut ei 1pse dılexit SUOS; nobıs fiducıa est
in dıe Judıcımı, qula SICUL Tie est, el NOS INn hoc mundo Jn 17) quıa sıcut Jle dılıgıt
IN1ImM1COSs SUOS, facıendo solem SUUuMm T1rı D' bonos et malos, el pluendo Justos et
inJustos, ıta 1105 qula IN1MI1CIS nostrIis NO  — praestare solem ei pluviam, praestamus
lacrymas, Cu 9200 ıllıs Oramus’; En INn 39,4 (CC 36,435) ‘“ Laudans CTZO
Invoca Dominum ; olı C putlare sımılem tıbi, ut sımılıs 1as Ilı Estote nım SICult Pater
vesier perfecti, quı solem SUUMM oriri facit LD} benos el malos, el pluit LD 1UStOS el INIUSLOS
Ma 5.48 45) SIiC CIgO lauda Dominum, ut nolıs male IN1mı1cI1s tul1s  225

99) Sermo (ML 38,807) Dılıges proximum ([UuUuMmM, ıbı sunt
homines, etiamsı uerint IN1mI1C1 : quıa et1am secundum spirıtualem propınquıitatem nesCISs
quıd tıbı sıt in praescient1a De1 homo, quı t1bı ad tempus videtur IN1IMICUS. Quıia nım
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that penetrates beyond hıs hurtful wıckedness work (**quod
Deo factus est‘) and hope and DIaYy and do hat Can that
he be changed and eN]JOY God wıth us, hat the Artıst’s plan INAaYy be
fully realısed. Christ, after all, instructed us love OUT enemıles ..  not
that they remaın OUT enemıles forever. That WOU be propagate
hatred, noTl love  22 Augustine thus invıtes hıs hearers

to) o0ok al the love of Christ hımself. ‘“Father, forgıve them, for
they do nNOTt NOW hat they ATIC o1ıng” He dıd noTt
want hıs executloners remaın ASs they WeTiTC He wıshed make
dıfferent people of those for whom he as forgıveness. He wanted

make brothers of hıs enemıi1es, and thıs 1S iındeed hat he dıd
Christ Was put ca he Was burıed, LOSC, ascended into heaven,
and sent the Holy Spirıt hıs dıscıples. The dıscıples egan
proclaım hıs amne wıth confidence and work miracles ın the
aMnl of the ecrucıfied and slaın ON!  @ Ose who put Christ ea
Sa thıs Thus, those wh had ched hıs To70] iın violence later ran
it ın faıth 100).
Love’s work, then, 1s make dıfferent people of those for whom

ask forgıveness. OSe, wh ıke Stephen DIaYy that theır enemı1es be
saved from eternal er and Jomm COMPDANY and theırs, alk iın the
WAaVY of the Lord;: theır Draycr for forgıveness, 1ıke that of Christ the
E 1S dırected turnıng inen of (070] into LHCH of faıth ” *: But

patıentia De!l ad poenıtentiam CUu adducıt, fortassıs COgNOSCEL efuducentem. S1
nım Deus 1pse quı novıt quı sınt In peccatıs perseveraturı204  R. Canning  that penetrates beyond his hurtful wickedness to God’s work (““quod a  Deo factus est””) and to cease to hope and pray and do what we can that  he be changed and enjoy God with us, so that the Artist’s plan may be  fully realised. Christ, after all, instructed us to love our enemies ‘“not so  that they remain our enemies forever. That would be to propagate  hatred, not love”. Augustine thus invites his hearers  (to) look at the love of Christ himself. ‘“Father, forgive them, for  they do not know what they are doing”” (Luke 23.34). He did not  want his executioners to remain as they were. He wished to make  different people of those for whom he asked forgiveness. He wanted  to make brothers of his enemies, and this is indeed what he did.  Christ was put to death, he was buried, rose, ascended into heaven,  and sent the Holy Spirit on his disciples. The disciples began to  proclaim his name with confidence and to work miracles in the  name of the crucified and slain one. Those who put Christ to death  saw this. Thus, those who had shed his blood in violence later drank  it m faith90):  Love’s work, then, is to make different people of those for whom we  ask forgiveness. Those, who like Stephen pray that their enemies be  saved from eternal death and join God’s company and theirs, walk in the  way of the Lord; their prayer for forgiveness, like that of Christ on the  cross, is directed to turning men of blood into men of faith!°!). But  patientia Dei ad poenitentiam eum adducit, fortassis cognoscet et sequetur ducentem. Si  enim Deus ipse qui novit qui sint in peccatis perseveraturi ... tamen facit solem suum oriri  super bonos et malos  . quanta sollicitudine placabilem oportet esse hominem, ne forte  nesciens qualis futurus sit, cum praesentes ejus inimicitias attenderit, oderit eum cum quo in  aeterna felicitate regnabit? Imple ergo praeceptum primum, Dilige proximum tuum,  omnem hominem; et oderis inimicum tuum, diabolum. Imple et secundum. Dilige inimicos  tuos, sed homines: ora pro eis qui te persequuntur, sed pro hominibus: bene fac eis qui te  oderunt, sed hominibus”.  100) Jn Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,10 (ML 35,2042): ‘“Attende quare te monuit Christus  ut diligas inimicos. Numquid ut semper remaneant inimici? Si ad hoc te monuit ut inimici  remaneant, odis, non diligis. Attende quomodo ipse dilexit, id est, quia nolebat ut sic  remanerent persecutores; ait, Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk. 23.34).  Quibus voluit ignosci, mutari illos voluit: quos voluit mutari, ex inimicis fratres facere  dignatus est, et vere sic fecit. Occisus est, sepultus est, resurrexit, in coelum ascendit,  Spiritum sanctum misit discipulis; coeperunt cum fiducia praedicare nomen ipsius,  miracula faciebant in nomine crucifixi et occisi: viderunt illi interfectores Domini; et qui  sanguinem ejus saeviendo fuderunt, credendo biberunt”.  101) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 1,9 (ML 35,1985): “Sic dilige inimicos tuos, ut fratres  optes; sic dilige inimicos tuos, ut in societatem tuam vocentur. Sic enim dilexit ille qui in  cruce pendens ait: Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk. 23.34) ... Mortem  sempiternam ab eis expellebat, prece misericordissima, et potentia praestantissima. Multi  ex eis crediderunt, et dimissus est eis fusus sanguis Christi. Primo fuderunt cum saevirent,amen facıt solem SUUumM Orirı
P bonos eft malos quanta sollıcıtudıne placabılem oportet SSC homınem, orte
nesciens qualıs uturus sıt, CT praesentes eJus inımiıcıt1as attenderıt, oderıt eu Cu qUuUO ın
aeterna felıcıtate regnabıt ? mple CIg£O praecepilum prımum, Dılıge proximum LUUM,

homınem ; ei oderıs Inımıcum L(Uum, dıabolum mple el secundum. Dılıge IN1IM1ICOS
LUOS, sed homiınes: OTa PIO e1s quı te persequun(uur, sed DIOo homiıinıbus: ene fac e1s quı
oderunt, sed homiınıbus”.

100) In Epistolam Toannıs, En 8510 (ML 35,2042): ‘“ Attende monuıt Christus
ut dılıgas INn1m1cCos. Numquıd ut SCINDCI remaneant ınımıcı? 1 ad hOC monult ut In1ımıcı
remaneant, odıs, NO dılıgıs. Attende quomodo 1pse dılexıt, ıd est, quıa nolebat ut SIC
remanerent perseCulLoreS; alt, 'ater, LENOSCE lis, qula nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk
Quıibus voluıt 12NOSCIH, mutarı iıllos volhuıt : qU OS voluıt mutarı, Inımı1c1s ratres facere
dıgnatus est: et CI SIC fecıt CCISUS esL, sepultus est, resurrexIi1t, In coelum ascendit,
pırıtum sanctitum mıiısıt dıscıpulıs; Coeperunt CUu f1ıducıa praedıcare 1PSI1US,
mıracula facıebant in nomıne crucıf1x1 el{ OCCIS1 ; viderunt 1Ulı interfectores Domin1i: el quı
sanguınem eJus Ssaeviendo fuderunt, credendo bıberunt  37

101) In Epistolam Ioannıs, Ir. ® (ML 35,1985): “SIC dılıge in1m1cCOs [UOS, ut ratres
ptes; SIC dılıge IN1m1COs LUOS, ut in soclıetatem tuam VOoCcentur. S1IC nNnım dılexıt le quı In
1UCEC pendens aıt 'ater, IENOSCE ilis, qula nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk204  R. Canning  that penetrates beyond his hurtful wickedness to God’s work (““quod a  Deo factus est””) and to cease to hope and pray and do what we can that  he be changed and enjoy God with us, so that the Artist’s plan may be  fully realised. Christ, after all, instructed us to love our enemies ‘“not so  that they remain our enemies forever. That would be to propagate  hatred, not love”. Augustine thus invites his hearers  (to) look at the love of Christ himself. ‘“Father, forgive them, for  they do not know what they are doing”” (Luke 23.34). He did not  want his executioners to remain as they were. He wished to make  different people of those for whom he asked forgiveness. He wanted  to make brothers of his enemies, and this is indeed what he did.  Christ was put to death, he was buried, rose, ascended into heaven,  and sent the Holy Spirit on his disciples. The disciples began to  proclaim his name with confidence and to work miracles in the  name of the crucified and slain one. Those who put Christ to death  saw this. Thus, those who had shed his blood in violence later drank  it m faith90):  Love’s work, then, is to make different people of those for whom we  ask forgiveness. Those, who like Stephen pray that their enemies be  saved from eternal death and join God’s company and theirs, walk in the  way of the Lord; their prayer for forgiveness, like that of Christ on the  cross, is directed to turning men of blood into men of faith!°!). But  patientia Dei ad poenitentiam eum adducit, fortassis cognoscet et sequetur ducentem. Si  enim Deus ipse qui novit qui sint in peccatis perseveraturi ... tamen facit solem suum oriri  super bonos et malos  . quanta sollicitudine placabilem oportet esse hominem, ne forte  nesciens qualis futurus sit, cum praesentes ejus inimicitias attenderit, oderit eum cum quo in  aeterna felicitate regnabit? Imple ergo praeceptum primum, Dilige proximum tuum,  omnem hominem; et oderis inimicum tuum, diabolum. Imple et secundum. Dilige inimicos  tuos, sed homines: ora pro eis qui te persequuntur, sed pro hominibus: bene fac eis qui te  oderunt, sed hominibus”.  100) Jn Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,10 (ML 35,2042): ‘“Attende quare te monuit Christus  ut diligas inimicos. Numquid ut semper remaneant inimici? Si ad hoc te monuit ut inimici  remaneant, odis, non diligis. Attende quomodo ipse dilexit, id est, quia nolebat ut sic  remanerent persecutores; ait, Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk. 23.34).  Quibus voluit ignosci, mutari illos voluit: quos voluit mutari, ex inimicis fratres facere  dignatus est, et vere sic fecit. Occisus est, sepultus est, resurrexit, in coelum ascendit,  Spiritum sanctum misit discipulis; coeperunt cum fiducia praedicare nomen ipsius,  miracula faciebant in nomine crucifixi et occisi: viderunt illi interfectores Domini; et qui  sanguinem ejus saeviendo fuderunt, credendo biberunt”.  101) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 1,9 (ML 35,1985): “Sic dilige inimicos tuos, ut fratres  optes; sic dilige inimicos tuos, ut in societatem tuam vocentur. Sic enim dilexit ille qui in  cruce pendens ait: Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt (Lk. 23.34) ... Mortem  sempiternam ab eis expellebat, prece misericordissima, et potentia praestantissima. Multi  ex eis crediderunt, et dimissus est eis fusus sanguis Christi. Primo fuderunt cum saevirent,ortem
sempıternam ab e1s expellebat, miser1cordıssıma, ei potentıa praestantıssıma. Multı

e1s credıderunt, ei dımıssus est e1s fusus sanguls Christı Prımo fuderunt CUu saevırent.
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Stephen, following Chriıst, Was prepare far d g1ve hıs ıfe
behalf of hıs perseCulors, whom Was hıs potentıal brother

Saul, fOor whose conversi1on he prayed*): Oove of enemıles ..  so hat they
INaYy embrace goodness (“ut apprehendant Iustitiam } and become men

ofal 1S, therefore, mattier of actıon, CVENn ıt MaY be of the ultımate aCct
of martyrdom. What Can be saıd of the attentıveness requıred of OVve in
general pplhıes fortiori love of enemıles.

If YOU want tO 1ve ıIn love, then fırst be hat love 1s
trıflıng mat(ter; it 15 not somethıng cheap and CasSYy for7nothıng
has be one One lıves 1n ove NnOTL Just by eing good-humoured.
TIhat’s putting ıt LO00 miıldly. More precıisely, the lazy, the indıfferent,
and the nonchalant aTC nolt lıving in love. Doni’'t 1n that yOUu love
yOUI servant Just because YOU refraın from strıkıng hım, OTr hat YOU
Oove yOUuUr ıf YOU ont  2 bother teach hım dıscıplıne, OT hat
YOU love yYOUTr ne1ighbours ıf YOU spea sharply them That
1S 1a(0)! love, but weakness 103)‘
If dIc nOoTt 1ın hat Ove OUT ne1ghbour ıf spea

hım., then how Call Justify takıng indıfferent and nonchalant

bıberunt C crederentAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  205  Stephen, following Christ, was prepared to go so far as to give up his life  on behalf of his persecutors, among whom was his potential brother  Saul, for whose conversion he prayed!°2?). Love of enemies ‘‘so that they  may embrace goodness”” (*“ut apprehendant iustitiam’’) and become men  of faith is, therefore, a matter of action, even it may be of the ultimate act  of martyrdom. What can be said of the attentiveness required of love in  general applies a fortiori to love of enemies.  If you want to live in love, then first be aware that love is no  trifling matter; it is not something cheap and easy for which nothing  has to be done. One lives in love not just by being good-humoured.  That’s putting it too mildly. More precisely, the lazy, the indifferent,  and the nonchalant are not living in love. Don’t think that you love  your servant just because you refrain from striking him, or that you  love your child if you don’t bother to teach him discipline, or that  you love your neighbours if you never speak sharply to them. That  is not love, but weakness  103)'  If we are not to think that we love our neighbour if we never speak  to him, then how can we justify taking up an indifferent and nonchalant  nunc biberunt cum crederent ... Fixus in cruce erat, et in ipsa via ambulabat: ipsa est via  charitatis, Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt. Sic ergo, si didiceris orare pro  inimico tuo, ambulas viam Domini”.  102) Jbid., tr. 5,4 (ML 35,2014): “Accipere autem calicem salutarem, et invocare  nomen Domini, hoc est satiari charitate; et ita satiari, ut non solum non oderis fratrem, sed  paratus sis mori pro fratre. Perfecta ista charitas est, ut paratus sis mori pro fratre. Hanc  ipse Dominus in se exhibuit, mortuus pro omnibus, orans pro eis a quibus crucifigebatur, et  dicens: Pater, ignosce illis, quia nesciunt quid faciunt. Sed si solus hoc fecit, non erat  magister, si discipulos non habebat. Secuti discipuli hoc fecerunt. Lapidabatur Stephanus,  et genu fixo ait: Domine, ne statuas illis hoc delictum (Acts 7.59). Amabat a quibus  occidebatur, quia et pro ipsis moriebatur. Audi et apostolum Paulum: E7 ipse, inquit,  impendar pro animabus vestris (2 Cor. 12.15). Inter illos enim erat pro quibus Stephanus  deprecabatur, quando eorum manibus moriebatur. Perfecta ergo charitas haec est. Si quis  tantam habuerit charitatem, ut paratus sit pro fratribus etiam mori, perfecta est in illo  charitas”.  Cf. Sermo 319,4 (ML 38,1441): Stephen stood to pray for himself, but knelt to pray for his  enemies. Was this not to go beyond the requirement of loving his neighbour as himself  (Matt. 22.39)? Rather he knew that because of his enemies’ wickedness he would have so  much more difficulty in being heard. He thus adapted his prayer to the toughness of the  intended beneficiary. In forgiving and dying for his executioners, he followed the Lamb of  God whose blood takes away the sin of the world.  103) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 7,11 (ML 35,2034): ‘“Si qui forte vultis servare  charitatem, fratres, ante omnia ne putetis abjectam et desidiosam; nec quadam man-  suetudine, imo non mansuetudine, sed remissione et negligentia servari charitatem. Non sic  servatur. Non putes tunc te amare servum tuum, quando eum non caedis; aut tunc te amare  filium tuum, quando ei non das disciplinam : aut tunc te amare vicinum tuum, quando  eum non corripis : non est ista charitas, sed languor”.Fixus ın eral, et ın 1psa vıa ambulabat 1psa est vıa
charıtatis, Pater, I8NOSCE S, qu1a nescıiunt quid faciunt. SIC CIZO, S1 dıdicerIıis DPIO
iN1m1ıco LUO, mbulas 1am Domin1”.

102) Ibid., Tr AB (ML 35,2014): ‘“ Accıpere au calıcem salutarem, ei Invocare
Domuinıi, hoc est satları charıtate ; ei ıta satıarı, ut 110  —_ solum NO oderis fratrem, sed

paratus SIS morı 988 fratre Perfecta ista charıtas est, ut paratus S1S morı DIo fratre. Hanc
1pse OMINus In exhıbuit, OTrtUuus PTIO Oomn1bus, DIO e1s quıbus crucıfıgebatur,
dicens: ater, IgNOSCE Ulis, qula nesciunt quid faciunt Sed S1 solus hoc fecıt, 110  —_ Tal
magıster, S1 dıscıpulos NO habebat Secut! dıscıpulı hOocCc fecerunt. Lapıdabatur Stephanus,

SCHU 1X0O alıt Domine, STAIUAS illis hoc delictum cts 7.959) Amabat quıbus
occıdebatur. qula el PTO 1PSIS moriebatur. udı ef apostolum Paulum LDSE, inquıit,
impendar DFO aniımabus VestrLs (2 Cor. nier ıllos nım Tal PIO quıbus Stephanus
deprecabatur, quando manıbus moriebatur. Perfecta CIgO charıtas 2eC est S1 quıs
tantam habueriıt charıtatem, ut paratus sıt DIO fratrıbus et1am moOTI1, perfecta est ın 1llo
charıtas”.
C£ Sermo 319,4 (ML 38,1441) Stephen STOO! DIay for hımself, but ne Pray for hıs
enemıies. Was thıs nOT beyond the requırement of lovıng hıs ne1ighbour hımself
Ma ZZ 3 Rather he NECW that because of hI1s enemı1es’ wıckedness he would ave
much INOTC dıfficulty In being ear He thus adapted hıs praycr the toughness of the
intended beneficlary. In forgıving and dyıng fOor hıs executloners, he Oollowe!' the Lamb of
(10d whose blood es AaWaY the SIN of the WOT.

103) In Epistolam Ioannıs, inr 714 (ML 35,2034): 8 quı orte vultıs SCIVaIrc

charıtatem, fratres, nte omnı1a putet1s abjectam eit desıdıo0sam : DG quadam INan-

suetudıne, 1ImMoOo NO mansuetudiıne, sed remıssione ei neglıgentia servarı charıtatem. Non SIC
ur Non tunc SCI VUINl (UUM, quando Gu NO caedıs: aut tunc te
fılıum (uum, quando e1 OnN das dıscıplınam : aut tunc te vicınum LUuUMmM, quando
CU)] 10  — COrr1pI1s non est ista charıtas, sed languor .



206 Canniıng

attıtude towards the pCeTrSoON of OUTI enemy ? We ave ng according
Augustine, leave pCersoN ıth weak character (indisciplinatus )

hıs fate because fear chastisiıng hım It May sometımes be NECCSSaAIL Y to

spea hard words another ıIn order put hım the MNg path 104). It
1S clear that Augustine 928  S that the ONC lovıng knows what the
ng path 18 d ave SCCH, Augustine WOU be concerned keep
hım AWAaVY from others if he had not learned Oove hımself properly 1ın
lovıng God It 1s also be be consıdered that asserti1ons of thıs kınd in
the commenta: John ave al least indırect reference the uUusc of
such In relatıon to the Donatists.

Thıs 1S tOO wide-rangıing and controversıal question be es
ıth here, but it Can wıth safety be stated that the dıspute ıth the
Donatists brought Augustine agaınst real enemıles, and thıs in part
MmMaYy aCCount for hıs IMOTIC explıicıt treatment of the figure of the
after 400 Particularly ıIn In Epistolam Toannıs hıis desıre for hat 1s est
fOor h1is enemıles, that 1S, ıfe wıth God, hıs exhortatıons work actıvely
for thıs in ne s ealıngs wıth those ıIn SIN and in 9 and hıs
encouragement fOor reconcılıatıon ıth them AS brothers ın love ATIC

unmistakable. ese assert1ons g1ve us impression of and
forgıveness in the face of the ryıng make of the
frıend and brother 1s ave the SAaIllec OPCNH, God-orientatedL-
1ve hıs ıfe as ave OUT OW We do NOL condemn 0)8 sımply
ignore the inımıcal other, and thereby prıvatıse OUI OW relatiıonshıp
wıth God OI remaın wıthın the confines of safe love of ne1ghbour. We ATC

prepare deal ıth and hope CVCN for enemıles 4S °*God’s work’”” 10
be SUIC, ıt 1S Augustine’s convıction that the Donatists aIic In the
DAaASsSagc quoted al the beginnıng of thıs sect10n, oug Augustine
CXPICSSCS that he 18 wiıllıng g1ve the ePISCOPACY ıIn order a1d
reun1o0n, he 0€s nOoL conceal that he eXpeCIs the Donatısts COMEC Ver

the Catholica. “I wısh be > if VOou reform’”. But eed the fact
that he takes convınced octirina. and polıtical stand make hıs CONCETN

fOr hıs enemıles’ future and hıs invıtatıon brotherhood anı y less

104) Ibid., Ir 10,7 (ML 35,2059): ılıge, NO potest fı1er1 1S1 ene facıas. Sed forte
corrıpis ? Amor hoOoc acıt, 1O  — saevıtla. Sed orte caedıs? dıscıplınam facıs: quıa INOT

1PS1US dılectionıs NO  - te permittit neglıgere indiscıpliınatum206  R. Canning  attitude towards the person of our enemy? We have no right, according  to Augustine, to leave a person with a weak character (indisciplinatus) to  his fate because we fear chastising him. It may sometimes be necessary to  speak hard words to another in order to put him on the right path*°*). It  is clear that Augustine presupposes that the one loving knows what the  right path is; as we have seen, Augustine would be concerned to keep  him away from others if he had not learned to love himself properly in  loving God. It is also to be be considered that assertions of this kind in  the commentary on 1 John have at least an indirect reference to the use of  such measures in relation to the Donatists.  This is too wide-ranging and controversial a question to be dealt  with here, but it can with safety be stated that the dispute with the  Donatists brought Augustine up against real enemies, and this in part  may account for his more explicit treatment of the figure of the enemy  after 400. Particularly in In Epistolam Ioannis his desire for what is best  for his enemies, that is, life with God, his exhortations to work actively  for this in one’s dealings with those in sin and in error, and his  encouragement for reconciliation with them as brothers in love are  unmistakable. These assertions give us an impression of openness and  forgiveness in the face of the enemy. Trying to make of the enemy a  friend and a brother is to have the same open, God-orientated perspect-  ive on his life as we have on our own. We do not condemn or simply  ignore the inimical other, and thereby privatise our own relationship  with God or remain within the confines of safe love of neighbour. We are  prepared to deal with and to hope even for enemies as ““God’s work””. To  be sure, it is Augustine’s conviction that the Donatists are wrong. In the  passage quoted at the beginning of this section, although Augustine  expresses that he is willing to give up the episcopacy in order to aid  reunion, he does not conceal that he expects the Donatists to come over  to the Catholica. ‘I wish to be yours, if you reform”. But need the fact  that he takes a convinced doctrinal and political stand make his concern  for his enemies’ future and his invitation to brotherhood any less  104) Jbid., tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): “Dilige, non potest fieri nisi bene facias. Sed forte  corripis? Amor hoc facit, non saevitia. Sed forte caedis? Ad disciplinam facis; quia amor  ipsius dilectionis non te permittit negligere indisciplinatum ... Alter videt amicum suum tale  aliquid facere, revocat; si illum non audiat, profert verba etiam castigationis, objurgat,  litigat: aliquando venitur ad hanc necessitatem ut litiget. Ecce odium blanditur, et charitas  litigat. Noli attendere verba blandientis, et quasi saevitiam objurgantis; venam inspice,  radicem unde procedant quaere. Ille blanditur ut decipiat, iste litigat ut corrigat””.er videt amıcum SUUuIN tale
alıquıd facere, revocal; S1 um 19(0)  — audıat, profert verba et1am castıgat1on1s, objurgat,
lıtıgat alıquando venıtur ad anc necessitatem ut ıtıget Ecce odıum blandıtur, ei harıtas
lıtıgat. olı attendere verba blandıentis, ei quası saevıtı1am objurgantıs; Inspice,
radıcem nde procedant QqUAaCIC. Mle blandıtur ut ec1pliat, iste lıtıgat ut corrigat””.
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genumne ? ese aTeC the VC elements 1C mark advance In
emphasıs VeTI the pre-400 XIS for whıiıch, in the maın, OVve of enemı1es
eififecte the personal reconcılıatiıon of the lover ıth G0od Augustine’s
princıple 15 LO dıstinguıish the made Dy human beings from the
human beings themselves, created Dy God; the latter 1s LO be OVEe: not
the former. And when human beings E OVEe: d “GOd’ work’””, the
6CITOIS they make Can be corrected and taken away  105)_ Thıs Was the
princıple Augustine encouraged rel1ıg10us be led by in dealıng ıth
wayward conf{reres: love for people and aversion for theır faults 106)_
1g Augustine hımself nOoTt ave een attempting the eliıcate ask of
transferring thıs princıple wıder publıc when, faced ıth hostiıle
opponents whom he consıdered be In and amagıng, he
urge them take advantage of the breadth of the love commandment
and O acknowledge that ıth hım they elonge to God?

Acknowledge ASs brother acknowledge YOUu d brother But
pDut end the schısm, the C  E} the dıscord Have these seit ng
and YOU aIic mıne. Or perhaps yYOU do not wısh be mıne. wısh
be 9 ıf yOUu reform. There{fore, when the that stands
between us ıke all made of the rubble of contradıction and of
dıvısıon has een demolıshed, be IN Y brother and ıll be yOUr
brother, that MaYy both belong to hım who 15 IN Y Lord and

107).
Augustine’s exhortatıons LO those who lıved in the relıg10us COIM-

munıtıies under hıs dırection INa Yy be summarısed In the injunction,
°honour God in ONC another, because each of YOU has become hıs
temple” 108)_ Just d above Ooun the princıple of love for people and
aversion for theır faults, 1C 1s enshrined ın the Rule, reilecte ıIn
Augustine’s gropings fınd MmMOSsT human solution the CONLTOVETISY
ıth the Donatists, what mMaYy be taken d the Rule’s CSSCHNCC, namely,
‘“honour G0od in ONC another. . Can also be ear‘ echomng ın Augustine’s
approac hıs Donatiıst enemılues. For ın hıs letter of 401 to Theodorus
he wriıtes:

105) Ibid., ir 711 (ML 3320357 Nolı ın homiıne CITOICIN, sed homiınem:
homınem nım Deus fecıt, CITOTeEM Ipse OMO fecıt Ama ıllud quod Deus fecıt, olı
quod ıpse OMO ecr Cum amas, tollıs : CUu: ıllud dılıgıs, emendas. Sed ets1
SaeVIS alıquando, propter correcti10n1s dılectionem’.

106) ule 4,10 (Verheyjyjen, 428) ' CUu dılectione homınum ei d10 vit10rum .
107) Sermo 358,4 (ML 39,1588).
108) ule 1,8 (Verheyhyyen, 420) b; honorate in vobıs Invicem eum CUI1US templa

fact]ı est1s””.
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But therefore grieve for those wh astray (Ke the
Donatists) and hrough the ove of Christ want WIN them fOr
God208  R. Canning  But therefore we grieve for those who go astray (ie. the  Donatists) and through the love of Christ we want to win them for  God ... Could we but take from our midst the evils of men and pay  honour to God’s good gifts in them (et honorentur in hominibus bona  Dei), we might regain our brotherly concord and the peace we long  for, the devil’s promptings being overcome in men’s hearts by t_he  love of Christ!°?).  Even in enemies, therefore, God is to be honoured, for they too are  “God’s work” and bearers of his good gifts. The desired outcome of this  paying honour to God in one another is brotherly concord and peace  amongst those who had once been enemies.  IIl. LOVE OF NEIGHBOUR *‘AS ONESELF’  AND *‘AS CHRIST HAS LOVED US’  A. LOVE OF NEIGHBOUR ‘AS ONESELF’  Having in a previous article given a character sketch of the self to  be loved according to the Lord’s commandment of Matt. 22.39, and  having now in the former part of this article devoted ourselves to an  investigation of the identity of the neighbour and the designations by  which neighbours are referred to, we are in a position to gain some  insight into what for Augustine constitutes the fulfilment of the second  part of the great commandment, to love this neighbour as oneself. Of  course, in marshalling the arguments to support our understanding of  the figures of the self and the neighbour and of the roles Augustine  perceives them playing in relation to the love commandment, we have in  a sense already given the game away. If the self to be loved according to  the commandment is that self which is totally, heart, mind and soul, in  love with God, then to love the neighbour as the self will inevitably mean  bringing him face to face with ex toto love for God. In the previous  article, however, we were more concerned with those assertions of  Augustine in which he seeks to shield the neighbour from the havoc that  can be wreaked by a perverse love of self — one, that is, in which the self  is not fully intent upon God and his commandment — if this is given free  109) Epistola 61,1 (CSEL 34/2,223. ML 33,229): “Sed propterea dolemus errantes, et  eos per caritatem Christi lucrari Deo cupimus ... Si ergo tollantur de medio mala hominum,  et honorentur in hominibus bona Dei; erit fraterna concordia, et amabilis pax, ut in  cordibus hominum vincat persuasionem diaboli, caritas Christi”. For this reference, and  also in part for the translation, I am indebted to J. Burnaby, Amor Dei, p. 103.ou but take from OUT mıdst the evıls of IN and Day
honour LO good g1  S In them (et honorentur IN hominibus hona
Dei), might regaın OUT brotherly concord and the long
fOor, the devıl promptings eing In men’s hearts by the
Oove of Christ 109)_
ven In enemıl1es, therefore, God 1S be honoured, fOor they LOO ATC

°God’s work’”” and bearers of hıs g0o0d gifts The desıred Outcome of thıs
payıng honour Go0od in ONC another 1s brotherly concord and
amongst those who had ONCEC een enemtıtes.

I1 LOVE NEIGHBOUR . ONES
AN  53 CHRIS I HAS US’

OVE NEIGHBOUR AS ONESELF‘

Havıng in previOus artıcle gıven character sketch of the self
be OVve accordıng the Lord’s commandment of Matt 7239 and
havıng O in the former part of thıs artıcle devoted ourselves
investigatıon of the identıity of the ne1ıghbour and the designatıons by
f \ ne1ghbours ATIC referred LO, dIC iın posıtion gaın SOTINC

nsıght into hat for Augustine constıtutes the fulfilment of the second
part of the commandment, Oove thıs ne1ghbour AS oneself. Of
COUTSC, in marshallıng the arguments support OUT understandıng of
the i1gures of the self and the neighbour and of the roles Augustine
perce1lves them playıng ıIn relatıon the love commandment, ave in

J]ready g]ven the Saı AWdYy f the self be OVe accordıng
the commandment 1S that selfC 1S otally, heart, mınd and soul, ıIn
love wıth God, then love the ne1ghbour ASs the self ıll inevıtably INCAanN

rngıng hım face face ıth FfOtO love fOr (GG0d In the previ1ous
artıcle. however, WEeTC INOTC concerned ıth oOse asserti1ons of
Augustine ın 4C he seeks chield the ne1ighbour from the havoc that
Cal be wreaked by Ove of self ONC, that 1S, iın 1C the self
15 not ully intent upDOoN God and h1is commandment if thıs 1S gıven free

109) Epistola 61,1 34/2,223. 33,229) *Sed propiterea dolemus errantes, el

COS pCI carıtatem Chriıstı lucrarı Deo CuUpImus208  R. Canning  But therefore we grieve for those who go astray (ie. the  Donatists) and through the love of Christ we want to win them for  God ... Could we but take from our midst the evils of men and pay  honour to God’s good gifts in them (et honorentur in hominibus bona  Dei), we might regain our brotherly concord and the peace we long  for, the devil’s promptings being overcome in men’s hearts by t_he  love of Christ!°?).  Even in enemies, therefore, God is to be honoured, for they too are  “God’s work” and bearers of his good gifts. The desired outcome of this  paying honour to God in one another is brotherly concord and peace  amongst those who had once been enemies.  IIl. LOVE OF NEIGHBOUR *‘AS ONESELF’  AND *‘AS CHRIST HAS LOVED US’  A. LOVE OF NEIGHBOUR ‘AS ONESELF’  Having in a previous article given a character sketch of the self to  be loved according to the Lord’s commandment of Matt. 22.39, and  having now in the former part of this article devoted ourselves to an  investigation of the identity of the neighbour and the designations by  which neighbours are referred to, we are in a position to gain some  insight into what for Augustine constitutes the fulfilment of the second  part of the great commandment, to love this neighbour as oneself. Of  course, in marshalling the arguments to support our understanding of  the figures of the self and the neighbour and of the roles Augustine  perceives them playing in relation to the love commandment, we have in  a sense already given the game away. If the self to be loved according to  the commandment is that self which is totally, heart, mind and soul, in  love with God, then to love the neighbour as the self will inevitably mean  bringing him face to face with ex toto love for God. In the previous  article, however, we were more concerned with those assertions of  Augustine in which he seeks to shield the neighbour from the havoc that  can be wreaked by a perverse love of self — one, that is, in which the self  is not fully intent upon God and his commandment — if this is given free  109) Epistola 61,1 (CSEL 34/2,223. ML 33,229): “Sed propterea dolemus errantes, et  eos per caritatem Christi lucrari Deo cupimus ... Si ergo tollantur de medio mala hominum,  et honorentur in hominibus bona Dei; erit fraterna concordia, et amabilis pax, ut in  cordibus hominum vincat persuasionem diaboli, caritas Christi”. For this reference, and  also in part for the translation, I am indebted to J. Burnaby, Amor Dei, p. 103.O1 CISO tollantur de med10 mala homıiınum,
honorentur In homiıinıbus ona Deı: T1ıt fraterna concordia, eft amabılıs DPaX, ut in

cordıbus homınum vincat persuasıonem dıaboli1, carıtas Christi” FOor thıs reference, and
Iso In part for the translatıon, ndebted Burnaby, Amor Del, 103
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rein esiablish relatıonshı1ıps wıth ıts ne1ghbours sımılar ıts relatıon-
shıp tOo iıtself. Our intention ere 1S do nothing INOTIC than spell Out
the posıtıve implıcatıons for the ne1ghbour of love ase sound,
God-orientated love of self. But CVCIMN the fruılts of such SULVCY ave not
been unantıcıpated ın thıs work. In endeavouring establısh the identity
of the ne1ghbour and resolve conflıcts arısıng from Augustine’s
IManneTr of enoting ne1ghbours, it has 1INOTEC often than not also een
NCCCSSaAL Y indıcate SOINC extent what lovıng the ne1ghbour
ere IS however, ST1 value in groupıng the INOIC ıimportant references
together and offerıng rief, systematıc exposıition of the theme, NOTL
eas dSs of synthesısıng the results ol the pPrevi1OuUs artıcle and of
the earlıer part of the present ONC ın order enable us approac the

quaestio of the followıng artıcle, 1.e in how far and in hat
o€s Augustine SCcCC thıs love of ne1ghbour d formıng unıty wıth love of
God?

De Moribus and parallels
NOow YOU OVve yourself in salutary INanNnNeT ıf yYOU love God INOTE

than yourself. Therefore, hat YOU do yYOUIL OW behalf, yYOou
must do also for yYOUL ne1ghbour; that 1s 5SdY, VOU should deal IN
him INn such WUAV that he [00 FNANV love God IN perfect love. For YOU
do not love hım dS yourse ıf yOUu do not strıve 'ead him
(adducere ) towards that which VOU yourself A4re setting VOUF COUFrSe
And thıs 1s the ONC g00d that 1s NnOT dımınıshed by the multıtude
strıving reach ıt wıth yYOUu 110)'

texti from De Vera Religione, wrıtten L[WO later, makes it
quıte plaın that the perfect love of (GG0od i AIC ead the
ne1ıghbour Oove ASs ourselves 1S love °‘wıth all that lıves iın us

hus PCISON becomes spiırıtual, Judging all thıngs, 111e he
hımself 1s judged by ONC COr 249 Such DCISON loves the
Lord hıs God wıth hıs ole heart, hıs whole soul and hıs ole
mıiınd, and he loves hıs ne1ghbour not accordıng the flesh, but dSs
himself. The DEeErSoN who loves himself spiritually, however, 18 the ONE
who loves God ith all that lives IN him (qui tOLO quod IN VLIVIE,

110) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1.26.49 (ML 325  s ”T e au
salubriter dılıg1s, S1 plus QUaln dılıgıs IDeum. Quod CI SO agls eCUM, ıd agendum CUu

DroX1mo SSL, hOoc est ut 1pse et1am perfecto dılıgat Deum. Non nım Ceu dılıgıs
tanquam teıpsum, S1 NO  — ad ıd bonum ad quod ıpse tendis adducere satagıs. est nım
NUum bonum, quod omnıbus ecum tendentibus NO  - fıt angustum .



40 Canning

Deum iligit). For ..  on these [WO the ole Law and the
rophets dep! Ma 22:40) 12
It 15 but short step from thıs the OPDCD assertion of De Doctrina

Christiana that “whoever loves hıs ne1ghbour rıghtly ouUg act in hıs
regard ın such WaY that the ne1ıghbour hımself MaYy also love God ıth
all the heart, all the soul, and all the mind ” 37) In the Varlıous
eXpress1ons of thıs 1dea ıt 1s crucıal understand that the primary
meanıng of love for ne1ghbour 1s that tO the est of OUT abılıty instıl in
hım l  , hope in and love for the God who demands OUT all
and who ANSWETIS self-gıift Dy hımself in hıs goodness becomıing all in all;
an Y approac tO the ne1ighbour’s ıfe whıich stifled 0)8 obscured thıs
essential dımensıon WOU be hate hım and ENCOUTALC hım ate
hımself. Thus, love for ne1ghbour MaYy be described, AdSs above in De
Moribus, 4S eadıng (ducere adducere perducere ) hım God, OT

love God ASs do 13) Augustine provıdes g10ss thıs formulatıon ın
‚pistola 155 ‘(The PCISON who loves hımself lovıing God) ought
therefore also love hıs ne1ghbour dS hımself d tOo rıng whomever
he Can worship God. He O€es thıs by encouragıng others wıth kındness,
by explaınıng the eachıng them, and by keeping theır lıves in eCc
ıth corrective instruction ”” ***), Elsewhere, love of ne1ghbour INaYy be
presented ıIn of evotıng oneself 0)8 inspirıng (impendere ) ne s  >
ne1ghbour that he MaYy love God?!!>) eing concerned ıth ( con-
ulere ) OI eing of benefit {O (prodesse) hım thıs end *°) OI actıng

111) De Vera Religione 66 12,24 L& 34,132) f1ıt
homo spırıtalıs omnıa ludıcans, ut 1pse nemiıine judıcetur, ılıgens domınum eum SUUIN IN
Ol0O corde, IN [OLCA anımda, In Ola el ılıgens proximum SU U NO  - carnalıter, sed
Lamquam 1PpSUum ; autem spirıtalıter dılıgıt quı tOTLO quod In Vivıt eum dılıgıt. In
his enım duobus praeceptis told lex pendet el prophetae’”.

112) De Doctrina Christiana 1,43 9 en 32,18
“Qu1squı1s CIRO recte dılıgıt proximum, hoc Cu ' ut et1am 1pse tOLO corde,
tota anıma, tota mente dılıgat eum  DD

13) @# De Civitate Dei 10,3 ( SEL 40/1,450. 41,281) °“ Hoc bonum
dılıgere In LOLO corde, in tota anıma ei In tOLa virtute praec1pımur; ad hOocC bonum debemus
el quıbus dılıgımur ducl, ei qUOS dılıgımus ducere’; Epistola 130,7,14 44,55
33,499) A ei Jlı0 praecepto proxXx1mos NOSITrOS sıcut nosmet1psos iıta ( dılıg1imus, 81
COS ad De1l siımılem dılectiıonem., quantum in nobıs est, perducamus .

14) Epistola 535.4.13 44 .44 33,673) ‘“ Debe CIRO ei proximum ılıgere
(amquam se1psum, ut qucCcm potuerıt homınem ve]l beneficentiae consolatıone, vel 1N-
formatıone doctrinae, ve]l dıscıplınae coercıtione adducat ad colendum Deum  @4

115) Epistola 167,5,16 44 ,604 33,739) ““ Nemo autem dılıgıit proximum,
1S1 dılıgens Deum, ut hoc, quantum DOtesL, impendat, QUCH dılıgıt (amquam semet1psum,
ut ei Jle dılıgat Deum; QqUCIMN S1 1pse 1O  — dılıgıt, NECC Sı NECC proximum dı  \ 10

l16) De ( ıvitate Dei 19,14 (CCG SEL 40/2,399. ’  ebi Jle in
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towards öthers ın such WaY that they tO0O0 MaYy reach God and be ree‘
ıth us for eternity ** '). Sometimes the UTSCNCY of thıs cCommıss1ıon 1S
emphasısed by the usc of the verb rapere . “When therefore YOU ave
learnt love yourself In lovıng God, se1zZe yOUuUTr ne1ıghbour and TaW hım

towards G0od rape proxXxIimum ad eum that together yYOU MaYy
en]JOy the g0o0d that God 15  27 18) Thıs 15 love others ..  1ın Go (in
Deo), that 1S, that they MaYy cling God wıthout whom., in theır
rallty, they theır OW WaY and ATC lost??7)

SCIINONMN from Dr10Tr 410 enriches st1 urther OUuUI vocabulary of
love for ne1ghbour. *CJ0d 11l be complete dSs Man Yy AdSs YOU AdICc able tO

persuade, inviıte, SUMIMMON and urgc love hım (J0d ıll g1ve
hımself wholly all and each ONC indıvıdually  27 120). Thıs (EXL,; along
ıth others o0k at hortly, pres: the God whom love
IOTLO AS the COMMON, inexhaustıble g00d, ın the possess1on of whom there
Caln be jealousy OI fear that sharıng ıth others MaY less for
The element that attracts OUT attention NO however, 1s the phrase,
which ıIn number of forms FOCHES regularly in these settings, ..  as Man y
dASs yYOUu ATC able”’ ( quantiscumque potueris). For example, °*let us O00 ove
ONMNC another in such WaY that, insofar AdS Can ( quantum DOSSUMUS ),

MaYy attract ONC another Dy the solicıtude of love ave God 1n OUT

mıdst” 121)' An examınatıon of the instances of thıs and siımılar usagcS

dılıgendo 1O erTralt, quı Deum dılıgıt ; CONSCYUCHNS est, ut et1am proX1mo ad dılıgendum
Deum consulat, qUCMm ubetur sıcut 1psum ılıgere De Diversis Quaestionibus ö3,
363 (CC “°C1 autem placere homiınıbus ideo VIS, ut e1s DrOSILS ad
dılıgendum deum, NO 1am hoc (LE the praise of men) sed alıud cupi1s””.

117) FEn INn 118, S (CC 40,1686 37,1520): etant ıtaque
abscondantur ab e1s mandata Deı, pDCT u ab HOC incolatu lıberentur, dılıgendo Deum,
Cu UJUO ın geternum eruni(; el dılıgendo proximum, ut ıllıc sıt ubı ei 1psı erunt”.

1l8) Sermo Denis 17,6 (MA 1,87) *°Cum CIRO dıdicerı1s dılıgere dılıgendo deum,
rapDe proximum ad CU. ut sımul fruarıs bono, el DbOonOoO, quod eus est  PE Sermo
90,10 (ML 38,566) *“ Prius dılıgıte Deum. Extendıite ad Deum; ei qUuU OS poterıt1s, rapıte ad
Deum. Inımicus est raplatur ad [Deum. Fılıus eSt; XOT est, est raplıatur ad Deum.
Peregrinus est raplatur ad Deum. Inımıcus est raplatur ad Deum. Rape, LaDe iInımıcum :
rapıendo NO erıt IN1ImMI1CUS’ ; En In DS 72,34 (CC 9,1003 36,929) "Ama Deum
gratis: nu invıdeas Deum. Rapite Ceu potesti1s, possessurl est1sAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  210  towards öthers in such a way that they too may reach God and be freed  with us for eternity !!7). Sometimes the urgency of this commission is  emphasised.by the use of the verb rapere: ‘“When therefore you have  learnt to love yourself in loving God, seize your neighbour and draw him  on towards God (rape proximum ad Deum) so that together you may  enjoy the great good that God is’”’*!®). This is to love others ‘“in God” (in  Deo), that is, so that they may cling to God without whom, in their  frailty, they go their own way and are lost*!?).  A sermon from prior to 410 enriches still further our vocabulary of  love for neighbour. ‘“God will be complete to as many as you are able to  persuade, to invite, to summon and to urge to love him. God will give  himself wholly to all and to each one individually””*?°). This text, along  with others we shall look at shortly, presents the God whom we love ex  toto as the common, inexhaustible good, in the possession of whom there  can be no jealousy or fear that sharing with others may mean less for me.  The element that attracts our attention now, however, is the phrase,  which in a number of forms recurs regularly in these settings, ‘‘as many  as you are able”” (quantiscumque potueris). For example, ““let us too love  one another in such a way that, insofar as we can (quantum possumus),  we may attract one another by the solicitude of love to have God in our  midst””12!). An examination of the instances of this and similar usages  diligendo non errat, qui Deum diligit; consequens est, ut etiam proximo ad diligendum  Deum consulat, quem iubetur sicut se ipsum diligere ...’””; De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q.  36,3 (CC 44A,57. ML 40,26): “Si autem placere hominibus ideo vis, ut eis prosis ad  diligendum deum, non iam hoc (i.e. the praise of men) sed aliud cupis”.  117) En. in ps. 118, sermo 8,2 (CC 40,1686. ML 37,1520): ‘“Petant itaque ne  abscondantur ab eis mandata Dei, per quae ab hoc incolatu liberentur, diligendo Deum,  cum quo in aeternum erunt; et diligendo proximum, ut illic sit ubi et ipsi erunt”.  118) Sermo Denis 17,6 (MA 1,87): ‘Cum ergo te didiceris diligere diligendo deum,  rape proximum ad eum, ut simul fruaris bono, et tanto bono, quod deus est”. Cf. Sermo  90,10 (ML 38,566): “Prius diligite Deum. Extendite ad Deum; et quos poteritis, rapite ad  Deum. Inimicus est: rapiatur ad Deum. Filius est, uxor est, servus est: rapiatur ad Deum.  Peregrinus est: rapiatur ad Deum. Inimicus est: rapiatur ad Deum. Rape, rape inimicum:  rapiendo non erit inimicus””; En. in ps. 72,34 (CC 39,1003. ML 36,929): ‘“Ama Deum  gratis: nulli invideas Deum. Rapite eum quotquot potestis, quotquot possessuri estis ...”.  119) Confessiones 4,12,18 (Skutella 67. CSEL 33,78. ML 32,700): ““Si placent animae,  in Deo amentur, quia et ipsae mutabiles sunt et in illo fixae stabiliuntur: alioquin irent et  perirent. In illo ergo amentur, et rape ad eum tecum quas potes et dic eis: ‘Hunc amemus,  5  hunc amemus: ipse fecit haec et non est longe  .  120) Sermo Wilmart 2,4 (MA 1,677) : “Quantiscumque potueris persuadere, quotquot  potueris invitare, vocare, cogere ad diligendum Deum, et omnibus totus est, et singulis  totus est”.  121) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 65,2 (CC 36,492. ML 35,1809): “Sic ergo et nos  invicem diligamus, ut quantum possumus, invicem ad habendum in nobis Deum cura19) Confessiones /  y (Skutella 67/ SEL 33,78 32,700) *G1 placent anımae,
iın Deo amen({ur, quı1a el ıpsae mutabıles sunt ei in llo fixae estabılıuntur: alıoquın iırent el

perırent In 1llo CTIgO amen(tur, el Ia ad C ecum quas ei dıc e1s "Hunc aMeMUus,
- A A  wunc AdINCINUS ıpse eC1ı aecCc eft NO  - est onge

120) Sermo Wilmart Za (MA ‘“Quantiscumque potuerI1s persuadere,u
potuer1s invitare, VOCAIC, COBCIC ad dılıgendum Deum, ei Oomnıbus est, el singulıs

est  &I
121) Iractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 65,2 (CC 9} 35,1809): “Sıc CIBO ei 1 OS

iInvicem dılıgamus, ut quanium, Invicem ad abendum in nobıs Deum CUTa
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Drompts us conclusions dıfferent from those of CGunnar ultgren wh
interprets quanium potest eXpress1ons as weakenıng the force of
determıiıned actıon by attenuatıng the oblıgatıon formulated Dy
the OVve commandment ***). Our VIEW 15 that the intention of thıs
qualıifier assoclated wıth ove ın the commandment 1s
threefold Fırstly, ıt alerts us the fact that, for all OUTI kındness,
CONCECIN and DOWCIS of persuasıon, there 15 lımıt not only the number
of those Cal help and influence ove God, but also to the extient
1C OUT words and act10ns Can affect another human being’s decıisi0ons.
In other words, Augustine hereby recognI1ses hat it 1S ıIn inviolable
reedom that the neıghbour loves God, and thıs iımplıes that OUT best
fforts inspıre, ead and Taw others hıs end, OUT COMMMMON 200d,
MaY be avaıl. The sovereıgn reedom of the ne1ighbour 18 preserved.
econdly, quanium potest clauses keep us mındful of the lımıtedness of
OUT human TESOUTCECS when it the hıghest actıvıty of lovıng. Nor
15 Augustine uUuNawWare that {O0 stand in eed of OUT ne1ıghbour’'s love

dılectioniıs adtrahamus . See Iso De Maoribus Ecclesiae Catholicae o (ML 32,1334):
“Quı1 CI SO dılıgıt DroxXimum, agıt quanium potest uLt salvus COTDOITC salvusque anımo sıt
De Vera Religione 244 46,86 (l 32,244 34,161) “Non 1Ilı (1e
prox1mo) CI RO nvıdet, ut sıt quod 1pse eSL, iImmo adıuvat et1am quanium DO D

47,90 ( @ 34,162) e  z el e prox1mo) quod potest,
qula ei S19)| 1ps1 r 256 47,91 (CE 6-2 34,163) °“ Hıc VITr
quamdıu est ın hac ıta utıtur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utıtur omnıbus ad
benevolentiam212  R. Canning  prompts us to conclusions different from those of Gunnar Hultgren who  interprets quantum potest expressions as weakening the force of a  determined generous action by attenuating the obligation formulated by  the love commandment!??). Our view is that the intention of this  qualifier associated with love in response to the commandment is  threefold. Firstly, it alerts us to the fact that, for all our kindness,  concern and powers of persuasion, there is a limit not only to the number  of those we can help and influence to love God, but also to the extent to  which our words and actions can affect another human being’s decisions.  In other words, Augustine hereby recognises that it is in inviolable  freedom that the neighbour loves God, and this implies that our best  efforts to inspire, lead and draw others to this end, our common good,  may be to no avail. The sovereign freedom of the neighbour is preserved.  Secondly, quantum potest clauses keep us mindful of the limitedness of  our human resources when it comes to the highest activity of loving. Nor  is Augustine unaware that we too stand in need of our neighbour’s love  dilectionis adtrahamus”’. See also De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,28,56 (ML 32,1334):  “Qui ergo diligit proximum, agit quantum potest ut salvus corpore salvusque animo sit ...”;  De Vera Religione 244 (CSEL 77,62) = 46,86 (CC 32,244. ML 34,161): “Non illi (Le.  proximo) ergo invidet, ut sit quod ipse est, immo adiuvat etiam quantum potest” ; 255  (CSEL 77,65) = 47,90 (CC 32,246. ML 34,162): ‘‘... praestat ei (i.e. proximo) quod potest,  quia et sibi ipsi  ”; 256 (CSEL 77,66) = 47,91 (CC 32,246-247. ML 34,163): “Hic vir  quamdiu est in hac vita  utitur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnibus ad  benevolentiam ... pro eorum sorte hominibus consulit, si aequaliter non potest omnibus’””;  Epistola 155,4,14 (CSEL 44,444. ML 33,672): “Ad illum (i.e. Deum) quanta opera  possumus, etiam illi ut perveniant agamus, quos tamquam nosmetipsos diligimus””; Epistola  155,4,15 (CSEL 44,446. ML 33,673): “Debet ergo et proximum diligere tamquam seipsum,  ut quem potuerit hominem ... adducat ad colendum Deum ...””; De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC  47,276. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): **  cum mandatur delproximo diligendo sicut se  ipsum, quid aliud mandatur, nisi ut quantum potest, commendet diligendum Deum’”;  Epistola 167,5,16 (CSEL 44,604. ML 33,739) : “Nemo autem diligit proximum, nisi diligens  Deum, ut hoc, quantum potest, impendat, quem diligit tamquam semetipsum, ut et ille  diligat Deum ...”’; Epistola 130,7,14 (CSEL 44,55-56. ML 33,499): ‘*... et ex alio praecepto  proximos nostros sicut nosmetipsos ita vere diligimus, si eos ad Dei similem dilectionem,  quantum in nobis est, perducamus’”; Sermo 91,7,9 (ML 38,571): “*  eroget de cellario  Domini, ministret conservis cibaria, confortet fideles, revocet errantes, quaerat perditos,  quantum potest faciat””; Confessiones 4,12,18 (Skutella 67. CSEL 33,78. ML 32,700): *...  rape ad eum (Deum) tecum quas (animas) potes  A  122) G. Hultgren, op. cit., p. 178: ‘“C’est ainsi que la force qui nous pousse ä une  action genereuse et determinee se trouve affaiblie par une attenuation de l’obligation  formulege par le commandement de l’amour. 1l faut preter aide, ‘autant que cela est permis et  ordonne’ (De Quantitate Animae 34,78). Il faut aider son prochain, ‘autant qu’on le peut’  (De Vera Religione 46,86; De Sermone Domini in Monte 1,55,67)”. These are the sole  references given by Hultgren.PDro sorte homiıinıbus consulıt. S1 aequalıter NO potest omnıbus’;
Epistola 55,4,14 536723 um (Le eum qUanitia ID
UMUS, et1iam Ilı ut pervenlant dg alnUus, qUOS tamquam nosmet1psos dılıg1ımus’”; Epistola
353415 44 446 33,673) ‘*“Debet CTgO ei proximum ılıgere (amquam se1psSUum,
ut QUEM potuerit hominem212  R. Canning  prompts us to conclusions different from those of Gunnar Hultgren who  interprets quantum potest expressions as weakening the force of a  determined generous action by attenuating the obligation formulated by  the love commandment!??). Our view is that the intention of this  qualifier associated with love in response to the commandment is  threefold. Firstly, it alerts us to the fact that, for all our kindness,  concern and powers of persuasion, there is a limit not only to the number  of those we can help and influence to love God, but also to the extent to  which our words and actions can affect another human being’s decisions.  In other words, Augustine hereby recognises that it is in inviolable  freedom that the neighbour loves God, and this implies that our best  efforts to inspire, lead and draw others to this end, our common good,  may be to no avail. The sovereign freedom of the neighbour is preserved.  Secondly, quantum potest clauses keep us mindful of the limitedness of  our human resources when it comes to the highest activity of loving. Nor  is Augustine unaware that we too stand in need of our neighbour’s love  dilectionis adtrahamus”’. See also De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,28,56 (ML 32,1334):  “Qui ergo diligit proximum, agit quantum potest ut salvus corpore salvusque animo sit ...”;  De Vera Religione 244 (CSEL 77,62) = 46,86 (CC 32,244. ML 34,161): “Non illi (Le.  proximo) ergo invidet, ut sit quod ipse est, immo adiuvat etiam quantum potest” ; 255  (CSEL 77,65) = 47,90 (CC 32,246. ML 34,162): ‘‘... praestat ei (i.e. proximo) quod potest,  quia et sibi ipsi  ”; 256 (CSEL 77,66) = 47,91 (CC 32,246-247. ML 34,163): “Hic vir  quamdiu est in hac vita  utitur quibus potest ad beneficentiam, utitur omnibus ad  benevolentiam ... pro eorum sorte hominibus consulit, si aequaliter non potest omnibus’””;  Epistola 155,4,14 (CSEL 44,444. ML 33,672): “Ad illum (i.e. Deum) quanta opera  possumus, etiam illi ut perveniant agamus, quos tamquam nosmetipsos diligimus””; Epistola  155,4,15 (CSEL 44,446. ML 33,673): “Debet ergo et proximum diligere tamquam seipsum,  ut quem potuerit hominem ... adducat ad colendum Deum ...””; De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC  47,276. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): **  cum mandatur delproximo diligendo sicut se  ipsum, quid aliud mandatur, nisi ut quantum potest, commendet diligendum Deum’”;  Epistola 167,5,16 (CSEL 44,604. ML 33,739) : “Nemo autem diligit proximum, nisi diligens  Deum, ut hoc, quantum potest, impendat, quem diligit tamquam semetipsum, ut et ille  diligat Deum ...”’; Epistola 130,7,14 (CSEL 44,55-56. ML 33,499): ‘*... et ex alio praecepto  proximos nostros sicut nosmetipsos ita vere diligimus, si eos ad Dei similem dilectionem,  quantum in nobis est, perducamus’”; Sermo 91,7,9 (ML 38,571): “*  eroget de cellario  Domini, ministret conservis cibaria, confortet fideles, revocet errantes, quaerat perditos,  quantum potest faciat””; Confessiones 4,12,18 (Skutella 67. CSEL 33,78. ML 32,700): *...  rape ad eum (Deum) tecum quas (animas) potes  A  122) G. Hultgren, op. cit., p. 178: ‘“C’est ainsi que la force qui nous pousse ä une  action genereuse et determinee se trouve affaiblie par une attenuation de l’obligation  formulege par le commandement de l’amour. 1l faut preter aide, ‘autant que cela est permis et  ordonne’ (De Quantitate Animae 34,78). Il faut aider son prochain, ‘autant qu’on le peut’  (De Vera Religione 46,86; De Sermone Domini in Monte 1,55,67)”. These are the sole  references given by Hultgren.adducat ad colendum Deum De (ivitate Deıi 10,3 (CC

SEL 40/1,45 41,281) x Gr mandatur de proximo dılıgendo sıcut
Ipsum, quıd alıud mandatur, 181 ut quanium poteslT, commendet dılıgendum Deum’’;
Epistola 67,5,16 33,739) “ Nemo autem dılıgıt proximum, 181 dılıgens
Deum, ut hOcC, quanium potestT, ımpendat, quCcm dılıgıt amquam semet1psum, ut el lle
dılıgat Deum ‚pistola 30:7,14 44,55-56 33,499) %  A  % ei hıo praecepto
prox1imos NOSITOS siıcut nosmet1psos ıta GIre dılıg1ımus, S1 COS ad Deı sımılem dılect1ıonem,
quanium IN nobis 651 perducamus’’; Sermo 91,7,9 38,571) 66 eroget de cellarıo
Domuinı1u, mıiınıstret CONSETVIS cıbarıa, con{fortet fıdeles, revocet errantes, quaerat perd1tos,
quanium oltest facıat”’:; Confessiones $  9 (Skutella 6’7 SEL 33478 32,700)
LaDC ad Cu (Deum) ecum QUUAS anımas .

122) Hultgren, CIE.: 1/8 *C’est a1lnsı quUC I1a force quı OUusSs DOUSSC unc

actıon genereuse ei determiıinee {TOUVEe affaıblıe Dal UunNncC attenuation de l’obligation
formulee Dar le commandement de l’amour. faut preter aıde, autant qucC ela est permı1s ei
ordonne‘’ (De Quantitate Anımae faut alıder s()  - prochaın, autant qu on le peu
(De Vera Religione 46,86; De Sermone Domuini In onte 59 ese ATIC the sole
references gıven by ultgren.
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and INa Y be led by it God*<?) The Mr function of quanium potest
OWS from the second: ıt focusses OUT attention the fact that drawıng
OUT ne1ghbour God 15 not only precept but alsoO h1s gıift 124).

Quantum potest and Companı10ons, therefore., do not de-
bılıtatıng of love, but acknowledgement of the other’s ireedom,
realıstıc appraısal of OUT OW contingent capacıtles, and the recognıtion
that CVCN the role play ıIn the neighbour’s turnıng G0od 15 the work
of Hıs ere 1S, however, another eXpress10n, “"quantum licet
praeceptum D  est 1C OCCUTS In De Quantitate Anımae in relatıon

123) De ('ivitate Dei 103 (GE SEL 40/1,45 41,281) hOC bonum
debemus, ei quıbus dılıgımur ducı, ef qUOS dılıgımus ducere’”‘. De Doctrina Christiana
1,63 ’ 18 3223 *Velle amen debemus uft
nobiscum ılıgant deum, ei quod COS ve] adıuvamus ve] adıuvamur ab e1s ad NUum

um finem referendum est  U Y Iractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 17,9 (CC
3515923 ...  Cum langu1dus, portaba: te proxıimus [UUS; factus CSD,
proximum [uUuum Invicem VvesIra porlale, i SIC adimplebitis egem Christi (Gal 6.2)Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  213  and may be led by it to God!?®). The third function of quantum potest  flows from the second: it focusses our attention on the fact that drawing  our neighbour to God is not only God’s precept but also his gift  124).  Quantum potest and companions, therefore, do not imply a de-  bilitating of love, but an acknowledgement of the other’s freedom, a  realistic appraisal of our own contingent capacities, and the recognition  that even the role we play in the neighbour’s turning to God is the work  of His grace. There is, however, another expression, ‘“quantum licet atque  praeceptum est”, which occurs in De Quantitate Animae in relation to  123) De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC 47,275. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): “Ad hoc bonum  debemus, et a quibus diligimur duci, et quos diligimus ducere”. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana  1,63 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“Velle tamen debemus ut omnes  nobiscum diligant deum, et totum quod eos vel adiuvamus vel adiuvamur ab eis ad unum  illum finem referendum est”; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,9 (CC 36,175. ML  35,1532): ‘*Cum esses languidus, portabat te proximus tuus; sanus factus es, porta  proximum tuum: Znvicem onera vestra portate, et sic adimplebitis legem Christi (Gal. 6.2) ...  Porta ergo eum, cum quo ambulas, ut ad eum pervenias, cum quo manere desideras”’. Thus,  the concluding sentence might also be addressed to the neighbour in our regard.  124) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Item diligere  proximum, id est omnem hominem, tamquam seipsum, quis potest, nisi Deum diligat, cuius  praecepto et dono dilectionem proximi possit implere?””. A few examples of other texts in  which love for neighbour is presented as a gift of God are: De Vera Religione 259 (CSEL  77 66)= 4492 0CC 32247 «ML 34,163): *  cuius (i.e. dei) praecepto et dono diligit  inimicos” ; De Catechizandis Rudibus 27,55 (CC 46,178. ML 40,348): ‘Quam (i.e. the  n‚ In  double commandment) non implet, nisi qui donum acceperit spiritum sanctum  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,8.9.10 (ML 35,2024-2026); tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2032); tr. 8,12 (ML  35,2043), in all of which cases the love that is poured into our hearts through the Holy  Spirit who is given to us (cf. Rom. 5.5) is understood to be our love for God and neighbour;  tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): ‘*... impetrate a Deo ut diligatis invicem”; En in ps. 56,1 (CC 39,694.  ML 36,661) regarding the fulfilment of Jn. 15.12, i.e. to lay down one’s life for one’s  friends;: ©  neque imperaret hoc Deus ut faceremus, si impossibile iudicaret ut hoc ab  homine fieret ... Adest ille qui praebuit exemplum, ut praebeat et auxilum”’; De Trinitate  6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): *... servantes unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis (Eph. 4.3).  Quod imitari per gratiam, et ad Deum et ad nos ipsos iubemur ...”; 15,17,31 (CC 50A,505-  507. ML 42,1082); 15,18,32 (CC 50A,507-508. ML 42,1082-1083); and 15,26,46 (CC  50A,525. ML 42,1093), which again see love for God and for neighbour as a gift in terms of  Rom. 5.5; Epistola 189,2 (CSEL 57,132. ML 33,854); Epistola 196,4,16 (CSEL 57,230. ML  33,898): ... Diligis proximum tuum tamquam teipsum ; non viribus humanis, quasi nostram  constituentes iustitiam, sed gratia Dei per Tesum Christum Dominum nostrum (Rom. 7.25)  ; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC 36,175. ML 35,1532): “Dilige ergo  proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ; ibi videbis, ut poteris, Deum””; 65,2 (CC  36,492. ML 35,1809): ‘“Ad hoc ergo nos dilexit (Christus), ut et nos diligamus invicem; hoc  nobis conferens diligendo nos ...””; 87,1 (CC 36,543-544. ML 35,1852) where the fruit that  will last, i.e. love for one another, only flourishes on the vine (cf. Jn. 15.1-17); En. in ps. 118,  sermo 14,2 (CC 40,1709. ML.37,1539) incorporating Rom. 5.5; cf. Enchiridion 32,121 (CC  46,113-114. ML 40,288); En in ps.118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40,1759. ML 37,1582): ‘“Quid igitur  orat, nisi ut praecepta quae Deus imponit iubendo, impleri faciat adiuvando”.orta CISO CU: Gcn quo ambulas, ut ad wil! perven1as, Cu qUO INManeTEe desiıderas . Thus,
the concludıing m1g Iso be addressed the ne1ghbour ın OUT regard.

124) EXposit10 Epistolae ad Galatas 45 84,1 35,2138): E dılıgere
DroxXximum, ıd est homiınem, (amquam se1psum, qu1s potesti, 181 Deum dılıgat, CU1USs
praecepto ei ONO dılectionem DroXim1ı possıt mplereA Tew examples of er in
whıich love for neıghbour 15 presented gıft of (10d AIC De Vera Religione 259

47,92 (CC 34,163) . CU1US (1.e de1) praecepilo ei ONO dılıgıt
Inım1cos’”; De Catechizandts Rudibus 2133 (CC 40,348) Quam (LE the

&: Indouble commandment) NO  — ımplet, 181 quı donum acceperıt spirıtum sanctum
Epistolam Toannıs, Ir. (ML 95  ‚e  9 ir F (ML 55;2032): Tr 8,12 (ML
35,2043), iın all of whıich the love that 15 poured into OUI hearts through the Holy
Spirıt wh 15 gıven us (cf. Rom 3 15 understood be OUTI love for G0od and neighbour;
ir. 10, / (ML 35,2059):Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  213  and may be led by it to God!?®). The third function of quantum potest  flows from the second: it focusses our attention on the fact that drawing  our neighbour to God is not only God’s precept but also his gift  124).  Quantum potest and companions, therefore, do not imply a de-  bilitating of love, but an acknowledgement of the other’s freedom, a  realistic appraisal of our own contingent capacities, and the recognition  that even the role we play in the neighbour’s turning to God is the work  of His grace. There is, however, another expression, ‘“quantum licet atque  praeceptum est”, which occurs in De Quantitate Animae in relation to  123) De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC 47,275. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): “Ad hoc bonum  debemus, et a quibus diligimur duci, et quos diligimus ducere”. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana  1,63 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“Velle tamen debemus ut omnes  nobiscum diligant deum, et totum quod eos vel adiuvamus vel adiuvamur ab eis ad unum  illum finem referendum est”; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,9 (CC 36,175. ML  35,1532): ‘*Cum esses languidus, portabat te proximus tuus; sanus factus es, porta  proximum tuum: Znvicem onera vestra portate, et sic adimplebitis legem Christi (Gal. 6.2) ...  Porta ergo eum, cum quo ambulas, ut ad eum pervenias, cum quo manere desideras”’. Thus,  the concluding sentence might also be addressed to the neighbour in our regard.  124) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Item diligere  proximum, id est omnem hominem, tamquam seipsum, quis potest, nisi Deum diligat, cuius  praecepto et dono dilectionem proximi possit implere?””. A few examples of other texts in  which love for neighbour is presented as a gift of God are: De Vera Religione 259 (CSEL  77 66)= 4492 0CC 32247 «ML 34,163): *  cuius (i.e. dei) praecepto et dono diligit  inimicos” ; De Catechizandis Rudibus 27,55 (CC 46,178. ML 40,348): ‘Quam (i.e. the  n‚ In  double commandment) non implet, nisi qui donum acceperit spiritum sanctum  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,8.9.10 (ML 35,2024-2026); tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2032); tr. 8,12 (ML  35,2043), in all of which cases the love that is poured into our hearts through the Holy  Spirit who is given to us (cf. Rom. 5.5) is understood to be our love for God and neighbour;  tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): ‘*... impetrate a Deo ut diligatis invicem”; En in ps. 56,1 (CC 39,694.  ML 36,661) regarding the fulfilment of Jn. 15.12, i.e. to lay down one’s life for one’s  friends;: ©  neque imperaret hoc Deus ut faceremus, si impossibile iudicaret ut hoc ab  homine fieret ... Adest ille qui praebuit exemplum, ut praebeat et auxilum”’; De Trinitate  6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): *... servantes unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis (Eph. 4.3).  Quod imitari per gratiam, et ad Deum et ad nos ipsos iubemur ...”; 15,17,31 (CC 50A,505-  507. ML 42,1082); 15,18,32 (CC 50A,507-508. ML 42,1082-1083); and 15,26,46 (CC  50A,525. ML 42,1093), which again see love for God and for neighbour as a gift in terms of  Rom. 5.5; Epistola 189,2 (CSEL 57,132. ML 33,854); Epistola 196,4,16 (CSEL 57,230. ML  33,898): ... Diligis proximum tuum tamquam teipsum ; non viribus humanis, quasi nostram  constituentes iustitiam, sed gratia Dei per Tesum Christum Dominum nostrum (Rom. 7.25)  ; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC 36,175. ML 35,1532): “Dilige ergo  proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ; ibi videbis, ut poteris, Deum””; 65,2 (CC  36,492. ML 35,1809): ‘“Ad hoc ergo nos dilexit (Christus), ut et nos diligamus invicem; hoc  nobis conferens diligendo nos ...””; 87,1 (CC 36,543-544. ML 35,1852) where the fruit that  will last, i.e. love for one another, only flourishes on the vine (cf. Jn. 15.1-17); En. in ps. 118,  sermo 14,2 (CC 40,1709. ML.37,1539) incorporating Rom. 5.5; cf. Enchiridion 32,121 (CC  46,113-114. ML 40,288); En in ps.118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40,1759. ML 37,1582): ‘“Quid igitur  orat, nisi ut praecepta quae Deus imponit iubendo, impleri faciat adiuvando”.impetrate Deo ut dılıgatıs Invicem ; En INn DS 36.1 (CC

36,661) regardıng the fulfilment of Jn 1542 1.e lay OoOWn nes ıfe for nes  2
rıends: imperaret hoc Deus ut faceremus, S1 iımpossıbıle iudıcaret ut hoc ab
homine fleretAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  213  and may be led by it to God!?®). The third function of quantum potest  flows from the second: it focusses our attention on the fact that drawing  our neighbour to God is not only God’s precept but also his gift  124).  Quantum potest and companions, therefore, do not imply a de-  bilitating of love, but an acknowledgement of the other’s freedom, a  realistic appraisal of our own contingent capacities, and the recognition  that even the role we play in the neighbour’s turning to God is the work  of His grace. There is, however, another expression, ‘“quantum licet atque  praeceptum est”, which occurs in De Quantitate Animae in relation to  123) De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC 47,275. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): “Ad hoc bonum  debemus, et a quibus diligimur duci, et quos diligimus ducere”. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana  1,63 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“Velle tamen debemus ut omnes  nobiscum diligant deum, et totum quod eos vel adiuvamus vel adiuvamur ab eis ad unum  illum finem referendum est”; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,9 (CC 36,175. ML  35,1532): ‘*Cum esses languidus, portabat te proximus tuus; sanus factus es, porta  proximum tuum: Znvicem onera vestra portate, et sic adimplebitis legem Christi (Gal. 6.2) ...  Porta ergo eum, cum quo ambulas, ut ad eum pervenias, cum quo manere desideras”’. Thus,  the concluding sentence might also be addressed to the neighbour in our regard.  124) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Item diligere  proximum, id est omnem hominem, tamquam seipsum, quis potest, nisi Deum diligat, cuius  praecepto et dono dilectionem proximi possit implere?””. A few examples of other texts in  which love for neighbour is presented as a gift of God are: De Vera Religione 259 (CSEL  77 66)= 4492 0CC 32247 «ML 34,163): *  cuius (i.e. dei) praecepto et dono diligit  inimicos” ; De Catechizandis Rudibus 27,55 (CC 46,178. ML 40,348): ‘Quam (i.e. the  n‚ In  double commandment) non implet, nisi qui donum acceperit spiritum sanctum  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,8.9.10 (ML 35,2024-2026); tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2032); tr. 8,12 (ML  35,2043), in all of which cases the love that is poured into our hearts through the Holy  Spirit who is given to us (cf. Rom. 5.5) is understood to be our love for God and neighbour;  tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): ‘*... impetrate a Deo ut diligatis invicem”; En in ps. 56,1 (CC 39,694.  ML 36,661) regarding the fulfilment of Jn. 15.12, i.e. to lay down one’s life for one’s  friends;: ©  neque imperaret hoc Deus ut faceremus, si impossibile iudicaret ut hoc ab  homine fieret ... Adest ille qui praebuit exemplum, ut praebeat et auxilum”’; De Trinitate  6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): *... servantes unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis (Eph. 4.3).  Quod imitari per gratiam, et ad Deum et ad nos ipsos iubemur ...”; 15,17,31 (CC 50A,505-  507. ML 42,1082); 15,18,32 (CC 50A,507-508. ML 42,1082-1083); and 15,26,46 (CC  50A,525. ML 42,1093), which again see love for God and for neighbour as a gift in terms of  Rom. 5.5; Epistola 189,2 (CSEL 57,132. ML 33,854); Epistola 196,4,16 (CSEL 57,230. ML  33,898): ... Diligis proximum tuum tamquam teipsum ; non viribus humanis, quasi nostram  constituentes iustitiam, sed gratia Dei per Tesum Christum Dominum nostrum (Rom. 7.25)  ; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC 36,175. ML 35,1532): “Dilige ergo  proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ; ibi videbis, ut poteris, Deum””; 65,2 (CC  36,492. ML 35,1809): ‘“Ad hoc ergo nos dilexit (Christus), ut et nos diligamus invicem; hoc  nobis conferens diligendo nos ...””; 87,1 (CC 36,543-544. ML 35,1852) where the fruit that  will last, i.e. love for one another, only flourishes on the vine (cf. Jn. 15.1-17); En. in ps. 118,  sermo 14,2 (CC 40,1709. ML.37,1539) incorporating Rom. 5.5; cf. Enchiridion 32,121 (CC  46,113-114. ML 40,288); En in ps.118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40,1759. ML 37,1582): ‘“Quid igitur  orat, nisi ut praecepta quae Deus imponit iubendo, impleri faciat adiuvando”.es Ile quı praebuı exemplum, ut praebea ei auxılum’; De I rınıtate
6:3:7 (CC 42,928) .  7 servanles unıtatem SPIFLEUS INn vinculo DACIS (Eph 4.5)
Quod imıtarı DCI gratiam, ei ad Deum ei ad N OS 1DSOS iubemur 51131 10 ® 0A,505-
507 42,1082); 51832 (L} 50A,507-508 42;  2-10  P and 5,26,46 (CC
0A,525 42,1093), whiıch agaın SCC love for (J0d and for ne1ıghbour gıft iın erms of
Rom 30 Epistola 189,2 33,854); ‚pistola 96,4,16
33,898)Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  213  and may be led by it to God!?®). The third function of quantum potest  flows from the second: it focusses our attention on the fact that drawing  our neighbour to God is not only God’s precept but also his gift  124).  Quantum potest and companions, therefore, do not imply a de-  bilitating of love, but an acknowledgement of the other’s freedom, a  realistic appraisal of our own contingent capacities, and the recognition  that even the role we play in the neighbour’s turning to God is the work  of His grace. There is, however, another expression, ‘“quantum licet atque  praeceptum est”, which occurs in De Quantitate Animae in relation to  123) De Civitate Dei 10,3 (CC 47,275. CSEL 40/1,45. ML 41,281): “Ad hoc bonum  debemus, et a quibus diligimur duci, et quos diligimus ducere”. Cf. De Doctrina Christiana  1,63 (CSEL 80,24) = 1,29,30 (CC 32,23. ML 34,30): ‘“Velle tamen debemus ut omnes  nobiscum diligant deum, et totum quod eos vel adiuvamus vel adiuvamur ab eis ad unum  illum finem referendum est”; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,9 (CC 36,175. ML  35,1532): ‘*Cum esses languidus, portabat te proximus tuus; sanus factus es, porta  proximum tuum: Znvicem onera vestra portate, et sic adimplebitis legem Christi (Gal. 6.2) ...  Porta ergo eum, cum quo ambulas, ut ad eum pervenias, cum quo manere desideras”’. Thus,  the concluding sentence might also be addressed to the neighbour in our regard.  124) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Item diligere  proximum, id est omnem hominem, tamquam seipsum, quis potest, nisi Deum diligat, cuius  praecepto et dono dilectionem proximi possit implere?””. A few examples of other texts in  which love for neighbour is presented as a gift of God are: De Vera Religione 259 (CSEL  77 66)= 4492 0CC 32247 «ML 34,163): *  cuius (i.e. dei) praecepto et dono diligit  inimicos” ; De Catechizandis Rudibus 27,55 (CC 46,178. ML 40,348): ‘Quam (i.e. the  n‚ In  double commandment) non implet, nisi qui donum acceperit spiritum sanctum  Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,8.9.10 (ML 35,2024-2026); tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2032); tr. 8,12 (ML  35,2043), in all of which cases the love that is poured into our hearts through the Holy  Spirit who is given to us (cf. Rom. 5.5) is understood to be our love for God and neighbour;  tr. 10,7 (ML 35,2059): ‘*... impetrate a Deo ut diligatis invicem”; En in ps. 56,1 (CC 39,694.  ML 36,661) regarding the fulfilment of Jn. 15.12, i.e. to lay down one’s life for one’s  friends;: ©  neque imperaret hoc Deus ut faceremus, si impossibile iudicaret ut hoc ab  homine fieret ... Adest ille qui praebuit exemplum, ut praebeat et auxilum”’; De Trinitate  6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): *... servantes unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis (Eph. 4.3).  Quod imitari per gratiam, et ad Deum et ad nos ipsos iubemur ...”; 15,17,31 (CC 50A,505-  507. ML 42,1082); 15,18,32 (CC 50A,507-508. ML 42,1082-1083); and 15,26,46 (CC  50A,525. ML 42,1093), which again see love for God and for neighbour as a gift in terms of  Rom. 5.5; Epistola 189,2 (CSEL 57,132. ML 33,854); Epistola 196,4,16 (CSEL 57,230. ML  33,898): ... Diligis proximum tuum tamquam teipsum ; non viribus humanis, quasi nostram  constituentes iustitiam, sed gratia Dei per Tesum Christum Dominum nostrum (Rom. 7.25)  ; Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC 36,175. ML 35,1532): “Dilige ergo  proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ; ibi videbis, ut poteris, Deum””; 65,2 (CC  36,492. ML 35,1809): ‘“Ad hoc ergo nos dilexit (Christus), ut et nos diligamus invicem; hoc  nobis conferens diligendo nos ...””; 87,1 (CC 36,543-544. ML 35,1852) where the fruit that  will last, i.e. love for one another, only flourishes on the vine (cf. Jn. 15.1-17); En. in ps. 118,  sermo 14,2 (CC 40,1709. ML.37,1539) incorporating Rom. 5.5; cf. Enchiridion 32,121 (CC  46,113-114. ML 40,288); En in ps.118, sermo 27,6 (CC 40,1759. ML 37,1582): ‘“Quid igitur  orat, nisi ut praecepta quae Deus imponit iubendo, impleri faciat adiuvando”.Diligis proxXximum IUUumM ILAMQUAM te1DSum , NO  - virıbus humanıs, quası nostram
constıituentes justit1am, sed gratia Deı DEr Tesum Christum Oomınum nNOStTrum (Rom 1:29)

Iractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 (& 351532} ““Dılıge CIO
Droximum, ei intuere in nde dılıgı1s proximum ; ıbı videbıis, ut poterI1Ss, Deum  i 05:2 (L

35,1809): ‘““Ad hoc CTIgZO NOS dılexıt (Chrıstus), ut ei NOS dılıgamus INVICEmM : hoc
nobıs conferens dılıgendo N OS v  8  ©&  . BA e 36,543-544 35,1852) where the fruıt that
ll last, 1.e. love for ONC another, only Mourıshes the ıne fc£ JIn S> 1/)S En In DS L48:

14,2 (CC 40,1 709 37,1539) incorporatıng Rom D cf. Enchiridion (LE
46,1 |3-1 40,288); En In DS 26 (6C 40,1759 37,1582): “Quid igıtur
OTal, 1S1 ut praecepla quacCc Deus imponıt iubendo, implerı1 facıat adıuvando).



214 Canniıng

helping souls elated OUT OW who AdIC ıIn and In rouble 125).
Presumabily the licet refers the pomt ave Jready noticed ın the
Soliloquia, the ule and elsewhere that the PCISONM 15 be OVe not the
9 praeceptium indubıtably CoOoNNOTteEes the commandment love the
ne1ıghbour AS the self. But, ONC INaYy ask. 4S Augustine oes in De
Mendacio (394-395 A.D.), whether for xample the love of ne1ghbour
envisaged Dy the precept makes ıt permissıble tell lıe ın order SAaVC

the ıfe of another. Because ‘love of ne1ghbour takes ıts termıinus (lımıt-
CAasSuTe from nes OW OVvVe ofse £  ilectio proxXim! SUd CUJUSQUE
termınum accepit‘ } and because tell hıe 1S rıng eternal 10ss upON
oneself, Augustine concludes that PCTISON 1s NnOT Justifıed ıIn yıng, and
hereby rowıng AWdaY hıs eternal g00d, In order gaın empora g00d
for another. We m1g object that ıt 1S exaggeratiıon tOo SaYy that lhıe of
thıs SOTT has such devastatıng consequénces. Whether OT nOoTl thıs 15 S
however, o€es nOoTt alter Augustine’s princıpal hought ere for he
continues: “lf PCISON loses hıs temporal ıfe for another’s empora lıfe,
thıs 15 then love the other NOTL dS hımself, but INOIC than hımself,1
ZOCS beyond the rule of sound eachıng quo doctrinae egulam
excedit). Much less, therefore, 1S he by yıng lose hıs eternal ıfe for
another’s empora: lıfe” 126)' It has een sa1ı1d of thıs fext . there 18
L[LOOIMN for personal spontaneous sacrıflıce in thıs order, and it 1s thıs 1C
explaıns the deformatıon of love  27 127)‘ In TACE. the ° Order” of realıty
reflected by the preceDplvl, “the rule of sound teaching””, it has een
claımed, favours ego1sm and D  V love for ne1ghbour from develop-
ing fully 128)_

However, ıt 1s matter for reflectı1ıon how much weight should be
g1ven thıs passagc icC OCCUTIS in work that the Augustine of the

125) De OQuantitate Anımae 34,78 (ML 32,1078): °“ Erranti:bus CcCIO cognatıs anımıs ei

laborantıbus, quantum 1cet praeceptum esL, OPDC: ferendam SSC SCIAaMUS
126) De Mendacio 6,9 40,494-495): ‘“Quomodo CIRO quisque

dılıgıt L(amquam se1psum, CUul ut vitam temporalem, ipse amlıttiıt aeternam?
quandoquıdem S1 PTIO ıllıus temporalı ıta SU am Ipsam temporalem perdat, NO est 1am
dılıgere sicut 1pSum, sed plus qUam 1PSUum : quod doctrinae regulam excedit.

mınus igıtur a4eternam SU am alterıus temporalı mentiendo aMmMI1SSUrus est  A
127) ultgren, CH 165 D'  4 le sacrıfıce personnel spontane, ’ amour vivant

actıf TOUven point de place ans cet ordre, ei est quı explıque la deformatıon de
l’amour’”.

128) Ibid., “* Les egards quUC l’on doıit SOM M O1 peuvent alr obstacle l’amour
du prochaın. Le schema de l’ordre des 5E favorıse ealıte l’egoisme et empeche |’amour

ans le De mendacio’.
du prochaın de s’epanouıIr ans plenıtude. Nous trouv-ons exemple rappant
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Retractationes reveals that he had NCEC decıded TeEIMOVEC from hıs
collection of wrıtings and later ordered be destroyed because he found
ıt ‘“obscure and complicated and altogether unbearable’”’. At the time of
the Retractationes he SaysS that he chose retaın ıt because ıt contaiıned
SOTINC remarks which WeTITC mıssıng from hıs later work the
Same subject, Contra Mendacium, and because, CVON though COIN-

prehending it demands (0)] such’an exerclse 15 useful fOor the mınd and
Can foster love of truth in practical matters  129)' Is the part of the work

AI dealıng wıth then be Jjudged ‘*obscure and complıcated and

altogether unbearable’””, ÖT ‘““necessary ” and helpful in the practical
pursult of truth? We Can attempt answer thıs question only bDy
indicating the dimens1ı0ns of love for ne1ghbour thıs DPassagc clearly has
In COMMMON ıth Augustine’s subsequent wrıtings, the ONC hand, and
the notions quıte peculıar thıs teXL, the other The dea that offends
(junnar ultgren 1s that self-love: sets limıt (terminus) SPON-
aneOus love for ne1ghbour and preven from performing the highest
act of 1ove, 1e sacrıfıcıng ıfe that the other MaYy lıve. 1s ASs ıf self-
Ove and love of ne1ighbour WeIC independent entities, the borders of
whose terr1ıtory ave be well-defined and strictly ruspected. 10 g1ve IN Yy
ıfe that another MaYy lıve In thıs WOT. ultgren understands
Augustine maıntaın, 1s beyond the lımıt consıder that thıs

conception ndeeed crossed Augustine’s mınd, but rather dS of
emphasısıng hıs maJor argumen that g1ve ne’s  2 eternal ıfe SaVC

the temporal ıfe of another 1s exceed the lımıt ( termIinus regula) Dy
far; and the question 18 complıicated Dy hıs strıct acceptance of the
dıctum: 6LA lyıng mouth eals ea the soul” Wısdom hıs
conception, however, dıd nOoTt remaın lodged ın hıs mınd ASs

chakeable rule, for ave een unable fiınd AanıYy sımılar explanatıon of
LAamquam LDSUM in hıs works that 1S, OMNC which tend
NarTOoW and pull back from love of ne1ighbour and uUusc the
commandment protect oneself from the neighbour’s claıms 130).

129) Retractationes 1,26 36,129-130) 127 (ML 32,630)
130) Certamly, ere AIc examples that pomt Out that ne’s  2 intention In lovıng ne’s  A

neighbour ought nNnOTL be please other people, especılally ıf thıs involves infıdelıty
Christ, (see Sermo Denis 16,6 (MA L, 79) “* Peccas propter amıcum ([UUM, @ ıllum
offendas, Chrıistum tantum dıspliceas amM1CO [UO, domınum [uUuum

quon1am 1pse INIMICUS tıbi, amıcum inımıcum tıb1”), but bring them love
God See De Diversıis Quaestionibus 83, 36,3 (& s 44A57 *G1 autem placere
homiıinıbus ıdeo VIS, ut e1s prosı1s ad dılıgendum deum, NO  — 1am hOoc sed alıud CupI1S”. FoOor
Augustine, infıdelıty T1S and havıng ea dealt the soul by pleasıng others Dy
ookıng for honour and praise from them would make CISsSoN incapable of eadıng hıs
neighbour love God
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Indeed, when regula 1S later sed in suchX it frequently has the
function, dS ave SCCIL, of shielding the ne1ghbour from dıstorted self-
love by orıentatıng all love of self and of ne1ıghbour nOoTt An y finıte end
but God***) For De Doctrina Christiana the FeCtLSSLMUS finis of OUTI

love for self 15 G0od whom ATC commanded love otally Dy the
““dıvıinely constıituted rule of love  27 (regula dilectionis divinitus CON-

stituta). Terminus has een replace: ere Dy finis, such that OUT love of
self 0o€s NOT assıgn bounds love of ne1ghbour but provıdes the wıdest
possıble rule for OVve 16 ca N tO seek promote OUT ne1ghbour’s

g00d, that S: hıs eternal ıfe wıth God 132) Therefore, the
ne1ghbour should not be OIfende: ıf OVve hım also thıs en hat he
LOO INAaVY love God heart, soul and mind **>°) For. ın such d WdY, the
ne1ghbour 18 nOt cramped NOT eft Out in the cold by the demands of love
for self, but ıt 1s revealed hım where hıs ITU! ıfe 1es and hıs COUISC 1s
seTt towards iıt

hıs corresponds urther feature of the text from De mendacio:
Chrıstian oug nOoTt hesıtate g1ve hıs empora ıfe for the eternal

ıfe of the other, ın accordance wıth Christ’s commandment lay OoOWN
one’s ıfe lovıngly for ne’s rıiends (cf. JIn Au For Christ, ıIn oıng
what he commanded and commandıng what he dıd, sought people’s
eternal salvatıon. Wıth the introduction of thıs idea De Mendacio reJo1ns
the maınstream of Augustinıan hought, dSs 111 be clear when o0Ok

131) See De Disciplina Christiana $ (GC& 40,670-671); Sermo 278,8
(ML 38,.1272); En In 140,2 (CC& 40,2026-2027. 37,

132) In Epistolam Toannıs, Er. 10,5 (ML 5  - Augustine SOCS In search of
thıs “finis” of Ps 1.e ‘“Omnıs Oonsummatıon1ıs 1dı finem : latum mandatum
(uum valde  27 He finds ıt not In [0)  s NOT In bodıly health, 1910)8 in honours and pralse. °°C1
ıbı pOnIs iinem, MNITIS : sed 1NON {inırıs quası perficlarıs, sed finırıs ut consumarıs . It 15
rather In the ulness of love sel forth In 1ım 15 and Rom 310 * Finıs nım EZIS
Christus esT, ad Justitiam MMM credenti (Rom 10.4) Et quıd est, INIS Christus ? Quia
Christus Deus, ei finıs praecepti1 charıtas, ei Deus charıtas: quıla ater el Fılıus el pırıtus
SAancCcLius HU sunt Ibı tıbı finıs est alıbı V1a est olı haerere In Vla, el NO  —; pervenıre ad
iinem. quı1dquıd alıud venerI1s, transı perven1as ad finem. Quid est finıs? Mihi

adhaerere Deo bonum est (Ps Adhaesıstı Deo, finıstı viam ; permanebıs in
patrıa . Such then 15 the “fil'lis” whıich ONe wıshes bring others in lovıng them
empora. g00ds, includiıng ıfe ıtself, dIC ambıguous and uncertaın ; therefore >0  pta ıllı ut
habeat ecum vitam m; opta 1Ilı ut sıt frater tuus  07 ır S, 10 (ML 43,  41-20;

133) De Doctrina Christiana 1,42 9; (68 3217 3 C Z
*G1 CT ZO 1psum NO propter debes dılıgere, sed propter um ubı dılectionıs tuae
rect1issımus finıs est, 110  — Suscz2aseat alıus homo, S1 et1am ıpsum propter eum dılıgıs Haec
enım regula dılection1ıs dıivinıtus constıtuta est Diliges, inquıt, proximum [UUM LAMQUAM
IDSUM, eum CIO [OLO corde, 1O1Ca anıma, O1a9 ut cogitationes [uas ei

vitam ei intellectum ın ıllum conferas qQUO es 1psa UQJUaC confers”.
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shoftly al SOINC uUSagcs of John 3 34 and AA ...  you A1C© tO OVve ONC

another a4s ave OVe you’” 134) The question remaıns, however,
whether ın De Mendacio, the est (eternal ı1e 15 nOoTt the of the
g00d (temporal ı1e and whether Augustine WOou for example, ave
consıdered Maxımıilıan © who volunteered be executed ıIn the
place of condemned INa  — wıth famıly, ave SONC beyond “the rule
of sound doctrine’. An adequate analysıs of these 1SsSues WOU involve,
amongst other consıderatıions, specıfic analysıs of the relatıon between
the temporal and the eternal in Augustine, 1IC dSs such 1s beyond the

of thıs study, however much ıts elucıdation m1g contrıbute
understandıng of OUT theme

Augustine INAaY not ave een al hıs est ıIn De Mendacio, 1C in
its obscure and questionable asserti1ons 1s nOoTt representatıve, but De
Irinitate O combıiınes the love cOommandments of JIn 15 1} and Matt
22.37-40 ıIn masterI1y ashıon

Irue love, however, 15 thıs eing constantliy intent upON truth
..  we 1ve rıghteously”” (Tıtus E 2). and consequently consıder Al
that 15 mortal of value ın comparıson love for people by 1C

desıre that they lıve rıghteously. For thus ıll be able
PICDAIC ourselves CeVecn dıe for the g00d of the brethren, following
the example that the Lord Jesus hımself taught u  8135).
l34) The ..  as ave loved you  &7 of Jn A AA A adds dımensıon the “finis”

that Augustine, everywhere irom De Mendacio’s ‘termınus’, employs ıIn hıs expla-
natıon of the "tamquam 1psum ” rule Ma In De Catechizandıis Rudibus 4, 188
y  E 40,316) ate 400), for example, the “finis” presented not Just ternal
ıfe ternal salvatıon, but S: Chrıist’s, love for which 1$ be answered ıth OUT
loveAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  207  shoftly at some usages of John 13.34 and 15.12: ‘‘you are to love one  another as I have loved you’”’!®*). The question remains, however,  whether in De Mendacio, the best (eternal life) is not the enemy of the  good (temporal life) and whether Augustine would, for example, have  considered Maximilian Kolbe, who volunteered to be executed in the  place of a condemned man with a family, to have gone beyond ““the rule  of sound doctrine”. An adequate analysis of these issues would involve,  amongst other considerations, a specific analysis of the relation between  the temporal and the eternal in Augustine, which as such is beyond the  scope of this study, however much its elucidation might contribute to an  understanding of our theme.  Augustine may not have been at his best in De Mendacio, which in  its obscure and questionable assertions is not representative, but De  Trinitate 8,7,10 combines the love commandments of Jn. 15.12 and Matt.  22.37-40 in a masterly fashion.  True love, however, is this: being constantly intent upon truth  ‘““we live righteously”” (Titus 2.12), and consequently we consider all  that is mortal of no value in comparison to love for people by which  we desire that they live righteously. For thus we will be able to  prepare ourselves even to die for the good of the brethren, following  the example that the Lord Jesus himself taught us!*>).  134) The ‘“as I have loved you” of Jn. 13.34 & 15.12 adds a dimension to the “finis”  that Augustine, everywhere apart from De Mendacio’s ‘terminus’, employs in his expla-  nation of the ‘tamquam se ipsum” rule (Matt. 22.39). In De Catechizandis Rudibus 4,8 (CC  46,128-129. ML 40,316) (Date : 400), for example, the ‘“finis’” is presented not just as eternal  life or eternal salvation, but as God’s, Christ’s, love for us which is to be answered with our  love : *... idem Dominus Iesus Christus, deus homo, et divinae in nos dilectionis indicium  est et humanae apud nos humilitatis exemplum, ut magnus tumor noster maiore contraria  medicina sanaretur. Magna est enim miseria superbus homo, sed maior misericordia  humilis deus. Hac ergo dilectione tibi zamquam fine proposito, quo referas omnia quae dicis,  quidquid narras ita narra, ut ille cui loqueris audiendo credat, credendo speret, sperando  amet”’. Thus, when we are called in Sermo Wilmart 2,8 (MA 1,680) (Date: before 410) to  love one another ‘“propter illum (i.e. Christ, the Good Samaritan)”’, along with the idea of  De Doctrina Christiana that God is the ““rectissimus finis’”’ to whom all love of self and  neighbour is to be directed, is also that of God’s love (the ‘finis propositus’) which, in  humility, offers the healing remedy for our pride, and thus initiates and provides a model  for our love for one another. When we love one another ““propter illum”’, as well as being  directed to community in eternal life, our love is also enabled by and orientated to the  humility of God’s incarnate love. The ‘*propter illum” formula of Sermo Wilmart 2,8 has to  be read with both these ‘fines’ (‘rectissimus’”” and ‘““propositus’’) in mind: “Illum omnes  amemus, illum diligamus, propter illum nos invicem diligamus. Unum regem omnes  habemus; ad unum tregnum omnes perveniamus”’.  135) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,284. ML 42,956): ‘“Haec est autem vera dilectio, uf  inhaerentes veritate iuste vivamus (Titus 2.12); et ideo contemnamus omnia mortalia praeıdem OmMI1nus lesus Chrıistus, eus homo, el dıvyınae in 10S dılectionıs ıindıcıum
est humanae apud 1105 humulıtatıs exemplum, ut INa UuSs umor nOster malore contrarıa
medicına sanareitur. agna est nım 1ser1a superbus homo, sed mal0r miısericordıa
humıilıs eus Hac CI SO dılectione tıbı tamquam fine proposito, qUO referas Oomnıa quac dicıs,
quıdquıd NaIitias iıta ‚e ut Jle CUul loquerı1s audıendo credat, credendo speretl, sperando
met  d Thus, when A1C called In Sermo Wilmart 2,8 (MA ate before 410)
love ONC another propter ıllum (Be Christ, the 00d Samarıtan)””, along ıth the iıdea of
De Doctrina Christiana that God 15 the “rectissımus finıs” whom al love of self and
ne1ıghbour 18 be ırected, 1S Iso that of love (the *“{1nıs proposıtus’) 1C in
humıilıty, offers the healıng remedy for OUT prıde, and thus inıtıates and provıdes MO
for OUT love for ONeC another. When love ONC another .  ter ıllum’””, ell being
ırecte communıty ıIn ternal lıfe, OUT love 18 Iso nabled Dy and orıentated the
humailıty of od’s incarnate love. Ihe “”propter ıllum  37 ormula of Sermo Wilmart 2,8 has
be read ıth both ese ‘“tınes’ (“rectissımus ” and ““proposıtus’) In mınd : *Illum
dIMNCMUS, ıllum dılıgamus, propter ıllum NOS Invicem diligamus. Unum
habemus: ad unNnumm ICN UmM perven1amus’.

135) De I rınitate 8,/,10 (D® 42,956) Haec est autem era ılect10, ul
inhaerentes verıtate Iiuste VIVAMUS (Tiıtus ZAZE ei iıdeo CONteMNAaMUSs omnı1a mortalıa PTac



218 Canniıng

Lovıng nes  2 neighbour dS oneself, 16 for De Moribus mea

dealıng wıth hım In such WaY ‘“that he LOO MaYy love God wıth perfect
love  32 15 ST1 urther nuanced. Our desıre for the ne1ghbour 15 certamly
that he love God perfectly, that he be constantly intent uDON truth But
the STreSss 1s NO  S not much the eternal ıfe that OWS from thıs ASs

the uprıght ıfe In thıs WOT. 1t makes possıble. rge by the example of
rıst, ATC prepared g1ve OUT empora ıfe for others not Just
that they INaYy lıve, but in order that being constantly intent upON God,
they MaYy live righteously' 136)_ Living riıghteously eing constantly
intent upon the form of rıghteousness C ONC contemplates and
remaılnıng ın that rıghteousness in nes  z# actıve ıfe Dy assıgnıng
ECVCIYONC hıs due so AS OW! nothıng tOo AaNYyYONC eXcept love ON

another‘’ (Rom Thıs 1s what desıre for others In lovıng
them The motivatiıon 15 the mMO OTr finis propose: by Christ’s ea
OUT behalf. Our intention 1s that OUT ne1ıghbours In turn become lovers of
God and other people And ın VIEeW of OUT ne1ghbours’ lıves in truth and
rıghteousness, which May OT MaYy not be realısed, AdIC nNnOTL clıng
jealously evVecn OUT OW mortal lıves.

De Vera Religione 243-2635 and parallels
ese OPCH al least four AVECN1UCS of approac the

meanıng of lovıng one’s ne1ghbour ASs oneself which in SOTINC instances
ave already een Iluded C and in CVCIY instance ATeC complementary
the approac of De Moribus 51  , and parallels. Fırstly, there 1s the
asSsOcClatıon of the second part of the double commandment wıth the
Golden ule econdly, fıttıng love fOor ne1ghbour 15 dıistinguished from
that1 15 dishonourable and exploıntatıve. Thıirdly, the fact that ıt 1s

homınum, quUO COS volumus i1uste Vvivere. Ita nım eft morTI1 1980 fratrıbus utılıter paratı
SSC poterımus, quod 1OS exemplo suo. Dominus lesus Christus docuıt”.

136) hat the CISON wh: 18 intent upOoN TU 1es In order that others INnaYy lıve
righteously DUuts In mınd of De Sermone Domuinı In Monte’s L3:10 108 35,9 34,
ate 394) 1eW of the eıghth beatıtude (1e ‘““Blessed ATC they who suffer persecut1on fOT
Justice’s sake 5 wh: Dy lıying Dut the beatıtudes has eached wısdom (1e
contemplatıon of the truth, makıng the ole CISON peaceful and takıng the lıkeness of
God), uffers persecut1on iın order make known and example of irue

goodness: >>.  ut DCI hos gradus (1.e the beatitudes) perficıantur el ceter]1
l37) De T'riniıtate 8,6,9 C 42,955) &LQ od nde SSC poterunt, 1S1

ınhaerendo eiıdem 1ps1 formae quamı intuentur, ut inde formentur eft sınt iust1 anımı218  R. Canning  Loving one’s neighbour as oneself, which for De Moribus meant  dealing with him in such a way ‘“that he too may love God with perfect  love”, is still further nuanced. Our desire for the neighbour is certainly  that he love God perfectly, that he be constantly intent upon truth. But  the stress is now not so much on the eternal life that flows from this as on  the upright life in this world it makes possible. Urged by the example of  Christ, we are prepared to give up our temporal life for others not just so  that they may live, but in order that ‘being constantly intent upon God,  they may (ive righteously’ !?°). Living righteously means being constantly  intent upon the form of righteousness which one contemplates and  remaining in that righteousness in one’s active life by assigning to  everyone his due ‘so as to owe nothing to anyone except to love one  another’ (Rom. 13.8)!?7). This is what we desire for others in loving  them. The motivation is the model or finis proposed by Christ’s death on  our behalf. Our intention is that our neighbours in turn become lovers of  God and other people. And in view of our neighbours’ lives in truth and  righteousness, which may or may not be realised, we are not to cling  jealously even to our own mortal lives.  2. De Vera Religione 243-263 and parallels  These texts open up at least four avenues of approach to the  meaning of loving one’s neighbour as oneself which in some instances  have already been alluded to, and in every instance are complementary to  the approach of De Moribus 1,26,49 and parallels. Firstly, there is the  association of the second part of the double commandment with the  Golden Rule. Secondly, fitting love for neighbour is distinguished from  that which is dishonourable and exploitative. Thirdly, the fact that it is  amore hominum, quo eos volumus iuste vivere. Ita enim et mori pro fratribus utiliter parati  esse poterimus, quod nos exemplo suo. Dominus Iesus Christus docuit””.  136) That the person who is intent upon truth dies in order that others may live  righteously puts us in mind of De Sermone Domini in Monte’s 1,3,10 (CC 35,9. ML 34,1234)  (Date: 394) view of the eighth beatitude (i.e. ‘“Blessed are they who suffer persecution for  justice’s sake ...”). A person, who by living vut the beatitudes has reached wisdom (i.e.  contemplation of the truth, making the whole person peaceful and taking on the likeness of  God), suffers persecution in order to make known and to prove an example of true  goodness: “ut per hos gradus (i.e. the beatitudes) perficiantur et ceteri ...”  137) De Trinitate 8,6,9 (CC 50,283. ML 42,955): ‘““Quod unde esse poterunt, nisi  inhaerendo eidem ipsi formae quam intuentur, ut inde formentur et sint iusti animi ... ut  ipsi juste vivant justeque morati sint, sua cuique distribuendo u nemini quidquam debeant,  nisi ut invicem diligant? (Rom. 13.8)”.ut

1psı1 iuste vivant justeque moratı sınt, SUua Cu1que distrıbuendo neminı quidquam debeant,
151 ul Invicem diligant ? (Rom 138)
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the Common 00d love In lovıng ourselves Ouft all possıble CHVY
of the made in rıghteous lıving by the neighbour love AS

ourselves. Fourthly and thıs ıll provıde springboard Augustine’s
interpretation of Jn 13.34 ıIn thıs question ONC o€s not love the
foolıshness of the other, but rather bears ıt iın the hope that he 11l
become hat he 1S capable of becqming, 1.e€ WIse and perfect PCISON.

The rule of love for ne1ghbour then 15 that PCISON wısh for the
other the g00d he wıshes COIMNNC about for hımself, and that he
want the other be spared the evıls he O€Ss not wısh befall
himself. He 15 thıs g0o0d-wı towards all people, for evıl
should be one ON °love of neı1ghbour o€es not rıng about
ev1l” (Rom Therefore, d it 1S commanded, ATC love
C Vn OUI enemıl1es, ıf wısh be really unconquerable. FOor ONC
15 unconquerable in himself, but thanks that unchangeable law
1C makes only those wh ATIC ubject to ıt free 138).
In fact, the Golden ule 15 FraTe enough companıon of Augustine’s

explication of the double commandment. In ıts negatıve form,
miıinıscent of 4.16 Ouod fibi fieri AON VLS, alıi feceris the
‘“other” MaYy refer Just the neighbour **?), OT both God and the
neighbour **°). In ıts posıtıve form Omnlia ErZO UAECCUMQUE vultis ul

faciant vobis homines, Ita el VOS facite IS Haec est enım lex el prophetae
Ma 7: 12) it sıgnıfl1es in Epistola 82 ate 404) the mercıful actıon
of Paul who made hımself Jew wıth the Jews: hıs desıre free them
from Was such that he identifıed hımself ıth them, knowıng that
he tOO Was INan who COU fal] into and become captıve the Samme

LAMUaAM Ipse Tlo errore feneretur and who WOU then

138) De Vera Religione 245 77,62-63) 46,87 (CC 32,244 34,161) Fa
est autem regula dilection1s, ut quacC S1b1 vult ona provenıre, eit Ilı velıt, quac accıdere sıbı
mala NO  — vult, ei Ilı nolıt Hanc voluntatem Crga homiınes Serva Nam CIga
nemınem operandum est malum, ei ectio proxXimı malum ANon (Rom
Dılıgamus CIBO, ut praeceptlum esL, et1am 1IN1mM1COSs nOStLTOS, S] \ - invıctı SsSSC volumus.
Non enım DCI 1psum quı1squam homınum Invıctus estT, sed DCI am incommutabılem
egem Cul quicumque serviunt solı sunt hıber1”.

139) De Ordine 2825 63/3,164. 32,1006): “Nemuini acıant
quod patı nolunt ”: En In DS 32 2,6 (CC 36,281) An hıs trıbus carıtas
Del1, ın septem alııs carıtas DroX1m1, facı1as alıı quod patı 110  — VIS  33

140) De Doctrina Christiana 3,.14,22-3,15,23 (CC 32.91
..  Quae sententia (1.e 4.16) Cu refertur ad dılectionem de1, omnıa flagıtıa

morluntur, Cu ad DroX1m1, omnıa facınora. Nemo nım vult Corrump1 habıtaculum SUUuM.,
NO  —_ CIgO OITTuUumMpeCIC habıtaculum de1, 1psum scılıcet. Et CINO vult sıb1 quUOqU amı
nOcer]; NOCC 1pse igıtur cu1quam nocuerit. SIC CVCISd tyrannıde cupidıtatis carıtas regnat
1ust1ssımıs legıbus dılection1ıs de1 propter deum, SU1 el proX1im1ı propter eum  2



220 Cannıng

appreciate the lovıng fforts of others release him  141)_ The posıtıve
eXpression 18 also oun naturally enough ın De Sermone Domuinı IN
Monte ate 393): but the explanatıon g1ven 1S cCautlonary: d WOU
nOL wısh be served by others ıth dıvıided heart, NOT should
them wıth dıyıded heart We should rather help wıth Ssıncere and PUTC
heart such ‘that whatever serviıice ONe renders another ıll be ONe
wıth the Samne intention wıth IC ONC wıshes such ervıice to be shown

oneself, 1.e that it nOot be one wıth the expectation of gaımnıng
empora advantage 142).

Thıs asSsOc1atıon of the Golden ule wıth DUIC intention In lovıng
the ne1ıghbour Can also be noted In the DASSagc from De Vera Religione
immediately followıng that quoted above. Exploitation of the ne1ghbour
1S VICce 1C ea! e2

Thus, what they (who, subject unchangeable law,
practise the Golden ule EVGn towards theır enem1es) love CannoTt be
taken AWdY from them, and that alone makes them unconquerable
and perfect human beings For ıf DCISON loves hıs ne1ghbour noTt d
himself, but dS beast of burden, OT AS the a  < ÖT ASs gaudy OT

garrulous bırd, that 1S, In order derıve SOTINC empora pleasure 0)8

advantage from hım, he 1s unavoldably slave, not human
beings, but, what 1S INOTC dısgraceful, that dıshonourable and
detestable VICE of nOoTt lovıng human beings 4S they oug be
OVe If thıs VICe has control OVeT hım, ıt ea!| hım the lowest
form of lıfe, OT rather death :
l4l) Epistola 82,3,28-29 34/2,380. 33,288) “ LÜUNC autem, NO  — mentientiıs

astu, sed compatıent1s affectu, Iudaeıs amquam udaeus fıebat, quando COS abh 1Ilo G1 1O1C

SIC lıberare cuplebat, Lamquam Ipse Jlo CIITOIC teneretur:;: ılıgens utique proximum
tamquam se1psum, ei aecC alııs facıens, quacl <1ıb] ab alııs fler1 vellet, S1 hoc 1lı ODUS esse
quod CUu OMINUS monulsset, adıunzxıt Haec es!t enım Lex el Prophetae Ma ur220  R. Canning  appreciäte the loving efforts of others to release him!*!). The positive  expression is also found naturally enough in De Sermone Domini in  Monte (Date: 393), but the explanation given is cautionary: as we would  not wish to be served by others with a divided heart, nor should we serve  them with a divided heart. We should rather help with a sincere and pure  heart such ‘‘that whatever service one renders to another will be done  with the same intention with which one wishes such service to be shown  to oneself, i.e. that it not be done with the expectation of gaining  temporal advantage  »” 142).  2. This association of the Golden Rule with a pure intention in loving  the neighbour can also be noted in the passage from De Vera Religione  immediately following that quoted above. Exploitation of the neighbour  is a vice which leads to death.  Thus, what they (who, subject to God’s unchangeable law,  practise the Golden Rule even towards their enemies) love cannot be  taken away from them, and that alone makes them unconquerable  and perfect human beings. For if a person loves his neighbour not as  himself, but as a beast of burden, or as the baths, or as a gaudy or  garrulous bird, that is, in order to derive some temporal pleasure or  advantage from him, he is unavoidably a slave, not to human  beings, but, what is more disgraceful, to that dishonourable and  detestable vice of not loving human beings as they ought to be  loved. If this vice has control over him, it leads him to the lowest  Form 'of lıfe, ör rather to ’ death ):  141) Epistola 82,3,28-29 (CSEL 34/2,380. ML 33,288): ‘‘Tunc autem, non mentientis  astu, sed compatientis affectu, Iudaeis tamquam Iudaeus fiebat, quando eos ab illo errore  sic liberare cupiebat, tamquam ipse illo errore teneretur; diligens utique proximum  tamquam seipsum, et haec aliis faciens, quae sibi ab aliis fieri vellet, si hoc illi opus esset :  quod cum Dominus monuisset, adiunxit: Haec est enim Lex et Prophetae (Matt. 7.12) ...  sed ut in alterius delicto, quid etiam sibi accidere posset, attenderet, atque ita alteri,  tamquam sibi ab altero vellet, misericorditer subveniret: hoc est non mentientis astu, sed  compatientis affectu”.  142) De Sermone Domini in Monte 2,22,75-76 (CC 35,173-175. ML 34,1304): ‘Cum  vero expressius de hominibus dictum est: Omnia ergo quaecumque vultis ut faciant vobis  homines, ita et vos facite illis (Matt. 7.12), nihil aliud dictum videtur quam: Diliges  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum (Matt. 22.39) ... Nemo enim fere est qui velit‘'quemquam  duplici corde secum agere. Id autem fieri non potest, id est ut simplici corde aliquid homo  homini tribuat, nisi ita tribuat, ut nullum ab eo temporale commodum expectet  et  quidquid officiorum exhibet homini, hac intentione exhibet qua sibi exhiberi vult, id est ut  non ab eo commodi aliquid temporalis expectet. Ita erit cor simplex et mundum, in quo  quaeritur deus”  143) De Vera Religione 246 (CSEL 77,63) = 46,87 (CC 32,244. ML 34,161): “Sic  enim eis quod diligunt auferri non potest, quae res una invictos facit et perfectos viros. Namsed ut in alterıus delıcto, quıd et1am sıbı accıdere pOSssel, attenderet, ıta alterı,
Lamquam a1bı ab altero vellet, miıserıcordıter subveniıret : hoc est 1O mentientis astu, sed
compatıent1s affectu”.

142) De Sermone Domuini IN Monte 2:22:49-76 FLCe 34,1304): "“Cum
ecIO eXpress1us de homiıinıbus dıctum est (O)mnia ergo UG4ECUMQUE Vultis ul faciant vobis
homines, 1ta el VOS facite ıllis Ma T2); nıhıl alıud dıcetum videtur quam Diliges
proXımum [uum 1AMquam LDSUM Ma220  R. Canning  appreciäte the loving efforts of others to release him!*!). The positive  expression is also found naturally enough in De Sermone Domini in  Monte (Date: 393), but the explanation given is cautionary: as we would  not wish to be served by others with a divided heart, nor should we serve  them with a divided heart. We should rather help with a sincere and pure  heart such ‘‘that whatever service one renders to another will be done  with the same intention with which one wishes such service to be shown  to oneself, i.e. that it not be done with the expectation of gaining  temporal advantage  »” 142).  2. This association of the Golden Rule with a pure intention in loving  the neighbour can also be noted in the passage from De Vera Religione  immediately following that quoted above. Exploitation of the neighbour  is a vice which leads to death.  Thus, what they (who, subject to God’s unchangeable law,  practise the Golden Rule even towards their enemies) love cannot be  taken away from them, and that alone makes them unconquerable  and perfect human beings. For if a person loves his neighbour not as  himself, but as a beast of burden, or as the baths, or as a gaudy or  garrulous bird, that is, in order to derive some temporal pleasure or  advantage from him, he is unavoidably a slave, not to human  beings, but, what is more disgraceful, to that dishonourable and  detestable vice of not loving human beings as they ought to be  loved. If this vice has control over him, it leads him to the lowest  Form 'of lıfe, ör rather to ’ death ):  141) Epistola 82,3,28-29 (CSEL 34/2,380. ML 33,288): ‘‘Tunc autem, non mentientis  astu, sed compatientis affectu, Iudaeis tamquam Iudaeus fiebat, quando eos ab illo errore  sic liberare cupiebat, tamquam ipse illo errore teneretur; diligens utique proximum  tamquam seipsum, et haec aliis faciens, quae sibi ab aliis fieri vellet, si hoc illi opus esset :  quod cum Dominus monuisset, adiunxit: Haec est enim Lex et Prophetae (Matt. 7.12) ...  sed ut in alterius delicto, quid etiam sibi accidere posset, attenderet, atque ita alteri,  tamquam sibi ab altero vellet, misericorditer subveniret: hoc est non mentientis astu, sed  compatientis affectu”.  142) De Sermone Domini in Monte 2,22,75-76 (CC 35,173-175. ML 34,1304): ‘Cum  vero expressius de hominibus dictum est: Omnia ergo quaecumque vultis ut faciant vobis  homines, ita et vos facite illis (Matt. 7.12), nihil aliud dictum videtur quam: Diliges  proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum (Matt. 22.39) ... Nemo enim fere est qui velit‘'quemquam  duplici corde secum agere. Id autem fieri non potest, id est ut simplici corde aliquid homo  homini tribuat, nisi ita tribuat, ut nullum ab eo temporale commodum expectet  et  quidquid officiorum exhibet homini, hac intentione exhibet qua sibi exhiberi vult, id est ut  non ab eo commodi aliquid temporalis expectet. Ita erit cor simplex et mundum, in quo  quaeritur deus”  143) De Vera Religione 246 (CSEL 77,63) = 46,87 (CC 32,244. ML 34,161): “Sic  enim eis quod diligunt auferri non potest, quae res una invictos facit et perfectos viros. NamNemo nım fere est quı velıt'quemquam
duplıcı corde autem fı1er1 NO  — DOLEeSL, ıd est ut sımplıcı corde alıquıid OMO
homıiın1ı trıbuat, 181 ıta trıbuat, ut nullum ab temporale cCommodum ei
quıidquıid officıorum xhıbet homin1, hac intentione x hıbet qua s1ıbı exhıber 1 vult, ıd est ut
NO ab cCOommaodı alıquıd temporalıs Ita rıt COT sımplex ei mundum, In qUO
quaerıtur deus  297

143) De Vera Religione 246 46,87 Q 32,244 34,161) “*SIC
enım e1s quod dılıgunt auferr1 1O DOtLeESL, QquacCl ICS un INVıctOos aCcı el perfectos VITOS. Nam



Augustine the identity of the neighbour 27

We ave already had OCCcasıon g1ve examples of Augustine’s
CONCECIN for genulmne, incere OVe of ne1ıghbour ın watchıing hım ASSUre

that love for self WAas trustworthy before he Was prepare commıt the
ne1ıghbour ıt be OVEe dS the self. Texts ave also een noted In
1c the endency domiıinate the ne1ghbour W as excorlated and ın
1C the other’s advantage Was hiıghliıghte 144)_ De Vera Religione has
exposed the dıiıshonourable and death-dealıng slavery In which persoN
wh SCS the ne1ghbour for hıs OW temporal pleasure OT advantage 1n
hımself. What then 18 honourable love for the ne1ghbour, in IC he 1s
OVEe: nOoTt d object of uUusec but as oneself”? Augustine offers SOMINEC

penetratıng reflections thıs question ın In Epistolam TOoannıs:Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  Z  IWe have already had occasion to give examples of Augustine’s  concern for genuine, sincere love of neighbour in watching him assure  that love for self was trustworthy before he was prepared to commit the  neighbour to it to be loved as the self. Texts have also been noted in  which the tendency to dominate the neighbour was excoriated and in  which the other’s advantage was highlighted!**). De Vera Religione has  exposed the dishonourable and deäth-dealing slavery in which a person  who uses the neighbour for his own temporal pleasure or advantage finds  himself. What then is honourable love for the neighbour, in which he is  loved not as an object of use but ‘as oneself”? Augustine offers some  penetrating reflections on this question in In Epistolam Toannis:  ... “Children, let us love not only in word and with the tongue,  but in deed and in truth” (1 Jn. 3.18). With which deed and in which  truth? Can there be any clearer deed than giving to the poor? Yet  many do this out of self-interest (i.e. in order to win human praise  and glory), not out of love. Can there be a more heroic act than to  die for one’s fellow human beings? Yet many do this in order to  appear heroic in the eyes of others and to make a name for  themselves, not out of love!*>).  si vel ipsum hominem homo dilexerit non tamquam se ipsum, sed tamquam iumentum aut  balneas aut aviculam pictam aut garrulam, id est, ut ex eo aliquid temporalis voluptatis aut  commodi capiat, serviat necesse est non homini sed quod est turpius tam foedo et  detestabili vitio, quo non amat hominem sicut homo amandus est. Quo vitio dominante  usque ad extremam vitam vel potius mortem perducitur”.  144) E.g. In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 8,5 (ML 35,2038). Human beings are not to be  loved (‘amare’) in the way gourmands love their food, i.e. in order to kill and consume it.  “Numquid sic amandi sunt homines, tanquam consumendi? Sed amicitia quaedam  benevolentiae est, ut aliquando praestemus eis quos amamus. Quid, si non sit quod  praestemus? Sola benevolentia sufficit amanti’’. Augustine has thus effected a transfor-  mation of the word, ‘amare’, which in pre-Christian Latin was limited, if not exclusively to  obscene and degrading aspects, then to an exaltation of physical and physiological  manifestations. On this point, see Demetrio Marin, ‘“Charitas”, in Annali della Facoltä di  Lettere e Filosofia, Bari, (Volume XVII, 1974) 161-234. For Augustine and ‘““amare””, see  p- 178-180. Regarding the text quoted above, Marin maintains that ““S. Agostino bolla ogni  amore ‘di consumo’ cio@ ogni preteso amore, che si esaurisca nella diminuzione anzi  nell’eliminazione dell’atro o dell’altra, per suggerire senza alcun’ombra di dubbio che  V’amore autentico &€ accrescimento, esaltazione, sublimazione della propria e dell’altrui  persona che si ama effettivamente”.  145) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,2 (ML 35,2020): “ Filioli, non diligamus verbo tantum  et lingua, sed opere et veritate (1 Jn. 3.18). Quaerimus, In quo opere, in qua veritate? Potest  esse manifestius opus, quam tribuere pauperibus? Multi hoc jactantia faciunt, non  dilectione. Potest esse majus opus quam mori pro fratribus? Et hoc multi volunt putari se  facere, jactantia nominis comparandi, non visceribus dilectionis”.“Chıldren, let us ove nOoTL only ın word and ıth the LONZUE,
but in deed and In truth” Jn 3.18) Wıth 1c deed and in 1C
truth? Can there be an Y clearer deed than g1ving the poor? Yet
Man Y do thıs Ouft of self-ınterest 18 ın order WIN human praıse
and glory), nOoTt Oout of Ove Can there be INOTE hero1c act than
dıe for Oone’s fellow human beings? Yet INAanYy do hıs ın order
AaDPDPCAaT hero1c In the CYCS of others and make ame for
themselves, noTt out of love*?°).

61 ve]l 1Ipsum homınem OMO dılexeriıt NO tamquam 1pSUum, sed Lamquam iumentum aut
balneas aut avıculam pıctam aut garrulam, ıd est, ut alıquıid temporalıs voluptatıs aut
commodı caplat, servıat NECCSSC est 1910) homiını sed quod est turpıus {a  =] O€l ei
detestabiıliı Vvit10, quUO NO  - mat homınem sıcut OMO amandus est Quo vit10 dominante

ad exiremam vitam ve]l potıus mortem perducıtur””.
144) E.g In Epistolam Toannıis, e 3,5 (ML 35,2038). Human beings Ad1IiC nOot be

loved “amare’ in the WaY gourmands love elIr 100d, 1.e ın order kıll and CONSUMMNEC it
"Numquıd SIC amandı Sunt homıines, tanquam consumendı:ı? Sed amıcıtıa quaedam
benevolentiae est, ut alıquando praestemus e1s qU OS aINammus Quid, S1 NO  — sıt quod
praestemus ? Sola benevolentıa sufficıt amantı . Augustine has thus effected transfor-
matıon of the word, "amare , whıich ın pre-Christıan Latın Was i1mıted, ıf nOoTt exclusıvely
obscene and degradıng aspects, hen exaltatıon of physıca and physiological
manıfestations. On thıs poınnt, SCC Demetr1io Marın, ACharfitas”, ın Annalı della Facolta di
Lettere Filosofia, Barı, (Volume X VIIL 161-234 For Augustine and "anare . SCC

|/8-180 Regardıng the [eXti quoted above, Marın maıntaıns that .ö; Agostino ogn]
“dı CONSUMO 10€ ogn1 preteso 9 che 61 esaurısca ne dımınuzıone NZzı

nell’elımınazıone dell’atro dell’altra, DCTI suggerıre alcun’ombra dı dubbıio che
|’ amore autent1ico accrescımento, esaltazıone, subliımazıone della proprıa dell’altruı
PCTISONA che S1 Al effettivamente  97

145) In Epistolam loannıs, Ir 6,2 (ML 35,2020): ““ Filioli, ANON diligamus verhbo f[antum
d lingua, sed ID el verıtate JIn 3.18) Quaerimus, In qUO D'  , in qua verıtate? Potest
S5C manıfestius ODUS, quUamı trıbuere pauper1iıbus? Muiltı hOC Jactantıa facıunt, NO  -

dılectione. Potest CSSC majus ODUS QqUa—mı morTI1 DIro fratrıbus? Et hOoc multı volunt putarı
facere, Jactantıa nOom1n1ıs comparandı, NO viscerı1bus dılection1s”.



FD Canning

Thus, CVEON seemiıngly honourable ee: Can be exploıutatıve and nOTL
anımated Dy ruthful love for others. The real test 18 the followıing:

remaıns that the ONC wh ın fact loves hıs fellow human eing 15
he wh Can be assured of thıs before (GG0od ın hıs heart, where (30d
alone SCCS hıs PCISON quest1ons in hıs heart whether he really o€s
these thıngs for love of hıs fellow human beings (propter fratrum
dilectionem), and VIS1ON, IC penetrates the heart where
human Vvisıon cannot reach bears hım wıtnessZ  R. Canning  Thus, even seemingly honourable deeds can be exploitative and not  animated by truthful love for others. The real test is the following:  It remains that the one who in fact loves his fellow human being is  he who can be assured of this before God in his heart, where God  alone sees. This person questions in his heart whether he really does  these things for love of his fellow human beings (propter fratrum  dilectionem), and God’s vision, which penetrates the heart — where  human vision cannot reach — bears him witness ...  “Beloved, if our heart does not condemn us, then we may trust  completely in God” (1 Jn. 3.21). The words, ‘“if our heart does not  condemn us”’, mean: if our heart has answered us that we truly love  and that we genuinely cherish our sisters and brothers. Our love is  not to be feigned but sincere, seeking nothing apart from the  happiness of the other and not expecting any benefit other than his  happiness. ‘“Then we may have full confidence in God, and  everything that we ask we shall receive from him, because we keep  his commandments” (1 Jn. 3.21-22). We keep his commandments  not for the eyes of men, but for God who reads the heart !*°).  Honourable love, therefore, is that whose deepest motivation is  judged sound in the light of God’s scrutiny: are our actions on behalf of  others really directed by love for them and desire for their happiness  (propter fratrum dilectionem ... salutem fraternam quaerens ...) or by the  thought of our own advantage? The commentary on 1 John does speak  also of one’s own happiness being desired in loving in deed and in  truth!*7). For Augustine there is evidently no opposition between  desiring one’s own happiness and desiring that of another. Desiring one’s  own happiness, however, is evidently more than a yearning for earthly  renown, even after one’s death, which is prepared to use the praise of  others to its own ends!*®). This would still be a subtle exploitation of  146) Jbid., tr. 6,2 & 6,4 (ML 35,2020-2021): “Restat ut ille diligat fratrem, qui ante  Deum ubi solus videt, cordi suo persuadet, et interrogat cor suum an vere propter fratrum  dilectionem hoc faciat; et perhibet illi testimonium oculus qui penetrat cor, quo homo  attendere non potest ... Dilectissimi, si cor non male senserit, fiduciam habemus ad Deum (1  Jn. 3.21). Quid est, cor non male senserit? Verum nobis responderit, quia diligimus, et  germana dilectio est in nobis: non ficta, sed sincera; salutem fraternam quaerens, nullum  emolumentum expectans a fratre, nisi salutem ipsius. Fiduciam habemus ad Deum; et  quidquid postulaverimus, accipiemus ab eo, quia mandata ejus servamus. Ideo non in  conspectu hominum, sed ubi ipse Deus videt in corde””.  147) Ibid., tr. 6,3 (ML 35,2021): “Ante Deum es, interroga cor tuum: vide quid  fecisti, et quid ibi appetisti; salutem tuam, an laudem hominum ventosam”.  148) For the Augustine of the Confessiones 10,37,61 (Skutella 257. CSEL 33/1,274.  ML 32,805) even the praise a person receives for his own good qualities should be used not  for his own sake but for the good of the neighbour. ‘““Ecce in te, veritas, video non me  laudibus meis propter me, sed propter proximi utilitatem moveri oportere”.‘““Beloved., ıf OUTI heart O€es not condemn us, then MaYy TU
completely in JIn 5.21) The words. “lf OUTI heart 0€s noTt
condemn 27  us 1I1CcCAanNn ıf OUT heart has answered us that ruly love
and that genumely herısh OUT sisters and brothers. Our OVve 15
nOT tO be feıgned but sıincere, eekıng nothıng from the
happıness of the other and not expecting An Y benefit other than hıs
happıness. °"Then MaYy ave full confıdence in God, and
everythıng that ask recelve from hım, because keep
h1s commandments” JIn 3.23>22). We keep hıs commandments
nOoTt for the CYCS of MCN, but for (J0d wh reads the heart**9).
Honourable love, therefore, 18 that whose deepest motivatıon 1s

judged sound 1n the 1g of scrutiny: ATEC OUT act10ons behalf of
others really 3ECIE Dy love for them and desıre for theır happıness
propter fratrum dilectionemZ  R. Canning  Thus, even seemingly honourable deeds can be exploitative and not  animated by truthful love for others. The real test is the following:  It remains that the one who in fact loves his fellow human being is  he who can be assured of this before God in his heart, where God  alone sees. This person questions in his heart whether he really does  these things for love of his fellow human beings (propter fratrum  dilectionem), and God’s vision, which penetrates the heart — where  human vision cannot reach — bears him witness ...  “Beloved, if our heart does not condemn us, then we may trust  completely in God” (1 Jn. 3.21). The words, ‘“if our heart does not  condemn us”’, mean: if our heart has answered us that we truly love  and that we genuinely cherish our sisters and brothers. Our love is  not to be feigned but sincere, seeking nothing apart from the  happiness of the other and not expecting any benefit other than his  happiness. ‘“Then we may have full confidence in God, and  everything that we ask we shall receive from him, because we keep  his commandments” (1 Jn. 3.21-22). We keep his commandments  not for the eyes of men, but for God who reads the heart !*°).  Honourable love, therefore, is that whose deepest motivation is  judged sound in the light of God’s scrutiny: are our actions on behalf of  others really directed by love for them and desire for their happiness  (propter fratrum dilectionem ... salutem fraternam quaerens ...) or by the  thought of our own advantage? The commentary on 1 John does speak  also of one’s own happiness being desired in loving in deed and in  truth!*7). For Augustine there is evidently no opposition between  desiring one’s own happiness and desiring that of another. Desiring one’s  own happiness, however, is evidently more than a yearning for earthly  renown, even after one’s death, which is prepared to use the praise of  others to its own ends!*®). This would still be a subtle exploitation of  146) Jbid., tr. 6,2 & 6,4 (ML 35,2020-2021): “Restat ut ille diligat fratrem, qui ante  Deum ubi solus videt, cordi suo persuadet, et interrogat cor suum an vere propter fratrum  dilectionem hoc faciat; et perhibet illi testimonium oculus qui penetrat cor, quo homo  attendere non potest ... Dilectissimi, si cor non male senserit, fiduciam habemus ad Deum (1  Jn. 3.21). Quid est, cor non male senserit? Verum nobis responderit, quia diligimus, et  germana dilectio est in nobis: non ficta, sed sincera; salutem fraternam quaerens, nullum  emolumentum expectans a fratre, nisi salutem ipsius. Fiduciam habemus ad Deum; et  quidquid postulaverimus, accipiemus ab eo, quia mandata ejus servamus. Ideo non in  conspectu hominum, sed ubi ipse Deus videt in corde””.  147) Ibid., tr. 6,3 (ML 35,2021): “Ante Deum es, interroga cor tuum: vide quid  fecisti, et quid ibi appetisti; salutem tuam, an laudem hominum ventosam”.  148) For the Augustine of the Confessiones 10,37,61 (Skutella 257. CSEL 33/1,274.  ML 32,805) even the praise a person receives for his own good qualities should be used not  for his own sake but for the good of the neighbour. ‘““Ecce in te, veritas, video non me  laudibus meis propter me, sed propter proximi utilitatem moveri oportere”.salutem fraternamZ  R. Canning  Thus, even seemingly honourable deeds can be exploitative and not  animated by truthful love for others. The real test is the following:  It remains that the one who in fact loves his fellow human being is  he who can be assured of this before God in his heart, where God  alone sees. This person questions in his heart whether he really does  these things for love of his fellow human beings (propter fratrum  dilectionem), and God’s vision, which penetrates the heart — where  human vision cannot reach — bears him witness ...  “Beloved, if our heart does not condemn us, then we may trust  completely in God” (1 Jn. 3.21). The words, ‘“if our heart does not  condemn us”’, mean: if our heart has answered us that we truly love  and that we genuinely cherish our sisters and brothers. Our love is  not to be feigned but sincere, seeking nothing apart from the  happiness of the other and not expecting any benefit other than his  happiness. ‘“Then we may have full confidence in God, and  everything that we ask we shall receive from him, because we keep  his commandments” (1 Jn. 3.21-22). We keep his commandments  not for the eyes of men, but for God who reads the heart !*°).  Honourable love, therefore, is that whose deepest motivation is  judged sound in the light of God’s scrutiny: are our actions on behalf of  others really directed by love for them and desire for their happiness  (propter fratrum dilectionem ... salutem fraternam quaerens ...) or by the  thought of our own advantage? The commentary on 1 John does speak  also of one’s own happiness being desired in loving in deed and in  truth!*7). For Augustine there is evidently no opposition between  desiring one’s own happiness and desiring that of another. Desiring one’s  own happiness, however, is evidently more than a yearning for earthly  renown, even after one’s death, which is prepared to use the praise of  others to its own ends!*®). This would still be a subtle exploitation of  146) Jbid., tr. 6,2 & 6,4 (ML 35,2020-2021): “Restat ut ille diligat fratrem, qui ante  Deum ubi solus videt, cordi suo persuadet, et interrogat cor suum an vere propter fratrum  dilectionem hoc faciat; et perhibet illi testimonium oculus qui penetrat cor, quo homo  attendere non potest ... Dilectissimi, si cor non male senserit, fiduciam habemus ad Deum (1  Jn. 3.21). Quid est, cor non male senserit? Verum nobis responderit, quia diligimus, et  germana dilectio est in nobis: non ficta, sed sincera; salutem fraternam quaerens, nullum  emolumentum expectans a fratre, nisi salutem ipsius. Fiduciam habemus ad Deum; et  quidquid postulaverimus, accipiemus ab eo, quia mandata ejus servamus. Ideo non in  conspectu hominum, sed ubi ipse Deus videt in corde””.  147) Ibid., tr. 6,3 (ML 35,2021): “Ante Deum es, interroga cor tuum: vide quid  fecisti, et quid ibi appetisti; salutem tuam, an laudem hominum ventosam”.  148) For the Augustine of the Confessiones 10,37,61 (Skutella 257. CSEL 33/1,274.  ML 32,805) even the praise a person receives for his own good qualities should be used not  for his own sake but for the good of the neighbour. ‘““Ecce in te, veritas, video non me  laudibus meis propter me, sed propter proximi utilitatem moveri oportere”.OT Dy the
hought of OUT OW advantage”? The commenta: John oes spea
also of one’s OW happıness eing desıred in lovıng In deed and in
truth**") For Augustine there 1s eviıdently opposıtıon between
desirıng one’s OW happıness and desiırıng that of another. Desırıng ne s  a
OW happıness, however, 1S evıdently IMOTE than yearnıng for arthly
TeNOWN, GCVENn after ne’s ca IC 1S prepare UuUsc the pralise of
others its OW ends  148) Thıs WOUuU ST1 be subtle exploıitation of

146) Ibid., LIr. 6, 6, (ML 35  * tat ut lle dılıgat fratrem, quı ntie
Deum ubı solus videt, cord]ı SÜ!)  © persuadet, el interrogat COI SUUIN (& ü propter Tatrum
dılectionem hoc facıat ; ei perhıbet 1Ilı testimonı1um oculus quı COT, qUO homo
attendere NO  — potestZ  R. Canning  Thus, even seemingly honourable deeds can be exploitative and not  animated by truthful love for others. The real test is the following:  It remains that the one who in fact loves his fellow human being is  he who can be assured of this before God in his heart, where God  alone sees. This person questions in his heart whether he really does  these things for love of his fellow human beings (propter fratrum  dilectionem), and God’s vision, which penetrates the heart — where  human vision cannot reach — bears him witness ...  “Beloved, if our heart does not condemn us, then we may trust  completely in God” (1 Jn. 3.21). The words, ‘“if our heart does not  condemn us”’, mean: if our heart has answered us that we truly love  and that we genuinely cherish our sisters and brothers. Our love is  not to be feigned but sincere, seeking nothing apart from the  happiness of the other and not expecting any benefit other than his  happiness. ‘“Then we may have full confidence in God, and  everything that we ask we shall receive from him, because we keep  his commandments” (1 Jn. 3.21-22). We keep his commandments  not for the eyes of men, but for God who reads the heart !*°).  Honourable love, therefore, is that whose deepest motivation is  judged sound in the light of God’s scrutiny: are our actions on behalf of  others really directed by love for them and desire for their happiness  (propter fratrum dilectionem ... salutem fraternam quaerens ...) or by the  thought of our own advantage? The commentary on 1 John does speak  also of one’s own happiness being desired in loving in deed and in  truth!*7). For Augustine there is evidently no opposition between  desiring one’s own happiness and desiring that of another. Desiring one’s  own happiness, however, is evidently more than a yearning for earthly  renown, even after one’s death, which is prepared to use the praise of  others to its own ends!*®). This would still be a subtle exploitation of  146) Jbid., tr. 6,2 & 6,4 (ML 35,2020-2021): “Restat ut ille diligat fratrem, qui ante  Deum ubi solus videt, cordi suo persuadet, et interrogat cor suum an vere propter fratrum  dilectionem hoc faciat; et perhibet illi testimonium oculus qui penetrat cor, quo homo  attendere non potest ... Dilectissimi, si cor non male senserit, fiduciam habemus ad Deum (1  Jn. 3.21). Quid est, cor non male senserit? Verum nobis responderit, quia diligimus, et  germana dilectio est in nobis: non ficta, sed sincera; salutem fraternam quaerens, nullum  emolumentum expectans a fratre, nisi salutem ipsius. Fiduciam habemus ad Deum; et  quidquid postulaverimus, accipiemus ab eo, quia mandata ejus servamus. Ideo non in  conspectu hominum, sed ubi ipse Deus videt in corde””.  147) Ibid., tr. 6,3 (ML 35,2021): “Ante Deum es, interroga cor tuum: vide quid  fecisti, et quid ibi appetisti; salutem tuam, an laudem hominum ventosam”.  148) For the Augustine of the Confessiones 10,37,61 (Skutella 257. CSEL 33/1,274.  ML 32,805) even the praise a person receives for his own good qualities should be used not  for his own sake but for the good of the neighbour. ‘““Ecce in te, veritas, video non me  laudibus meis propter me, sed propter proximi utilitatem moveri oportere”.Dilectissiml, $ COr HOn male senserı1t, fiduciam habemus ad Deum
JIn 3.21} Quıid esL, COr ANOoON male senserit ? Verum nobıs responderıt, qula dılıgımus, ei

BEeIMANA ılect10 est in nobiıs: NO  - fiıcta, sed Sincera; alutem fraternam S, nullum
emolumentum eXpectlans fratre, 1S1 alutem 1PS1US. Fiduciam habemus ad Deum ; el

quidquid postulaverimus, acclIpLieEmMuUS ab Eı qula mandata eJusS Ideo NO  - iın
CONSPECIU homınum, sed ubı 1pse Deus videt iın corde’”.

147) Ibid., ir 6,3 (ML 35.20213; ‘“Ante Deum CD, interroga COI tuUuum ıde quıd
fecıst1, eit quıd ıbı appetist1; alutem L(uUam, laudem homınum ventosam .

148) For the Augustine of the Confessiones 10,37,61 (Skutella Za SEL 33/1,274.
32,805) CVCIN the praise PCISON recelves for hıs OW g0o0d qualıties should be sed not

for hıs OW sake but for the g00d of the ne1ighbour. ““Fcce ın te, verıtas, video NO  —

laudıbus me1ls propter 901 sed propter DroX1m1 utilıtatem MOVver] oportere .
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others 3C had interest in the deepest dımensıon of theır lıves, but
only ıIn hOw they COu boost ne’s  D OW vanıty and popularıty. When
others ATC genulnely OVe AS ourselves, however, theır happıness and
OUIS coincıde ın eternal salvatıon. °If thıs 1Cce (of nOoLt lovıng human
beings AS they OUg. be loved) has control OVCTI uS, ıt ea us the
lowest form of lıfe, OT rather tOo eath’ It 1S also ITru: for Augustine that ıf

love the ne1ighbour dSs ourselves Tuly ıIn S12g orlentate both
hıs ıfe and OUT OW the hıghest form of lıfe, ıfe ıth God In ‚pistola
131517 ate 41 1-4 the formulae of love for ONC another ıIn God (in

and ASs orjıentated towards (G0d propter ıllum) ATiIC oun 1ın the
COMPDPANY of scrutıny of love’s intention:Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  223  othefs which had no interest in the deepest dimension of their lives, but  only in how they could boost one’s own vanity and popularity. When  others are genuinely loved as ourselves, however, their happiness and  ours coincide in eternal salvation. ‘If this vice (of not loving human  beings as they ought to be loved) has control over us, it leads us to the  lowest form of life, or rather to death’. It is also true for Augustine that if  we love the neighbour as ourselves tfuly in God’s sight, we orientate both  his life and our own to the highest form of life, life with God. In Epistola  137,5,17 (Date: 411-412) the formulae of love for one another in God (in  illo) and as orientated towards God (propter illum) are found in the  company of God’s scrutiny of love’s intention:  ... A city is not well established with the best of safeguards unless  it is founded on the bond of faith and constant concord. It needs to  be founded too on love for the common good, that at its highest and  truest is God, and on sincere love for human beings in him (in illo),  when they love one another as orientated towards him (propter  illum), from whom they cannot hide the dispositions of the heart  with which they love  149).  3. This brings us to the third element in De Vera Religione’s presentation  of love for neighbour as oneself: love of the Common Good which casts  out jealousy and envy.  Therefore, the person who loves only what cannot be taken away  from a lover is indubitably unconquerable and free from the  torment of jealousy. Indeed, the more people he sees coming to love  and to take possession of what he loves, the more abundantly he  rejoices with them. For he loves God with the whole heart and the  whole soul and the whole mind, and he loves his neighbour as  himself.  Therefore, he does not envy his neighbour’s becoming what he  himself is; on the contrary, he helps him in this as much as he can.  Nor can he lose the neighbour whom he loves as himself, for in  himself he does not love what is perceptible to sight or to any other  bodily sense. Therefore, he has the person he loves as himself with  himself 19  149); Epistola‘ 137517 (CSEL, 44,122: ML‘.33;524): %  neque enim conditur et  custoditur optime civitas, nisi fundamento et vinculo fidei, firmaeque concordiae, cum  bonum commune diligitur, quod summum ac verissimum Deus est, atque in illo invicem  sincerissime se diligunt homines, cum propter illum se diligunt, cui, quo animo diligant,  occultare non possunt”.  150) De Vera Religione 243-244 (CSEL 77,62) = 46,86 (CC 32,244. ML 34,160-161):  “Qui ergo id amat solum quod amanti eripi non potest, ille indubitanter invictus est nec ulla  cruciatur invidia. Id enim diligit ad quod diligendum et percipiendum quanto pluresCIty 18 NnOTL ell establıshe: wıth the best of safeguards unless

it 1S ounded the bond ofal and CONCOTd. needs
be ounded LOO love for the COMMON g00d, that al ıts hıghest and
truest 1S God, and sincere love for human beings in hım (In {llo),
when they love ONe another as orlıentated towards hım (propter
illum), from whom they cannot hıde the dısposıtions of the heart
wıth 1C they love 149).

Thıs brings us the 1r element ın De Vera Religione’s presentation
of love for ne1ghbour dSs oneself love of the Common 00d 1C
Ouft jJealousy and CHVY

Therefore., the PCISON wh loves only what cannot be taken AWdY
from lover 1s indubıtably unconquerable and free from the
torment of jealousy. Indeed, the LHNOTC people he SCCS comıng love
and LO take possessi1on of hat he loves, the INOTC abundantly he
reJO1Ces ıth them For he loves God ıth the ole heart and the
ole soul and the ole miınd, and he loves hıs ne1ghbour d
hımself.

Theref{fore, he o€es nOTL CHVYV hıs ne1ghbour’s becomiıing hat he
hımself 1S; the CONTLrAaTY, he elps hım in thıs 4S much dSs he Can
Nor Can he lose the ne1ighbour whom he loves A4AS himself, for ın
hımself he oe€es nOoTt love hat 1S percept1ible S11g OT AallıYy other
bodıly Therefore, he has the PCISONM he loves d hımself wıth
himself ! 50)
l49) ‚pistola 3745014 33,524) > q enım condıtur ei

custodıitur optıme Civıtas, 1S1 fundamento efi vinculo fide1, fiırmaeque concordıae, CUu

bonum COMMUNCG dılıgıtur, quod SUTININUMM verissımum Deus est; in Ilo invicem
sincer1ssıme dılıgunt homuines, C4r propter iıllum ılıgunt, Cul, quO anımo ılıgant,
occultare 1O possunt .

150) De Vera Religione 243-7244 46,86 GE& 32,244 34,160-161):
“"Quı CI SO ıd mat solum quod amantı er1p1 NO potest, Jle iındubıitanter invictus est NC ulla
cruclatur invıdıa. nım dılıgıt ad quod dılıgendum et percıpıiendum quanio plures
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To lıve a z00d lıfe, however, 1s always approprıate. There{fore,
CEVEIVONC wh: loves and e g00d ıfe not only oe€es n OTl CHVY
those wh imıtate hım, but, insofar AdSs he Call, he DULtSs hımselft al
theır ervice ın moOst wiılliıng and kınd WdY YeL he O€es 1a(0)! eed
them, for what he loves ıIn them he has complete and perfect ın
hımself.

Ihus, when he loves hıs ne1ghbour ASs hımself, he o€es not CNVY
hım., for NOT oes he CHV Y hımself. He Q1Vves hım whatever he Can,
because he o€es hıs also for hımself. He has eed of hım, because
NOT has he Anı Yy eed of hımself. The only ONC he has eed of 1s God:
Dy clinging Hım he 1n happıness. No ONC Can take God AaWAY
from hım Therefore, the unconquerable DCISON 1S ruly and COI -

taınly the ONC wh cleaves God, nOoTt 1ın order gaın from Hım
SOTINC g00d from Hımsellf, but because for hım there 1s other
200d than remaın attache: God*>*)
Augustine 15 evidently speakıng ere of the perfect, unconquerable

PDCISON wh loves 1ın hımself and In others “the of G0od created ın
Hıs image” 152)_ What he loves in others he has complete and perfect ıIn
hımself: he 1s unconquerable because he 1s intent upDON God for other
ICAason than G0d hımsel{f. hıs DCISON loves hımself and hıs ne1ıghbour In
theır relatıonshıp God Ose Brechtken Say>S of the second of the [WO

venerınt, e1s uberius gratulatur. Dılıgıit nNnım eum LOLO corde ei tota anıma eit
tota mente, dılıgıt proximum Lamquam 1psum. Non Ilı CIgO invıdet, ut sıt quod 1pse
SS immo adıuvat et1am quantum potest. Nec potest amıttere proximum quem dılıgıit
Lamquam 1pSum, quı1a In 1PSO dıhgit QUuUaC oculıs subiacent aut ullıs alııs
COTpOTIS sensıibus. Ergo apud 1Ipsum quecm dılıgıt Lamquam 1psum’”.

151) Ibid., IA 47,90 (LC 34,162-163): “ Bene Vivere
au SCINDCTI decet uare qQU1Squ1s hoc ei dılıgıt ei facıt, NO solum NO  > nvıdet
imıtantıbus, sed e1s praebet lıbentissıme humanıssıme quantitum potest, NeC e1s
amen indıget. Nam quod In 1$ dılıgıt, In 1pse perfectum.
Ita Cu dılıgat proximum Lamquam 1psum NO invıdet el, qula NC S19)| 1DS1; e1
quod potest, qulia ei s1ıbı 1DS1; 1O indıget, quıa NEC 1pSO. Tantum deo indıget, CUul
adhaerendo beatus est Nemo autem 1ı er1pıt eum {lle CIgO verissıme certissıme
Invıctus OMO est quı cohaeret deo, NO ut ab alıquıd OnNn1 MT, sed CUul nıhıl
alıud QUamn 1psum haerere deo bonum est  x

152) Ibid., 252 77,64-65) 47,90 160 34,162) “Quapropter CUI
iste NO  — sıt iInvıctus homınem dılıgendo CH in nıihil praeter hominem dılıgat, 1d es1
Crealiuram dei ad 1US Imagınem factam, NECC e1 possıt deesse perfecta natura QUamı dılıgıt,
An E3 1pse perfectus est 7° In 252-254, Augustine g1ves the example of g00d sınger wh
loves the g00d singer In general” (““bene cantantem quemlıbet””). hıs DCISON Can wısh that
others sıng ell wıthout hımself losıng anythıng of hat he loves, because he remaıns
g00d sınger. If he O€s CHVY others, then it 1$ noOoTt aCCOUNT of theır singing, but because of
the reputation they gaın from ıt. “"Quı CISO nvıdet ene cantantı, 1O mat ene
cantantem: sed [UTSUS qu1ı indıget 1918}  — cantat ene  &F hıs applıes ven INOTEC the
PDCISON lıvıng g00d ıfe224  R. Canning  To live a good life, however, is always appropriate. Therefore,  everyone who loves and leads a good life not only does not envy  those who imitate him, but, insofar as he can, he puts himself at  their service in a most willing and kind way. Yet, he does not need  them, for what he loves in them he has complete and perfect in  himself.  Thus, when he loves his neighbour as himself, he does not envy  him, for nor does he envy himself. He gives him whatever he can,  because he does this also for himself. He has no need of him, because  nor has he any need of himself. The only one he has need of is God;  by clinging to Him he finds happiness. No one can take God away  from him. Therefore, the unconquerable person is truly and cer-  tainly the one who cleaves to God, not in order to gain from Him  some good apart from Himself, but because for him there is no other  good than to remain attached to God*>*).  Augustine is evidently speaking here of the perfect, unconquerable  person who loves in himself and in others ‘“the creature of God created in  His image””!>°?). What he loves in others he has complete and perfect in  himself; he is unconquerable because he is intent upon God for no other  reason than God himself. This person loves himself and his neighbour in  their relationship to God. Josef Brechtken says of the second of the two  venerint, tanto eis uberius gratulatur. Diligit enim deum ex toto corde et ex tota anima et ex  tota mente, et diligit proximum tamquam se ipsum. Non illi ergo invidet, ut sit quod ipse  est, immo adiuvat etiam quantum potest. Nec potest amittere proximum quem diligit  tamquam se ipsum, quia neque in se ipso ea diligit quae oculis subiacent aut ullis aliis  corporis sensibus. Ergo apud se ipsum habet quem diligit tamquam se ipsum”.  151) Zbid., 254-255 (CSEL 77,65) = 47,90 (CC 32,246. ML 34,162-163): “Bene vivere  autem semper decet. Quare quisquis hoc et diligit et facit, non solum non invidet  imitantibus, sed eis se praebet libentissime atque humanissime quantum potest, nec eis  tamen indiget. Nam quod in illis diligit, in se ipse habet totum atque perfectum.  Ita cum diligat proximum tamquam se ipsum non invidet ei, quia nec sibi ipsi; praestat ei  quod potest, quia et sibi ipsi; non eo indiget, quia nec se ipso. Tantum deo indiget, cui  adhaerendo beatus est. Nemo autem illi eripit deum. Ille ergo verissime atque certissime  invictus homo est qui cohaeret deo, non ut ab eo aliquid boni extra mereatur, sed cui nihil  aliud quam ipsum haerere deo bonum est”.  152) /bid., 252 (CSEL 77,64-65) = 47,90 (CC 32,246. ML 34,162): “Quapropter cur  iste non sit invictus hominem diligendo cum in eo nihil praeter hominem diligat, id est  creaturam dei ad eius imaginem factam, nec ei possit deesse perfecta natura quam diligit,  cum ipse perfectus est?””. In 252-254, Augustine gives the example of a good singer who  loves the good singer in general” (*“bene cantantem quemlibet””). This person can wish that  others sing well without himself losing anything of what he loves, because he remains a  good singer. If he does envy others, then it is not on account of their singing, but because of  the reputation they gain from it. ‘“Qui ergo invidet bene cantanti, non amat bene  cantantem; sed rursus qui eo indiget non cantat bene”. This applies even more to the  person living a good life. “... quo enim perveniunt bene viventes, tantundem est omnibus  nec minus fit cum plures habuerint”.qUuUO nım perveniıunt ene viventes, tantundem est omnıbus
NCC mInus fit C plures habuerint”.
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texts from De Vera Religione ave quoted above that the LAMQUAM
1IDSUM 18 ere interpreted exceptionally ASs benevolent love nNnOT AS

takıng the other’s natural instinct for happıness into AaCCOUNT ASs take MY
OW: into aCCoun(, IC accordıng hım, 1s Augustine’s usual
procedure but that self-love 15 over-interpreted a4s benevolent love
towards oneself!>*). Whatever about overinterpretation, it has be
stated that the understandıng of self-love OUnNn:! ere cleavıng heart,
mınd and soul God for hımself alone 15 the Cons Augustinıan
interpretation. Augustine evelops thıs iın De Vera Religione Dy claımıng
that the PDCIrSON wh 1S otally intent upON God and hereby lovıng
hımself ASs “creature of (J0d created in Hıs image” cannot poss1ıbly
lose hat he loves and that therefore he cCannot be DICY jealousy out
of fear that others lovıng God LOO Dy lıyvıng g00d lıves 11l threaten the
intensity of hıs OW astıng relatıonshıp ıth God f he 0€s ave such
fears, it 1S sıgn that he 1s seekıng somethıng other than God in lovıng
God Lovıng God otally fOor Hıs OW sake, pPCeTSON dıscovers Hım as

the Common 0o0d ..  who o€es nOoTL become less when Man Yy ave Hım)
(nec MINUS VE CU. plures habuerint )

Thıs realısatıon DIays important role ın enablıng Augustine
interpret LAMGQUAM LDSUmM ere 4S benevolent love. But thıs iıdea of God
dASs the Common o0d and the consequent expulsıon of Jealousy and
CHVY 1s ess CONstia in Augustine than that of seli-love AdS total love
for G0d In thıs LOO then the text from De Vera Religione 1S far
from eing exception. In discussıng uti/frul ave J]ready referred

those 1C present frul deo ASs communıty of love for God the
perfect enJoyment of whom 1s beatitude *>*). Unless goodness 15 shared,
unless OUT ‘““possess10n ” of ıt 1s ın partnershıp wıth others, it 1s nOoTt

“possessed” al all

person’s possess1on of goodness 1s in WaY diminıshed by the

153) Brechtken, Augustinus Doctor Caritatis,
154) See, for example, De Doctrina Christiana 1,64 ’ (CC

3223 \ quıd 910 In socıJletate dılectionis de1 convenıt, quO perfrul eate
Vivere est *  & Soliloquia ’  s (ML 32,881) ...  Quem modum autem potest habere ıllıus
pulchrıtudinis aM OT, In qua 1NO]  — solum 1O invıdeo caeterI1s,. sed et1am plurımos quacCcTO quı

ant, inhient, teneant, perfruantur; mıhı
amıclores futurı, quanio erıt nobıs amata cCommun1l10r’’; En In DS 105, (CC 40,1565-
566 S 11415): Sermo Wilmart Z (MA ..  Quare 1O  — CTgO ıllum possıdes, ubı
nullas C coherede patierıs angustias?””; Epistola 34/2,689.
Sermo Denıs 17,6 (MA 1,87) "Cum CISO te dıdıcerıs dılıgere dılıgendo deum, TaDe
proximum ad deum, simul fruaris bono, ei ONO quod eus est  EW
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arrıval, OT the continuıng SECNCC, of sharer ın 1t3 ındeed,
goodness 1s possession IC 1S enjoyed INOTC wıdely the IMNOTE
harmon10usly uniıfied 1S the love of the n  IS in possessing ıt In
fact, aAaNyONC wh refuses enN]OYy thıs possess1on iın partnershıp 111
nOTt enN]OYy it at all ; and he ıll fiınd that he DOSSCSSCS ıt in ampler
CadSuTec In proportion tOo hıs abılıty love hıs partner in it 155)
Communıity 1s the VC princıple of ıfe ın the eavenly Ciy

Therefore, Augustine Can claım that he o€es noTt wısh be saved wıthout
others 157) that in the L[AaCc of love ONC 1S exciude Irom the prize 158)
and that grudge the overflow of others 1s form of
pride 1C ea sternity*>): Indeed, when goodness 1s shared,

155) De C(ivitate Del I3 (CC SEL 40/2,65 “Nullo nım
modo fıt mMINOTr accedente SCUu ermanente CONsorte pOSSESSIO bonitatıs, immo pOSSseESSIO
bonitas, QUamı latıus, quanto CONCOTrdıus indıyıdua SOCIOorum carıtas. Non habebit
den1que istam possessionem, quı CA nolueriıt habereI, el Ca reperiet
amplıorem, quanto amplıus 1ıbı potuerı consortem’ . Englısh translatıon (wıth SOINC

alteratıons): Henry Bettenson, Penguin, 601
1kewise, inter10r and super10Tr g00ds Cannot be monompolısed NOT AdIC they objects of
competition. De T rinitate Z.160:15 (GC 0A,369 42,1006): “Cum CI gO ona voluntate
ad interiora superlora percıplenda, qQuaC NO prıvatım, sed communıiıter ab omnıbus quı
talıa dılıgunt, sıne ulla angustıa vel invıdia Casto possiıdentur amplexu, vel s1ıbı ve] alııs
consulıt *  - Confessiones 8,4,9 (Skutella 160 SEL 3371:176. 32Z:T92) “Quando enım
CUm multis gaudetur, et iın sıngulıs uber1ius est gaudıum, quıa fervefacıunt ei inflam-
mantur alterutro
For ese references and INManYy others related thıs tOpIC, indebted John Burnaby,
Amor Del, 127128

ın hac156) De Civitate Dei 14,28 (CC SEL 40/2,57 41,436) +

(cıvıtate De1) autem nulla est hominıs sapıentia 1S1 pletas, qua recte colıtur Deus, ıd
eXpeclans praemıum ın socletate sanctorum 1O  - solum hominum, eIum et1am angelorum,
ul SIf Deus OMNLA IN omnibus COr 526 153 (GE SEL y  -
41,440) * Recte igıtur sıgnıfıcat Isaac, PCI repromIı1ss1ıonem natus, fılıos gratiae, C1Ives
Cıvıtatiıs lıberae, SOC1OS pacıs aeternae, ubı sıt 1O INOT proprıae prıvatae quodam modo
voluntatıs, sed Commun1ı eodemque inmutabiıli ONO gaudens multıs Num COTL
facıens, ıd est perfecte CONCOTS oboedientia carıtatıs” ; 19,13 100 ’  9 SEL 40/2,395.

41,640)
157) Sermo IL (CC 38,125) olo salvus sSSsSec sine vobıs”.
158) En IN DS 39,11 (CC ““Quotquot CUrTun(t, perseveranter

currant, accıplunt ; el quı Dr10r veneriıt, eXxspectat ut CUu posteriore COronetiur
Agonem quıppe iıstum NO  3 cupiıdıtas, sed carıtas aCcı Currentes aman S ei 1pse
INOTr CUTSUS est  R De Perfectione Iustitiae OMINLS 8,19 42,18 Omnes
Nnım quı recte Currun(i, comprehendent, 11O  - sıcut In (0) theatrıco quıdem
Curruni, sed uUuNus accıpıt palmam Cor. 9.24)”

159) En INn 49,30 LE- 36,584) a  4 S1 fuerıis quası lustus
(nam eCeIMNO lustus 1S1 humıulıs ei pIus); eit de lustitia tua inflatus IncesserI1s, et alı0s In tua
comparatıone contempserISs, eit superextulerıs Lamquam glori1ans de merit1is tuls, NON
laudas’”’; I ractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 32,4 (CC 35,1643): ““Quid est fons, et
quıd est fluvıus quı na de ventre interl1orIis hominıs? Benevolentıa, qua vult consulere



277Augustine the identity of the neighbour

God 11l be all ın all (SOr. that, because he 1S Love,
hat each POSSCSSCS becomes hrough love COIMMNINON all For each
ONC, when he loves in the other hat he hımself has nOL, DOSSCSSCS ıt
thus hıimself. Consequently, the inequalıty of glory (because there
aAaTC Man Yy dıfferent mansı1ıons; cf. Jn 1-3) ıll nOoTt g1ve rse
CHNVYV, for the unıty of love ll reign In all+2%)
In the time of the church LOO, EVCN those who ave NOT een graced

ıth g1 of the pırı ad manifestationem (er. Cor 12.7-10) Can ave
them ıf they put asıde CHNVY and if they love the unıty of the church 161)'

Actual reference the COININON g00d in De Vera Religione OCCUTS in
the cContext of dıstinguıishıng the empora. on of famıly affection from
love of the ne1ighbour as oneself” Tu demands that hate the carnal
t1es of natural affection and ca us retiurn OUT orıgıinal, perfect
nature 162).

If therefore urn wıth love for ternıty, ıll ate empora
on Let PCISON love hıs ne1ghbour dS hımself. And certaminly
ONMNC 1S hıs OW father OT SOM 0)8 relatıon by marrıage anythıng of
the kınd, but hımself PCTISON 18 only human eing. Whoever,
therefore, loves hıs ne1ghbour dSs hımself, 0Ug love ın the
ne1ghbour hat he 1s hımself. However, bodies ATC not what

prox1imo. 1 nım quıla quod solı 1ps1 sufficere, 1910)] fluıt dqua 1va de
ventire e1us; S1 au prox1mo festinat consulere, ıdeo NO  — siccat, quıa manat’”.

160) I ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 67,2 (CEG 35:1812): ıta
Deus rıt Oomn1a iın omn1ıbus, ut quon1am Deus Carıtas er pCI carıtatem f1at ut quod
habent siınguli, COMMNIIMMNUNGC sıt omnıbus. SIC nNnım quisque et1am 1pse abet, Cu mat in
altero quod 1pse NO Non TIıt ıtaque alıqua invıdıa ıImparıs clarıtatıis, quon1am
regnabıt In omnıbus unıtas carıtatıs”. Sımıilarly, through love, CISONMN Can share In ee!
of whıich he hımself 15 incapabile. En In (CC 371627 ““Qu1squı1s PCT
alıquam necessitatem NO potuerıt iımplere quod iıubet Deus, met ıllum quı ımplet, ei in 1llo
ımplet227  Augustine on the identity of the neighbour  God will be so all in all (1 Cor. 15.28) that, because he is Love,  what each possesses becomes through love common to all. For each  one, when he loves in the other what he himself has not, possesses it  thus himself. Consequently, the inequality of glory (because there  are many different mansions; cf. Jn. 14.1-3) will not give rise to  envy, for the unity of love will reign in all!°°).  In the time of the church too, even those who have not been graced  with gifts of the Spirit ad manifestationem (cf. 1 Cor. 12.7-10) can have  them if they put aside envy and if they love the unity of the church*°*).  Actual reference to the common good in De Vera Religione occurs in  the context of distinguishing the temporal bonds of family affection from  love of the neighbour ‘as oneself’. Truth demands that we hate the carnal  ties of natural affection and calls us to return to our original, perfect  nature *°?).  If therefore we burn with love for eternity, we will hate temporal  bonds. Let a person love his neighbour as himself. And certainly no  one is his own father or son or relation by marriage or anything of  the kind, but to himself a person is only a human being. Whoever,  therefore, loves his neighbour as himself, ought to love in the  neighbour what he is to himself. However, bodies are not what we  proximo. Si enim putet quia quod bibit soli ipsi debet sufficere, non fluit aqua viva de  ventre eius; si autem proximo festinat consulere, ideo non siccat, quia manat”’.  160) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 67,2 (CC 36,496. ML 35,1812): “*  atque ita  Deus erit omnia in omnibus, ut quoniam Deus Caritas est, per caritatem fiat ut quod  habent singuli, commune sit omnibus. Sic enim quisque etiam ipse habet, cum amat in  altero quod ipse non habet. Non erit itaque aliqua invidia imparis claritatis, quoniam  regnabit in omnibus unitas caritatis’’. Similarly, through love, a person can share in deeds  of which he himself is incapable. En in ps. 121,10 (CC 40,1811. ML 37,1627): “Quisquis per  aliquam necessitatem non potuerit implere quod iubet Deus, amet illum qui implet, et in illo  implet ... Venit in mentem quia melior est illa vita de qua dicit idem Apostolus: Vellem  omnes esse sicut meipsum (1 Cor. 7.7). Adtendit eos qui hoc fecerunt ; amat eos, et in ipsis  implet quod in se non potest. Fortis res est dilectio”.  161) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 32,8 (CC 36,304. ML 35,1646): “Multa enim  dantur ad manifestationem, sed tu forsitan eorum omnium quae dixi nihil habes. Si amas,  non nihil habes: si enim amas unitatem, etiam tibi habet quisquis in illa habet aliquid. Tolle  invidiam, et tuum est quod habeo; tollam invidiam, et meum est quod habes”.  162) De Vera Religione 247 (CSEL 77,63) = 46,88 (CC 32,245. ML 34,161): ““Itaque  ad pristinam perfectamque naturam nos ipsa veritas vocans praecipit ut carnali con-  necessitudines oderit”.  suetudine resistamus, docens neminem apt1}m esse regno dei qui non istas carnales  It is to be recalled and taken into account that Augustine was at this time convinced that  carnal (i.e. family) ties were the consequence of sin and therefore to be hated. This opinion,  which he lated firmly rejected, colours his considerations here, but does not deprive the  aspect of the common good of value.Venıit in mentem qula melıor est Jla ıta de qua dicıt ıdem Apostolus: Vellem

ARY S SICUL me1lpsum Cor. TE} en COS quı hoc fecerunt ; mat COS, et In 1DSIS
implet quod in NO  - potest. Fortis ICS est ı1lect1ı  7

161) Iractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 32,8 (CC 35,1646): ulta nım
dantur ad manıfestatıonem, sed forsıtan omnıum quacCc 1X1 nıhıl es S1 amas,
NO  — nıhıl habes S1 nım INas unıtatem, et1am tıbı qu1Squıs in 1la alıquıd Tolle
invidıam, et tuum est quod abeo; tollam invidıam., ei INCUIMN est quod habes”

162) De Vera Religione 247 46,88 (GEU 34,161) “Itaque
ad pristınam perfectamque naturam 1105 1psa verıtas VOCans praecı1pit ut carnalı COMN-

necessıitudines oderıt  2
suetudıine resistamus, docens nemınem m SSC de1 qu!ı 1988)  — istas carnales

It 18 be recalle. and en into aCCount that Augustine Was aft thıs tiıme convınced that
carnal (Ke {amıly) t1es WeIC the CONSCQUCNCEC of SIN and therefore be ate' hıs OpIn10n,
1C he ate': fiırmly rejected, colours hıs considerations here, but Oo€s nOT depriıve the
aspect of the COIMNIMMNON g00d of value.
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are;, consequently, ıt 1s not the body that oug to be sought OT
desıred In human eing For ere LOO the precept 1S valı °°Do not

yOUr neighbour’s g00ds  22 Exodus
ollows that whoever loves in the ne1ghbour anythıng other

than what he 1s for hıimself o€es not love the ne1ghbour ASs hımself.
Human nature tself, therefore, whether it be perfect OT be
perfected, 18 be OVEe: independently of ıts carnal condıtiıon 163).
Augustine, CONSCIOUS evecn then that such VIEeW ounded repugnant,

commented In explanatıon:
Thıs should noOoTLt sound inhuman 18 AaNYyONC. For it 15 INOTC

iınhuman love pCerson not ASs human eing, but ASs OUT SON, for
then do not love In hım what 1s elated God, but hat 1S
elated ourselves. What wonder, then, ıf the DCISON wh o€es nOoTt
love the COMMMON g0o0od but only hıs OW g00d has dCCOSS the
kıngdom 64)
As applıed Lamıly relatıonshıps, find simılar idea In the letter

the monk, Laetus. who W dsSs empted leave rel1g10us ıfe for
hıs mother’s sake. Augustıine dvısed hım UuUsc hıs g00d offices ıth hıs
mother ın order destroy In her the \x070)! of her prıvate OVEe for hım,
hat che WOUuU nOoTt g1ve INOTC importance the fact hat che had brought
hım or from her OW. womb than her being brought OT ıth hım
from the womb of the church For iın thıs WaY che becomes sister LO ql]
wh love her In the communıty of the church *7: Whatever Justifıed

163) De Vera Religione 250-251 46,89 CLn 34,162)
‘“Oderiımus CI ZO temporales necessitudıines, S1 aeterniıtatıs carıtate flagramus. Dılıgat OMO
Droximum Lamquam 1pSsum. erte nım s1ıbı Ipse CINO est aut fiılıus aut adfınıs aut
alıquıd hulus modi, sed tantum OoMmMoO Qui CISO dılıgıt alıquem tamquam 1psum, hoc ın

dılıgere quod s1ıbı 1pse est Corpora CIO 10O  —_ sunt quod 10559 NO  — CIZO in
homine COI DUS est expetendum aut desıderandum. ale nım ad hoc et1am quod
praeceptium est Ne CONCUPISCAS re: proxXimı ful (Exodus
Quapropter qU1SQqUIS In DroX1mo alıud dılıgıt QqUam sıbı 1pse est, NO  —_ A dılıgıt Llamquam
Ipsum. Ipsa igıtur natura humana sıne carnalı condıcıone dılıgenda est, S1Vve sıt perficıenda
S1ve perfecta”.

164) Ibid., 248 46,88 n 34,161) “Neque hoc Culquam
inhumanum viderı decet agıs nım est iınhumanum NO ın homıiıne quod OMO est,
sed quod fiılıus est Hoc est nım NO  — iın ıllud quod ad eum pertinet sed

iıllud quod ad pertinet Quıid CISO mırum S] ad IC8NUM 1O pervenit quı 1910)  -
sed prıvatam TIem dılıgıtR

165) Epistola 243,4 33,1056) ate pOost 395) Nam qUO
est OmnNı1um, quibus est Deus ei Ecclesia, tam te NO  — impedit, quam

II} qU! Tratres nOSLTOS, quı CA NO  ! prıvata, sicut In OMO vesitra, sed publıca
In OMO De!I carıtate dılıgımus. Quod CISO 1Ilı et1am carnalı necessıitudine annecterIs, ad
SOrtem valere famıharıus colloquendi, el apertiore lanua consulendı ut hoc 1psum,
quUoO prıvatım dılıgıt, interficıiatur In C quod utero SUO genult, plurıs pendat, quam
quod utero Ecclesiae geniıta est tecum’”.
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reservat1ıons INadYy ave about thıs d excess1ively underratıng the
specıfic relatıonshıp between mother and SOM d temporal and be
destroyed, Can be INOTEC sympathetic Augustıine when he ZOCS
castıgate empora prıvate affectiıon for oneself, '{ indeed affection
for those close us Can easıly turn into, and recommend rather love
for the communıty o 0)41°% mınd and ONC heart” CIS 4.32) the WaY

God One 15 nOoT ne’s  2 OW but together wıth others forms ONeC soul,
the single soul of Chriıst 166).

In the ule and later it 1S INOTEC thıs latter dea that the
fore. °°FOr it 1S wrıtten of love that ‘“ıt 15 noft self-seekıng' Cor ED
that 15 SaY, ıt DUuts the interests of the communıty before 1ts OW

interests, and NOT the other WaY around. The TIG YOU ATIC concerned for
the interests of the communıity rather than for YOUT OW interests
therefore indıcates the CadSurc of yOUI progress  37 167). Thıs 1s the
unmıstakable direction taken by the dea of De Vera Religione that ıt 1s
LINOTC ınhuman love ın PCISON what 15 elated ourselves, 1C
WOU then become WaY of keeping that person 1n OUT W  9 than
ove hat 1S elated God, 1C WOUuU InNnecan releasıng hım for the
ulness of hıs ıfe When PpCTISON loves OTINCONMNC only d elated
hımself, he seeks only hıs OW g00d 1ın lovıng perhaps EVen in hıs
strong and natural attachment members of hıs OW famıly and the
(30d-orijentation of the ıfe of the other, appreclatıon of 1C COUu
ave led deeper and INOTEC comprehensıve unıty of human beings,
WOU be blocked from hıs VIsS1ON. g00d expression of the
between the COMMMON and merely prıvate 90007 1C puts us in

166) Lbid., 1-57 33,1056): *Hoc et1am quısque de anıma sSua
cogıtet, ut et1am In 1psa prıivatum ailfectium oderıt, quı procul dubıio temporalıs est dılıgat
autem in communıonem socıetatemque am, de quäa dıctum est rat Ullis in Deum
anıma COr HUumM Acts 4.32) S1IC Nnım anıma {ua NO est proprIia, sed omnıum
fratrum ; QUOTUIMM et1iam anımae tuae sunt, ve]l potıus quU OTUm anımae Cr {ua NO  . anımae,
sed anıma unl  Q est, Christı unıcaAugustine on the identity of the neighbour  229  reservations we may have about this as excessively underrating the  specific relationship between mother and son as temporal and to be  destroyed, we can be more sympathetic to Augustine when he goes on to  castigate temporal private affection for oneself, which indeed affection  for those close to us can easily turn into, and to recommend rather love  for the community ‘“of one mind and one heart” (Acts 4.32) on the way  to God. One is not one’s own, but together with others forms one soul,  the single soul of Christ !°°).  In the Rule and later texts it is more this latter idea that comes to the  fore. ‘For it is written of love that ‘it is not self-seeking’ (1 Cor. 13.5),  that is to say, it puts the interests of the community before its own  interests, and not the other way around. The more you are concerned for  the interests of the community rather than for your own interests  therefore indicates the measure of your progress’””!®7). This is the  unmistakable direction taken by the idea of De Vera Religione that it is  more inhuman to love in a person what is related to ourselves, which  would then become a way of keeping that person in our power, than to  love what is related to God, which would mean releasing him for the  fulness of his life. When a person loves someone only as related to  himself, he seeks only his own good in loving — perhaps even in his  strong and natural attachment to members of his own family — and the  God-orientation of the life of the other, an appreciation of which could  have led to a deeper and more comprehensive unity of human beings,  would be blocked from his vision. A good expression of the contrast  between the common and merely private good!°®), which puts us in  166) jbid., (CSEL 57,571-572. ML 33,1056): ‘“Hoc etiam quisque de anima sua>  cogitet, ut etiam in ipsa privatum affectum oderit, qui procul dubio temporalis est: diligat  autem in ea communionem societatemque illam, de qua dictum est: Erat illis in Deum  anima una_et cor unum (Acts 4.32). Sic enim anima tua non est propria, sed omnium  fratrum ; quorum etiam animae tuae sunt, vel potius quorum animae cum tua non animae,  sed anima una est, Christi unica ...”  167) Rule 5,2 (Verheijen, p. 429-430): ‘‘Caritas enim, de qua scriptum est quod non  quaerat quae sua sunt, sic intelligitur, quia communia propriis, non propria communibus  anteponit. Et ideo, quanto amplius rem communem quam propria vestra curaveritis, tanto  vos amplius profecisse noveritis ...””. Cf. Epistola 211,12 (CSEL 57,366. ML 33,963).  168) The denigration of purely private good does not mean to say that good does not  accure to individuals at all. For De Libero Arbitrio 2,1\9,52,196-198 (CC 29,272. CSEL  74,86. ML 32,1268) (Date: 392-396) the unchangeable good is common; it is proper to no  one. But what the soul experiences in clinging to unchangeable good is a proper good, for in  this way the soul becomes wise and happy. God’s being all in all means that ‘““et omnibus  totus est, et singulis totus est”: Sermo Wilmart 2,4 (MA 1,677) (Date: pre-410).167) ule 9 (Verheyhjyen, 429-430): *CCarıtas en1m, de qua scrıptum est quod 1918}  -

quaeral quac Su  x Sunt, SIC intellıgıtur, quıa cCommunıla PrOpTS, NO  — proprıa communıbus
anteponıt. Et ideo, quanto amplıus F qQUam proprıia vestira curaveritIis,
VOS amplıus profecıisse noverıtıs ©9 Epistola 33,963)

168) TIhe denıigration of purely prıvate good O€s noOot NCa >a y that g00d does nOoTt
AdCCUuTE indıvıduals al all For De Libero Arbitrio z  z  g  e  8 (CG SEL
/4,86 32,1268) ate 392-396) the unchangeable g00d 15 COININOI , ıt 15 DrODCI
OoNe But hat the soul experlences ın clinging unchangeable good 15 DTrODCI g00d, fOr ın
thıs WaY the soul becomes WIse and happy eing ql] ın all that ..  et omnıbus

eSL, SINngulis est  . Sermo Wilmart Z (MA ate pre-410).
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mınd of that between false and ITru love of self. 18 gıven In De ( iviıtate
Dei E2:1 The dıfference between g00d and bad angels had ıts or1gın ıIn
theır W1 and desıres:

the ONC SOTT persisting resolutely In that 00d ; 15
COININON all which for hem 18 G0d hıimself and in hıs
eternity, truth, and love, 1le the others WeTEe delıghted rather ıth
theır OW W!  9 as though they themselves WeIiC theır OW 0o0d
Ihus they ave fallen AaWAVY from that Supreme 0o0d 3C 1S
COININON all, which brings felıcıty, and they ave devoted
themselves theır OW ends. They ave chosen prıde in theır OW
elevatıon In exchange for the irue exaltatıon of eterniıty;
cleverness ın exchange fOr the certainty of truth; the spırıt of factıon
instead of unıty ın love: and they ave become°
deceıtful, and eNVIOUS. The of the 1SS of the others 18 theır
adherence God;: and the of the misery of the apostaltes
must be taken be the CONLrarYy, theır aılure adhere
hım *7).
Human beings who wısh tO fiınd elıcıty ın the Supreme 00d

COMMON all do also by clingiıng tO G0d But because, when God ıll
be all 1n all, it ıll noTt be matter of prıvate indıvıduals enJoyıng theır
OW g00ds, therefore those, who urıng thıs time of pılgrımage desıre
en]Ooy God in COoMMUNI1ON wıth others, dIC Custom themselves
preferring the COININON go0od theır O W: seekıng nOoTt theır OW ends but
those of Jesus Chriıst (cf. Phıiıl

The 1na. aspect of De Vera Religione’s presentatıon of love for
ne1ghbour IC wısh tO bring 1g 1s that 1C has een SCCI1 by
SOTINC authors d S offerıng motıve for love In the potentıial worth of the
other I, however. such worth o€s function dASs motive for Augustıine,

169) De (ivitate Dei 21 CC SEL 40/1,566. 41,347) “  .  X dum 1ın
Constanter In COomm unı omnıbus bono, quod 1pse ıllıs Deus est, in 1USs ageternıtate
verıtate arıtate persistunt ; IM 08  b potestate potıus delectati, velut bonum SUUIN S1b1ı 1ps]
essentL, superlo0re COomMMUN1I Oomnıum beatıfi1co ONO ad propria defluxerunt ei abentes
elatıonıs fastum PTO excelsissıma aeternitate, vanıtatıs astuti1am PTO certissıma verıtate,
studıa partıum DTIo indıvıdua arıtate superbı fallaces 1Inv1dı effect1 sunt Beatitudinis igitur
ıllorum est adhaerere Deo;: quocırca istorum 1iserl1ae contrarıo est
intellegenda, quod est NO adhaerere Deo” Englısh translatıon Henry Bettenson,
Penguıin, 471

170) En INn DS (88 40,1566 37,1415): * Cjlor10sissıma quıppe lla Cıvıtas
adepta promıssam heredıitatem, In qua nullus morietur, nullus orletur, NOMN habebıt C1ves
quı singulI gaudean Suls rebus, quıa Deus erıt Oomnıa iın omnıbus. (Cu1lus socıetatem
qU1SQqUIS In hac peregrinatione fidelıter ei flagranter desıderaverit, assuescıt prıvatıs
praeferre communla, 1O Sua quaerendo, sed quac lesu Christı
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then love of self must also be SCCI1 Aas requirıng motıve. For hat ONeC 15
called and commanded love both ın oneself and ın others 1$ the
‘““or1ginal and perfect nature’””, °human nature eıther ASs perfect 0)8 be
perfected , °“the of God created ın hıs image””. I1wo points about
these formulatıons AIicC be especılally kept in miıind. Fırstly, they
constıtute the goal visualısed by the rommandment ; delıght, reedom and
invincıbilıty ın the total servıice of God for hıs OW sake alone. econdly,
they AaTeC assoclated Dy Augustine ıth what 1s elated God, 1e the
COINIMMON g00d, 1C 1S opposed hat 1s elated oneself. In
referring love the basıs of thıs latter Aas inhuman, Augustine, who
has lready made clear that human beings WeEeTC not be OVE: iın order

derıve SOMMC empora pleasure OT advantage from them INa Yy lready
ave had in mınd that such love MaYy be lıttle INOIC than sheer selfishness
1C 1gnOores the other’s vocatıon perfection iın God Thus, pPCerSON
1s ommanded love the COMMON g0o0d both ıIn hımselft and iın others.
And thıs clinging God ın subjection Hım, lovıng Hım IMNOTC

than oneself; and ringıng others also fO thıs perfect goodness (perfecta
IuStitIa) 171)'

Thıs 15 the background agaınst which the text in question has be
read.

Let persoN love WI1Se and perfect soul Just dASs he SCCS ıt; let hım
nOoTt love oolısh soul 4S such, but because ıt 1S capable of eing
perfect and wWIse. FOor NOT should he love hımself AS oolısh Whoever
loves hıimself as fool ıll make towards Wwıisdom ;
ONC becomes d he wıshes be unless he hates himself as he 15 But
as long dSs he 1S ST1 the WaY wısdom and perfection, let hım
ear the foolıshness of hıs ne1ghbour ıth the SaImInc attıtude of mınd
that he WOUu ear hıs OW ıf he WeEeIC oolısh and OoVvVe wısdom 172).

171) De Vera Religione 262 48,93 (CC 34,163-164):
...  Quem dele@tat CIRO lıbertas, ab mutabılıum er SSC appetat; el quem
ICBNAIC electat, unı omnıum regnatorı deo subdıtus haereat, plus 8 dılıgendo quamı
Ipsum. Et haec est perfecta lustıtıa, qua potıus potiora et m1ınus mınora dılıgımus””. It 15 of
interest that thıs ast sentence, whiıich 15 sometımes sed ShOW that Augustinıan love
sımply responds values, actual potential, in the objects loved, OCCUTIS in ontext of
law and subjecti0n, ell that of desıire for treedom understand the expression
refer primarıly the foregoing, 1.e. when ONC loves (30d INOTEC than oneself, ONc 15 perfectly
g0o0d because nes  D love 15 then ordered accordıng commandment; and this
determines whatever reference it INa Yy ave hat ollows. The expression ..  qua potıus
potiora el mınus mınora dılıgımus” o€es not INCanN that ONEC loves better human beings
INOTEC and foolısh human beings less. See the followıng reference for the immediate
continuatiıon of thıs text

172) De Vera Religione 262-263 48,93 (CC g 34,164)
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Augustıine 1s explaınıng the meanıng of lovıng ne’s  A ne1ghbour d

oneself. The PCISON wh loves hıs oolısh self O€s not make an Y
towards wıisdom ; only when he hates hımself Aas he 1s
that 1S, ASs prou and faılıng love God INOTE than hımself and desıires

become hat he 18 capable of becoming, that 1S, WISse and perfect
pCISoON fully ubject God In bearıng the foolıshness of the ne1ighbour
whom he loves d hımself, therefore, he desıires also that the ne1ghbour
become WISe and perfectly g00d, overcomıng prıde and returnıng
corrected God What he 1$ commanded a1m for iın hımself, “the

of God created In Hıs image” and otally intent uDON Hım, 1S
also be the goal a he seeks ead the neighbour by love. 10
Oove the ne1ghbour ıIn h1ıs fooliıshness WOU. that the latter wıll
make towards wısdom). 10 OVve hım as capable of wısdom
and perfection, CVCMN ıle he remaıns foolısh, MaYy a1d suchEJust
aSs lovıng ourselves In thıs WaY g1ves us the poss1ıbılıty of becomiıng hat

desıire be., 18 in context, free of G0d Jovıng Hım INOTE
than ourselves.

OVEF NEIGHBOUR AS CHRIST HAS US

It WOU. be possıble explore the theme of the imıtatıon of Christ
in lovıng by groupıng JIn 3.34 wıth Jn 110 and John 3 16 and
thus emphasısıng love untıl er As useful for OUT theme, however, ASs
Christ’s eachıng and provıng MO of the WaY of umlulıty, 1S the
assoclated figure of Christus Medicus who ore inners ıth love (cum
dilectione pertulit peccantes). Lovıng OIlC another ASs he has OVEe: us,
then, bearıng wıth ONEC another in love, preserving the unıty of the
spırıt ın the bond of (r Eph 4.2-3), and bearıng ONC another’s

““Sapıentem anımam perfectam alem dılıgat qualem am videt ; tultam NO  . alem,
sed quıa CSSC perfecta et sapıens potest, quıa NEC 1psum stultum ılıgere. Nam quı

dılıgıt stultum, 1O proficiet ad sapıentlam ; NC fıet quısque qualıs cupıt SSC 181
er! qualıs est Sed donec ad sapıent1am perfectıonemque venlatur, anımo stultıt1am
DroX1m1ı quo SUamll ferret, S1 tultus esse ei amaret sapıentiam . De Vera Religione 18 ere
less patent of misunderstanding than Soliloquia K 2 (ML 32,873) ”Itaque magıs
am amıcos INCOS, quanio magıs ene utuntiur anıma rationali, vel certe quantum
desıderanı ene ut1ı  A hıs make love for others dependent theır desıre uUsec
theır ratıonal souls well, Ven though OTMNC loves the ratıonal soul itself of those, ıke thıeves,
wh: do NnOoLt desıre. De Vera Religione 15 clearer INn ıts statement of intention In thıs
regard: g00d whatsoever ACCIUCS the neıghbour when love hıs foolıshness, states
Augustine, for thus he wıiıll make Oowards wısdom’. Love, therefore, 18 nOoTt
dependent for ıts Ca”dsSsuTe the ne1ghbour’s dısposıitions, but 18 dırected owards hıs

in wisdom, whether he 18 actually usıng hıs ratıonal soul ell not
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burdens (L Gal 6.2) 173)_ In the 65th ohn gospel, datıng from
418-421, Augustine agaıln CNZAYCS the metaphor of doctor treatıng the
sıck ıllustrate Christ’s love for us A4s the exemplar of OUT OVe for
ne1ghbour. ere ATC strong remıinıscences ere of De Vera Religione’s
bearıng ıth the foolıshness and prıde of the ne1ghbour wıth d VIEW the
ne1ghbour’s becomıng WIse and perfect ervant of (G0d But NO

Augustine SCCS noTt Just thıs perfect goodness of the indıvıdual but the
formatıon of lovıng communıty ASs eing hat Christ has one for us JIn
3.34 naturally o1VvES INOIC weıght the idea that AdICc followıing in
Christ’s footsteps ıIn lovıng ONC another, and also that lovıng 15 hıs gıift;
but, in INannNeT that antıcıpates OUT analysıs of the unıty of OVve for (J0d
and neighbour, Augustine maıntaıns that there 1S opposıtıon between
lovıng others as Chriıst has OVEe' us and the double commandment
of Matt 22.37-40, the second part of which prescr1ibes love of ne1ghbour
as oneself’

The tex{i IN exXxtienso reads:

SIisters and brothers, do nOot 11% that when the Lord saıd, 44A
1919  S commandment g1ve yOou YOU AdIC love ONC another, he
passed VGL that greater commandment by IC AdICc enjoıned
love the Lord OUT God wıth the ole heart, the ole soul and the
ole mınd. It INAaV ındeed SCCIN that he dıd leave that greater
commandment Out of aCcCcount For he saıd ‘ love ONC another’”’, ASs ıf
thıs had nothıng tO do wıth the second part of that other command-
ment where ıt 15 sa1ld ; ° LOove YOUTF ne1ıghbour dS yourself””. In fact he
SaVYS ..  on these {WO depend the ole Law and the
Prophets’”. But for those of sound understandıng each of these LWO
commandments 1S OoOun ıIn the other For ıf love (J0d cannot

hım commandıng us love OUT ne1ghbour; and when love
the ne1ghbour purely and spirıtually, what do love in hım but
God? Thıs love,c 1s be dıstınguıished from q ]] worldly love,

173) Contra Epistolam Parmenıianı 3275 ’ ate 400) -
sufferendo invicem ın dılectione, servaren unıtatem spirıtus ıIn vinculo paCıs, ei Invicem

sla portantes (Gal 6.2), implerent uti1que egem Christıi, qua domınus nOster Jesus
Christus ad docendam humuıilıtatıs 1am ad mortem CruCIs humıilıarı 1gnatus est
(Phıl 2.8), el tamquam medicus aegrotantes, ıta CUu dılectione pertulıt peccantes, de
quıbus dıxerat, Non est ODUS SANMNLS medicus, sed aegrotantibus Ma 9A2)5 On the eme of
“Christus medicus’”’ ın Augustine, SCC Rudolph Arbesmann 0 he Concept of
“Christus Medicus’ iın St Augustine’””, In Traditio (1954) LO  ©O See Iso P.CJ Eıjkenboom
SE Het Christus-medicusmotief IN de preken Van SINTI Augustinus, Assen, 960 On
Augustine’s use and understandıng of Gal D A .-M Ia Bonnardıere, '**Portez les
fardeaux les uns des autres’. Exegese augustinınıenne de Gal O.2° in Didaskalia L, (1971)
201:215
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Was characterised by the Lord when He (to ...  you AIiIcC love
ONC another’”): ..  as ave OoVve 22  you What indeed dıd the Lord
love in us but God? He OoVe: us nOT because already had G0od
quo habebamus), but that m1g ave hım (ut haberemus):
that 1S, that he m1g ead uS, d sa1d earlher. that state where
God ll be all ın all Thıs 1s also the WaY ıIn IC doctor 1s rıghtly
saı1d love the sıck. Isn’t ıt the health he wıshes estore that he
loves, nNnOoTt the Ilness (morbum) 1C he drıve out?

Therefore, let us LOO love ONeC another ın such WaYy that, insofar
4S Can, MaYy attract ONC another Dy the soliıcıtude of love {O
ave God ın OUT mıdst He hımself who saı1d “A1ıst A ave Ove
VOU, YOU also must love ONC another” o1VveESs us thıs love. He OVEe: UuS,
therefore, thıs end that m1g love OMNC another. In lovıng us
he has granted us be drawn together ıIn mutual love and, wıth OUT
members unıted by such delıghtful bond, be the body of grea
Hea “

Concerning the doctor metaphor in thıs texXL, Anders Nygren wriıtes,
apparently paraphrasıng Augustine : “AS the doctor o€es NnOT strictly love
the sick MAaN IN his present miserable S  9 but loves health which he

restore ın hım, Christ o€es nOoTt strictly love us as NO aIC, but
loves us INn consideration of the g00d and perfect beings MaYy yet
become hrough Hım ” Of thıs putatıve Augustiniıan posıtiıon Nygren
remarks: “It 18 obvıous that thıs 15 somethıng quıte dıfferent from hat
the New Testament by love. Augustine has [OOTMM for love of
neıghbour which 1S, In the strıict of the word, unmotivated’”’ *! ’>).

l74) I ractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 65,2 Cy 35,1809): “Nolıte
ıtaque, ratres mel, putare In hoc quod alt OMINUS : Mandatum do vobis, 141 VOS

Invicem diligatis, ıllud malus praetermıssum s5C mandatum, quUO praecıpitur ut dılıgamus
omınum Deum NOSITUumM LOLO corde, tota anıma, ei tota mente, tamquam nım
hoc praeterm1sso videtur dıctum Ul diligatis InVICEM, velu HOC ad ıllud alterum 1910}  —_

pertineat, quod dıctum est Diliges proxımum I[UUM LAMQUAM e1ıpDsum In AiS nım duobus
praeceptis, Inquıt, OLla lex pendet, e1 prophetae. Sed ene intellegentibus utlrumque inven1-
{[ur ın singulıs. Nam etl quı ılıgunt Deum, 1910}  — CUu potest contemnere praecıpentem ut
dılıgat ProxXximum ; ei quı sancte ei spirıtualıter dılıgıt proximum, quıd In dılıgıt 1S1
Deum? Ipsa est dılect10 ab mnı mundana dılectione dıscreta, qUamn dıstınguendo addıdıt
OMI1NUS : SICul dilexıi VOoOsS. Quıid nım 1S1 Deum dılexıt In nobıs? Non quod habebamus, sed
ut haberemus: ut perducat NOS, sicut paulo nte dix1, ubı sıt Deus omnı1a ıIn omnıbus. SIC
et1am medicus recite dıicıtur AaCBTOS dılıgere ; ei quıd ın e1s 1S1 alutem dılıgıt, qUamn Cup1
utıque'10  - morbum, QUCIMN veniıt expellere? SIC CIrgZO ef NOS iInvicem dılıgamus, ut
quantum u  s Invicem In nobıs Deum CUIa dılectionıs adtrahamus Hanc dılectionem
nobıs donat 1pse quı aıt Sıicult dilexi VOS, ul el VOS diligatis Invicem. hoc CIgO N OS dılexit,
ut et 910 dılıgamus Invicem ; hoc nobıs conferens dılıgendo NOS, ut mutua dılectione
constriıngamur inter NOS, ei ta:  3 dulcı vinculo ConnexI1s membrısu tantı capıtıs SiImus’”.

175) Nygren, gape and LEros, 550 (My emphasıs).
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his 1S, however, emasculatıon of the deepest intention of Augustine’s
hought Nygren MANALCS CONVCY the impress1on that Augustine
sıdesteps CONCETN for the sıck PDECTISOoN dSs sıck PCISON, hat 1S, fOor
“the sıck INan iın hıs present miserable state’”. What actually find In
Augustine, however, 1s that the doctor (Chrıst, the lover) 0€Ss nOoTt OoVve
“the Iness MOrbDum 1C he drıve out  27 WOU be dıfficult

object reasonably thıs The Iness 15 obvıously SIN, foolıshness,
prıde, separatıon from God, slavery the 1Ce of not lovıng others ASs

they oug O be OVEe:| and dıvıisıon from ONe another. And it 1s nOoTL
lıkely that Augustine had ere forgotten the distinction he Wdads a_

customed TawWw earlıer between love for people and aversion for theır
faults 176) OT that it Was longer signıfıcant for hım that he had urge
people °to ear the foolıshness of theır ne1ghbours ıth the SdadIlnle attıtude
of mınd that they WOUuU ear theır OW ıf they WeTIC oolısh and OVEe!
wiısdom)’ 177). The doctor, rnst, the lover, loves nNnOTL the foolıshness but
the fool, not the but the erring ON  q}

Nonetheless, Nygren m1g object, it 1s ST1 somethiıing other than
human eıng in the actual condıtion of ıfe he 1n hıimself that 15 OVEe

15 OoVe: ın others; OT they ATIC OVEe: In cConsideration of the
g0o0od and perfect beings they MaYy yvel become in (J0d’ The phrase .  1n
consıderatıiıon OF, estiine'‘ suggest that love 15 motıvated by the
potentıial value of the other ın God, 1S, however, content10us A1-
tatıon of the Augustinıan Case We AT indeed told that, when love the
ne1ıghbour purely and spirıtually, love God In hım But, in describing
Christ’s love fOor usS, upDONc OUT love for ne1ghbour 1s be ase
Augustine detaıls hat lovıng God in the ne1ghbour Christ OVE:
us so that mıg ave God ın us (ut haberemus), SsSo that He m1g
ead us that where God ıll be all ıIn all’ In other words., Chrıst
OVEe: us and thus aTe love ONeC another because dIC gods
and SOINS of the Most Hıgh and that m1g be hıs sisters and
brothers * ®). On the 0)01> hand, thıs 15 the creatıve of the

176) ule 4,10 (Verhejujen, 428) ”  S CUu dılectione homınum ei d10 vit10rum .
Epistolam Ioannıs, ir R1 (ML 35,2035).

177) De Vera Religione 263 48,93 (GE 34,164)
donec ad sapıentiam perfect1ıonemque venlatur, anımo era stultıt1am proxX1m1ı qUuUO
SUam ferret, S1 tultus esse‘! ei amaret sapıentam)”.

178) I ractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 65,1 (CE C 35,1809): “ sed sıcut
dılıgunt, quon1am dı sunt ei filıı Altıssımı 9 ut sınt 1110 1uUS Uun1ıco fratres,
dılectione invicem dılıgentes, qua 1pse dılexıit COS
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doctor Christ and ourselves) lovıng the health he wıshes restore

growth ın God-1lıkeness and sonshıp wıth the Son Thus, love
1E  S salutary perspectives the ıfe of the other and desıres help ıIn
see1ng them realısed for the other’s sake: “quid INn eLls ALSI salutem diligit,
QUAFN Cupit utique OVve 1$ actually al work promoting the
health 1t a1ms at, eiıfyıng and strengthening brotherhood wıth Christ
On the other hand, encounter yel urther paralle expresssion
lovıng God ın the ne1ıghbour ..  ut haberemus’” Strangely enough, NnOT only
ATC old that (G0d OVEe: uüs that m1g ave hım ın OUT mı1dst,
but also that ‘he OVEe: us thıs en! that m1g love ONC another’.
The delıghtful mutual love of the members of Christ’s Body, unıted
Christ the Head, 1S SCvVcn 110 representation of eing In us, of hıs
eing ql In all UuS, a(0)1 Just AdS ndıvıduals but dsS communıty. In fact
accordıng the 83rd John’s Gospel, nOoTt only 1s real love for ONC

another dırected towards reignıng wıth Chriıst (ut VESNAFE DOSSIMUS CU

Christo), havıng God In OUT mıdst propter habendum eum In order
that God be all ıIn a]] (ut Sıf Deus OMNILA IN omnibus), but people Oove God

4S love ONEC another Droperiy 79 In thıs LOO DUIC and
spirıtual love for ne1ighbour 1s Oove God, both for myself — because ıf
faıl do ate myself and therefore cCannot poss1bly love MY
ne1ghbour (cf. Ps 10.6) and fOor the ne1ghbour that he INAaYy Jonger
be sinner but that God MaYy be all In a]] hım The of the
health for IC aım, havıng G0d In OUT mıdst and Chriıst AdSs ead of
the Body to IC belong, offers rTes stimulus practise and
delıght ın the mutual love by IC AdIcCc OuUn together. 10 thıs en
Christ, OUT Head, OVve us that m1g love ONC another, that
m1g take delıght In and attract ONMNC another ave (GJ0d 1S OUT mıdst
and become sisters and brothers of only Son

In the long EXCeEerpt from the Commenta: ohn Gospel quoted
above., read that Chriıst ‘*Jlove us NOTL because already had (10d
quo. habebamus), but that m1g ave Hım (ut haberemus)
That 1s SaY, rnst, the Redeemer, OVEe: us as sinners whom he had
COTINC restore health But Christ’s work 1s already effective, people dIiC

179) I ractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 533 ( 35,1846): ‘““Utquıd nım
dılıgıt 1105 Chrıstus, 1S1 ut TrCgNaITCc pOossımus Cu T1SLO hoc CTgO ei 1105 Invicem
dılıgamus, ut dılectionem nOostram dıscernamus ceterI1s, quı NO  — ad hoc Invicem
ılıgunt, quıa NC dılıgunt. Quı autem propter habendum Deum dılıgunt, 1ps1 ılıgunt ;
CIgO ut ılıgant, Deum dılıgunt. Non est aeCcC dılect10 in omnıbus hominıbus; paucı
propiterea ılıgunt, ut sıt Deus omn1a in omnıbus Cor. 285
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mofe OT less ; Dealtay-. lovıng ONC another, and, iın thıs Go0od 15
Jready greater OT lesser extent present in OUT mıdst hıs realısatıon
nables us understand sıgniıficantly dıfferent formulatıon 16
ar1ses in {[WO other the former dealıng wıth love of s  en the
latter ıth OVve for ne1ghbour in general

Let us love (G0d fOor hıs OW sake, and ourselves In hım (iIn LDSO
but d Oorlıentated towards hım (propter 1IDSUM) For he ruly loves
frıend who loves God ın the frıend, eıther because (J0d 1s in hım ÖT
that He IMaY be in hım (auf qula est IN illo, AaAuTt ul SIf IN O .

ıll ave God, and ıll be intent uDON hım alone:
indeed, 111 be delıghted by hım alone that ıll seek for
nothıng else, because ıll eN]OY hım together and ıll en]OYy
(fruemur) hım ın ONC another. For hat dIC ıf do not ave
God? And what should love In ONe another other than God,
either because ave hım OT ın order that INaYy ave hım (aut
qu1a habemus, aul ul habeamus) 181).
Accordıng {O John Burnaby, ““the alternatıve form of phrase reflects

the double connotatıon of UAaMOT, affectiıve and conatıve: but ıt needs for
ıts understandıng the background of the doectrine of the dıvıne image in
INan, 1ts obscuratıon and ıts renewal” 182)_ Christ has sei the PTOCCSS of
renewal afoot and invıtes human beings continue the ask both ın
themselves and in others by stakıng all theır opes (10d and eing
otally commıtted Hım: thıs 1S the conatıve connatatıon 1C
ave ea wıth al length. But, the extient that the dıvıne image has
actually een renewed in indıvıiduals and ın the communıty that 1S,
the extient hat God has already become all in all {O them makıng them
perfect such that they seek the COININON 200d before theır OW g00d
ONC INAaY OVe and eN]JOY G0od present ın others. PCTISON whose OW love
has een set ng ıll be attracted and delıghted by such people and

180) Sermo 336,2 (ML 38,1472): "Ipsum (Deum) AdINCINUS propiter 1psum, ei N OS In
1DSO, amen propter 1psum. Ile nım veracıter mat amıcum, quı Deum mat ın amıco, Aaut
quıa est In ıllo, aut ut sıt In ıllo  27

181) Sermo 29554 (ML 38,1189): ' qula Deum habebimus, ei 1DSO solo contentIı
er1mus, 1ImMoO 1DSO solo SIC delectabımur, ut nı alıud requıramus; qulia ei In un  ® 1PSO
iruemur, ei in nobıs Invicem 1DSO fruemur: quı nNnım S] Deum NO habemus? aut
quıd alıud In nobıs qUam) Deum debemus dılıgere, aut quia habemus, aut ut habeamus

hıs alternatıve form of phrase 1S reflected ın sımılar Coniex{i In De I rinitate 8,6,9
(L 42,956) ‘““Qu1]1 CIO mat homıines, aut quıa 1ust! Sun(t, aut ut iust] sınt,

SIC enım ei ipsum ebet, aut quıa lustus est, aut ut 1ustus sıt ; SIC nım
diligit proximum 1IAamquam IDSUM, sıne ullo periculo””.

182) Burnaby, Amor Del, 136
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gTO0UDS 1S ell worth remıindıng ourselves, however, of the INanYy-
sidedness of the fruli deo and habere eum d ave investigated
them earlıer in dealıng ıth the uit/frul dıstinetion ASs elated to OUTI

theme For Ragnar olte, Ffrul deo 1S the SUDTITEME end of INan IC God
both hım and Commands that he ulfıl ; it entaıls total
abandonment (GG0d iın the form of love wıth the ole eart and soul
and mind ;?) O love and en]OYy God in the neı1ghbour, therefore, Can

also ave the meanıng that ıIn the ne1ghbour total claım 1S made uDON
1C ca beyond myself self-abandonment INaVYy CVOIMN be

there that the God, love for whom straıghtens self-love, in encountered.
Sımillarly, habere eum has d ıts corollary inhabitatio del,
eing possessed by God 184)_ Thus, when uhave” God 1ın the ne1ghbour
and delıght in hım there, God OO ıth hımself and ulfıls hıs
promıiıse be ..  MY GO 27 Then, wıthout Jealousy, MaYy together
delıght ıIn the God who, both others and myself, 1s all in all

g00d example of the affective connotatıon of love OoVve and
delıght ıIn others because God 1s ıIn them 1s OUnNn: In Augustine’s
‚pistola GE Jerome, datıng from 404 Just d Can be SOUTITCE of true
benefit and JOY others only ıf image 1s renewed In and
made comely and appY Dy eıng otally intent uDON him > >) ıt 1s
wıth friends ın regard They dICc genumnely al us long 4S

they remaın cc  1ın GO 27 Entrusting ourselves the love of riends 1s
entrust ourselves God who 1s the guarantor of theır ıdelıty.

confess iıt I easıly g1ve myself completely the love of those
wıth whom mMOst intimate and irıendly, especılally when
tıred of the vexatıons of thıs WOT. rest In theır love wıthout an Yy
preoccupatıon. For fee] that (G0d 1s there, and In safety g1ve
myself hım, and safely rest ın hım In thıs securıty of love
longer fear the insecurıty of W, the insecurıty of human
fraulty about C complaıined earlıer. For, when that
PCISON 1s nflamed wıth Christian OVe and has become INOTC
faıthful frıend LO because of it, the ideas and oughts that
entrust thıs PCISON entrust longer LO human eing, but to

183) olte, Beatitude ef Hagesse, 280
184) See Lorenz, “ Frultio DeIl beı ugustın’””, In Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte

63 (1950-1951), 104-108
185) See agaın De T rinitate 4,14,18 (CC 42,1049): recie Ilı de

prox1imo s U  - praecı1pitur, ut CUu sıcut dılıgat. lam nım NO sed recte dılıgıt,
(Ar Deum dılıgıt, CU1uUSs partıcıpatione imago ]la NO solum est, et1am veiustate
renovatur, deformitate reformatur, infelıcıtate beatıficatur.  3
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God For °Go 1s love: and whoever remaıns in love remaıns ın
God, and God in hım  9 Jn 4.16) H he WeTITC to bandon God, he
WOU. inevıtably rıng about SOTTOW in the Same CasSsurTe 4S the JOY
he NO g1ves us by remamnıng ın God186)
In g1ving ourselves tO the CasSC, pleasure and confidence of the

OVve of faıthful frıiends who love us ASs themselves and d Chrıst has OVEe':
usS, g1ve ourselves iın God who 18 present in such love
assurıng 1ts genulneness. “The ideas and oughts entrust thıs DCISON
who 15 nflamed wıth Christian love, and al friend because of 1t)
entrust longer human eing but G0d’ hıs 1S rıng us the
v heart of the matter the unıty of love for ne1ghbour and love for
God

('ANNING

186) ‚pistola y  g 34/2,276-277. 33,249-250): RE qUOTUMM CRO Carl-
m, fateor, facıle DTO1CI0 praesertim fatıgatum scandalıs saeculı; ei ın sıne
ulla sollıcıtudıne requlesco: Deum quıppe ıllıc SSC sent10, in quUCcm SCCUIUS PrO1C10, el In
quUO SCCUTUS requlesCo. Nec In hac INCcCa securıtate crastınum ıllud humanae fragılıtatıs
incertum, de qUO super1us ingemul, Oomnıno formıdo Cum nNnım homınem christiana
carıtate flagrantem, ul mıiıhı1 fidelem amıcum factum SSC sent10; quı1dquıd el COIMN-
sılıorum INCOTUMM cogiıtatıonumque commiıtto, NO homıiını commiıtto, sed Ilı in quO manet,
ut alıs sit Deus nım Carıtas est , el qul MOa INn carıtate, In Deo9 el Deus In Jn
4.16) qUam S1 deseruerit, tantum facıat NCCESSC est dolorem, quantum INanenNns ecerat
gaudıum”. Not only O€s the TIEN: remaın ın G0d’ but he loves 1ın od’, that 1S, Dy
respecting and obeyıng the double commandment, and he thereby truly becomes OUT
frıend See Epistola 33,1072) Martıanus, who had Just een
converted Christianıty. Augustine Duts it hım that before hıs CONversı1on “"tu ab hac
(1e benignitate et gratia Salvatorıs nostri) alıenus, quomodo 55C poteras amIı1cCus INCUS, quı
nde beatus sS5C OSSCHN penıtus 1ıgnorabas, ei NO ın hoc amabas, 1n qUO miıhı 1pse 1am
fueram utcumque amıcus effectus ?’””.


